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INTRODUCTION 

Within the framework of the Interreg Estonia-Latvia 2014-нлнл ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ άWƻƛƴǘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ 
ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ό²ŀǘŜǊ!Ŏǘύέ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻƻƪ ǇƭŀŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ 
Estonian and Latvian organizations involved in the preparation of River Basin Management Plans (RBMP) to 
improve the efficiency of joint groundwater resources management in the transboundary area. Joint 
transboundary management of the Gauja/Koiva and Salaca/Salatsi river basins is necessary for both 
countries to implement the requirements of the EU water policy, most directly - the WFD. Harmonized 
approach for the assessment of the status of GWBs in the Latvian-Estonian transboundary area within the 
WaterAct project was established, thus ensuring the protection of the main drinking water resource in 
Latvian and Estonia - groundwater. 

For the implementation of the WFD, MS shall establish TGWBs, and to ensure consistent protection of 
groundwater resources, the MS sharing those GWBs should coordinate their monitoring, the setting of TVs, 
and the identification of relevant hazardous substances. Some guidelines have been developed for the 
TGWBs identification and management, however, detailed specific methodologies are not available. Also, 
each MS has different geological and hydrogeological conditions, as well as different approaches for the 
assessment and management of their groundwater resources. 

¢ƘŜ ŀƛƳ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ¢мΦм ά9ȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƘŀǊƳƻƴƛȊŜŘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ŦƻǊ 
ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ƘŀǊƳƻƴƛȊŜŘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ 
groundwater resources in transboundary Gauja/Koiva and Salaca/Salatsi river basins. During this activity, 
groundwater assessment methodologies and approaches used by project partners at national level 
(addressing such principles as GWB delineation methodologies, NBLs and TVs delineation methodologies, 
strategies of conceptual model development, schemes of GWB status assessment and other) were collected, 
translated and exchanged (Chapter 1 ά9ȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳ ƻƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ 
management and ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ŀƴŘ [ŀǘǾƛŀέύ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ 
common groundwater resources in transboundary Gauja/Koiva and Salaca/Salatsi river basins were chosen 
and agreed, creating joint harmonized approaches (Chapter 3 ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ƻƴ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ 
groundwater resources management and assessment is cross-border Gauja/Koiva and Salaca/Salatsi river 
ōŀǎƛƴǎέύΣ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎƻƭǾŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ²ŀǘŜǊ!Ŏǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ǘŀking into account data 
availability and quality in both countries, as well as available human resources and project timeline. 

¢ƘŜ ŀƛƳ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ¢мΦн ά!ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ ōŜǎǘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ 
ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎέ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ƎŀǇǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ¢мΦм ά9ȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƘŀǊƳƻƴƛȊŜŘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέΦ 5ǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ 
studies were carried out to gain an in depth understanding of the requirements of European water policies 
with an emphasis on common groundwater assessment according the WFD and the GWD. Guidelines and 
available best practices from other countries (as well as areas where implementation approaches were not 
defined or flexible) were analyzed (Chapter 2 ά{ǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƻŦ 9¦ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƻƴ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέύΦ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
for further steps were developed, which were taken into account creating joint harmonized approaches for 
groundwater resources assessment (Chapter 3 ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ƻƴ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ 
resources management and assessment is cross-ōƻǊŘŜǊ DŀǳƧŀκYƻƛǾŀ ŀƴŘ {ŀƭŀŎŀκ{ŀƭŀǘǎƛ ǊƛǾŜǊ ōŀǎƛƴǎέύΦ 

¢ƘŜ ŀƛƳ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ¢мΦп ά9ȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎǎ ŀǘ 9D¦ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ !ǎǎŜƳōƭȅ нлнмέ ŀƴŘ ¢мΦо 
ά/ŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀǘ bƻǊŘƛŎ IȅŘǊƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ /ƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ нлннέ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜ ƭŀǘŜǎǘ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳent 
practices in Europe and get feedback from the best experts in field if implementation of EU water policies, 
as well as to introduce the WaterAct project to stakeholders and to share and accumulate new knowledge 
between different institutions. After both events, the summaries on acquired knowledge during both events 
were developed and circulated around all project partners to transfer the gained knowledge. The summaries 
of acquired information during aŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ¢мΦп ά9ȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƛƴings at EGU General Assembly 
нлнмέ is available in Annex 14, but for aŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ¢мΦо ά/ŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀǘ bƻǊŘƛŎ IȅŘǊƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ /ƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ 
нлннέ ς an Annex 15.  
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1. Experience exchange on groundwater resources management and 
assessment in Estonia and Latvia 

To develop harmonized principles for joint assessment of common groundwater resources in transboundary 
Gauja/Koiva and Salaca/Salatsi river basins, the first step was identification and exchange of groundwater 
assessment and other methodologies and approaches used by project partners at the national level. 
Available experiences and good practices were gathered and translated into English, as well as exchanged 
among the project partners during joint seminars, demonstrating step-by-step guidelines on how the 
processes were carried out and what data and tools were used. 

This chapter collects all experiences and practices exchanged between project partners. The chapter is 
divided into multiple subchapters which in detail depicts each experience/practice in both project partner 
countries (if such information was available). Practices, which were chosen for further adaptation and 
harmonization (based on results reached from studies of EU level guidelines and practices from other 
countries in Chapter 2 ά{ǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƻŦ 9¦ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƻƴ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ 
groundwater resoǳǊŎŜǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέύ ǘƻ Ŧƛǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
in transboundary areas, are supplemented with annexes which in detail compares approaches in both 
countries and provides solutions for harmonization (if such solutions were reached) which serve as a basis of 
harmonized and/or agreed principles of groundwater resources management and assessment in cross-
border Gauja/Koiva and Salaca/Salatsi river basins, depicted in Chapter 3 ά5ŜǾŜƭƻpment of joint principles 
on common groundwater resources management and assessment is cross-border Gauja/Koiva and 
{ŀƭŀŎŀκ{ŀƭŀǘǎƛ ǊƛǾŜǊ ōŀǎƛƴǎέΦ 

This chapter does not include information on groundwater monitoring principles and strategies in Estonia 
and Latvia as this topic is the main focus of WP2 activity T2.3 ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ 
ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ DŀǳƧŀκYƻƛǾŀ ŀƴŘ {ŀƭŀŎŀκ{ŀƭŀǘǎƛ ǊƛǾŜǊ ōŀǎƛƴǎέΦ aƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƻǇƛŎ is 
ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ²tн ά!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ of common groundwater resources in Gauja/Koiva and 
{ŀƭŀŎŀκ{ŀƭŀǘǎƛ ǊƛǾŜǊ ōŀǎƛƴǎέ (Borozdins et al., 2022). 

1.1. Groundwater body delineation 

The WFD does not provide detailed, uniform, and binding guidelines on how to delineate GWBs in the MS ς 
the development of appropriate methodologies is the responsibility of each MS and remains a major 
challenge. General guidelines are available that are recommendatory (EC, 2003; EC, 2004), but without the 
inclusion of additional conditions, these guidelines are unsuitable for Estonian and Latvian hydrogeological 
conditions (with multilayer geological structure). The possibilities to adopt methodologies and good practices 
from the other MS are limited due to the drastic differences in hydrogeological conditions (between and 
even within the MS), the different levels of detail of the available information, and the knowledge base. 

A GWB is defined as a certain amount of groundwater in an aquifer or aquifers (EC, 2000), which is strictly 
defined within horizontal and vertical distribution boundaries. Within the boundaries of a GWB, there must 
be a minimum inflow of water from adjacent GWBs and low-variable chemical composition of water to 
calculate the water balance for each body and determine the NBLs of the water chemical composition. The 
link between two adjacent GWBs must be kept to a minimum so that it cannot be disregarded in the 
calculation of the water balance, i.e. there must be different catchment areas, or the link must be capable of 
being accurately assessed or quantified. In areas where cracked rocks predominate and/or karst processes 
have been observed, the characterization of the quantitative status of water can be particularly difficult. In 
such cases, the boundaries of specific rock formations or processes may be taken as the boundaries of GWBs, 
as far as possible to provide a reasonable description of such isolated bodies. A GWB may consist of one or 
more aquifers, and heterogeneity in water composition, levels, lithology, and geological characteristics is 
allowed within a GWB. However, GWB must be allocated in such a way that it is possible to prepare a 
reasonable description of the quantitative and qualitative status of this body. Based on all the above, regular 
and site-specific monitoring should be carried out in each GWB to identify any negative trends promptly (EC, 
2003). 

GWB cannot be considered as a classical hydrogeological unit ς it is rather a unit for management and 
reporting for the River Basin Management Plans and groundwater status assessments ς chemical and 
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quantitative. When delineating GWBs, these general principles should be considered: (1) geological and 
hydrogeological boundaries, (2) groundwater quantity (porosity and amount of groundwater available), (3) 
groundwater chemistry (homogenous composition); (4) groundwater flow (direction) and watershed 
boundaries and (5) pressures and impacts to groundwater (EC, 2003; EC, 2004). 

1.1.1. Groundwater body delineation in Estonia 

Lƴ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǉǳƛŦŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŀǎ D².ǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ !ƎŜƴŎȅ ά{ǳǇǇƻǊǘ 
ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦wh²!¢9wb9¢ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ŀƭǘƛŎ /ƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎέΦ ¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ǿŀǎ ŘƻƴŜ ōȅ Perens et al. 
(2001a) and Perens et al. (2001b) from the Geological Survey of Estonia commissioned by the Ministry of the 
Environment. With the reports, 30 possible GWBs were listed in the territory of Estonia. From these, 15 were 
selected to the first legislation in 2004 involving GWBs. Over the period 2004-2020, the list of the GWBs (that 
have been named in the legislation) has changed between 15 to 39 GWBs. 

A detailed description of GWB delineation in Estonia can be found in a report published by the Geological 
Survey of Estonia (Perens et al., 2012). In 2018 and 2019, the Geological Survey of Estonia synthesized 
information collected on Estonian GWBs and updated their conceptual models according to the new dataset. 
! ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ά/ƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ D².ǎΣ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇƛƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
ƘȅŘǊƻƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭǎέ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƳǇƛƭŜŘ ōȅ Marandi et al. (2019). 

As the geological setting of Estonia is characterized by the wide lateral distribution of different bedrock 
formations and similar hydrogeologic conditions in aquifers in different parts of the country, GWBs 
comprising bedrock aquifers have quite a wide lateral extent (FIGURE 1.1.1.1). 

 

FIGURE 1.1.1.1 Estonian geological map and hydrogeological cross-section showing the aquifers  
and aquitards (modified after tŅǊƴΣ нлму) 

Existing geological and hydrogeological maps have been used from where the hydrogeological stratification 
(vertical extent) and lateral extent of the aquifers was taken into account. GWBs were delineated spatially, 
by compiling cross-sections for every GWB. This means that the thicknesses, upper and lower borders for 
every GWB were determined. Also, the hydrogeological model of Estonia (Vallner, 2002) was used to 
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determine groundwater flow directions of the aquifer systems. In most cases, the aquifers forming GWBs are 
separated by aquitards. In the absence of an aquitard between different GWBs, the boundary was defined 
by different lithological compositions and the resulting water type differences or only the variance in water 
type. 

Data from Kataster database about geology, hydrogeological parameters and water quality analyses (data 
from all registered wells in Estonia, now maintained by Estonian Environmental Agency), Environmental 
Agency databases on groundwater monitoring, water companies and wells with water usage permits 
abstraction and quality data were used to delineate GWBs in Estonia. 

Aerial distribution of GWBs is based on three main RBD boundaries: West-Estonian River Basin, East-Estonian 
River Basin, and Koiva River Basin. First bedrock aquifers are additionally subdivided based on eight sub-basin 
districts and Pandivere nitrate vulnerable zone ς a sensitive area with high groundwater pollution potential 
(formed in the Pandivere upland with extensive agricultural land use). Also, groundwater connection with 
SWBs and GDTEs were taken into account as they are listed with each GWB (Perens et al., 2012; Marandi et 
al., 2019). As Southern border for the deeper part of the aquifers (Cambrian-Vendian GWBs No.1, No.2 and 
No.3; Ordovician-Cambrian GWBs No.4 and No.5b), Cl- concentration higher than 350 mg/l was set as a 
conditional limit. 

Among many smaller changes to the existing network of Estonian GWBs, Marandi et al. (2019) suggested 
two general changes to the initial GWB delineation developed by Perens et al. (2012). The first concerns the 
Ordovician-Cambrian GWB No.5 in the East-Estonian RBD. It was recommended that this GWB should be split 
into two separate GWBs due to different anthropogenic pressures affecting different areas. Potential effects 
of current oil shale and future possible phosphorite mining in North-Eastern Estonia and groundwater 
abstraction in South-Eastern Estonia. 

The second general change to the GWB delineation is broader and concerns the Quaternary aquifers in 
Estonia. In the delineation developed by Perens et al. (2012), 13 small Quaternary GWBs were delineated 
based on the areas where groundwater from the Quaternary aquifers form an important source of water 
supply. Other Quaternary aquifers were not considered as part of the GWB. However, Quaternary aquifers 
all over the country can affect the formation of groundwater quality, the infiltration rates, and the 
transmission of anthropogenic pollution from the land surface to the subsurface. Marandi et al. (2019) 
suggested joining all Quaternary aquifers with the underlying bedrock. The delineation of all Quaternary 
aquifers with a potential for groundwater abstraction or having an important influence on the GDEs would 
have led to a large number of GWBs, which would not have been administratively manageable. 

This approach is justifiable because in most cases the Quaternary aquifers form a unified hydrogeological 
system with underlying bedrock aquifers and have the same anthropogenic pressures affecting them. It also 
greatly facilitates the calculation of groundwater budgets for different GWBs. Four Quaternary aquifers 
which have more regional importance to the water supply systems or which are located on islands and do 
not have underlying bedrock GWBs were kept as separate GWBs in the new delineation. In the future, new 
independent Quaternary GWBs can be delineated when water abstraction from an aquifer increases or when 
it is shown that they exert an important influence on the GDEs in the area. However, before such a new 
GWBs can be delineated, a comprehensive monitoring network has to be put in place in the area in question, 
so that the quantitative and chemical status of the GWB can be properly assessed (Marandi et al., 2019). 

As a result, 31 GWBs were identified in Estonia in 2020 by reports made in 2012 and 2019. The current 
delineated boundaries of GWBs in Estonia are represented in FIGURE 1.1.1.2. 
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FIGURE 1.1.1.2 GWBs in Estonia (modified after Perens et al., 2012 and Marandi et al., 2019) 

1.1.2. Groundwater body delineation in Latvia 

The first GWBs in Latvia were delineated in 2004, within the framework of the Latvian-Danish joint project 
(DANCEE, 2004). The delineation of GWBs was performed according to the following principles (DANCEE, 
2004a): 

¶ the boundaries of the GWBs were mainly based on the hydrogeological conditions restricting the 
flow of groundwater: regional aquitards in the vertical section and watersheds in the horizontal 
section. Watersheds for the identified GWBs largely replicated the boundaries of RBDs, facilitating 
integrated surface and groundwater management; 

¶ the density of the groundwater monitoring network was taken into account, as well as the capacity 
of the institutions managing and controlling it. It was decided that the recommended number of 
GWBs should not exceed a few tens and that the dimensions of the GWBs should be as similar as 
possible. As a result, small GWBs were not identified, taking into account all identified watersheds 
and cage layers. 

Many piezometric level maps were prepared to identify watersheds and determine the horizontal 
boundaries of GWBs. Piezometric level maps were prepared without the help of a regional hydrogeological 
model and without taking into account the groundwater and surface water linkage, only by interpolating the 
static level data measured in the wells. Also, in 2004, the data entered into the national database WELLS was 
not yet completed. The DANCEE, 2004a project indicated that the proposed classification of GWBs is 
recommendatory and that the watersheds and the boundaries of GWBs, respectively, should be verified after 
the completion of the national database WELLS and the preparation of a regional hydrogeological model. 

In the freshwater distribution interval, two dominant aquitards were identified, which were respectively 
taken into account when performing the vertical delineation of GWBs (DANCEE, 2004a): 
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1) regional aquitard - the thick and poorly permeable sedimentary layer of the Middle Devonian 
Narva formation, which isolates the active (freshwater) from the passive (saltwater) water 
exchange zone; 

2) ¦ǇǇŜǊ 5ŜǾƻƴƛŀƴ tưŀǾƛƸŀǎ-Amula (D3pl-aml) formation of low permeability sedimentary layer that 
isolates the Famennian aquifer complex from deeper aquifers (D2ar-D3am) in the southwestern 
part of Latvia. 

As a result, a total of three GWBs (F1, F2, and F3) were delineated in the southwestern part of Latvia. These 
D².ǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀƭƭ ŀǉǳƛŦŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ tưŀǾƛƸŀǎ-Amula (D3pl-aml) aquitard (excluding it). 
The low permeability seŘƛƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ tưŀǾƛƸŀǎ-Amula (D3pl-ŀƳƭύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !ǊǳƪǸƭŀ-Amata (D2ar-
D3am) aquifer complexes lying beneath them were separated as GWB A. In the rest of the territory of Latvia, 
a total of 10 GWBs were delineated (D1, D2, D3, D4, D5, D6, D7, D8, D9, and D10), including all aquifers from 
the ground surface to the Narva regional aquitard. The only exception was the Quaternary sand GWB Q, 
which was not included in the dormant GWB D4, due to the special importance in water supply - the largest 
groundwateǊ ǿŜƭƭ ŦƛŜƭŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ƻŦ wơƎŀ ŀǊŜ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜǊŜΦ Lƴ bƻǊǘƘ ±ƛŘȊŜƳŜΣ ŀ ŘŜŜǇ tŅǊƴǳ-ZŜƳŜǊƛ ŀǉǳƛŦŜǊ 
GWB P has been identified, which lies under the Narva regional aquitard and, unlike the rest of the territory 
of Latvia, contains good quality freshwater used for water supply. In total, 16 GWBs were delineated 
(DANCEE, 2004a). 

In 2018, Latvia started the GWB review process (wŜǘƛƫŜΣ нлмт). According to the WFD, the GWB delineation 
process should be iterative and ongoing considering a new knowledge base and new monitoring data. 

The first step (FIGURE 1.1.2.1, Step 1) in the GWB review process was the initial identification of aquifers and 
their vertical boundaries according to the existing national knowledge ς national hydrogeological 
stratification set in national legislation and freshwater distribution maps (Levins et al., 1998). This step is a 
common first step in the GWB delineation process in most MS because all national monitoring networks are 
built considering the national knowledge base. Ignorance of existing groundwater management principles 
would result in the need for installation of many new wells and monitoring stations which would be 
economically unreasonable and loss of long-term data series. As well, basic hydrogeological conditions do 
not change over time and are still valid (wŜǘƛƫŜΣ нлмт). 

 

FIGURE 1.1.2.1 Schematic flowchart illustrating main steps and data pre-treatment procedures  
for GWB delineation in Latvia (wŜǘƛƫŜΣ нлмт) 
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The second step (FIGURE 1.1.2.1, Step 2a) included identification of aquifers in terms of the WFD - only 
aquifers providing significant quantities of water should be considered as aquifers. For that reason, two main 
assessments were carried out. Firstly, the groundwater well fields were mapped to identify the areas where 
aquifers currently provide more than 100 m3/day of water and supply the largest cities and villages. Secondly, 
the wells which currently supply or can provide more than 10 m3/day of water were also mapped. As in Latvia 
at that time it was not possible to use such data due to database development, a stricter approach was 
chosen to select wells that might be used for more than 10 m3/day in the future (wŜǘƛƫŜΣ нлмт). 

Then (FIGURE 1.1.2.1, Step 2b) aquifers were identified according to freshwater distribution. According to 
the WFD, only freshwater or water which are used for drinking water supply after the traditional treatment 
processes (e.g. iron removal with aeration) should be considered as aquifer and be a part of GWB. In this 
step, the areas which contain low water quality, are not used for water supply and if there are better 
groundwater quality aquifers above them, were not considered as aquifers and were excluded from GWBs. 
In some cases, low-quality water areas were kept as a part of the GWB as there were no better water 
resources available in the territory at the depth which is economically reasonable to install water supply 
wells (wŜǘƛƫŜΣ нлмт). 

In the third step (FIGURE 1.1.2.1, Step 3a) watersheds were modeled using 3D hydrogeological modeling 
results (Virbulis et al., 2013). In such a way horizontal hydrogeological conditions were taken into account. It 
could be observed that the initial GWB delineation carried out in 2008 provided more or less similar results 
(at least for the upper aquifers). As there was a limited amount of data in 2008 and the process was mostly 
manual, then more differences were observed in deeper aquifers as was expected (wŜǘƛƫŜΣ нлмт). 

Finally, GWBs in three dimensions were delineated based on all previous steps and considering the existing 
State Monitoring Network. This was an essential step as delineation of GWBs should not be carried out only 
statistically and scientifically, but should take into account national opportunities for further monitoring and 
assessment of the quantitative and chemical status of GWBs. For that reason, some of the watersheds were 
merged into larger GWBs based only on groundwater monitoring network distribution. In the future, when 
more funding is available for the installation of new monitoring sites, the GWBs could be split (wŜǘƛƫŜΣ нлмт). 

As a result, 22 GWBs were identified, the boundaries of which are represented in FIGURE 1.1.2.2. 

 

FIGURE 1.1.2.2 GWBs in Latvia (modified after wŜǘƛƫŜΣ 2017) 
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1.1.2.1. Groundwater body at risk delineation in Latvia 

To ensure groundwater management and planning of appropriate measures in areas where historical 
problems have already been identified and good groundwater chemical and/or quantitative status cannot 
be achieved following the requirements of the WFD, in the period from 2018 to 2019, in existing GWBs, three 
GWBs at risk were identified and delineated as separate groundwater management units: Q2 (artificial 
groundwater recharge and seawater intrusion area), F5 (seawater intrusion area) and A11 (historical sulfuric 
acid tar pollution area). The methodology of identification and delineation in principle was equal to the 
ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ άƴƻǊƳŀƭέ D².Σ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘΣ ƛƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ specific area. 
Within the WaterAct project, none of the previously identified GWBs at risk in Latvia were recognized as 
being transboundary with Estonia. 

Groundwater body at risk Q2 

The main cause of the risk status of GWB Q2 is artificial groundwater recharge with surface waters, which 
are characterized by periodically increased mineralization and sodium-chloride water type. Elevated chloride 
content is formed by the periodic inflow of water from the Gulf of Riga into the Lake Mazais Baltezers through 
the interconnected surface water system (River Daugava - [ŀƪŜ ZơǑŜȊŜǊǎ - Lake Jugla - Lake Lielais Baltezers - 
Lake Mazais Baltezers) waters of which are used as a source of artificial groundwater recharge. Due to 
elevated chloride concentration, the resulting situation can be characterized also as artificial seawater 
intrusion ([±Ha/Σ нлмф). 

Based on the requirements of the WFD, this artificial recharge and seawater intrusion affected zone must be 
managed separately: 

1) GWB Q1, in which the affected area is located, is significantly larger and it is not foreseeable that 
the affected area could reach 20% of the whole territory of GWB Q1; accordingly, the status of 
GWB Q1 was artificially improved and at the same time it was not possible to plan stricter 
monitoring and management requirements for the affected area; 

2) the affected area previously was delineated by the boundary generally corresponding to the 
artificial recharge affected zone, but boundaries should be updated including wells in which signs 
of surface water and groundwater interaction are identified. 

In 2019, within the framework of a project financed by the Latvian Environmental Protection Fund, the 
affected area was delineated as a separate GWB at risk Q2, updating previously determined horizontal and 
vertical boundaries of the affected area ([±Ha/Σ нлмф). 

The previous boundaries in the vertical scale included the aerobic aquifer of the Quaternary sediments and 
the area of the GWB at risk was defined as territory of groundwater well fields Baltezers and Baltezers II 
reaching Lake Mazais Baltezers. Since the affected area is a unique area to which it is not possible to directly 
apply the management and groundwater allocation methods used in the other MS, it was decided to 
maintain the existing boundary of the affected area by clarifying and extending it ([±HMC, 2019). 

After analysis of the collected data, it was concluded that the boundaries at the vertical scale of the affected 
area should be maintained unchanged, including all Quaternary aquifer (in which periodically elevated 
chloride concentrations are identified at various depths) up to Gauja (D3gj) formation which upper part clay 
and siltstones sediments are separating Quaternary aquifer from Gauja (D3gj) aquifer. A horizontal scale the 
strict regime protection zone of groundwater well fields Baltezers, Baltezers I, and Baltezers II was used as 
the basis for determining the boundaries of the affected area, but boundaries were extended: around surface 
water infiltration basins and active groundwater abstraction wells safeguard zone within a radius of 100 
meters were established. The new boundaries also include three active groundwater abstraction wells that 
show elevated chloride concentrations and a buffer zone within a radius of 100 meters was established for 
these wells. The boundaries also were updated following the current Lake Lielais Baltezers and Lake Mazais 
Baltezers shorelines, but SWBs themselves were not included as they function as groundwater discharge 
points, and SWBs are monitored within the national surface water monitoring network monitoring program 
([±Ha/Σ нлмф; FIGURE 1.1.2.1.1). 
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FIGURE 1.1.2.1.1. The boundaries of delineated GWB at risk Q2 (modified after [±Ha/Σ нлмф) 

Groundwater body at risk F5 

¢ƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ƛŜǇņƧŀ ŦƻǊ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ǿŀǎ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ŀǘ the beginning of the 
19th century due to the lack of safe sources of surface drinking water near the city. By 1940, more than 200 
ƴŜǿ ǿŜƭƭǎ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŎƛƴƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ƛŜǇņƧŀ ŎƛǘȅΣ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦ǇǇŜǊ 5ŜǾƻƴƛŀƴ aǹǊƛ-¿ŀƎŀǊŜ ό53mr-
ȌƎ) and Lower Carbonian (C1) aquifers. Along with the rapid development of the city, the volume of water 
extraction also started to increase significantly. In the 1930s, negative changes in water quality were 
detected in the city's water extraction wells, which were reflected mainly in high chloride concentrations. As 
a result of intensive and concentrated water abstraction, the affection zone could be observed in an area of 
about 15 km2. When regular observations of the water regime (monitoring) were started in 1961, an already 
established underground water depression cone was found, which in the western part of the cone had 
ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ .ŀƭǘƛŎ {Ŝŀ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŀǊŜŀΣ ŎŀǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘǊǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŀǿŀǘŜǊ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ aǹǊƛ-¿ŀƎŀǊŜ ŀǉǳƛŦŜǊ 
complex (wŜǘƛƫŜΣ нлму). 

Based on the requirements of the WFD, this seawater intrusion affected zone must be managed separately: 

1) GWB F1, in which the affected area is located, is significantly larger and it is not foreseeable that the 
affected area could reach 20% of the whole territory of GWB F1; accordingly, the status of GWB F1 
was artificially improved and at the same time it was not possible to plan stricter monitoring and 
management requirements for the affected area; 

2) the boundary of the seawater intrusion affected area was not strictly defined, which makes it 
difficult to manage the affected area and to analyze the extent to which the intrusion has decreased 
due to lack of a reference point. 

Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊǘƛŎŀƭ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴΣ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ YŜǘƭŜǊƛΣ ¿ŀƎŀǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ aǹǊƛ ŀǉǳƛfers. In 
2018, it was proposed to maintain the vertical boundaries and to include in GWB at risk previously mentioned 
aquifers. Further, based on the data of four wells No.2647, No.8850, No.8851, and No.8849 on the pier in 
[ŀƪŜ [ƛŜǇņƧŀΣ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ƛƴ ŀ vertical line, the penetration gradients of seawater intrusion were obtained. 
Correspondingly, the concentrations of chlorides obtained in one time period (years) were taken into 
account. From this, the gradients were calculated by subtracting the chloride concentrations from the wells 
and dividing them by the distance from one well to the other. As a result, coefficients were obtained, which 
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characterize how many milligrams per liter the concentration of chlorides ions per meter decreases. Next, 
the worst-case scenario or the lowest trend of chlorides reduction, which is 0.65 mg/l per meter, was chosen, 
because the decrease of chloride ion content between wells is not linear (wŜǘƛƫŜΣ нлму). 

Based on all available data set on chlorides in wells in the respeŎǘƛǾŜ ŀǉǳƛŦŜǊǎ όaǹǊƛ-¿ŀƎŀǊŜ ŀƴŘ YŜǘƭŜǊƛύ ŀƴŘ 
the calculated gradient, the buffer zones were calculated, the extreme limit of which describes the content 
of chlorides below or close to the limit of detection of the analytical method (FIGURE 1.1.2.1.2; buffer zones 
are shown with light blue circles). A previous study (.ƛƪǑŜ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмс) was also taken into account, which 
interpreted the 250 mg/l limits of chlorides in the worst-case scenario in 2001 and calculated an additional 
buffer zone similar to that around wells (FIGURE 1.1.2.1.2). The final boundary of GWB at risk F5 was defined 
mainly based on the worst-case scenario in the wells, as well as taking into account the location of 
ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ǿŜƭƭ ŦƛŜƭŘ hǘŀƸƫƛ - it was included in the border to monitor the main centralized well field of the 
Ŏƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ƛŜǇņƧŀΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ ǇŀǊǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜƭƻƴƎǎ ǘƻ {L! ά[ƛŜǇņƧŀǎ ǹŘŜƴǎέ ŀƴŘ 
show slightly increased concentrations of chlorinated ions (wŜǘƛƫŜΣ нлму). 

 

FIGURE 1.1.2.1.2 The boundaries delineation approach of the GWB at risk F5  
(modified after wŜǘƛƫŜΣ нлму) 

Groundwater body at risk A11 

¢ƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ D². !мм ƛǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ Lƴőǳƪŀƭƴǎ ǎǳƭŦǳǊƛŎ ŀŎƛŘ ǘŀǊ ǇƻƴŘǎΦ 
Between 1956 and the beginning of the 70s, on average, approximately 16 thousand tons of waste per year 
was exported to the northern part of the sand career, and from 1981 to the southern part. The southern 
landfill spans an area of approximately 1.6 ha, with an area of approximately 64 thousand m3 in the sulfuric 
acid tar. The northern landfill comprises an area of approximately 1,5 ha, with a mixture of approximately 
9,0 thousand m3 sand and sulfuric acid tar. This waste was a waste of the former Riga oil processing and 
lubricating oil industry ς the sulfur acid tar, which forms by purging medical and perfumery oils with sulfuric 
acid. The main ingredients in the sulfuric acid tar are oils, asphalt, sulfuric acid, and sulfuric acid (pH ~1,5; 
sulfur content ~4% by weight) (KaruǑŀ ŀƴŘ 5ŜƳƛŘƪƻΣ нлму). 
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The landfill was closed in 1986. Over time, pollution in both areas of the ponds has reached a depth of 70-90 
m, which flows further north towards river Gauja, and therefore the areal extent of pollution is expanding at 
a rate of 25-35 m/year, reducing the resources of high-quality groundwaters that could be used for the water 
ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻŦ wơƎŀ ŀƴŘ Lƴőǳƪŀƭƴǎ ǇŀǊƛǎƘŜǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŜƴŘŀƴƎŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊƛǾŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎƛŘ ǘŀǊ ǇƻƴŘǎ ƛƴ 
Lƴőǳƪŀƭƴǎ ƛǎΣ ƛƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜƳŜŘied (YŀǊǳǑŀ ŀƴŘ 5ŜƳƛŘƪƻΣ нлму). 

The boundary of GWB at risk A11 was delineated based on the following principles and steps (YŀǊǳǑŀ ŀƴŘ 
Demidko, 2018): 

1) ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀǊŜŀ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Lƴőǳƪŀƭƴǎ ǎǳƭŦǳǊƛŎ ŀŎƛŘ ǘŀǊ ǇƻƴŘǎ ƻƴ ŀ 
horizontal scale, based on the results of the previous hydrogeological modeling; 

2) identification of buffer zone around the area of contamination as part of the hydrogeological 
modeling, taking into account the modeling step; 

3) identification of area impacted by ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Lƴőǳƪŀƭƴǎ ǎǳƭŦǳǊƛŎ ŀŎƛŘ ǘŀǊ ǇƻƴŘǎ ƻƴ ŀ 
vertical scale, taking into account the migration forecasts of pollution. 

The models used have been developed in the GROUNDWATER VISTA environment, which uses the 
MODFLOW, MODPATH, and MT3D (predicting models for pollutant movement and mass transport) software. 
SURFER software is used to prepare graphical materials for modeling results (YŀǊǳǑŀ ŀƴŘ 5ŜƳƛŘƪƻΣ нлму). 

The results of hydrogeological modeling were used and compiled to identify the areas affected by the existing 
ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ Lƴőǳƪŀƭƴǎ ǎǳƭŦǳǊƛŎ ŀŎƛŘ ǘŀǊ ǇƻƴŘǎ ƻƴ ŀ ƘƻǊƛȊƻƴǘŀƭ ǎŎŀƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳƻŘŜƭƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ 
migration of the surfactant substances in the Upper Gauja (D3gj2) aquifer towards the river Gauja from the 
northern and southern sulfuric acid tar ponds. Several scenarios have been modeled for the distribution of 
SAS plume concentrations in the aquifer for 2015, 2055, and 2095 for two options (with and without SAS 
degradation) (YŀǊǳǑŀ ŀƴŘ 5ŜƳƛŘƪƻΣ нлму). 

The final boundarȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ D². ŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ !мм ǿŀǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ Ƴŀƛƴƭȅ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ άǿƻǊǎǘ-ŎŀǎŜέ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ 
ŀǎ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ aƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ Lƴőǳƪŀƭƴǎ ǿŜƭƭǎ bƻΦмпфрΣ 
No.1494, and No.1493 and the location of the monitoring station in the north-east part of the GWB at risk 
A11 to be able to perform pollution control of the development of pollution. The two affected areas 
(northern and southern ponds) were merged into a single GWB, as shown in FIGURE 1.1.2.1.3. 

 

FIGURE 1.1.2.1.3 The boundaries delineation approach of the GWB at risk A11  
(modified after YŀǊǳǑŀ ŀƴŘ 5ŜƳƛŘƪƻΣ нлму) 
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1.1.2.2. Latvian-Lithuanian transboundary groundwater body delineation 

Groundwater is not limited by national borders, which means that joint action and management plans are 
needed to improve and maintain groundwater quality in transboundary areas. The development of a 
transboundary groundwater management plan initially requires hydrogeological information and data on 
the situation of groundwater in the transboundary area. 

Groundwater resources management guidelines are outlined in the GWD and it states various requirements 
for groundwater management, for example MS shall ensure that for GWBs shared by two or more MS and 
GWBs within which groundwater flows across a MSΩǎ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ TVs is subject to 
coordination between the MS, following Article 3(4) of Directive 2000/60/EC. 

Identification of Latvian-Lithuanian transboundary groundwater bodies 

To meet these requirements at the Latvian-Lithuanian border, the B-Solutions project (LGS-LEGMC, 2019) 
was implemented in 2019 between the Lithuanian Geological Survey and Latvian Environment, Geology and 
Meteorology Center on transboundary groundwater management cooperation, addressing various issues 
related to groundwater management, including TGWB delineation. 

During the B-Solutions project, a total of 14 TGWBs were identified - respectively, 7 GWBs in Latvia and 7 
GWBs in Lithuania (FIGURE 1.1.2.2.1). As delineation of GWBs is a matter of each MS and accompanied by 
many political decisions and national level planning principles, the boundaries of GWBs have not been 
changed. Changing GWB boundaries would negatively affect national groundwater monitoring networks and 
reporting to the EC in 2022 (LGS-LEGMC, 2019). 

 

FIGURE 1.1.2.2.1 Identified TGWBs in Latvia and Lithuania (modified after LGS-LEGMC, 2019) 

As GWB status reporting in River Basin Management Plans is strongly linked with large RBDs, the 
characteristics of agreed and joint TGWBs were separated according to three common RBDs: Venta, Lielupe, 
and Daugava (TABLE 1.1.2.2.1). 
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TABLE 1.1.2.2.1 

Agreed TGWBs in Latvia and Lithuania (B-Solutions, 2019) 

RBD GWBs in Latvia GWBs in Lithuania Aquifer system 

Venta F1 and F2 V1 Permian - Upper Devonian (Famennian) 

Lielupe 

F3 L1 and upper part of L2 Permian - Upper Devonian (Famennian) 

D11 
Deeper part of L3,  

the upper part of L4 and L5 

Upper Devonian (Frasnian)  

όtưŀǾƛƸŀǎ-Amula) 

A5 and A6 Deeper part of L2, L4 and L5 Upper-aƛŘŘƭŜ 5ŜǾƻƴƛŀƴ ό!ǊǳƪǸƭŀ-Amata) 

Daugava A7 D1 Upper-aƛŘŘƭŜ 5ŜǾƻƴƛŀƴ ό!ǊǳƪǸƭŀ-Amata) 

Preliminary status assessment of Latvian-Lithuanian transboundary groundwater bodies 

The status assessment of TGWBs was carried out by assessing the volumes of water abstraction in both 
countries, groundwater vulnerability, and groundwater quality (LGS-LEGMC, 2019). 

Groundwater abstraction in the Latvian-Lithuanian TGWBs has been assessed following each countryΩs 
approach. The assessment of Lithuanian water abstraction volumes was performed by compiling water 
abstraction data (2017-2018) from groundwater well fields (abstraction rate > 100 m3/day), as well as for 
decentralized wells where water abstraction is in the range of 10-100 m3/day. In Latvia, groundwater 
abstraction was assessed by compiling information on abstraction volumes in groundwater well fields 
(abstraction rate > 100 m3/day) (LGS-LEGMC, 2019). 

High vulnerability areas in Lithuania were indicated only in active karst zones in the Lielupe RBD. In Latvia, 
high vulnerability areas were more commonly indicated, also in Venta, Lielupe and Daugava RBDs. However, 
this might be due to different techniques on how to assess the vulnerability in general and the quality of 
available Quaternary cover data. Available shallow quaternary vulnerability maps for Latvia represent only 
the natural shallow groundwater vulnerability but do not take into account pressures (such as land use). 
Thus, it is recommended in the future to overlook the previously prepared map by considering also at least 
agricultural pressures (densities of livestock, manure, and fertilization application amounts) (LGS-LEGMC, 
2019). 

For TGWBs quality assessment, a joint database was created which gathered transboundary monitoring 
results in Latvia and Lithuania (2016-2017). As groundwater in both countries is the most important drinking 
water source, LVs taken from drinking water standards were used as TVs (LGS-LEGMC, 2019). 

The joint methodology for practical application of quality assessment was agreed which included the 
following steps (LGS-LEGMC, 2019): 

1) identification of parameters of main concern (sulfates, nitrates, ammonium); 
2) the TVs were chosen as 75% of national drinking water standards (except pH); 
3) average concentration for all MPs were calculated for period 2016-2017;  
4) finally, the values were represented on maps to identify their relevance to GWBs and transboundary 

nature. 

During this project, 5 groups of TGWBs have been identified and agreed to be further managed as joint GWBs. 
Grouped GWBs were described according to an agreed template which will serve as a basis for future 
development of groundwater section in transboundary River basin management plans. A joint database 
combining national groundwater monitoring results in transboundary areas was created for the years 2016-
2018 which will serve as a template for further data exchange processes. As a conclusion during the draft 
assessment, all TGWBs were classified in good chemical status; however, a more detailed assessment is 
necessary to add confidence levels to the results, thus joint future cooperation in the field of groundwater 
assessment in the transboundary area is strongly encouraged (LGS-LEGMC, 2019). 

1.2. Pressure assessment 

Article 5 of the WFD requires the MS to identify the significant pressures likely to cause GWBs to be in less 
than good status. It also requires the MS to assess the impacts on GWBs to support the determination of 
status. The WFD requires the identification of significant pressures from point and/or diffuse sources. 
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Significant means that the pressure can contribute to an impact as a result of which the WFD objectives 
would not be met (e.g. good status of a GWB). 

1.2.1. Pressure assessment in Estonia 

The classification and prioritization of pressures related to the GWB in Estonia was based on WFD Reporting 
Guidance 2016 (WFD Reporting Guidance 2016. Annex 1a: List of Pressure Types). In the analysis of point 
and/or diffuse sources of pollution, the first step was to identify all potential sources and to analyze their 
occurrence density and location in a GWB (e.g., location to recharge/discharge areas). The identification of 
significant pressures is difficult because it often requires case studies that consider the type of the pressure 
source and the characteristics of the GWB (EC, 2003b). 

The identification of significant pressure was based on WFD Reporting Guidance 2016, which provides a list 
of various pressures and main driver types, as well as the list of the Estonian GWBs, which are at risk or in 
poor status. These two lists were used for selecting a significant point and diffuse pressure sources. Each 
pressure source type was related to actual GIS data. 

At first, the pre-estimation of pressure types was made. The pressure types that do not occur or are very rare 
in Estonia, or have no impact on GWBs and are considered insignificant were identified (Marandi et al., 2019): 

¶ 1.8 ς Point ς Aquaculture Fisheries and aquaculture; 

¶ 2.9 ς Diffuse ς Aquaculture Fisheries and aquaculture; 

¶ 3.4 ς Abstraction or flow diversion ς /ƻƻƭƛƴƎ ǿŀǘŜǊ LƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ 9ƴŜǊƎȅ π ƴƻƴ-hydropower; 

¶ 3.5 ς Abstraction or flow diversion ς IȅŘǊƻǇƻǿŜǊ 9ƴŜǊƎȅ π ƘȅŘǊƻǇƻǿŜǊΤ 

¶ 2.7 ς 5ƛŦŦǳǎŜ π !ǘƳƻǎǇƘŜǊƛŎ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΦ 

Assessing the significance of the remaining pressure types was not as easy. It was possible to make a choice 
based on the available data and the connection of the pressure sources to groundwater resources before 
proceeding with a more detailed GIS analysis (Marandi et al., 2019). 

1.2.1.1. Identification of point pressure sources 

To assess the significance of each point pressure source, the available data were collected and its quality was 
assessed for further use (Marandi et al., 2019): 

¶ Urban wastewater (1.1) and Storm overflows (1.2) ς previous studies in Estonia have shown that 
most of the wastewater treatment plants in Estonia were reconstructed quite recently and do not 
have an important impact on GWBs; GIS data on wastewater treatment plants and its outflows is 
available, but digital data about the actual pressure types are missing. Both pressure types (1.1 and 
1.2) were not used in the following GIS analysis; 

¶ L95 Ǉƭŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ Ǉƭŀƴǘǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9πtw¢w όмΦоύ ς GIS data is 
available, but with no relation to the pressure type; it was not possible to assess how a plant can 
affect the status of GWB, therefore the data were not used in the GIS analysis; 

¶ Non-L95 Ǉƭŀƴǘǎ όŀƴȅ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9πtw¢wύ όмΦпύ ς Estonian 
Environmental Board maintains the Information System of the Environmental Permits which 
collects such kind of data, but efficiently processible digital data is not available; both point source 
types were discarded due to problems with data; 

¶ Contaminated sites or abandoned industrial sites (1.5 and 2.5) ς GIS data on contaminated and 
abandoned sites are available and both pressure types were considered in the GIS analysis; 

¶ Waste disposal sites (1.6) ς environmental requirements are met in landfills and they do not have 
significant impact on GWBs, and those sites that do not meet the requirements are already 
recorded in the database of contaminated and abandoned sites; the pressure type was not used 
in the GIS analysis; 

¶ Mine waters (1.7) ς mine waters are considered to be a significant pressure; GIS data was available 
and was used in the following analysis. 

1.2.1.2. Identification of diffuse pressure sources 

In order to assess the significance of each diffuse pressure source, the available data were collected and its 
quality was assessed for further use (Marandi et al., 2019): 
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¶ ¦Ǌōŀƴ ǊǳƴπƻŦŦ όнΦмύ ς is not considered to be a significant pressure on GWBs; GIS data was not used 
in the following analysis; 

¶ Agriculture (2.2) ς is considered to be a significant pressure on GWBs; a map of agricultural land is 
available (provided by The Agricultural Registers and Information Board) and was used in the 
following analysis; 

¶ Forestry (2.3) ς assessed to be an unimportant pressure (fertilizers are not allowed to be used in 
forestry); pressure type was not used in the analysis; 

¶ Transport (2.4) ς generally an unimportant pressure type for most GWBs, but previous studies 
have shown that in Estonia for small Quaternary GWBs located in the vicinity of cities of Tartu and 
Tallinn transport is an important pressure source; in GIS analysis spatial data on streets were used 
ς for every street line a 30 meters-wide buffer zone was calculated which can potentially affect the 
related GWB; 

¶ Discharges not connected to sewerage networks (2.5) ς might be an important pressure source; 
spatial data are available on areas where sewage networks exist. These areas were compared with 
Estonian Base map data, and areas of building and yard were selected where sewage networks do 
not exist; 

¶ Mining (2.8) ς important pressure in North-Eastern Estonia; spatial data for mining areas were 
used in GIS analysis; 

¶ Groundwater abstraction (3) ς important pressure type, but it was not included in the GIS analysis 
(was assessed separately with a hydrodynamical model ς the total amount of groundwater 
abstraction was compared with natural water balance, which was calculated for each GWB); 

¶ Groundwater recharges (6.1) ς in the case of Estonia, pressure type includes sites where the land 
improvement ditches are led directly to the karst areas; it was assessed as potential point pressure 
sources and was included in the GIS analysis. 

As a result of the preliminary analysis, significant point and diffuse pressure types were leakages from 
contaminated sites or abandoned industrial sites (1.5,2.5), mine waters and mining (2.8), agriculture (2.2), 
transport (2.4), discharges not connected to sewage network (2.4), groundwater abstraction (3) and 
recharges (6.1) (Marandi et al., 2019). 

1.2.1.3. Spatial analysis of identified pressure sources 

Spatial analysis were used to assess their potential impact on GWBs, which was based on two assumptions 
(Marandi et al., 2019): 

¶ all pressure types will affect only the uppermost GWB, except groundwater abstraction; 

¶ the point pressure source impact area is related only to the sub-catchment area where the 
pressure source is situated. 

Concerning point pressure sources, spatial GIS analysis included (Marandi et al., 2019): 

¶ calculation of the areas of geometric intersection between the uppermost GWB and each 
overlapping sub-catchment area; 

¶ performance of the spatial query to find the relation between points and areas; 

¶ calculation of percentage of selected areas in the GWB; 

¶ repetition of the analysis for each point pressure type separately. 

Concerning diffuse pressure sources, spatial GIS analysis included (Marandi et al., 2019): 

¶ calculation of percentage of diffuse pressure areas on the uppermost GWB; 

¶ repetition of the analysis for each diffuse pressure type separately. 

As the result of the GIS analysis the percentage of the GWB area that may be affected by a particular pressure 
type was obtained. Based on GIS analysis, the impact of pressure sources for a GWB was categorized 
qualitatively in the three classes (Marandi et al., 2019): 

¶ major impact ς pressure type affects more than 50% of GWB area; 

¶ minor impact ς pressure type affects 25-50% of GWB area; 

¶ no impact ς pressure type affects less than 25% of GWB area. 
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Both point and diffuse pressure source was considered to have a major impact if the sum of point pressure-
related sub-catchment areas or diffuse pressure areas covered more than 50% of the GWB area. If the 
coverage of sub-basins or diffuse pressure source areas was in the range of 25-50% of the GWB area, the 
pressure source was considered to have a minor impact. If the coverage was less than 25% of the GWB area, 
the pressure source was considered to have no impact (Marandi et al., 2019). 

1.2.2. Pressure assessment in Latvia 

The pressure assessment methodology development and pressure assessment itself in Latvia was performed 
in 2020/2021 for preparation of the 3rd River Basin Management Plans ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). Pressure assessment 
was performed in three main categories: point pressure assessment, diffuse pressure assessment and 
groundwater abstraction pressure assessment. Pressure assessment does not include an assessment of 
GWBs at risk as they have already been delineated on the basis of specific pressures (see Chapter 1.1.2.1). 
Exception is groundwater abstraction pressure ς in this case GWBs at risk due to their small territorial size 
were included in the hydrogeologically linked GWB. The process of pressure assessment is not automated ς 
in each pressure category and assessment stage the activities were performed manually and in the final 
stages the assessment was heavily based on the expert judgment ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

1.2.2.1. Point pressure assessment 

In order to identify and assess point pressure sources on GWBs, data from the Register of Contaminated and 
Potentially Contaminated Sites1, data on shallow groundwater pollution by oil products at gas stations and 
oil terminals from the Unified Environmental Information System2, data on Category A polluting activity 
permits issued in accordanŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ /ŀōƛƴŜǘ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ bƻΦмлун ƻŦ bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ олΣ нлмл άtǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜ ōȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
polluting activities of Category A, B and C shall be declared and permits for the performance of Category A 
ŀƴŘ . ǇƻƭƭǳǘƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ƛǎǎǳŜŘέ3 (hereinafter - Cabinet Regulation No.1082), as well as the data of 
the Agricultural Data Center on the total number of livestock expressed in animal units4 ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). The 
assessment of the significance of point pressures was performed with the 3-stage procedure, which is 
schematically shown in FIGURE 1.2.2.1.1. 

In order to prepare the list of significantly polluted sites (Stage 1), data from the above sources were 
collected. The list was prepared in accordance with the precautionary principle and also includes potential 
point sources of pollution that may cause significant pressure on groundwater. The list of significantly 
polluted sites include ([±Ha/Σ нлнм): 

1) Category 1 polluted sites (the level of pollution and the impact of it is high - the LVs of EQS are 
exceeded 10 times and more) from the Register of Contaminated and Potentially Contaminated 
Sites; 

2) all sites for which, according to Cabinet Regulation No.1082 of 30 November 2010, Category A 
polluting activity permit has been issued (required for stationary technological equipment in which 
one or more polluting activities are performed); 

3) all gas stations and oil terminals from Unified Environmental Information System managed by 
LEGMC, where significant pollution with oil products has been detected in the period from 2015 to 
2019 and a high concentration of pollutants - the sum of petroleum hydrocarbons and 
monoaromatic hydrocarbons (BTEX)5 or a floating layer of oil products has been detected; 

4) all agricultural holdings where, according to the Agricultural Data Center, the total number of 
livestock exceeds 1000 units. 

 
1 Register of Contaminated and Potentially Contaminated Sites. Available: https://www.meteo.lv/lapas/vide/piesarnoto-un-potenciali-
piesarnoto-vietu-registrs/piesarnoto-un-potenciali-piesarnoto-vietu-registrs?id=1527&nid=373  
2 Unified Environmental Information System. Available: https://www.meteo.lv/autorizacija/?josso_back_to=http://parissrv.lvgmc.lv/signon  
3 /ŀōƛƴŜǘ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ bƻΦмлун ƻŦ ол bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ нлмл άtǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜ ōȅ ²ƘƛŎƘ tƻƭƭǳǘƛƴƎ !ŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ /ŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ !Σ . ŀƴŘ / {Ƙŀƭƭ .Ŝ 5ŜŎƭŀred and 
Permits for the Performance of Category A and B Polluting Activities Shall Be IssuedέΦ !ǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜΥ http://likumi.lv/ta/en/en/id/222147   
4 Agricultural Data Center, Number of livestock units, 2018 
5 Concentrations of pollutants exceed the LVǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ !ƴƴŜȄ мл ǘƻ /ŀōƛƴŜǘ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ bƻΦмму ƻŦ aŀǊŎƘ мнΣ нллн άwŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ 
ǘƘŜ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ǳǊŦŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ DǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊέΦ ¢ŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ-mentioned regulations (as amended on October 3, 2015) 
no longer include target values and LVs for monoaromatic hydrocarbons (BTEX), but this parameter is the most frequently determined 
parameter when monitoring shallow groundwater at gas stations and oil terminals, a LV ƻŦ мтр ˃Ǝκƭ ǿŀǎ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ .¢9· ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ŦƻǊ 
individual monoaromatic hydrocarbons (benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene and xylenes). 

https://www.meteo.lv/lapas/vide/piesarnoto-un-potenciali-piesarnoto-vietu-registrs/piesarnoto-un-potenciali-piesarnoto-vietu-registrs?id=1527&nid=373
https://www.meteo.lv/lapas/vide/piesarnoto-un-potenciali-piesarnoto-vietu-registrs/piesarnoto-un-potenciali-piesarnoto-vietu-registrs?id=1527&nid=373
https://www.meteo.lv/autorizacija/?josso_back_to=http://parissrv.lvgmc.lv/signon
http://likumi.lv/ta/en/en/id/222147
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FIGURE 1.2.2.1.1 Approach to assessing the significance of point source pollution pressures  

(modified after [±Ha/Σ нлнм) 

In order to perform the initial assessment of the significance of point pressure sources (Stage 2), the 
information was collected by RBDs and SWBs, identifying those SWBs where at least 3 significantly polluted 
sites are located in close proximity or in a concentrated area. Then, on the basis of the GIS information, the 
extent of the dispersion of these sites on the scale of SWBs was assessed (if the sites were scattered 
throughout the SWB area, the impact was not considered significant). Parameters such as type, extent, 
potential impact on surface and/or groundwaters were also assessed for each site based on available 
information as an expert judgment ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

Significant impact were noted in those SWBs where pollutants have entered the pressurized waters, or in 
the SWB territory there is at least one point source of pollution included in the National Program for the 
Rehabilitation of Historically Contaminated Sites (hereinafter - historically contaminated site), at least 3 point 
pollution sites are located in a close or concentrated area, or in the vicinity of rivers, which, in the opinion of 
a surface water expert, have a significant impact on water quality and/or human health (according to the 
information prepared in the 3rd period RBDMPs) ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

The assessment of the significance of point pollution pressures at the level of GWBs (Stage 3) was performed 
based on the results obtained in the Stage 2 assessment and the hydrogeological conditions. Accordingly, 
the point pressure was considered to be insignificant at the GWB level if it is not exposed on the surface and 
is completely covered by other GWBs and aquifers. Light pressure was noted in those GWBs that are partially 
or completely exposed on the surface, but in which SWBs that would meet the set criteria were not identified 
during the implementation of Stage 2 ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

In turn, in those GWBs where SWBs meeting the criteria of Stage 2 were identified, an additional assessment 
was performed. 

Firstly, the extent to which the identified SWBs have an impact on the GWBs was assessed based on GIS 
information. Taking into account the precautionary principle, point pressure was considered to be significant 
at the level of GWB if at least one point pressure site was located in SWBsΩ area ([±Ha/Σ нлнм): 

1) with a low degree of protection (high vulnerability) of Quaternary groundwater (corresponds to 
the categories of unprotected, weakly and moderately protected Quaternary groundwater; as well 
as areas where Devonian sediments are exposed on the surface-confined aquifers are also 
correspondingly vulnerable); 

2) with karst processes distribution (pollution from groundwater may reach confined aquifers); 
3) with groundwater intake (regardless of the depth of the exploited aquifer and the volume of 

groundwater obtained). 
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Secondly, based on the available information, very significant pressure was noted in those GWBs where, 
according to the expert judgment, point pressures cause or are likely to cause a significant impact on 
groundwater quality and/or human health. The assessment took into account the local hydrogeological 
conditions of each GWB (degree of groundwater vulnerability, distribution of flows, etc.), the volumes of 
groundwater abstraction, and the depth of input of pollutants ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

1.2.2.2. Diffuse pressure assessment 

To assess the significance of diffuse pressure on GWBs, land use data (according to Corine Land Cover), 
livestock data, SWBs diffuse pressure assessment data, and distribution of nitrate vulnerable zones were 
used. The assessment was carried out in a 4-stage procedure ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

Using Corine Land Cover data6, the specific area of agricultural land class in each GWB was calculated and 
expressed as a percentage (agricultural land class area concerning the total GWB area) (Stage 1). Using 
obtained information, the significance criterion was calculated by summing the occupied area within all 
GWBs (expressed as a percentage) and calculating its average value and standard deviation, additionally 
subtracting/adding the standard deviation to the average value. The significance criterion was calculated 
only for those parts of GWBs that are exposed to the ground surface and were assumed to be directly 
exposed to surface pollution ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

The significance criterion was divided into four classes ([±Ha/Σ нлнм): 

¶ insignificant (does not cause pressure on GWB); 

¶ light (minimum pressure on GWB); 

¶ significant (causes pressure on GWB); 

¶ very significant (causes significant pressure on GWB). 

he data of the Agricultural Data Center on the total number of livestock expressed in animal units7 (a 
conditional animal that produces 100 kilograms of nitrogen with manure in one year) were also used to 
assess the diffuse pressure (Stage 2). The allowable number of animal units (DVp) (following the Annex 1 of 
the Cabinet Regulation No.834 ƻŦ 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ ноΣ нлмп άwŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ wŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘe Protection of Water, Soil 
ŀƴŘ !ƛǊ ŦǊƻƳ tƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ /ŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ !ƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ !ŎǘƛǾƛǘȅέ όƘŜǊŜƛƴŀŦǘŜǊ - Cabinet Regulation No.834)) was 
calculated in each GWB using the formula: 

ὒ
В

, where: 

L - area of agricultural land required for manure application (ha); 
ң5± - total number of livestock of the agricultural holding, expressed in animal units; 
DVp - the permissible number of livestock units per hectare of agricultural land. 

Accordingly, the indicator L - area of agricultural land required for manure application (ha), was calculated in 
each GWB around each livestock farm by determining an individual 5 km buffer zone (optimal distance from 
the farm for manure application) and ultimately from these buffer zones by calculating the total area of 
agricultural land in each GWB. Based on the available data from the Agricultural Data Center, the total 
ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ ƛƴ ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ ǳƴƛǘǎ όң5±ύ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ D².Φ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǎǎƛōƭŜ 
number of livestock units (DVp) per GWB was calculated ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

Following Sub-paragraph 3.3.2 of Cabinet Regulation No.834, the permissible number of livestock units (DVp) 
per hectare of agricultural land in Latvia is 1.7 livestock units. Very significant pressure was applied to GWB 
if the permissible number of livestock units (DVp) per hectare of the utilized agricultural area was exceeded. 
If the number of livestock units in the GWB was not exceeded, the pressure was considered insignificant 
([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

To assess SWB diffuse pressure (Stage 3), the following data were summarized: SWBs with significant and 
very significant pressure from arable and livestock land and SWBs with poor and very poor-quality status to 
identify diffuse pressure (according to the information prepared for the 3rd period RBDMPs). All SWBs with 
poor and very poor quality resulting from agricultural diffuse pressure were identified. In SWBs with poor 
and very poor-quality status, those with distributed agricultural pressures with a significant or very significant 

 
6 The Copernicus Programme, 2018. Corine Land Cover. Available: https://land.copernicus.eu/pan-european/corine-land-cover/clc2018  
7 Agricultural Data Center, Number of livestock units, 2018 

https://land.copernicus.eu/pan-european/corine-land-cover/clc2018
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impact were taken into account. All poor and very poor quality SWBs affected by other distributed loads, 
such as forestry and households not connected to the central sewerage system, were also identified. For the 
previously identified pressures in SWBs, the specific area concerning the GWB area, expressed as a 
percentage, was calculated ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

For the determination of SWB diffuse pressure, a significance criterion limit of more than 20% of the GWB 
area was adopted (EC, 2004). Very significant pressure on GWB was attributed to the case where more than 
20% of SWBs with poor or very poor-quality status affected by agricultural distributed pressures (as well as 
pressures from other processes) were identified within the GWB concerning the total area of GWB. If the 
20% limit was not exceeded, the pressure was considered insignificant ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

The nitrate vulnerable zone was also taken into account for the assessment of diffuse pressure (Stage 4). If 
the area of the nitrate vulnerable zone occupied more than 20% of GWB, then the pressure was considered 
to be very significant, while in the area of the nitrate vulnerable zone that did not exceed 20% of GWB, the 
load was considered insignificant ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

Finally, the diffuse pressure on GWB was considered significant if at least one of the indicators (agricultural 
land (Stage 1), number of livestock expressed in livestock units (Stage 2), SWBs with poor and very poor-
quality status affected by agricultural diffuse pressure (as well as other process pressures) (Stage 3) and 
nitrate vulnerable zone (Stage 4)) exceeds the LV of the significance criterion (significant or very significant 
pressure). In conclusion, the worst-case scenario was taken into account in the assessment of the diffuse 
pressure ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

1.2.2.3. Groundwater abstraction pressure assessment 

To determine in which GWBs the pressure caused by water abstraction is significant and may harm the 
groundwater quantitative status, the data from the State Statistical Report Forms No.2-Water. Reports on 
the Use of Water Resources were analyzed. The assessment of the significance of the impact was carried out 
in a 5-stage procedure ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

The data of the State Statistical Report Forms No.2-Water. Reports on the Use of Water Resources in the 
period from 2015 to 2019 were used for the assessment, first performing the validation of the obtained data 
(Stage 1). The annual average groundwater abstraction volume (m3/d) was calculated for each groundwater 
abstraction site (individual groundwater abstraction wells and groundwater well fields) ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

As the number of groundwater abstraction sites is not evenly distributed in each of the GWBΩs 
(inhomogeneous distribution) and cannot provide a spatial assessment of abstraction pressure at the level 
of GWBs, the information obtained in Stage 1 was interpolated by smaller administrative-territorial units 
(parishes, cities) (Stage 2). The data required to assess the significance of the pressures were classified into 
four groups ([±Ha/Σ нлнм): 

a) areas without groundwater abstraction; 
b) areas with groundwater abstraction up to 100 m3/d; 
c) areas with groundwater abstraction from 100 m3/d to 1000 m3/d; 
d) areas with groundwater abstraction above 1000 m3/d. 

To avoid potential errors in the previous stages, it was examined whether the groundwater abstraction point 
belonging to a specific administrative-territorial unit falls within a specific GWB or is located outside its 
territory (Stage 3). In cases when administrative-territorial division units belonged to several GWBs at the 
same time, the manual connection of groundwater abstraction volumes with the corresponding GWBs was 
performed ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

The specific water abstraction indicator was introduced to more objectively assess the volume of water 
abstraction at the level of GWBs and to characterize significant groundwater abstraction pressure (Stage 4). 
It was calculated by dividing the amount of water abstraction in a particular GWB by the total area of the 
respective GWB. A specific water abstraction indicator was determined for each GWB. From these indicators, 
the average specific water abstraction indicator was expressed - 1.43 ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

The significance of the groundwater abstraction pressure in each GWB (Stage 5) was assessed taking into 
account what percentage of the territory of each GWB is occupied by each of the four groups classified in 
Stage 2 and the specific abstraction indicator. Four significance categories were adopted (TABLE 1.2.2.3.1). 
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TABLE 1.2.2.3.1 

Significance distribution of water abstraction pressure ([±Ha/Σ нлнм) 

Significance category Annual average groundwater abstraction (m3/d)  

Insignificant 0 

Light < 100 

Significant 100 - 1000 

Very significant > 1000 

If the number of administrative units with categories significant or very significant abstraction within a GWB 
do not exceed 20% of the total number of administrative units, then the groundwater abstraction pressure 
in the GWB was determined to be insignificant. If more than 20% of the area at GWB level was occupied by 
areas (at the level of administrative units) with significant (100-1000 m3/d) and very significant (> 1000 m3/d) 
groundwater abstraction category obtained in Step 2, an additional criterion was considered - whether the 
specific water abstraction indicator (1.43) is exceeded at the GWB level. If this indicator was exceeded, then 
the pressure was considered very significant at the level of the whole GWB ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

1.3. Natural background and threshold values delineation 

The GWD (2006/118/EC), following Article 17 (1) and (2) of the WFD (2000/60/EC), lays down specific 
measures to prevent and control groundwater pollution. These measures shall include (a) criteria for 
assessing good groundwater chemical status; and (b) criteria for identifying and reversing significant and 
sustained upward trends and for determining the starting point for trend reversals. This Directive also 
complements the WFD provisions aimed at preventing or reducing the input of pollutants into groundwater 
and seeks to prevent the deterioration of all GWBs. 

Article 3 of the GWD describes the criteria for assessing the chemical status of GWBs, including the GQSs for 
nitrates and pesticides listed in Annex I to the Directive and the TVs set by each MS following the procedure 
set out in Annex II. The MS shall set LVs for pollutants, groups of pollutants, or indicators of pollution 
identified in their territory as being capable of being characterized as GWBs or groups of sites as risk groups 
or groups, taking into account at least the list in Part B of Annex II. 

Under the GWD, LVs may be set at the national level, at the level of a RBD, or in a part of an iRBD lying within 
the territory of a MS, or at the level of a GWB or a group thereof. MS shall ensure that the setting of TVs for 
GWBs common to two or more MS and for GWBs where groundwater crosses a national border is established 
in cooperation between the MS concerned, following Article 3 (4) of the WFD. Where the GWB or a group of 
GWBs extends beyond the territory of the EC, the MS concerned shall endeavor to set TVs in cooperation 
with the relevant non-member countries following Article 3 (5) of the WFD. 

If the risk of not achieving good groundwater status is not identified in the GWB during the initial 
characterization, further characterization and setting of TVs are not mandatory. 

1.3.1. Natural background and threshold values delineation in Estonia 

TVs and NBLs for Estonian GWBs were first proposed in 2013 (Infragate, 2013) and were updated by the 
Geological Survey of Estonia in 2019 (Marandi et al., 2019). The delineated TVs have been implemented at a 
national level (Minister of Environment Regulation No.48/2019). 

In Estonian legislation two types of values are distinguished: GQSs and TVs (Ibid.; Marandi et al., 2019). GQS 
are EQS expressed as the concentration of a particular pollutant, group of pollutants, or indicator of pollution 
in groundwater, which should not be exceeded to protect human health and the environment. The GQSs in 
Estonia apply at a national level and in all GWBs. These standards are applied for nitrate and active 
substances in pesticides (including their relevant metabolites, degradation, and reaction products; Minister 
of Environment Regulation No.48/2019). 

A TV is a GQS set by EU MS for the pollutants, groups of pollutants, and indicators of pollution which, within 
the territory of a MS, have been identified as contributing to the characterization of bodies or groups of 
bodies of groundwater as being at risk. The TVs in Estonia have been proposed at a GWB level. 
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NBL is a concentration of a substance or the value of an indicator in a GWB that corresponds to no, or only 
very minor, anthropogenic. It should be differentiated from a baseline level, which is an average value 
measured at least during the reference years 2007 and 2008 or during the first period for which a 
representative period of monitoring data is available. In that sense, the work by Marandi et al. (2019) dealt 
with establishing and updating NBLs for Estonian GWBs. 

The methodology for delineating the NBLs and TVs was based on previously established values (Infragate, 
2013) and the simplified version of the BRIDGE methodology (aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллс, Hinsby et al., 2008). Two 
types of criteria were taken into account in determining the TVs for the Estonian GWBs (EC, 2009; Infragate, 
2013): 

¶ environmental criteria: 
1) TVs that aim to protect GAAEs and GDTEs; 
2) TVs which help to designate abstraction related saltwater intrusion into a GWB. 

¶ usage criteria:  
1) TVs that aim to protect drinking water in DWPAs; 
2) TVs to protect other legitimate uses of groundwater (e.g. crops irrigation, industry). 

When establishing the TVs one must first establish the receptor which the status of groundwater can 
influence (e.g. drinking water, groundwater dependent ecosystems). When the receptor has been chosen, it 
is necessary to establish substances and indicators (e.g. drinking water quality standards, TVs used to assess 
the status of GDEs) used to determine whether the receptor is influenced by groundwater quality. 

When such substances and indicators have been identified, their NBLs have to be designated as naturally 
occurring high concentrations for certain substances, and indicators are not considered pollution (EC, 2009). 
These high concentrations may originate from water-rock interaction, biological processes (e.g. redox 
reactions), inflow from adjacent aquifers and are not related to anthropogenic alterations. Finally, to 
establish the TVs the designated NBLs are compared to the criteria values. The criteria value is the 
concentration of a pollutant, which is designated not taking into account any natural background 
concentrations, but if exceeded may lead to a failure of the good status criterion concerned (EC, 2009). The 
most commonly used criteria values are the GQS. 

When comparing the criteria values with the established NBLs, two outcomes are possible for any substance 
or an indicator (EC, 2009): 

1) NBL < criteria value: In that case, the MS will define the TV according to national strategies and a 
risk assessment (enabling a TV to be established above the BL providing it can be justified);  

2) NBL > criteria value: In this case, the TV should be equal to the NBL. 

Marandi et al. (2019) followed the general strategy outlined above when updating the TVs for the Estonian 
GWBs. The basis of the analysis was the TVs and NBLs established in the previous analysis (Infragate, 2013) 
and TVs established at the time by the Minister of Environment Regulation. Drinking water, GDEs, and 
saltwater intrusion were considered the most important receptors. When calculating the NBLs for the GWBs, 
chemical data from the period 2004-2017 was chosen as the baseline. To establish TVs for groundwater 
macro components (e.g. Cl-, SO4

2-; but also NO3-), data from earlier periods were also considered. 

The NBLs were derived as the 90th percentiles of this preselected dataset, using the following pre-selection 
criteria (Hinsby et al., 2008): 

1) only samples where seven groundwater macro components (Ca2+, Mg2+, Na+, K+, HCO3-, Cl-, SO4
2-) 

were analyzed were considered, as they enabled the calculation of an ion balance for the sample; 
2) samples with incorrect ion balance (exceeding 10%), unknown depth and unknown aquifer type 

were excluded; 
3) time series at each MP were converted to average values (to assure that long time series do not 

bias results and that all sampling sites contribute equally to the NBL derivation). 

As criteria values, GQS, TVs established for groundwater dependent ecosystems, and quality standards for 
dangerous substances were considered. The proposal to change the previous TV was given, when: 

¶ the previous TV did not take into account the active pressures acting on a GWB (e.g. the TV should 
be omitted when no active pollution sites where a given substance may originate is present in a 
GWB); 
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¶ previous TVs did not take into account the NBLs in a GWB; 

¶ the previous TVs did not take into account the potential influence of groundwater quality on GDEs. 

The updated NBLs and TVs proposed for Estonian GWBs by Marandi et al. (2019) are given in Annex 1. Most 
of the suggestions for TVs were adopted in Estonian legislation but a few points deserve some further 
clarification. Firstly, for two GWBs (Cambrian-Vendian Gdov, Ordovician-Cambrian Tartu, and Middle-Lower 
Devonian Kihnu) a chloride TV significantly higher than the drinking water limit of 250 mg/l was established. 
The main reason for this was the much higher chloride NBLs observed in these GWBs (i.e. background levels 
> criteria value). This means that due to natural conditions it may be impossible to abstract water within the 
drinking water limit from those GWBs at least within their current boundaries. 

Secondly, the most radical suggestion concerning the TVs was to establish TVs for total nitrogen (Ntot) and 
total phosphorus (Ptot) for GWBs where important GWDEs are situated (Terasmaa et al., 2015). This 
suggestion was not adopted in legislation. The rationale behind this suggestion was to protect the receptor 
with the lowest criteria value, which in this case was not drinking water but GWDEs. This would also enable 
a better assessment of the influence of groundwater quality on the chemical status of GWDEs. Currently, Ntot 
and Ptot are used as indicators to assess the chemical status of SWBs (i.e. lakes and rivers), but these 
parameters are not measured in groundwater from where only nitrate nitrogen (N-NO3

-), nitrite nitrogen (N-
NO2

-), and ammonium nitrogen (N-NH4
+) are measured and treated separately. From phosphorus-species, 

currently, only phosphate phosphorus (P-PO4
3-) is measured for groundwater status assessment. Thus, it is 

very hard to compare the groundwater quality and surface water quality in the same areas. The values of 
Ntot and Ptot given in Annex 1 correspond to the boundaries between good and poor status for different types 
of rivers and lakes. For GDTEs, no chemical TVs have been adopted in Estonia. 

Marandi et al. (2019) acknowledged that the TVs given for Ntot and Ptot are much lower than the previous TVs 
and values that can be encountered frequently in Estonian groundwater. The adoption of these values in 
legislation would lead to many administrative problems as probably a high number of GWBs would be 
assessed to be in poor status in the future. It would also need considerable effort and further studies to come 
up with land management practices that would enable such strict criteria to be reached for these nutrients. 
However, the authors still strongly advised that as a first step the analysis of Ntot and Ptot should be added to 
the list of substances studied for GWB chemical status assessment. A pilot project is currently underway in 
the framework of the LIFE IP CleanEst project, where Ntot and Ptot are studied simultaneously from 
ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƛƴ Ǉƛƭƻǘ ŎŀǘŎƘƳŜƴǘǎ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ [ŅŅƴŜ-Viru county, northern Estonia. 

Finally, as stated above, the strategy adopted by Marandi et al. (2019) for establishing NBLs and TVs for 
Estonian groundwater was a simplified version of the BRIDGE methodology. In the future, when more data 
is available, the number of pre-selection criteria for the dataset used to determine these values can be 
expanded. These include (Hinsby et al., 2008): 

¶ data from MPs with median nitrate concentrations above 10 mg/l can be considered to be polluted 
and thus be excluded from the dataset. Thus, only samples with nitrate concentrations less than 
or equal to 10 mg/l are used as a proxy for groundwater with a natural composition; 

¶ if the dataset contains anaerobic samples (here defined as O2 < 1 mg/l) or denitrification occurs, 
the dataset would need to be evaluated separately for the aerobic and anaerobic samples. That 
would be especially important if the concentration of the investigated parameters is controlled by 
the redox environment (e.g. NO3-, Fetot, SO4

2-). For example, in anaerobic groundwater nitrate does 
not work as a pollution indicator since nitrate could have been reduced. 

It is also interesting to mention that other methodologies besides BRIDGE have been used in other parts of 
the world to determine NBLs/TVs for groundwater. An example is an approach borrowed from the field of 
mineral exploration used by Panno et al. (2002) to establish NBLs for groundwater in IllinoisΩ Sinkhole Plain 
in the USA. This method can be briefly described as follows. A dataset for a studied GWB or groundwater 
catchment is collected and analyzed for a given indicator or an ion. The data is then plotted on a cumulative 
probability plot, which groups the data into various populations. The inflection points along the plots indicate 
the threshold between two or more populations. In this context, the background is defined by the inflection 
point with the concentration above which higher concentrations can be interpreted as an anomaly that is 
indicative of the presence or influence of an anthropogenic alteration (i.e. much like the presence of a 
mineral deposit). 
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1.3.2. Natural background and threshold values delineation in Latvia 

NBLs and TVs for Latvian GWBs were developed by the University of Latvia during a project άThe 
development of background and threshold levels for Latvian groundwater bodies'' in 2019 (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜΣ 
2019). The project involved literature studies, the development of methodologies for the delineation of 
background and threshold levels for Latvian GWBs as well as the application of the methodologies to 
calculate NBLs and TVs. As a result, NBLs and TVs for the number of compounds were determined for Latvian 
GWBs, but only some of them were used during GWB status assessment as status assessment strongly 
depends on previously identified anthropogenic pressures ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

The developed methodologies are largely based on the BRIDGE methodology (aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллс) and other 
EU member countries following the EU WFD and the GWD. The methodology is adapted to the Latvian 
situation according to available data. 

For delineation of NBLs, two main groundwater quality data sources were used, including national 
groundwater monitoring data and data from groundwater abstraction sites. The national groundwater 
monitoring dataset consisted of many observations in each monitoring well and each sample had a long list 
of analyzed parameters. In the case of Latvia, groundwater monitoring stations are constructed in a way that 
up to 10 wells can be placed within a single station therefore spatial coverage was not sufficient although 
374 unique monitoring wells were present in this dataset. To broaden the dataset, it was supplemented with 
monitoring data from groundwater abstraction sites. This dataset consisted of 36 000 observations from over 
21 000 groundwater abstraction wells and had much better spatial distribution than national monitoring 
wells. However, the data quality was a problem as the list of analyzed parameters was often very short and 
many abstraction wells had only a single measurement, therefore data consistency could not be assessed 
(wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜΣ нлмф). 

The methodology for NBL detection consisted of multiple successive steps that can be structured in three 
parts. During the first part ς development of a dataset consisting of discrete observations ς multiple sub-
steps were performed including data harmonization during which previously mentioned data sources 
(national groundwater monitoring data and data from groundwater abstraction sites) were joined together 
in a similar structure; from both datasets, only observations from 1994 and newer were selected to avoid 
samples that have been taken with bailer-like equipment (Levins et.al., 1995; Levina and Levins, 1994). 
Parameters having a value below the detection limit were replaced by a value that is half of the detection 
limit (except for dataset from groundwater abstraction sites where such information was not available). The 
preparation of the harmonized database also included the exclusion of anthropogenically impacted samples 
which included samples with detectable pesticide levels or synthetic compounds and samples having Na++Cl- 
concentration higher than 1000 mg/l. Finally, only samples having full major ion chemistry (i.e. having Ca2+, 
Mg2+, Na+, K+, Cl-, HCO3- and SO42-) were selected to be able to perform ion balance calculations and samples 
with incorrect ion balance (exceeding 10%) were excluded (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜΣ нлмф). 

During the second part aggregated datasets for each sampling site were developed. Further data 
transformation was done by aggregating data by each sampling point and each parameter of interest by 
finding the median value (the median value was preferred over the average value to minimize the impact of 
outliers). Sampling sites having median nitrate levels higher than 10 mg/l were considered to be 
anthropogenically impacted and were excluded from the data set. Further, sampling sites were classified 
according to the redox environment; taking into account the incompleteness of data set (majority of samples 
lacked dissolved O2 and Mn measurements), a simplified approach was used (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜΣ нлмф): 

¶ if iron content < 0.2 mg/l, then the sample was considered oxic; 

¶ if ƛǊƻƴ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ җ лΦн ƳƎκƭΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀƴƻȄƛŎ. 

Although this approach has its drawbacks and is not very precise, it still can be used to detect NBLs for iron 
and nitrates according to redox state. Finally, sampling points were assigned to GWBs by joining them 
spatially (through geospatial files) and also vertically by assigning GWB according to an aquifer that the well 
screen interval represents (some wells did have several representative aquifers due to long screen intervals 
and in rare cases, these wells represented two GWBs instead of one). Special care was taken dealing with 
wells representing Quaternary aquifers, because the majority of Quaternary aquifers are combined with 
GWBs together with confined aquifers, therefore careful spatial join was implemented (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜΣ 
2019). 
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Using the prepared harmonized and aggregated dataset, NBL was determined as 90th percentile from the 
selected data set for each substance: if the number of observations for a substance was relatively large (e.g. 
major ions), then NBL was determined within each GWB but if the number of observations for a substance 
was insufficient (e.g. less than 20-40% of all data set), then single NBL was determined for all GWBs. NBL for 
redox-sensitive substances was determined according to redox environment: if the substance was elevated 
in anoxic (anaerobic) conditions (e.g. Fetot, Mn), the NBL was determined within each GWB for anaerobic 
conditions, but a single NBL for all GWBs was determined for aerobic part of the observations; if the 
substance was elevated in oxic (aerobic) conditions (e.g. NO3

-), then NBL was determined within each GWB 
for the aerobic part of the observations, but a single NBL was determined for anaerobic part of the 
observations. Unfortunately, it was not possible to apply this step due to too small several oxic observations 
(less than 300 for the whole territory of Latvia), therefore one single NO3

- NBL was determined for all GWBs 
as an alternative until more oxic observations will be gathered in the data set (at least ~20 oxic observations 
must be present in most of GWBs) (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜΣ нлмф). 

NBLs that were determined for a substance for each GWB were combined in more general groups to reduce 
the number of different NBLs, to promote more rounded NBL numbers, and to ease further groundwater 
management process. Firstly, percentiles of 90th and 95th were calculated for the substance under 
consideration for each GWB. Starting with GWB having the highest 90th percentile, a (relatively) rounded 
value was chosen close to the 90th percentile (this value was the NBL for the first group of GWBs). If the 
determined NBL in the previous step fell within the 90th and 95th percentile of any other GWB, then this GWB 
was included in the same NBL group with the same NBL (determined in the previous step); if the rest of the 
GWBΩs fell outside of the developed NBL group, then GWB with the next highest 90th percentile was selected 
to repeat previous steps until all GWBs were grouped into NBL groups (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜΣ нлмф). An example 
of grouping Latvian GWBs into NBL groups for Cl- is shown in FIGURE 1.3.2.1. 

 

FIGURE 1.3.2.1 Grouping of Latvian GWBs into chloride NBL groups according to Latvian background 
delineation methodology (The X-axis represents Latvian GWBs. The upper edge of the gray column represents 
the 90th percentile for the GWB, while the thin horizontal line (whisker) represents the 95th percentile. The 

dotted red line represents the highest 90th percentile in each NBL group and each distinguished group is 
represented with a different background color) (.ƛƪǑŜ ǳƴ wŜǘƛƫŜΣ нлмф) 

The delineation of TVs for Latvian GWBs was based upon general principles developed by the EC (EC, 2009). 
These principles impose that to delineate a threshold value, two components are necessary: NBL (for each 
substance for each GWB) and reference value (for each substance). 
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NBL delineation methodology as described previously, but reference value was determined according to the 
purpose of each GWB (i.e. protection subject). Latvian GWBs are delineated to protect drinking water 
resources, therefore drinking water protection measures were used as reference values that are laid out in 
wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ bƻΦстм ƛǎǎǳŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ /ŀōƛƴŜǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻŦ [ŀǘǾƛŀ άaŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅ IŀǊƳƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ 
vǳŀƭƛǘȅ wŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ 5ǊƛƴƪƛƴƎ ²ŀǘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ tǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ aƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ ¢ƘŜǊŜƻŦέΦ 

Two most common approaches for threshold detection were selected according to the experience of other 
European countries: 

1) if the reference value was higher than the NBL, the TV was calculated as the mid-point between 
NBL and reference value; 

2) if the reference value was lower than the NBL, the TV was equal to NBL. 

TVs were also set for groups of GWBs, established within the framework of the development of NBLs based 
on the NBL values of the combined groups. Also in the combined groups, all TVs for Mn and Fetot, as well as 
individual LVs for Cl-, SO4

2- and NH4
+ ions were set as the corresponding NBL due to high NBLs exceeding the 

reference values (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜΣ нлмф). 

The NBLs and TVs (grouped by GWBs) proposed for Latvian GWBs are given in Annex 2. 

1.3.2.1. Natural background and threshold values delineation for groundwater bodies at risk 

NBLs and TVs for the delineated GWBs at risk (see Chapter 1.1.2.1) were established within the framework 
of separate studies in the period from 2018 to 2019. 

Groundwater body at risk Q2 

First NBLs and TVs for GWB at risk Q2 for the first time were established during a study conducted in 2007 
({L! ά±ƛŘŜǎ ǇǊƻƧŜƪǘƛέΣ нллт). NBLs for chloride ions, ammonium nitrogen, the sum of trichloroethylene and 
tetrachloroethylene (TCE+PCE), BTEX, trichloromethane, 1,2-dichloroethane, arsenic, cadmium, and lead 
were taken into account in setting the TVs. The TVs were set according to the following principles: 

¶ for chloride ions, ammonium nitrogen, trichloroethylene and tetrachloroethylene (TCE+PCE), 
trichloromethane, 1,2-dichloromethane, arsenic, cadmium, and lead, the TV was determined 
according to the methodology recommended by BRIDGE (aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллс) using the formula: 

Ὕὠ
ὔὄὒὙὩὪὩὶὩὲὧὩ ὺὥὰόὩ

ς
 

¶ for nitrate-nitrogen(N-NO3
-), the drinking water EQS was adopted as a TV (following Cabinet 

wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ bƻΦстм ƻŦ bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ мпΣ нлмт άaŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅ IŀǊƳƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ wŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ 
5ǊƛƴƪƛƴƎ ²ŀǘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ tǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ aƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ ¢ƘŜǊŜƻŦέύΤ 

¶ BTEX TV was established as NBL. 

It should be noted that, according to BRIDGE methodology (aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллс), NBLs for synthetic pollutants, 
such as trichloroethylene and tetrachloroethylene (TCE+PCE) and BTEX, which do not occur naturally, should 
ōŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ǘƻ άлέΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ό{L! ά±ƛŘŜǎ ǇǊƻƧŜƪǘƛέΣ нллт) they were accŜǇǘŜŘ ŀǎ άōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘ ƻŦ 
ŘŜǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ ƳŜǘƘƻŘέΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘΣ 
as the limits of detection of an analytical method may change over time and may vary from laboratory to 
laboratory ([±Ha/Σ нлмф). 

Taking into account that (1) in 2019 an in-depth study of GWB at risk Q2 was performed, as a result of which 
the vertical boundaries of it were revised (see Chapter 1.1.2.1) and (2) the long-term monitoring data set on 
groundwater and surface water quality was analyzed, it was decided to review the validity of the existing TVs 
([±Ha/Σ нлмф). 

Given the fact that in 2007 ({L! ά±ƛŘŜǎ ǇǊƻƧŜƪǘƛέΣ нллт) the precautionary principle had been chosen and 
determined possible or preliminary indicators following the requirements of the GWD at that time and 
available data sources, in 2019 ([±Ha/Σ нлмф) it was necessary to use up-to-date monitoring data and to 
verify whether the presence of parameters included in the previously developed list is discovered in 
groundwater. An analysis of the data for the period from 2000 to 2018 and comparison to aggregated data 
with the predefined TVs concluded that the list of ten indicators should be significantly reduced, as the only 
exceedance of the current TVs was for chloride ions and only as a higher concentration, not the average or 
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median concentration. Parameters such as trichloroethylene and tetrachloroethylene (TCE+PCE), BTEX, and 
1,2-dichloroethane were not detected at all (their concentrations were below the limit of detection of the 
chosen analytical method throughout the observation period), but trichloromethane was detected only 
once. Concentrations of nitrate nitrogen, ammonium nitrogen, as well as heavy metals As Cd and Pb were 
low, and at no time did they approach the established GQS and TVs. As a result, it was recommended that 
the TV be retained only for chloride ions, which directly allows the assessment of the chemical status of GWB 
at risk Q2 and the evolution of surface water interaction ([±Ha/Σ нлмф). 

GWB at risk Q2 hydro geologically is located in the area of GWB Q1 with the determined NBL of chloride ions 
of 130 mg/l (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜΣ нлмф). When calculating the background value of chloride ions as 90th 
percentile for the respective GWB at risk Q2 area, the NBL for chloride ions was determined as 152 mg/l. 
Given the fact that the groundwater artificial recharge in the GWB at risk Q2 area will continue and the 
ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ǿŜƭƭ ŦƛŜƭŘǎ ά.ŀƭǘŜȊŜǊǎέ ŀƴŘ ά.ŀƭǘŜȊŜǊǎ LLέ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ part of the 
centralized water supply to the city of Riga, it is not justifiable to set a NBL that would unambiguously 
determine GWB at risk Q2 to be in poor chemical status. It is undeniable that the natural quality of 
groundwater has been affected and it will not be possible to reach its original status in the period under 
review without a complete change in the way water is abstracted. Therefore, it was recommended to set the 
TV for chlorides as a determined NBL of GWB at risk Q2 itself and to monitor for future chemical deterioration 
by taking the current chemical status of it as a reference point - the TV for chlorides was set at 152 mg/l (see 
Annex 3). 

Groundwater body at risk F5 

NBLs and TVs for GWB at risk F5 were established during a study conducted by wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜ (2018). 
Longtime data from monitoring and abstraction wells were gathered about major ion chemistry (Ca2+, Mg2+, 
Na+, K+, Cl-, SO4

2-, HCO3-) and nitrates (NO3-) and limited to (1) the area of GWB at risk F5 which is the area 
affected by seawater intrusion and (2) to aquifers of interest - ¦ǇǇŜǊ 5ŜǾƻƴƛŀƴ aǹǊi-¿ŀƎŀǊe (D3mr-ȌƎ). Data 
preprocessing included: (1) removal of historical samples which reported Na+ and K+ as a sum (Na++K+) (an 
ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴύΤ όнύ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ ƻŦ ǎŀƳǇƭŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƻƴƛŎ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜǎ ŜǊǊƻǊ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ҕ мл҈ ŀǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ōȅ 
aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ (2006) and (3) where such information was available samples with nitrates content exceeding 4 
mg/l were removed as potentially affected by human activities. A much stricter criterion than suggested 10 
mg/l by aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ (2006) was chosen based on the most recent study about the geochemical composition 
of groundwater in Latvia (wŜǘƛƫŜ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмс). 

The NBL for chloride ions was calculated in two steps to minimize the error of visual identification of the 
inflection point. Firstly, freshwater samples were separated from seawater-affected samples - the value of 
the inflection point on groundwater samples was detected by applying probability plots (Panno et al., 2006). 
According to BRIDGE methodology (aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ, 2006) samples with NaCl > 1000 mg/l should be removed. 
Much stricter criteria were used, and the value of the inflection point for chloride was set at 18 mg/l. Results 
were compared with values obtained by wŜǘƛƫŜ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ (2016). Next, the NBL for chloride ions was determined 
as 90th percentile of all freshwater samples below the inflection point value according to BRIDGE 
methodology (aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ, 2006). This step was accomplished for two reasons: (1) the validation results 
from the previous study suggested that 18 mg/l for chloride might be too high (wŜǘƛƫŜ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмс) and (2) 
visual observation of the inflection point is subjective and may hold some uncertainty. Similarly, NBLs were 
set for sulfate and sodium ions (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜ, 2018). 

TVs for chloride, sulfate, and sodium ions were calculated according to BRIDGE methodology (aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ 
al.,2006) which suggests deriving TVs based on the ratio between the estimated NBLs and relevant reference 
values. In this case NBLs < relevant reference values, therefore the following formula was used (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ 
.ƛƪǑŜ, 2018): 

Ὕὠ
ὔὄὒὙὩὪὩὶὩὲὧὩ ὺὥὰόὩ

ς
 

Drinking water standard from Latvian legislation (Cabinet Regulation No.671 of November 14, 2017 
άaŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅ IŀǊƳƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ Requirements for Drinking Water, and the Procedures for Monitoring 
ŀƴŘ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ ¢ƘŜǊŜƻŦέύ ǿŀǎ ŎƘƻǎŜƴ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǾŀƭǳŜΣ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ нрл ƳƎκƭ ŦƻǊ ŎƘƭƻǊƛŘŜ ŀƴŘ 
sulfate ions, and 200 mg/l for sodium ions (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜ, 2018). 
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Final NBLs for chloride ions were set as 13.2 mg/l, for sulphate ions - 42.5 mg/l and for sodium ions - 22.3 
mg/l. Calculated TVs for chloride, sulphate and sodium ions were respectively 131.6 mg/l, 146.3 mg/l and 
111.2 mg/l (see Annex 3). 

Groundwater body at risk A11 

NBLs and TVs for GWB at risk A11 for the first time were established during a study conducted in 2016 
(Semjonovs, 2016). The boundaries of GWB at risk at that time were considered and the area in which 
hydrogeochemical studies and modeling of pollutants were performed in the calculation of TVs. Detailed 
information on groundwater dynamics, regime, recharge and discharge zones, migration parameters 
(sorption, diffusion, destruction) obtained in previous research and design works was used (Semjonovs, 
2016). 

In 2019 ([±Ha/Σ нлмф), it was decided to review the background limits and TVs for GWB at risk A11 set in 
the study of Semjonovs (2016) taking into account the following reasons: 

¶ in recent years, additional data on the chemical composition of shallow and confined groundwaters 
in the study area has been collected; 

¶ in 2017, the boundaries of GWBs of Latvia were reviewed (see Chapter 1.1.2); 

¶ in 2018, the boundaries of GWB at risk A11 were reviewed (see Chapter 1.1.2.1); 

¶ in 2019, a study on NBLs and TVs determination in all newly delineated GWBs in Latvia was carried 
out (see Chapter 1.3.2), as well as changes in the background and LV determination methodologies 
at the European level. 

The task of the new study in 2019 ([±Ha/Σ нлмф) was not to search for and include new parameters in the 
list of GWB at risk A11 TVs but to review existing parameters and, if necessary, change or remove them from 
the list. It should be noted that the inclusion of new parameters, although possible, is not crucial in the 
current situation when the most important task of groundwater protection is the identification of pollution 
and control of its migration in groundwater. Following the completion of remediation work and 
environmental stabilization, the possibility of adding new pollution indicators to the list may be considered 
([±Ha/Σ нлмф). 

In Semjonovs (2016) study, NBLs were calculated as 90% of the assurance, which is following the generally 
accepted BRIDGE methodology. The approach of using a very local data set near tar ponds and the small size 
of the data set is debatable. It can be concluded from the study that the NBLs of COD, sulfate ions, synthetic 
surfactants, and electrical conductivity are also expressed as TVs, which are not inherently incorrect but are 
very strict and unenforceable quality criteria for such a polluted GWB. Also, such an approach, although used 
in other EU MS, is not among the most popular (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜ, 2019). It should be noted that for GWBs at 
risk in Latvia, such strict criteria were not used and the TVs were determined according to the methodology 
recommended by BRIDGE (aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ, 2006). 

Within the framework of the research, Semjonovs (2016) determined the background limits and TVs for 
synthetic parameters as the detection limit of the analytical method. It should be noted that according to 
the methodology recommended by aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ al. (2006), for synthetic pollutants, such as TCE+PCE or BTEX, 
which do not occur in nature, the NBL ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ άлέΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ 
below the limit of detection of the analytical method. Although that does not significantly affect the result, 
it is not correct, as the limits of detection of the analytical methods may vary from laboratory to laboratory 
([±Ha/Σ нлмф). 

In view of all the above, it was decided to make the following adjustments to the NBLs and TVs of GWB at 
risk A11 ([±Ha/Σ нлмф): 

¶ NBLs: 
o for the synthetic parameters (TCE+PCE, BTEX, trichloromethane, 1,2-dichloroethane and 
ǎȅƴǘƘŜǘƛŎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎǘŀƴǘǎύ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǇǘ ŀ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ άлέ ŀǎ ŀ NBL according to the BRIDGE 
methodology (aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ, 2006) and the approaches of other EU MS; 

o for As, Cd and Pb to accept as NBLs the corresponding NBLs of the catchment area of GWB 
at risk, which is GWB A8 (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜ, 2019), without distinguishing between aerobic 
and anaerobic waters, respectively; 
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o for sulphate ions to maintain the locally determined NBL (Semjonovs, 2016), which will 
ensure stricter monitoring of groundwater quality; 

o for COD and electrical conductivity to maintain the locally determined NBLs (Semjonovs, 
2016), as these are currently the best available NBLs data for the study area and will ensure 
stricter monitoring of groundwater quality. 

¶ TVs: 
o for synthetic parameters (TCE+PCE, BTEX, trichloromethane, 1,2-dichloroethane and 

synthetic surfactants) the TV should be calculated according to the BRIDGE methodology 
(aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ, 2006) (1) using the reference values set in Cabinet Regulation No.118 of 
aŀǊŎƘ мнΣ нллн άwŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ wŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ǳǊŦŀŎŜ ²ŀǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ DǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊǎέ 
(TCE+PCE - 0.01 mg/l, BTEX - мл ˃ƎκƭΣ ǘǊƛŎƘƭƻǊƻƳŜǘƘŀƴŜ - нΦр ˃ƎκƭΣ ǎȅƴǘƘŜǘƛŎ ǎǳǊŦŀŎǘŀƴǘǎ ς 
нлл ˃Ǝκƭύ and the maximum permissible norm of Cabinet Regulation No.671 of November 
мпΣ нлмт άaŀƴŘŀǘƻǊȅ IŀǊƳƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ wŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ 5ǊƛƴƪƛƴƎ ²ŀǘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
tǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ aƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ ¢ƘŜǊŜƻŦέ όмΣн-dichloroethane ς о ˃ƎκƭύΤ 

o to maintain the locally determined COD TV (Semjonovs, 2016), as this is currently the best 
available TV data for the study area and will ensure stricter monitoring of groundwater 
quality, as well as close to the COD target value in Annex 10 of Cabinet Regulation No.118 
of MŀǊŎƘ мнΣ нллн άwŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ wŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ǳǊŦŀŎŜ ²ŀǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 
DǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊǎέ όпл ˃Ǝκƭύ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊΤ 

o to calculate the TV for sulphate ions and electrical conductivity according to the BRIDGE 
methodology (aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ, 2006) using the reference value set in Cabinet Regulation 
bƻΦмму ƻŦ aŀǊŎƘ мнΣ нллн άwŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ wŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ {ǳǊŦŀŎŜ ²ŀǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ 
DǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊǎέ όŦƻǊ ǎǳƭǇƘŀǘŜ ƛƻƴǎ ς 250 mg/l, electrical conductivity ς 2500 mS/cm); 

o for As, Cd and Pb as TVs to adopt the corresponding TVs of the catchment area of the GWB 
at risk, which is GWB A8 (wŜǘƛƫŜ ǳƴ .ƛƪǑŜ, 2019), without separating aerobic and anaerobic 
waters, respectively. 

Within the framework of the new study ([±Ha/Σ нлмф), the NBLs and TVs were initially specified within the 
existing list as described above, but in the second step, the validation of the inclusion of the recommended 
parameters in the list was performed based on the latest monitoring results. Following the GWD, TVs should 
be set for all substances that characterize GWBs as being at risk. Accordingly, if a parameter is not identified 
during the monitoring, it can be removed from the list, but if a parameter is identified during the monitoring 
(or based on some other new practical or theoretical knowledge) is not yet included in the list, it can be 
included in it. The aim of this specific study was not to find new pollutants and include them in the list but to 
confirm the list of existing ones. The study analyzed the results of research monitoring carried out in 2019, 
as well as the monitoring data set provided by the State Environmental Service, which was collected within 
the framework of remediation, works for the study area (2015-2019) ([±Ha/Σ нлмф). 

From the performed analysis it was possible to conclude that the indicators ([±Ha/Σ нлмф): 

¶ COD, sulfate ions, synthetic surfactants, electrical conductivity, TCE+PCE, BTEX, As, Cd, and Pb 
should be retained in the list of risk indicators for GWB at risk A11; although not all of these 
indicators have been exceeded, such as electrical conductivity, As, Cd and Pb, these indicators are 
easy to identify, relatively inexpensive and provide additional information for a more detailed 
interpretation of the status of GWB at risk A11, or the amount of data still available is insufficient; 

¶ trichloromethane and 1,2-dichloroethane may be removed from the list of pollutants; 

¶ for electrical conductivity, set the TV the same as the NBL, as the proposed new TV does not allow 
to follow the evolution of pollution correctly (compared to other TVs). In order not to affect the 
monitoring options of GWB at risk A11, the electrical conductivity values for the Quaternary aquifer 
are currently too strict, but they should be reviewed in the future in the light of careful local 
analysis (electrical conductivity is not correct to determine at regional level) to avoid an absurd 
situation where only due to increased groundwater mineralization GWB is in poor status. 

The revised NBLs and TVs for GWB at risk A11 are given in Annex 3. 
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1.4. Groundwater associated aquatic ecosystem identification and assessment in 
Estonia 

In Estonia a preliminary methodology for the identification and assessment of aquatic ecosystems associated 
with GWBs was developed in 2015 (Terasmaa et al., 2015). The methodology for identification differs 
significantly for standing and flowing water bodies. There is some variation in the methodology for assessing 
the potential negative effect of GWBs on standing and flowing water bodies as well. Only existing databases 
and studies were used, no new data was collected (Terasmaa et al., 2015). 

1.4.1. Identification of significant groundwater bodies associated with standing water bodies 

Most lakes in Estonia can be considered as associated with groundwater. Exceptions include bog and coastal 
lakes and lakes with considerable surface water throughflow. Therefore, the main task to be solved was to 
select the criteria for distinguishing significant and nonsignificant groundwater associated standing water 
bodies and to relate them to the contributing GWB (Terasmaa et al., 2015). 

Three groups of lakes were considered as significant (Terasmaa et al., 2015): 

¶ Lakes in the Book of Primeval Nature. It is a national database of inanimate natural features that was 
compiled in the 1980s and 1990s. According to its statute, only lakes associated with groundwater, 
including karst lakes, were included in it. Therefore all the lakes in that database were considered to 
be significant GAAEs. Though, often there is no indication in the database, whether the lake is 
feeding on the Quaternary aquifer or the bedrock aquifer beneath it. Therefore it was difficult to 
decide (without any fieldwork) whether to associate lakes situated in areas with a thicker 
overburden, but no Quaternary GWB, with the bedrock GWB or consider them not associated with 
any GWB at all. In questionable cases, the likeliness of being associated with bedrock GWBs was 
evaluated using the geological profiles and groundwater heads of nearby wells and boreholes in the 
Environmental Registry. If the lakes were situated on a Quaternary GWB, then they were 
automatically considered being associated with it.  

¶ Water bodies (according to the WFD). These lakes are those whose status is reported to the EU and 
are significant for that reason. Several water-body-lakes overlapped with the ones in the Book of 
Primeval Nature. For the others, the potential association with bedrock GWBs was estimated based 
on expert decisions according to groundwater head around the lakes. If the groundwater head of 
the uppermost bedrock GWB was deeper than the bottom of the lake, then the lake was considered 
not to be associated with the GWB. Lakes situated on a Quaternary aquifer were treated similarly to 
the lakes in the Book of Primeval Nature. Lakes with dark and soft water (water type IV according to 
Estonian classification) and coastal lakes (water type VIII) were automatically considered not 
associated with groundwater.  

¶ Lakes are listed as habitats according to the Habitats Directive. The association with GWBs of lakes 
that were designated to belong to a habitat type according to Annex I of the Habitats Directive, and 
were not included in the previous two groups of lakes, was evaluated only if they were situated on 
Quaternary GWBs or formed lake districts under protection. Otherwise, the number of significant 
lakes would have grown too large. All these lakes situated on Quaternary GWBs were considered 
associated with the Quaternary GWB. Only lakes belonging to the habitat type 3160 - Natural 
dystrophic lakes and ponds, were excluded. In the case of protected lake districts that were not 
situated on Quaternary GWBs, the potential dependence on bedrock GWBs was evaluated as for the 
lakes in the previous groups. 

The association with GWBs was performed based on the assumption that the lakes are associated with the 
uppermost GWB or not associated at all. All lakes on Quaternary GWBs were considered associated with 
these GWBs because the interaction of lakes with the sediments surrounding them is most likely. For lakes 
associated with a Quaternary GWB, the potential association with the bedrock GWB beneath it was 
evaluated as well (Terasmaa et al., 2015). 

Karst lakes were included in the list of significant groundwater-body associated lakes according to the Book 
of Primeval Nature only. No karst lake has been listed as a water body according to the WFD. There are karst 
lakes in Estonia that have been assigned the habitat type 3180 ς Turloughs, according to Annex I of the 
Habitats Directive, though. But the number of such objects is very small, they are geographically unevenly 



 

36 

 

WaterAct 

άJoint actions for more efficient management of common  

groundwater resourcesέ 

distributed and do not represent the actual number and distribution of karst lakes in Estonia. Therefore it 
was decided that this dataset is not considered in the identification process of significant GAAEs (Terasmaa 
et al., 2015). 

1.4.2. Identification of significant groundwater bodies associated with flowing water bodies 

The association of flowing water bodies with groundwater is best identifiable in the presence of springs. 
Springs feeding flowing water bodies are visually easier to identify, than springs feeding standing water 
bodies, therefore their presence is the best usable indicator of association with groundwater in the former 
case if no other data is available. It must be considered, though, that, as in lakes, groundwater may seep into 
rivers and streams also through the bottom in a diffuse way and that is not detectable using only the data on 
spring locations (Terasmaa et al., 2015). 

It was decided that the full list of flowing water bodies that will be evaluated in terms of association with 
groundwater (i.e. significant rivers and streams) will contain all flowing water bodies delineated according to 
the WFD. At the time of performing the analysis, there were 644 WFD flowing water bodies in Estonia. It 
must be noted that one hydrologic flowing water body usually contains several WFD flowing water bodies. 
The association with GWBs was evaluated for each of the WFD flowing water bodies, excluding the ones with 
dark water (water type A). There were some exceptions in the rule in the cases where it was evident 
according to expert knowledge that the water type had been assigned erroneously (Terasmaa et al., 2015). 

The association was determined using spatial analysis: dependence on groundwater was assumed if there 
were springs present in a 1 km radius of the water bodies. Some water bodies were excluded afterward, 
where, according to expert opinion, groundwater contribution from the spring(s) was insignificant. The 
resultant water bodies were associated with the topmost GWB beneath the water body (Terasmaa et al., 
2015). 

There is historical information on the share of groundwater in annual discharge at selected locations for the 
largest rivers in Estonia, but the data is more than 50 years old. Therefore that could not be taken as the 
criteria for the selection. According to Hinsby et al. (2015), critical dependence on groundwater means that 
groundwater should be the dominant source of water (> 50%) in a stream or river. Therefore the Estonian 
selection is most probably overestimated, as the presence of springs does not guarantee that the origin of 
most of the water in the water body is groundwater (Terasmaa et al., 2015). 

1.4.3. Assessment of quantitative and qualitative effects of GWBs on GAAEs 

According to the WFD, criteria have to be set for GAAEs to evaluate the effect of GWB on the ecosystem. To 
maintain favorable ecological status, GAAEs need to maintain groundwater discharge. If a GAAE is in an 
unfavorable ecological status and is caused by the pressures on GWBs, then it affects the status of the whole 
GWB (Terasmaa et al., 2015). 

GWB can have a negative quantitative and/or qualitative effect on the GAAE (Terasmaa et al., 2015): 

¶ quantitative effect: human influence has lowered groundwater levels so that the GWB does not 
provide enough water to sustain the GAAE in its natural state; 

¶ qualitative effect: human influence has affected the GWB in such a way that its chemical 
composition causes the deterioration of the ecological value of the GAAE. 

For standing water bodies the best criteria for assessing whether there could be a negative quantitative effect 
of the associated GWB to the SWB are (Terasmaa et al., 2015): 

1) the annual average water level of the lake compared to some fixed water level. In some European 
countries the minimal ecologically acceptable water levels for standing water bodies have been set 
(Craig & Daly, 2010; The River Basin..., 2010) and their annual average water levels can be 
compared to these. If the ecologically acceptable minimal water levels have not been set, then the 
long-term average water level of the standing water body or a natural average water level, 
determined from various historical data, can be used. 

2) the annual average water level of the GWB upstream (or occasionally also downstream) of the 
GAAE, compared to the long-term average. A sufficient period to consider water level data long-
term is six years according to the principles used in the EU. If the data series is not as long, then it 
is reasonable to use shorter time series.   
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For flowing water bodies the best criteria for assessing whether there could be a negative quantitative effect 
of the GWB to the SWB are (Terasmaa et al., 2015): 

1) The annual average discharge of the river/stream compared to some fixed discharge. The most 
convenient piece of data to use would be environmental flows or e-flows. If these have not been 
determined, then long-term average discharge data can be used.  

2) The annual average water level of the GWB upstream (or occasionally also downstream) of the 
GAAE or the annual average discharge of the largest springs feeding the SWB, compared to the 
long-term average. The most direct way of evaluating potential changes in the hydrodynamics of 
the GWB would be using spring discharge data, but if that is not available, then the groundwater 
levels will suffice. As for standing water bodies, the reasonable period to consider water level data 
long-term is six years according to the principles used in the EU. 

Criteria for assessing the potential negative qualitative effect of the associated GWB are the same for 
standing and flowing water bodies (Terasmaa et al., 2015): 

1) the ecological and chemical status of the SWB. The substances and thresholds for determining the 
favorable or unfavorable status of SWBs have been set in Estonia by a regulation of the minister of 
the environment. These include total nitrogen, total phosphorus, and several harmful chemical 
substances.  

2) the level of the substances used for assessing the status of the SWB in the associated GWB, 
measured from groundwater well upstream of the GAAE or from the largest springs in case of 
flowing water bodies. The dilution factor applied for the thresholds in the GWB could be set as 0,5, 
if the specific groundwater contribution to the assessed SWB is unknown. It is a relatively mild 
dilution factor, which assumes that groundwater does not contribute more than 50% of the water 
in the GAAE. 

It is not possible to develop a simplistic and universal evaluation scheme that gives a high-reliability answer 
without the acquisition of additional data. Therefore, the developed assessment schemes enable to pinpoint 
the ecosystems for which the effect of GWB cannot be ruled out as the cause for the unfavorable status. In 
these cases, more thorough studies have to be performed to determine the actual effect of the GWB, the 
size of the effect, and suitable mitigation measures (Terasmaa et al., 2015). 

The assessment scheme for the potential quantitative effect of a GWB on standing water GAAEs consists of 
the following steps (FIGURE 1.4.3.1): 

1) GAAEs depending on the evaluated GWB have to be determined; 
2) The annual average water level of the GAAE has to be compared to the minimal ecologically 

acceptable water level or, if that is unavailable, natural average water level, determined from 
various historical data.; if the annual average water level is lower than the threshold level, then 
the GAAE moves to the next step. 

3) The water level of water bodies could drop below the average level also because of changes in the 
climatic conditions or surface water regime - the prerequisite for the changes caused by 
groundwater is that there is sufficiently intensive groundwater abstraction sufficiently close to the 
water body; as the size of depression cone depends on the properties of the aquifer, intensity and 
time since commencing the pumping and depth of the wells, it is impossible to give a universal 
radius of threat. For the evaluation scheme, the following solution is proposed: if in a 10 km radius 
of the GDTE at least 1000 m3/d of groundwater is abstracted, then the effect of abstraction on the 
water level drop in the ecosystem cannot be ruled out. The limits are rather conservative to assure 
that no potential cause of the negative effect is ruled out in this step. 

4) The next step is to assess if the annual average groundwater level in the aquifer feeding the GAAE 
is lower than its long-term average (6 years) water level; a groundwater level drop in the recharge 
area of the GAAE will likely cause a drop in the amount of water reaching the ecosystem. On the 
other hand, a drop in the groundwater level downstream of the GAAE could cause an increase in 
the amount of water seeping out from thŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ Lƴ ōƻǘƘ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ ŀ ŘǊƻǇ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ 
water level will probably follow. 

5) If the assessment shows that the water levels in the ecosystem and in the groundwater aquifer 
that the ecosystem depends on are lower than they should be, and groundwater abstraction is 
taking place in the vicinity, then the groundwater level drop may be caused by the abstraction. To 
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prove or deny it, a thorough field-work based investigation should be carried out, to determine the 
functional connections between the GAAE and the GWB, and to clarify whether the water level 
drop in the SWB is caused by groundwater abstraction and a decrease of the water level in the 
GWB. 

 

FIGURE 1.4.3.1 Assessment scheme for the quantitative effect of a GWB on GAAEs (standing water bodies) 
(Terasmaa et al., 2015) 

The assessment scheme of a potential negative quantitative effect of associated GWB to flowing water 
GAAEs differs slightly from the assessment scheme for standing water GAAEs in steps 2 and 4 (FIGURE 
1.4.3.2): 

¶ for flowing water GAAEs the indicator for potential negative effect is the annual average discharge, 
which has to be compared to the environmental flow levels or if that is unavailable, long-term (6 
years) average discharge; if the annual average discharge is lower than the threshold level, then 
the GAAE moves to the next step.   

¶ Instead of evaluating whether the groundwater level in the GAAE monitoring well is lower than its 
long-term (6 years) average, the annual average spring discharge could be compared to long-term 
(6 years) average spring discharge, if that data is available. Changes in spring discharge indicate 
changes in the hydrodynamics of the feeding aquifer concerning the associated SWB more directly 
than the groundwater level. 
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FIGURE 1.4.3.2 Assessment scheme for the quantitative effect of a GWB on GAAEs (flowing water bodies) 
(Terasmaa et al., 2015) 

The assessment scheme for the potential qualitative effect of a GWB on GAAEs consists of the following 
steps (FIGURE 1.4.3.3): 

1) GAAEs depending on the evaluated GWB have to be determined. 
2) If the ecological or chemical status of the SWB is at least good, then the associated GWB cannot 

have harmed it. Therefore only these SWBs whose status is worse than good move to the next 
step. 

3) In this step, these SWBs can be excluded whose ecological status is unfavorable, but the 
concentrations of the chemical indicators that may be potentially affected by groundwater (Ntot, 
Ptot, some other harmful chemical substance) correspond to good or very good status. In this case, 
the unfavorable status of the SWB is caused by factors irrelative to the groundwater quality. 

4) If the unfavorable status of a SWB is at least partially caused by the elevated levels of Ntot and Ptot 
or some harmful chemical substance, it is necessary to evaluate if the status may be affected by 
point-source pollutants. If there are known point-source pollutants discharging into the SWB then 
the negative effect of groundwater may be ruled out until the elimination of the point-source 
pollutant. In reality, both point-source and diffuse pollution (incl. groundwater) often affect a SWB 
simultaneously, but in order to simplify the assessment, it is assumed in the scheme that the 
negative effect of point-source pollutants is more significant, as they are easier to pinpoint and 
verify. 

5) If the groundwater quality could not be ruled out as the cause for the unfavorable status of the 
SWB in the previous steps, then the groundwater quality itself has to be evaluated. Adequate 
results can be obtained only if the surface water quality indicators are measured from the 
groundwater as well. In this case, a direct comparison can be made. Groundwater samples have to 
be taken from the wells of the associated GWB and associated aquifer situated in the recharge 
area of the SWB. In the case of flowing water GAAEs, it is preferable to take the samples directly 
from the largest springs feeding the water body, as spring water describes the quality of 
groundwater, actually reaching the river or stream most precisely. The negative qualitative effect 
of the associated GWB may be ruled out if the concentration of the unwanted substance in 
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groundwater is not higher than double the threshold for that SWB. The latter nuance takes into 
account the likely possibility that the evaluated GWB is not the sole source of water in the SWB. If 
the actual average share of groundwater in the annual water budget of the SWB is known, then 
that dilution factor may be modified accordingly. 

6) For GAAEs to which the impact of groundwater cannot be ruled out as the cause for the 
unfavorable status, a thorough field-work based investigation should be carried out, to determine 
the functional connections between the GAAE and the GWB, and to clarify whether the 
unfavorable status is caused by groundwater quality and to offer potential measures for mitigation. 

 

FIGURE 1.4.3.3 Assessment scheme for the qualitative effect of a GWB on GAAEs (Terasmaa et al., 2015) 

1.5. Groundwater vulnerability assessment to nitrates pollution 

Council Directive 91/676/EEC (the Nitrates Directive) aims to reduce water pollution caused by nitrates from 
agricultural sources and to prevent further such pollution. The Nitrates Directive forms an integral part of 
the WFD and is one of the key instruments in the protection of waters against agricultural pressures. The 
Nitrates Directive sets a number of steps to be fulfilled by MS (EC, 2018): 

¶ water monitoring of all water body types with regard to nitrate concentrations and trophic status; 

¶ identification of waters that are polluted or at risk of pollution, on the basis of the criteria defined 
in Annex I to the Nitrates Directive; 

¶ designation of nitrate vulnerable zones, which are areas that drain into waters and which 
contribute to pollution; 

¶ establishment of codes of good agricultural practices, implemented on a voluntary basis 
throughout the MS territory; 
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¶ establishment of action programs, which include a set of measures to prevent and reduce water 
pollution by nitrates and are implemented on an obligatory basis within designated nitrates 
vulnerable zones or throughout the entire national territory; 

¶ review and possible revision of the designation of nitrate vulnerable zones and of action programs 
at least every four years; 

¶ submission to the Commission of a progress report on the implementation of the Nitrate Directive 
every four years with information on codes of good agricultural practice, nitrate vulnerable zones, 
water monitoring results, relevant aspects of action programs. 

1.5.1. Groundwater vulnerability assessment to nitrates pollution in Estonia 

The Nitrate vulnerable zone in Estonia is located in the central part of Estonia and this area coincides with 
high vulnerability of groundwater (in this region, mostly limestones and karst areas are common with 
unprotected groundwaters). About one fifth of the area is unprotected and the Northern Pandivere part is 
also an important groundwater supply area for the whole country. On the other side, there are one of the 
most fertile soils in the country, which promotes agricultural activity in this area. This results with a nitrogen 
pressure, which is uneven, depending on the groundwater vulnerability, usage of land and livestock units in 
certain areas (FIGURE 1.5.1.1). 

 

FIGURE 1.5.1.1 Nitrate vulnerable zone in Estonia (land is used a lot for fields (yellow area)  
and livestock units (brown dots)) 

In Estonia, the main task of groundwater monitoring in the Nitrate vulnerable zone is to assess the impact of 
nitrogen pollution from agriculture and to explain changes in the concentrations of nitrogen compounds at 
different depth intervals and sources, and to assess the impact of other pollution from agricultural activities. 
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Groundwater monitoring consists of 93 observation wells, 29 springs, and 2 karst stations. Most of the 
stations are located in the nitrate vulnerable zone, but some are located outside the area, but still are 
influenced by agricultural pressure. Monitoring stations observe different depths of groundwater (TABLE 
1.5.1.1). Monitoring frequency varies from four times per year to once in four years. Sampling is based on 
the Estonian Environmental Monitoring Act, the Water Act, and Regulation No.30 of the Minister of the 
9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ aŀȅ сΣ нллн ά{ŀƳǇƭƛƴƎ aŜǘƘƻŘǎέΦ 

TABLE 1.5.1.1 

Depths of monitoring stations 

Depth/station type Number of monitoring stations Ratio (%) 

Җ р Ƴ* 29 23.4 

5-15 m 13 10.5 

15-30 m 67 54.0 

> 30 m 13 10.5 

Karst 2 1.6 

*Springs are considered as 0 meters as the actual depth is not known 

The results below are provided considering guidelines of the Nitrate Directive, where nitrate average and 
maximum concentrations, as well as growth trends, are calculated for the data monitored between 2016 and 
2019. 

The Northern Pandivere area has fewer monitoring sites with high nitrate contents than in the southern 
Adavere-tƿƭǘǎŀƳŀŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ƘȅŘǊƻƎŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ Ŏƻnditions - Pandivere region is affected by groundwater 
movement, the spread of agricultural pressures and karst processes are widespread in this area. While in the 
Pandivere region the maximum nitrate content exceeded 50 mg/l at 28% MPs, in the Adavere-tƿƭtsamaa 
region exceedances were 39%. The average nitrate concentration during the period exceeded 50 mg/l at one 
Pandivere MP, Adavere had 16% of such monitoring sites. 

Compared to the previous period in 2012-2015, the share of MPs in 2016-2019 with the highest NO3- 
concentrations in Pandivere has increased by almost half, but in the Adavere- tƿƭǘǎŀƳŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ 
by 17%. Average nitrate concentrations, which exceed 50 mg/l have been the same in the Pandivere region 
and have decreased about a quarter in the Adavere-tƿƭǘǎŀƳŀŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΦ [ƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊǘƛŎŀƭ ǾŀǊƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ 
nitrate content in groundwater in both Pandivere and Adavere-tƿƭǘǎŀƳŀŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ŀǘ ŘŜǇǘƘǎ ƻŦ л ǘƻ р Ƴ ŀƴŘ 
in 5-15 m wells/springs, the average nitrate content is in the range of 22-25 mg/l. As the depth increases (> 
30 m), the average NO3- content increases to 28 mg/l. This means that nitrate pollution is quickly washed 
away by rainwater into deeper aquifers. An important part of nitrate reaching deeper water layers is during 
snow-poor winters, which have been more common in Estonia in recent periods. In the last two years, there 
has been almost no snow cover during the winter, but precipitation in the rain quickly washes the nitrate 
into deeper layers. This is also reflected in higher NO3

- values in winter groundwater samples. 

The increase in groundwater nitrogen in Pandivere is due to more intensive tillage and higher rainfall in the 
last reporting period. The number of animals has not changed significantly, but the herd has been 
concentrated in larger and larger barns. It is not possible to compile a long-term time series of all wells and 
springs, because the monitoring stations have often changed and new wells have been built in the area, so 
the old wells that have been monitored have been liquidated or are no longer in use. 

1.5.2. Groundwater vulnerability assessment to nitrates pollution in Latvia 

In Latvia, the Nitrate vulnerable zone is located in the central part of the country, and it is not delineated by 
the results of a specific study; it is delineated by administrative boundaries, superficially taking into account 
ǘƘŜ ǎǇǊŜŀŘ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ όwơƎŀ ŀƴŘ WŜƭƎŀǾŀύ όFIGURE 1.5.2.1). Nitrate 
groundwater monitoring is provided both inside and outside the Nitrate vulnerable zone, as the main 
objective of nitrate monitoring is to detect any nitrate pollution to ensure good drinking water quality 
throughout the country, as well as to reduce the impact of nitrate pollution on small and large rivers whose 
waters flow into the Baltic Sea (VARAM, 2020). 
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FIGURE 1.5.2.1 Location of nitrate vulnerable zone and nitrate groundwater monitoring network stations in 
Latvia concerning confined groundwater vulnerability (VARAM, 2020) 

Nitrate groundwater monitoring is provided by the National Monitoring Network, which carries out 
surveillance and operational groundwater monitoring in 53 monitoring stations with 218 wells and 30 
springs, focusing mainly on groundwater aquifers that are mainly exploited for drinking water abstraction 
(FIGURE 1.5.2.1). Therefore, the existing National Monitoring Network is not optimal for assessing the impact 
of agricultural pollution on groundwater, as most MPs (70%) are located in confined aquifers, but only 17% 
of MPs are installed in the most vulnerable, shallow groundwater (groundwater depth up to 5 m). Similarly, 
the number of observation points in the nitrate vulnerable zone, especially in the south and south-west, is 
too low (VARAM, 2020). 

There are 85 MPs of the National Monitoring Network directly inside the nitrate vulnerable zone, of which 
there are 10 springs and 18 are monitoring stations with a total of 75 wells (FIGURE 1.5.2.1). As well as 5 
monitoring stations with 17 wells, for which additional monitoring has been performed. Inside the Nitrate 
vulnerable zone, 54% of all monitoring wells represent confined aquifers and only 24% of all monitoring wells 
represent shallow groundwater up to 5 m, which is more exposed to nitrate pollution (VARAM, 2020). 

The groundwater monitoring program during the relevant periods is being gradually adapted to the 
requirements of the Nitrates Directive, for example (VARAM, 2020): 

1) improving the number of observation wells in the National Monitoring Network inside the nitrate 
vulnerable zone; 

2) extending agricultural runoff monitoring network; 
3) related research projects and studies are also being continued, for example, the recently 
ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ŀǘǾƛŀ άbŜǿ Řŀǘŀ ƻƴ nitrate loads on groundwater in 
ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ [ŀǘǾƛŀέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ά!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŜŀǎƻƴŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǎǇǊƛƴƎ ǿŀǘŜǊ 
ŎƘŜƳƛǎǘǊȅ ŦƻǊ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ƻǇǘƛƳƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ [ŀǘǾƛŀέΦ 

The need for nitrate monitoring is mainly determined by the Nitrates Directive and Cabinet Regulation 
No.834 "Requirements Regarding the Protection of Water, Soil and Air from Pollution Caused by Agricultural 
Activity" (adopted in October 9, 2018). These regulations determine the nitrate vulnerable zone and the 
procedure for its management. 
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Nitrate monitoring in the country is ensured mainly by the MPs in the National Monitoring Network within 
the framework of surveillance and operational monitoring. The frequency of water sampling at MPs depends 
on the degree of protection of the monitoring and the observed nitrate concentrations at the MPs, as well 
as on the seasonality of the MPs. Accordingly, in shallow wells and springs, which are poorly protected from 
pollution and where nitrate concentrations are found above 25 mg/l, the sampling frequency increases to 1 
to 4 times a year, while in deeper wells (confined aquifer) with a very good degree of protection decreases 
to 1 time in 6 years (VARAM, 2020). 

Well pumping, sampling, storage, transportation, standardized methods used for testing samples for water 
status analysis and monitoring are following the procedure provided for in Article 8, Paragraph 3 of the WFD, 
as well as taking into account the essential requirements of EC Guidance Document No.15. Most of the 
analysis is performed by Latvian Environment, Geology and Meteorology Center accredited laboratory 
following the requirements of LVS EN ISO/IEC 17025 standard. Sampling is guided by current international 
standards; sampling techniques are based on ISO 5667 series of standards: (1) ISO 5667-11 Water quality - 
Sampling - Part 11: Guidance on groundwater sampling and (2) ISO 5667-14 Water quality - Sampling - Part 
14: Guidance on quality assurance in water sampling and handling. During sampling, the oxygen content, 
electrical conductivity, temperature, pH, total iron, and oxidation-reduction potential of the groundwater 
are determined on-site in all MPs (wells and springs) (VARAM, 2020) 

The frequency of water sampling at additional MPs provided is usually 4 times a year, in some years it 
decreases to 2-3 times a year. No information is available on the methods used for groundwater sampling 
and analysis, as monitoring is provided by another organization (VARAM, 2020). 

The data obtained at the groundwater MPs of the national monitoring network are entered into the existing 
monitoring information system and can be viewed and downloaded by anyone. Following the requirements 
of the Nitrates Directive, the Nitrates Report is prepared once every 4 years. In 2020, the Nitrate report for 
the period from 2016 to 2019 was prepared. Nitrate pollution was mainly observed only in shallow MPs, 
which mainly characterize groundwater at depths up to 5-15 m. Nitrate concentrations in these wells range 
from 0.09 mg/l to 360 mg/l (for most samples it does not exceed 25 mg/l, in most cases it does not even 
reach 9 mg/l). In contrast, in groundwater deeper than 30 m and a confined aquifer, nitrate pollution has still 
not been detected and the average NO3- concentration has remained unchanged (NO3

- value ranges from 
0.09 mg/l to 1.5 mg/l) (VARAM, 2020). 

The Nitrates Directive value (50 mg/l) was exceeded at only 9 MPs, of which 4 are national MPs and 5 are 
additional MPs. It should be noted that most of these exceedances are local, where rapid fluctuations in 
nitrate content have been noted in the past. In general, in the current reporting period, there is no significant 
increase in nitrate pollution of groundwater at the sampled MPs. And currently, there is no reason to predict 
that the NO3

- concentration in groundwater in Latvia could increase in the next reporting period (VARAM, 
2020). 

1.6. Conceptual models of groundwater bodies 

Even though various European guidance documents (EC, 2009) state that conceptual models must be used 
during the implementation of the WFD, there is no overall definition of the conceptual model in the WFD 
itself. Also, the GWD states the need of using the conceptual models as a basis for GWB assessment. The 
definition of conceptual model can be found from the Common Implementation Strategy (CIS) guidelines 
No.26 (EC, 2010ύ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥ άa conceptual model is a means of describing and optionally 
quantifying systems, processes and their interactions. A hydrogeological conceptual model describes and 
quantifies the relevant geological characteristics, flow conditions, hydrogeochemical and hydrobiological 
processes, anthropogenic activities and their interactionsέ. 

All the conceptual models are created with specific aims. In regards to the WFD, the main topic is risk 
assessment in water management. But here, the risk assessment is not classical - it is rather an assessment 
of risk not to achieve the environmental objectives of the WFD, or in this case, the groundwater protection 
objectives: 

¶ prevent or limit the input of pollutants; 

¶ prevent the deterioration of the status of GWBs; 

¶ achieve good groundwater status (both chemical and quantitative); 
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¶ implement measures to reverse any significant and sustained upward trend; 

¶ meet the requirements of protected areas. 

All the GWBs are unique - they all have specific features, e.g. different scales, objectives, pressures, etc. Thus, 
the conceptual model of each GWB is also unique and must be compiled considering specific features. A 
common approach, however, is proposed by the commission to ensure that all the conceptual models are 
comparable to some extent. Therefore the methodology of the Source-Pathway-Receptor (SPR) model is 
proposed in the CIS guidelines No.26 (EC, 2010). The same guidelines also give a thorough description of the 
conceptual model development process. 

Conceptual models can be used for several purposes within the groundwater management cycle and specific 
tasks, e.g. understanding the significance of pressures, design of a monitoring network and interpreting 
monitoring data, evaluating the monitoring network, establishing TVs, status, and trend assessment, plan of 
measures and stakeholder involvement (EC, 2010). 

According to guidelines No.26 (EC, 2010), four major aspects with specific actions are important during the 
set-up of a conceptual model. The first step includes the main characterization of the conceptual model: 
determination of the degree of detail and complexity of it, determination of the relevant area, the definition 
of vertical and horizontal structuring units (hydrogeological units), and land-use distribution. Only after that 
parameterization and quantification can be possible: description and quantification of important hydraulic, 
geochemical, and hydrochemical parameters (where possible and necessary), consideration of processes 
with slow kinetics (e.g. solution processes, unsaturated zone flow, changes in surface conditions, climate 
variations), description of the most important climatic and unsaturated zone parameters and identification 
of emerging issues that could pose a potential risk. 

After taking into account two previously mentioned aspects, the conceptual model also must address the 
assessment of potential uncertainties, variability, and whether the available data are representative. It is 
advisable to start with a simple model, then analyze its performance and, by stepwise improvements, make 
a more complex conceptual model if the simpler model is not sufficient. It might be necessary to return to 
the previous steps if it turns out that the conceptual model is not consistent with actual data (EC, 2010). 

It has to be kept in mind that the process of conceptual model set-up and maintenance is a cycling process 
that starts with a simple model set-up and then follows with data collection, analysis of data, and uncertainty 
assessment, and starts again with the refinement of the model. In the WFD water management cycle, it has 
to be done once in 6 years (EC, 2010). 

1.6.1. Conceptual model development in Estonia 

As a part of the water management cycle, the inventory of GWBs was performed and all the borders and 
conceptual models of all GWBs were reviewed in 2019 (Marandi et al., 2019). During the study, the number 
of GWBs in Estonia was changed, the review of pressures and receptors was performed, and the assessment 
of existing monitoring systems was given. 

The reviewed conceptual models are composed of two main parts in Estonia (Marandi et al., 2019). The first 
part consists of natural features of the hydrology system (e.g., geology, hydrodynamics, natural background 
chemistry, groundwater vulnerability, GDTEs and GAAEs) while the other part is presenting the human 
activities in the area (e.g., groundwater use, point and diffuse sources of pollution). 

All the data concerning the conceptual models are given in tables that have the same structure for each GWB 
(see Annex 4) to help the information-seeking process and also on the illustrative maps and cross-sections 
(examples of them given in FIGURE 1.6.1.1). 
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FIGURE 1.6.1.1 Examples of the illustrative map (A), cross-section (B), and the conceptual diagram of the 
formation of water chemistry (C), which were made for each GWB separately (Marandi et al., 2019) 

1.6.2. Conceptual model development in Latvia 

Similarly as in Estonia, the inventory of GWBs in Latvia was performed and all the borders and conceptual 
models of all GWBs were reviewed from 2018 to 2020 (YņǊƪƭƛƸŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлнл). After the inventory, the review 
was performed for all GWBs in Latvia. 

The reviewed conceptual models (as same as in the case of Estonia) are composed of two main parts (YņǊƪƭƛƸŀ 
et al., 2020). The first part consists of natural features of the hydrology system (e.g. geology, hydrodynamics, 
groundwater vulnerability), while the other part is presenting the human activities in the area (e.g., land use, 
groundwater abstraction, monitoring network). 

All the data concerning the conceptual models are given in tables that have the same structure for each GWB 
(see Annex 5) to help the information-seeking process and also on the illustrative maps and cross-sections 
(examples of them given in FIGURE 1.6.2.1). 
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FIGURE 1.6.2.1 Examples of geological sediment map (A), monitoring stations and geological cross-ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ 
location map (B) and geological cross-section (C), which were made for each GWB separately  

(YņǊƪƭƛƸŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмф) 

1.7. Trend assessment 

The trend assessment of pollutants is part of the GWB chemical status assessment procedure. The WFD and 
the GWD require the MS to identify any significant and sustained upward trend in concentrations of 
pollutants, groups of pollutants, or indicators of pollution found in GWBs or groups of bodies identified as 
being at risk (the WFD Annex V 2.4.4 and GWD Article 5). In Guidance Document No.18 on the Groundwater 
Status and Trend Assessment (EC, 2009) a significant and sustained upward trend is defined as άany 
statistically and environmentally significant increase of concentration of a pollutant, group of pollutants, or 
indicator of pollution in groundwater for which trend reversal is identified as being necessary for accordance 
with Article 5έ (the GWD, Article 2(3)). This means that consideration of any significant increase of 
contaminants that poses risk to ecosystems, human health, and the use of groundwater is necessary. The 
occurrence of significant and sustained upward contaminant trends in monitoring data should be 
incorporated into the GWB chemical status assessment methodology as an assessment criterion. 

1.7.1. Trend assessment in Estonia 

In Estonia, the latest GWB status assessment with trend assessment based on monitoring data from 2014 to 
2019 was performed in 2020 (Marandi et al., 2020). Significant and sustained upward trends were identified 
and reported according to the instructions from the CIS DǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ 5ƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ bƻΦму άDǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ 
DǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊŜƴŘ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ (EC, 2009). 

Trend plots over the full assessment period of 6 years (2014-2019) for all monitored contaminants in all 
monitoring stations were generated. Similar trend plots were generated for aggregated monitoring wells in 
all GWBs. For the generation of trend plots and p-values, the R software function lm() was used. Linear 
regression was calculated between the year and the mean value of the chemical parameter. An average value 
from the period of 2007 to 2009 was used as a baseline. The sustained upward trend was defined by a positive 
R-value. The trend was regarded to be statistically significant in cases when P-values were less than 0.05. The 
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trend was regarded as environmentally significant in cases where the trend line was above 75% of the TV 
(FIGURE 1.7.1.1). 

 

FIGURE 1.7.1.1 Statistically and environmentally significant sustained upward chloride content trend in 
monitoring well no PRK0001144 (modified after Marandi et al., 2020) 

The occurrence of significant and sustained upward trend in monitoring wells and in GWB as a whole were 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ D². ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǘŜǎǘǎ άDŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέΣ ά{ŀƭƛƴŜ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
ƛƴǘǊǳǎƛƻƴǎέ ŀƴŘ ά5ǊƛƴƪƛƴƎ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎέ ŀǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ όMarandi et al., 2020). 

Reporting of the results is provided in Guidance DocǳƳŜƴǘ bƻΦму άDǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ DǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ 
¢ǊŜƴŘ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ όEC, 2009) which states that all significant trends should be presented on the GWB map 
as black dots (in the case of Estonia, all monitoring wells with significant and sustained upward trends were 
plotted as black dots). The MPs that exceeded any monitoring period aggregated contaminant content were 
plotted as red dots and wells with no exceedances and significant trends were plotted as yellow dots (EC, 
2009). FIGURE 1.7.1.2 illustrates which parameter in the monitoring well has exceeded the TV or has an 
upward trend. 

 

FIGURE 1.7.1.2 Trend assessment results in GWB No.21 (monitoring wells with significant and sustained upward 
trends are plotted as black dots and the table below shows which parameter has an upward trend)  

(modified after Marandi et al., 2020) 
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1.7.2. Trend assessment in Latvia 

In Latvia, the last GWB status assessment with trend assessment based on monitoring data from 2000 to 
2019 was performed in 2021. To assess whether the chemical status of GWB tends to deteriorate, trend 
analysis was performed at MPs where TVs or GQS were already exceeded ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

Data and their pre-processing 

For the trend analysis, data from 2000 to 2019 were used, if necessary, extending the period to the minimum 
number of observations required for analysis (6 samples), because not all MPs have the same sampling 
frequency (for some MPs, the number of observations during the whole sampling period was two to four 
measurements, therefore it was not possible to perform trend analysis. The annual average concentration 
for each parameter was calculated for each MP, as the sampling frequency in the monitoring network varies 
depending on the degree of protection of the aquifer and the rate of groundwater recharge. In shallow 
groundwater, seasonality can occur, so the sampling frequency can reach four times a year, while the passive 
groundwater exchange zone is characterized by slow changes and is representative of a sample taken from 
once a year to once every six years. Extremely high and/or low (i.e., outlier) parameter concentrations, based 
on expert judgment, were not used in the further analysis ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

Before trend analysis, data were evaluated for each sample using the ion balance equation (DǸƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ 
2002): 

ὈὩὺὭὥὸὭέὲ Ϸ
ВὅὥὸὭέὲίВὃὲὭέὲί

ВὅὥὸὭέὲίВὃὲὭέὲί
 

as a result, those samples with ion balance error of more than ҕмл҈ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 
dataset used for trend assessment ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

In cases where the concentration of a parameter in a sample was below the method detection limit (MDL) 
of the analytical method used, the results of such measurements were calculated as half of the relevant limit 
of quantification for the calculation of the arithmetic mean. For example, if the analytical result was reported 
ŀǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ лΦм ҡƎκƭΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǾŀƭǳŜ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ лΦлр ҡƎκƭ ό[±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

Trend assessment 

To evaluate the significance and evolution of the trend, regression analysis (Data ς Data Analysis ς 
Regression) was performed in an MS Excel environment and a graph (chart) with a trend line was created. To 
assess the significance of trends, R-squared (R2) value, statistical significance (F value), and significance level 
(p-value) value (with 95% confidence level) were used. If the R2 value was greater than 0.5 and closer to 1, 
then the selected dataset was considered to be suitable for regression analysis. To assess the reliability 
(statistical significance) of the results of the regression analysis, regression was considered statistically 
significant if the F-value was less than 0.05 and the p-value was less than 0.05 so that the obtained results 
could be considered statistically significant. Accordingly, if R2 was > 0.5, but the F-value and p-value were < 
0.05, then the identified trend was considered statistically significant. In contrast, if R2 was < 0.5, but the F-
value and p-value were > 0.05, then the identified trend was considered statistically insignificant (example 
given in TABLE 1.7.2.1). 

TABLE 1.7.2.1 

Example of identifying the significance of a trend ([±Ha/Σ нлнм) 

MP R-squared (R2) F value p-value Significance 

Akmens tilts, 3 0.644 0.0165 0.017 Significant 

Iecavas avots, 920 0.245 0.1752 0.175 Insignificant 

After obtaining the results of the regression analysis and evaluating the significance of the trend, a plot with 
a trend line and an equation was created, which indicates/allows to identify a positive (upward) or negative 
(downward) trend (FIGURE 1.7.2.1 and FIGURE 1.7.2.2). 
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FIGURE 1.7.2.1 Changes in NH4+ concentration at MP Akmens tilts, 3 in the period from 2007 to 2019 with a 
significant upward trend (modified after [±Ha/Σ нлнм) 

 

FIGURE 1.7.2.2 Changes in NO3- concentration at MP Iecavas avots, 920 in the period from 2006 to 2019 with 
an insignificant upward trend (modified after [±Ha/Σ нлнм) 

1.8. Groundwater body status assessment 

According to the WFD, all GWBs must be in good status by 2026. To achieve that, all MS must set the 
environmental objectives for each GWB and monitor the process during the River Basin Management cycles. 
At the end of each cycle (6-year period), the status of all GWBs must be assessed to see the progress. 

To assess the status of GWB, a methodology must be developed by all MS. To help the process, a 
ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ /L{ DǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ 5ƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ bƻΦму άDǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŜƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ƛǎ 
compiled by EC (EC, 2009). The GWB status assessment is the risk assessment on how human activities can 
endanger the achievement of environmental objectives of the groundwater. The risk assessment is 
supported by the development of conceptual models or conceptual understanding of the system, which is a 
base of the selection of EQS and monitoring principles (Annex III of the GWD). 

In the CIS Guidance Document No.18, a tiered approach with 9 tests (FIGURE 1.8.1) is suggested for the 
chemical and quantitative status assessment of GWBs (EC, 2009). Each relevant test is to be carried out 
ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ D².Ωǎ ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ 
quantitative status. The worst-case test will define the overall status of GWB. 
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FIGURE 1.8.1 Overall procedure of tests for assessing groundwater status (EC, 2009) 

1.8.1. Chemical status assessment 

The WFD contains comprehensive provisions for the protection and conservation of groundwater. In 
accordance with Article 17 of the WFD, criteria for the assessment of good groundwater chemical status, as 
well as criteria for the identification of significant and sustained upward trends and the identification of 
starting points for trend reversals, are to be adopted. For its part, the GWD already lays down certain quality 
criteria for nitrates and pesticides and technical rules for carrying out all the above tasks. The WFD also 
stipulates that the MS of TGWBs must uniformly coordinate their activities concerning monitoring, setting of 
TVs, and identification of dangerous substances, as well as the development of programs of measures. 

The WFD states that the good chemical status of GWB is achieved if the chemical status of GWB meets all 
the conditions set out in Table 2.3.2 of Annex V (does not affect associated ecosystems, does not cause 
intrusion, etc.). Point 2.4.5 of Annex V states that the average values at each MP must be calculated when 
assessing the chemical status of GWB, and following Article 17, these average values shall be used to 
demonstrate compliance with good groundwater chemical status. Following the requirements of point 1 of 
Annex III to the GWD, the chemical status assessment must be carried out only for those GWBs or groups of 
GWBs identified as having significant anthropogenic pressures or risks, and only for those pollutants, groups 
of pollutants, or indicators, which would characterize it as that. GWBs that are not at risk (no significant 
anthropogenic pressure has been identified) are automatically classified as in good status. Additional 
characterization is also mandatory for all TGWBs (Annex II, point 2.3 of the WFD). 

The following criteria need to be used to assess the chemical status of GWB or a group of GWBs in accordance 
with Chapter 2.3 of Annex V to Directive 2000/60/EC, as well as based on the recommendations of CIS 
Guidance Documents No.18 (EC, 2009): 
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¶ GQS8 referred to in Annex I of Directive 2006/118/EC for parameters - nitrates and pesticides, the 
values of which may be reduced if the MS itself considers that it will prevent achieving the 
objectives of the Directive (for example, adversely affect the condition of associated ecosystems); 
in Estonia and Latvia, GQS presented in Annex I of Directive 2006/118/EC are adopted for GWB 
chemical status assessment (TABLE 1.8.1.1): 

TABLE 1.8.1.1 

GQS adopted in Estonia and Latvia  
(aŀǊŀƴŘƛ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлнлΤ [±Ha/Σ нлнм) 

Pollutant Quality standards 

Nitrates 50 mg/l 

Active substances in pesticides, including their relevant metabolites, 
degradation and reaction products (1) 

0.1 ˃ Ǝκƭ 

0.5 ˃ Ǝκƭ (total) (2) 

(1) άtŜǎǘƛŎƛŘŜǎέ ƳŜŀƴǎ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ōƛƻŎƛŘŀƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ !ǊǘƛŎƭŜ н ƻŦ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜ фмκпмпκ99/ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ 
Article 2 of Directive 98/8/EC, respectively 
(2) ά¢ƻǘŀƭέ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƳ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǇŜǎǘƛŎƛŘŜǎ ŘŜǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǉǳŀƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻnitoring procedure, including their 
relevant metabolites, degradation and reaction products. 

¶ TVs9 set by the MS following Article 3 of the GWD only for those GWBs where the risk of failure to 
achieve good chemical status has been identified. TVs should be set for parameters that pose a risk 
or are recognized as indicators of risk. Recommended parameters (but not mandatory) are given 
in Annex II - As, Cd, Pb, Hg, NH4

+, Cl-, SO4
2-, NO2

-, phosphorus (total) or phosphates, trichloroethene, 
tetrachloroethene, and electrical conductivity (as intrusion indicator); in Estonia and Latvia, TVs 
were determined individually for each GWB as presented in Chapter 1.3.1 and Annex 1 (in case of 
Estonia) and Chapter 1.3.2 and Annexes 2 and 3 (in case of Latvia). 

Following the recommendations of the CIS Guidance Document No.18 (EC, 2009), several tests must be 
developed to assess the chemical status. Each relevant test (taking into account the risk qualification 
elements) should be performed individually and the results of each test should be combined to obtain an 
overall assessment of the chemical status of the GWB. 

The assessment of the chemical status of GWB is a two-step procedure. In the first step, the compliance of 
the chemical status of GWB with the EQS and/or TVs is assessed - if no exceedances are detected at any of 
the MPs, the chemical status of GWB is considered as good. If exceedances are observed, the second step 
follows - a detailed assessment of the chemical status of the GWB using appropriate tests (general quality 
assessment, saline or other intrusions, surface waters, groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems, 
drinking water protected areas) to assess GWB's compliance with the required environmental conditions of 
the beneficiary concerned. According to CIS Guidance Document No.18 (EC, 2009), the spread of pollutants 
is significant if it occurs in 20% or more of the area or volume of a GWB. 

  

 
8 an EQS expressed as the concentration of an individual pollutant or group of pollutants or indicator of pollution in groundwater, which should 
not be exceeded in order to protect human health and the environment 
9 GQS 
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1.8.1.1. Chemical status assessment in Estonia 

Chemical status assessment in Estonia is a two-step procedure. During the first step, exceedances of GQS, 
threshold values, and/or LVs were identified at all MPs. If the relevant quality standards were not exceeded 
at any MP, the chemical status of the GWB was considered to be good and the remaining chemical status 
assessment tests were not performed for that particular GWB. However, if GQS, threshold value, and/or the 
LV were exceeded in one (or more) cases, further chemical status assessment tests were performed (Marandi 
et al., 2020). 

The chemical status assessment of GWBs used groundwater quality data collected during the national 
groundwater monitoring, company self-monitoring, nitrate vulnerable zone (NVZ) groundwater monitoring, 
and the data from hazardous substances survey in 2018, but only from MPs included in the national 
groundwater monitoring network, which ensures the consistency of the time series of the monitoring data 
and the uniformity and comparability of the data over the different assessment periods. The monitoring data 
were compiled and the annual average concentrations of the relevant pollutants for the whole reference 
period (2014-2019) were calculated at all MPs in the GWB. For pollutants whose concentrations were below 
ǘƘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘ ƻŦ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ό[ƻvύΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ѹ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ [ƻv ǾŀƭǳŜΦ Lƴ ǘǳǊƴΣ ƻƴƭȅ 
quantified concentrations were used to calculate average concentrations of pesticides (values lower than 
LoQ value were excluded from the dataset), following the recommendations of the CIS Guidance Document 
No.18 (Marandi et al., 2020). 

According to the regulation of the Minister of the Environment No.48 (adopted on 01.10.2019), the quality 
indicators used to determine the chemical status class of GWBs is GQS (as presented in TABLE 1.8.1.1), 
threshold values (as presented in Chapter 1.3.1 and Annex 1), as well as electrical conductivity, pH, dissolved 
oxygen content, chemical oxygen demand (COD), ammonium (NH4

+), chlorides (Cl-), sulfates (SO42-); as well 
as hazardous substances, including concentrations of arsenic (As), cadmium (Cd), lead (Pb), mercury (Hg), 
trichloroethylene (TCE), tetrachlorethylene (PCE) and other synthetic substances (Marandi et al., 2020). 

In addition to GQS and threshold values, in case of Estonia, for GWB to be in good chemical status it must 
ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ Ϡ тόмύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ bƻΦпу 
(adopted on 01.10.2019) (Marandi et al., 2020): 

¶ the concentration of chloride (Cl-) and sulphate (SO42-) ions as well as the concentration of total 
dissolved solids (TDS) measured by electrical conductivity do not show an upward trend indicating 
anthropogenic pollution or saline intrusion; 

¶ the pH is in the range of 6-9; 

¶ the dissolved oxygen (O2) content does not show a downward trend due to human activity or the 
ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ƻȄȅƎŜƴ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ό/h5ύ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƛǎ Җр ƳƎκƭh2 or, if the value of the quality indicator is 
exceeded, the natural origin of the dissolved oxygen in the groundwater has been proven; 

¶ the content of ammonium (NH4+) ions in naturally aerobic groundwater does not exceed 0.5 mg/l 
or does not exceed 1.5 mg/l in naturally anaerobic aquatic environment, or, if the value of a quality 
indicator is exceeded, the natural origin of ammonium (NH4+) ions in groundwater should been 
proven; 

¶ hazardous substances, including arsenic (As), cadmium (Cd), lead (Pb), mercury (Hg), 
trichlorethylene (TCE), tetrachlorethylene (PCE) and synthetic substances should be absent in 
groundwater, or their concentration does not exceed the groundwater quality LVs for hazardous 
substances, or the natural origin of these hazardous substances in groundwater should been 
established; 

¶ the concentration of pollutants should not impede the achievement of the environmental 
objectives set for the surface waters associated with the GWB and should not cause significant 
damage to the ecological or chemical status of the surface waters or to terrestrial ecosystems 
directly dependent on that GWB. 

In Estonia, GWB is considered to be with aerobic groundwater if it includes the first aquifer from the ground 
surface, and for the GWBs the quality limit of ammonium (NH4+) ions is set as 0.5 mg/l. Accordingly, in 
Estonia GWBs with aerobic groundwaters are considered to be No.6, No.7, No.8, No.9, No.10, No.11, No.12, 
No.13, No.14, No.15, No.16, No.19, No.20, No.22, No.23, No.24, No.25, No.26, No.27, No.28, No.29 and 
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No.31. Anaerobic conditions exist in deeper GWB (No.1, No.2, No.3, No.4, No.5a, No.5b, No.17, No.18, and 
No.21) and for the GWBs the quality limit of ammonium (NH4

+) ions is set as 1.5 mg/l (Marandi et al., 2020). 

The GQS for hazardous substances are expressed through EQS and threshold values. The EQS indicates the 
concentration of a hazardous substance in groundwater at a value equal to or less than the quality of 
groundwater in the area. The threshold value indicates the concentration of a hazardous substance in 
groundwater above which groundwater is considered to be contaminated and measures must be taken to 
eliminate the pollution and improve the quality of the groundwater, except in the case of natural pollution. 
In the case of hazardous substances (TABLE 1.8.1.1.1), the threshold values provided in the regulation of the 
Minister of the Environment No.39 (adopted on 04.09.2019) were used in assessing the chemical status of 
GWBs in agreement with the contracting authority (Marandi et al., 2020). 

TABLE 1.8.1.1 

Groundwater quality standards adopted in Estonia and Latvia  
(aŀǊŀƴŘƛ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлнлΤ [±Ha/Σ нлнм) 

Pollutant ¢ƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ό˃Ǝκƭύ 

Arsenic (As) 100 

Cadmium (Cd) 10 

Mercury (Hg) 2 

Lead (Pb) 200 

Chlorinated Aliphatic 
Hydrocarbons (CAHs) 

Trichlorethylene (TCE) 70 

Tetrachlorethylene (PCE) 70 

If during the first stage of the assessment (the background check) it is identified that the average values of 
the parameters during the period 2014-2019 have not been exceeding the respective EQS and/or threshold 
values at any MP, the chemical status of GWB is considered to be good and no other chemical status 
assessment tests were performed. If any exceedances are identified, the chemical status assessment was 
continued with other chemical status tests, which, among other things, assessed the variability of pollutant 
concentrations affecting groundwater status during the assessment period (2014-2019) and variability from 
baseline levels (Marandi et al., 2020). 

The baseline level is the average pollutant concentration in the GWB measured in the course of groundwater 
monitoring in 2007ς2009 (Riigikogu, 2019). The values of the baseline levels of the chemical parameters used 
in the groundwater chemical status assessment tests have been calculated based on data collected by the 
Estonian Geological Survey during the work of GWBs (Marandi et al., 2019). If there was no data on the 
pollutant at the MPs before, the first annual average concentration measured during the assessment period 
has been taken as the baseline (Marandi et al., 2020). 

The chemical status tests and the reporting of the results shall assess whether there is a statistically 
significant upward trend in the concentrations of pollutants in groundwater during the assessment period 
όǎǘŜŀŘȅ ǳǇǿŀǊŘ ǘǊŜƴŘύΦ ¢ƘŜ ²ŀǘŜǊ !Ŏǘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άa significant or sustained increase in the pollutant 
content of groundwater indicates a statistically reliable and environmentally significant increase in the 
pollutant content in an endangered GWBέΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘŀƴǘ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛon, a 
threshold for reducing the pollutant concentration of groundwater must be established (indicating that the 
pollutant concentration of the endangered GWB has increased by 75% of the pollutant threshold value), to 
stop the increase in pollutant content or reduce the pollutant content (Riigikogu, 2019). 

A significant increase in the pollutant concentration is an increase in the average annual pollutant 
concentration in an endangered GWB for more than 20% of the baseline level for two consecutive years 
(Riigikogu, 2019). An environmentally significant increase in pollutant concentration could not be 
implemented in the assessment according to this definition. For example, a 20% increase in chloride (Cl-) ions 
concentration is not environmentally significant if the initial chloride level is only 3 mg/l. An increase in the 
concentration of the indicator will become important if it starts to approach the threshold value of the GWB. 
In agreement with the contracting authority, it was found that environmentally significant growth needs to 
be redefined in legislation, and in this case, only the criterion of a sustainable growth trend is used to assess 
trends. One option in the future is to consider an increase above the pollutant reduction threshold (75% of 
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the threshold value) as an environmentally significant increase. The use of a pollutant reduction threshold as 
an additional criterion was necessary to screen for large percentage fluctuations caused by low baseline 
levels and natural groundwater chemistry variability (Marandi et al., 2020). 

A steady increase in the pollutant content of groundwater is defined in the Water Act as an increase in the 
average annual pollutant content in an endangered GWB for six consecutive years compared to the baseline 
level (Riigikogu, 2019). As recommended by the ECΩǎ DǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ όEC, 2009), only 
an increase in pollutant concentration with statistical reliability of a linear growth trend of more than 95% 
(p-value < 0.05) was considered a sustainable growth trend in the status assessment (see Chapter 1.7.1). In 
the assessment, the pollutants for which threshold values have been set for the GWB were considered. The 
monitoring of pesticides has been too insufficient to observe trends. Different pesticides have been identified 
from different observation wells and thus it is not yet possible to monitor statistically reliable growth trends 
during this assessment period. The significant growth trend found in the monitoring wells is marked with a 
black dot in the figure of the assessment result of each GWB. Different pesticides have been identified from 
different observation wells and thus it is not yet possible to monitor statistically reliable growth trends during 
this assessment period (Marandi et al., 2020). 

The general quality assessment test (Test 1) partly overlaps with the collection of background information 
on the chemical composition of the GWB ς the background check. If the GQS, threshold, and/or LVs were 
exceeded, the status assessment was continued with the next steps (FIGURE 1.8.1.1.1). 

 

FIGURE 1.8.1.1.1 Flow diagram of the background check and the general quality assessment test  
(modified after Marandi et al., 2020) 

First, the share of MPs in the GWB where GQS, threshold values, and/or LVs were exceeded for the average 
concentration of pollutants in the period of 2014-2019 was assessed. According to CIS Guidance Documents 
No.18, the spread of pollutants is significant if it occurs in 20% or more of the area or volume of a GWB (EC, 
2009). To assess this extent, a spatial analysis of the location of the MPs was used, during which the impact 
ranges on the MPs of the Thiessen polygons (Schumann, 2006) were determined by the surface generation 
method. As a result of the application of the Thiessen polygons, the GWB was subdivided into smaller and 
larger units, which characterize the scope of impact of a certain MP (FIGURE 1.8.1.1.2). 
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FIGURE 1.8.1.1.2 The example of the use of the Thiessen polygon method to define the share of the 
importance of each MP in GWB No.13 (Marandi et al., 2020) 

If the share of the MPs with exceedances of GQS, threshold values and/or LVs was less than 20% of the GWB 
area, the GWB was considered to be in good status, according to the general quality assessment test and the 
assessment was continued with the following status assessment tests. However, if the share of these MPs 
reached more than 20% of the GWB area, the trend assessment (aggregated data by whole GWB) for relevant 
pollutants was carried out (FIGURE 1.8.1.1.1, Trend Assessment I). If during this assessment the linear trend 
line exceeded 75% of the threshold or LV established for any relevant pollutant, the GWB was considered to 
be in poor status. However, attention was also paid to the reliability of the monitoring network (FIGURE 

1.8.1.1.1, Confidence level), which means that it was assessed whether there were an insufficient number of 
MPs, and if pollutant concentrations and growth trends were affected by poor quality MPs and/or human 
impact was identified (Marandi et al., 2020). 

In a situation where the trend lines of aggregated data by GWB of the pollutants in question in all MPs did 
not exceed 75% of the threshold and/or LV, the next step was to perform the trend assessment of these 
pollutants in each MP. If a statistically significant upward trend was identified at least at one MP, the GWB 
was considered to be in poor status (high confidence) based on a reliable monitoring network and analytical 
data. If the monitoring data were affected by insufficient or poor-quality MPs and no human impact was 
detected, the GWB was considered to be in good status, but at risk. The confidence level of this result was 
low, as in the next observation period it has to be determined whether the high concentrations of pollutants 
in MPs are local or pose a threat to the whole GWB. Therefore, also, in this case, the status assessment was 
based on the quality of the specific MP and the corresponding monitoring data, and the configuration of the 
monitoring network on the GWB level (Marandi et al., 2020). 

A test to identify the risk of saline or other intrusions (Test 2) and to assess its impact on the chemical status 
of GWB was performed only in GWBs where threshold values have been established for chloride (Cl-) and 
sulfate (SO42-) ions, characterizing intrusion processes. The first step was to determine whether a statistically 
significant upward trend in the annual average chloride (Cl-) and sulfate (SO42-) ion concentrations 
(aggregated data by whole GWB) have been identified and whether these concentrations have exceeded the 
established threshold values (by single MP) (FIGURE 1.8.1.1.3). If there were no statistically significant upward 
trends identified (in the aggregated data by whole GWB) and the average concentrations in the individual 
MPs were lower than the threshold values, the GWB was considered to be in good chemical status, according 
to this test (Marandi et al., 2020). 
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FIGURE 1.8.1.1.3 Flow diagram of the saline or other intrusions test  
(modified after Marandi et al., 2020) 

If there was a statistically significant upward trend identified based on chloride (Cl-) and sulfate (SO42-) ions 
concentrations in the aggregated data by whole GWB, verification was made whether the trend line exceeds 
75% of the threshold value (FIGURE 1.8.1.1.3, Trend Assessment I). If the trend line remained below the 75% 
mark of the threshold value, the GWB was considered to be in good status, but at risk. However, if the upward 
trend of chloride (Cl-) and sulfate (SO4

2-) ions exceeded the 75% mark of the threshold value and/or there 
were monitoring wells with the average concentration above the threshold value, the assessment proceeded 
with the trend assessment in single MP (FIGURE 1.8.1.1.3, Trend Assessment II). 

The further assessment did determine whether the MP or MPs, where the threshold value was exceeded, 
characterizes an area larger or smaller than 20% of the whole GWB area. In the case of MPs with an impact 
area of less than 20% of the whole GWB area, the GWB was considered to be in good status, but at risk (If 
the concentration of chloride (Cl-) and sulfate (SO42-) ions will continue to increase). Otherwise, the GWB was 
considered to be in poor status based on this test (Marandi et al., 2020). 

In Estonia, there are several GWBs potentially affected by intrusion processes, where the number of MPs is 
insufficient and, as a result, the share of one MP in the assessment is very high (for example, GWBs on 
islands). To avoid situations where, based on the data of one MP, the GWB qualifies as being in poor status, 
the peculiarities of the monitoring network were alternatively studied (FIGURE 1.8.1.1.3, Alternative Check). 
If a MP with high chloride (Cl-) and/or sulfate (SO42-) ion concentration and with a significant share of GWB 
area did not show an upward trend in the annual average concentrations and the high concentrations was 
of natural origin, the GWB was considered to be in good status according to this test (Marandi et al., 2020). 

The purpose of the surface water test (Test 3) is to assess whether the chemical quality characteristics of 
groundwater may cause unfavorable status for SWBs. The connections of groundwater associated SWB with 
GWBs were outlined in the 2015 study of the Institute of Ecology of Tallinn University (TU) (Terasmaa et al., 
2015). In the absence of SWBs associated with groundwater, the GWB was considered to be in good status 
(FIGURE 1.8.1.1.4). 
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FIGURE 1.8.1.1.4 Flow diagram of the surface waters test  
(modified after Marandi et al., 2020) 

SWBs (watercourses and lakes) that have been identified as significantly dependent on groundwater in the 
development of conceptual models of GWBs were identified. Following that the status of these SWBs (based 
on the results of an assessment carried out during the preparation of RBMPs) were linked to the associated 
GWBs (Marandi et al., 2020). 

If groundwater associated SWBs were identified in the GWB, the next step was the assessment of the status 
of these SWBs (FIGURE 1.8.1.1.4). In the course of RBMPs, SWBs were assessed for their ecological and 
chemical status, based on which they have been assigned an integrated status. In those groundwater 
dependent SWBs where the chemical status was assessed as poor, it was examined whether the pollutants 
causing poor status have been determined in the groundwater MPs. If the groundwater monitoring 
contained data on these pollutants, the spatial location of groundwater MPs and groundwater associated 
SWBs and their catchment areas, as well as the proportion of the SWB supplied by the groundwater was 
further analyzed. Where available monitoring data allowed, the analysis of the test resulted in a status 
assessment and reliability on the GWB (Marandi et al., 2020). 

Among the quality elements of the ecological status of SWBs, the nutrients (mainly Ptot and Ntot) and river 
basin-specific life quality elements (mainly Ba and Hg) were taken into account in this test. In those SWBs 
where the quality elements of physicochemical quality indicators and river basin specific pollutants caused 
unfavorable status (worse than good), the monitoring data of the GWB was considered whether the pollutant 
content in the nearest national monitoring well is so high due to human impact that it could cause the 
unfavorable status of surface waters (Marandi et al., 2020). 

The purpose of the groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems (GDTEs) test (Test 4) is to assess whether 
the chemical quality of groundwater may lead to the disadvantage of these ecosystems. The connections of 
GDTEs with GWBs have been highlighted in the 2015 study of the Institute of Ecology of Tallinn University 
(TU) (Marandi et al., 2020). 

The TU study provided a list of terrestrial ecosystems that may depend on groundwater. The results of this 
study were used as the first step to identify if there were any GDTEs connected to the GWB. In the absence 
of GDTEs associated with a GWB (e.g., deep GWBs), the GWB was considered to be in good status (FIGURE 

1.8.1.1.5). 
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FIGURE 1.8.1.1.5 Flow diagram of the GDTEs test (modified after Marandi et al., 2020) 

As a next step, it was clarified whether the deterioration of the ecosystem has been caused by changes in 
groundwater chemistry, but in the absence of such monitoring data, it was usually not possible to make a 
further assessment. However, the Natura 2000 assessment results for unsatisfactory GDTEs and the factors 
causing their disadvantage were reviewed. If necessary, further monitoring recommendations were provided 
for the next assessment period. Due to human activities, the status of GDTEs is more likely to be affected by 
the decrease in groundwater levels due to groundwater abstraction, rather than due to changes in the 
chemical composition of groundwater (Marandi et al., 2020). 

In the course of the drinking water protected areas test (Test 5), it is assessed whether there are significant 
upward trends of pollutants due to human impact in large drinking water intakes (groundwater well fields), 
which would have forced the water companies to close groundwater intakes, change groundwater intake 
locations or apply more efficient groundwater treatment methods; the test does not assess whether the 
groundwater quality meets the quality requirements for drinking water (Marandi et al., 2020). 

Groundwater intakes (groundwater well fields) with an abstraction rate greater than 500 m3/d were included 
in this test. Another important criterion was whether the problems with drinking water quality have been 
referred to the Groundwater Commission in the period 2014-2019 (FIGURE 1.8.1.1.6). If groundwater 
abstractions of this magnitude did not occur within the GWB and the problems related to drinking water had 
not been reported to the Groundwater Commission, the chemical status of the GWB was considered to be 
good. In the event of quality problems, it was determined whether the GWB is in poor or at-risk status based 
on the results of general quality assessment and saline or other intrusions tests; if the results of these tests 
confirmed it, GWB was also considered to be in poor status in this test. However, if the results of those two 
tests showed that poor or at-risk status was indicated by a quality indicator that has not been addressed in 
previously mentioned tests, the behavior of this content in the nearest groundwater MP was investigated. If 
there was an upward trend in the pollutant in the nearest monitoring wells identified (FIGURE 1.8.1.1.6, Trend 
Assessment I), it was assessed concerning the 75% mark of the threshold value. If this value was exceeded, 
the GWB was considered to be in poor status (high confidence), otherwise, it was considered to be in good 
status (in the latter case, this was probably a local groundwater intake-specific problem, the cause of which 
should be determined by research) (Marandi et al., 2020). 
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FIGURE 1.8.1.1.6 Flow diagram of the DWPAs test  
(modified after Marandi et al., 2020) 

If there was no upward trend of the pollutant in the monitoring wells closest to the problematic groundwater 
intake identified (FIGURE 1.8.1.1.6, Trend Assessment II) and the trend line of the pollutant remained below 
the 75% mark of the threshold value, then the chemical status of the GWB was considered to be good (the 
presence of the pollutant is related to groundwater intake and it does not affect the GWB more broadly). If 
the pollutant trend line value was above the 75% mark of the threshold value, the GWB was considered to 
be in good chemical status, but at risk (Marandi et al., 2020). 

1.8.1.2. Chemical status assessment in Latvia 

The methodology development and assessment of the chemical status of GWBs in Latvia was performed in 
2021 for preparation of the 3rd cycle RBMPs ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). During the development of assessment 
procedures in Latvia, in the framework of the WaterAct project Estonian partners have already provided 
chemical status assessment procedures in Estonia and the development of the Latvian approach was heavily 
inspired by assessment procedures described in Chapter 1.8.1.1. Based on the above, it can be affirmed that 
the harmonization of methodologies in the case of Latvia has already taken place during its development. 
The main differences that arose during the development of the chemical status assessment procedures in 
Latvia are related to the amount and quality of available data, which limited the use of comprehensive 
chemical status assessment processes and trend analysis. 

The assessment of the chemical status in Latvia was performed for all GWBs based on the requirements set 
out in the CIS Guidance Document No.18 (EC, 2009). In GWBs, which do not currently have any monitoring 
stations, the grouping principle was used to assess the chemical status; otherwise (if the grouping principle 
could not be applied) the chemical status of GWB was considered to be good (with low confidence). In Latvia, 
assessment procedures were developed for only two tests (general quality assessment and saline or other 
intrusions), but these two tests were divided into separate subtests: the general quality assessment test was 
divided into three separate tests, considering previously identified pressures in each GWB, but saline or other 
intrusions test was divided into seawater intrusion test and saline water intrusion test ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). The 
overall quality assessment test was performed for all GWBs, regardless of the pressures identified in them, 
while the other tests were selected for each GWB individually, depending on the anthropogenic pressure 
identified by the GWB and its impact on groundwater quality: 

¶ diffuse pressure assessment test was performed for GWBs in which significant diffuse pressure has 
previously been identified; 
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¶ point pressure assessment test was performed for GWBs in which significant point pressure has 
previously been identified; 

¶ seawater intrusion assessment test was performed for GWBs which are bordering the sea and are 
exposed on the ground surface, in which a significant groundwater abstraction pressure has 
previously been identified that may cause seawater intrusion; 

¶ saline water intrusion assessment test was performed for GWBs located above, below or adjacent 
to high mineralization zones, where significant groundwater abstraction pressure has previously 
been identified that may activate freshwater mixing with high mineralization waters. 

Each test used its own individual parameters and quality criteria. The overall quality assessment test (GWBs 
with no significant pressures) used the parameters and quality criteria listed in Annex I of the GWD: nitrates 
and pesticides. In other tests, taking into account the previously identified pressures within each GWB, only 
those parameters that pose a risk or were recognized as risk indicators were assessed by delineated 
threshold values (see Chapter 1.3.2 and Annex 2). For the synthetic parameters, following the widely used 
BRIDGE methodology (aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллс), the LVǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŜǘ ŀǎ ѹ ŦǊƻƳ EQS (according to Cabinet Regulation 
bƻΦмму ƻŦ aŀǊŎƘ мнΣ нлло άwŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ {ǳǊŦŀŎŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ DǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ όƘŜǊŜƛƴŀŦǘŜǊ - Cabinet 
Regulation No.118)). Full environmental quality criteria were used as the LV for parameters such as 
permanganate index, total nitrogen, and nitrites, which occur in nature but for which threshold value could 
not be determined due to limited data set. It should be noted that if the general quality assessment test 
overlapped with the diffuse pressure assessment test, the strictest quality criteria were used for the 
assessment of nitrates and pesticides. The list of parameters used in each test is given in TABLE 1.8.1.2.1, but 
the LVs of additional parameters are given in TABLE 1.8.1.2.2. 

TABLE 1.8.1.2.1 

Parameters used to assess the chemical status of GWBs according to each assessment test  
([±Ha/Σ нлнм) 

Assessment test (subtest) Parameters 

General quality 
assessment 

Without significant pressure nitrates (NO3
-), pesticides (in total), pesticides (separately) 

With significant diffuse pressure nitrites (NO2
-), nitrates (NO3-), ammonium (NH4+), pesticides 

With significant point pressure 

nitrites (NO2
-), nitrates (NO3-), ammonium (NH4+), chlorides 

(Cl-), sulfates (SO42-), total phosphorus (Ptot), total nitrogen 
(Ntot), cadmium (Cd), lead (Pb), mercury (Hg), arsenic (As), 
nickel (Ni), permanganate index (CODMn), sum of benzene, 
toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes (BTEX), trichlorethylene 
(TCE), tetrachlorethylene (PCE) 

Saline or other 
intrusions 

Seawater intrusion chlorides (Cl-) 

Saline water intrusion chlorides (Cl-), sulfates (SO42-) 

Remarks: black color - GWB-specific threshold values were applied (except in general quality assessment test for GWBs without significant 
pressures where GQS set by the GWD were applied); blue color - quality standards specified in the Cabinet Regulation No.118 were applied; 
red color - ѹ ŦǊƻƳ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ŀōƛƴŜǘ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ bƻΦмму ǿŜǊŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ 

TABLE 1.8.1.2.2 

LVs of additional parameters (to GQS and TVs) used to assess the chemical status of GWBs  
([±Ha/Σ нлнм) 

Parameter 
Unit of 

measurement 

EQS (according to 

Cabinet Regulation 
No.118) 

LV (used in chemical 

status assessment of 
GWBs) 

Pressure 
type 

Nitrates (NO3
-) mg/l 0.5 0.5 point/diffuse 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l 3 3 point 

Permanganate index (CODMn) mg/l 5 5 point 

Sum of benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene and xylenes (BTEX) 

ҡƎκƭ 10 5 point 
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Parameter 
Unit of 

measurement 

EQS (according to 

Cabinet Regulation 
No.118) 

LV (used in chemical 

status assessment of 
GWBs) 

Pressure 
type 

Trichlorethylene (TCE) ҡƎκƭ 10 5 point 

Tetrachlorethylene (PCE) ҡƎκƭ 10 5 point 

Pesticides (total) ҡƎκƭ 0.5 0.25 diffuse 

Aldrin, dieldrin, heptachlor and 
heptachlor epoxide (separately) 

ҡƎκƭ 0.03 0.015 diffuse 

Other pesticides (separately) ҡƎκƭ 0.1 0.05 diffuse 

The assessment was performed individually for each GWB, using appropriate tests, identified pressure 
parameters or groups of parameters, as well as the established GQS and/or threshold values. To assess the 
compliance of GWB with good or poor chemical status, the results of groundwater monitoring for the period 
from 2014 to 2019 were compiled, calculating the average concentrations of previously identified 
parameters for each GWB in every MP. Samples with ionic balance discrepancies (deviations greater than 
ҕмл҈ύ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƘƛƎƘ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ƭƻǿ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ όƻǳǘƭƛŜǊǎύ ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ǎŜǘΦ CƻǊ ǇŀǊŀƳŜǘŜǊǎ 
ǿƘƻǎŜ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘ ƻŦ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ό[ƻvύΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ѹ 
of this LoQ value. In turn, only quantified concentrations were used to calculate average concentrations of 
pesticides (values lower than LoQ value were excluded from the dataset), following the recommendations of 
the CIS Guidance Document No.18 ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

If no exceedances were identified at any of the MPs and tests performed, the chemical status of the GWB 
was considered to be good (high or medium confidence). If at least in one of the tests exceedances were 
identified in at least one of the MPs, an in-depth data analysis was performed for GWB and the significance 
of the detected exceedance at the GWB level was initially assessed (it was examined whether the prevalence 
of pollutants represented more than 20% of the total area of GWB) ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

Using the Thiessen polygon method, the area (as a percentage) of the total GWB area was determined for 
each monitoring station, which represents the prevalence or significance of the detected exceedance. The 
areas determined by groundwater monitoring stations were summarized if the exceedances were marked in 
several monitoring wells, which represent different monitoring stations (FIGURE 1.8.1.2.1). It should be noted 
that the area occupied by the exceedances was calculated for the group of pollutants that characterize the 
specific pressure, and not for each parameter separately ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

 

FIGURE 1.8.1.2.1 A - exceedances identified at two monitoring stations, representing 6.9% of the total area of 
GWB; B - exceedances identified at four stations, representing 32.7% of the total area of GWB  

(modified after [±Ha/Σ нлнм) 

If the identified exceedances of the pollutant threshold values did not exceed 20% of the total area of the 
GWB, then GWB was considered to be in good chemical status (with high or medium confidence). If the 
identified exceedances represented more than 20% of the total GWB area, an additional assessment and 
trend analysis (see Chapter 1.7.2) was performed for each MP with the identified exceedance. GWB was 
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considered to be in good chemical status (high or medium confidence) if no statistically significant upward 
trend was identified at any of these MPs or the identified exceedances did not pose a significant risk to the 
chemical status of GWB, and good status (with medium confidence) if trends could not be assessed due to 
lack of data. Otherwise, GWB was considered to be in poor status (with high confidence) if it could not be 
proved that the identified exceedances did not pose a significant risk to the overall chemical status of GWB, 
or were representative only of local effects, or of groundwater natural status/quality ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). The 
test procedure is given in FIGURE 1.8.1.2.2. 

 

FIGURE 1.8.1.2.2 Schematic procedure for tests used to assess the chemical status of GWB  
(modified after [±Ha/Σ нлнм) 

Each test was performed individually and the results of each test were summarized to obtain an overall 
assessment of the chemical status of the GWB: the worst result of all the chemical status assessment tests 
performed was considered to be the total chemical status of GWB. The results of the chemical status 
assessment were used to assess the level of confidence based on the number of MPs (monitoring network 
coverage), the number of groundwater samples collected, as well as the identified exceedances ([±Ha/, 
2021). 

1.8.2. Quantitative status assessment 

The definition of good quantitative status of the GWB is set out in the Annex V 2.1.2 of the WFD. As noted in 
this Annex, good groundwater quantitative status is achieved when the available groundwater resources in 
the GWB are not exceeded by the long-term annual average groundwater abstraction. It can be concluded 
that the quantitative status of the GWB can be described as the extent to which the GWB is affected by the 
direct or indirect groundwater abstraction (EC, 2009). 

For the GWB to be in good quantitative status, each of the objectives covered by the definition of good status 
must be met: available groundwater resources must not be exceeded by the long-term annual average 
groundwater abstraction, no significant diminution of surface water chemistry and/or ecology must be done 
resulting from anthropogenic groundwater level alterations or changes in flow directions for any associated 
SWBs, no significant damage must be done to GDTEs resulting from an anthropogenic groundwater level 
alterations as well as no saline or other intrusions must occur resulting from anthropogenically induced 
sustained changes in groundwater flow directions (EC, 2009). 

To determine the overall quantitative status of the GWB, several tests (water balance, saline or other 
intrusions, surface waters, and groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems) should be applied that 
considers the impacts of anthropogenically induced long-term alterations in groundwater level and/or flow. 



 

64 

 

WaterAct 

άJoint actions for more efficient management of common  

groundwater resourcesέ 

Each test must assess whether the GWB is meeting the relevant environmental objectives. Not all 
environmental objectives apply to every GWB, therefore, only the relevant tests should be applied as 
necessary (EC, 2009). 

An overlap between the chemical status assessment for certain elements of the quantitative status 
assessment exists, in particular the assessment relating saline or other intrusions. In this case the assessment 
for chemical and quantitative status for this element can and should be combined. For other tests there is a 
need to share information between the chemical and quantitative assessments (EC, 2009). 

An assessment of quantitative status is required for all GWBs, however, where there is a high degree of 
confidence that the GWB is currently not at risk of failing quantitative status objectives then it is reasonable 
to assume that the GWB is in good status, based on the assessment of pressures and impacts (accordingly - 
no significant groundwater abstraction pressure or any other groundwater levels altering impacts have been 
identified). This is consistent with adopting a risk-based approach (EC, 2009). 

The monitoring network for assessment of the quantitative status of GWBs must be following the conceptual 
model (EC, 2009), which allows the assessment of groundwater balance, groundwater quantity and quality 
interactions with the associated risks of SWBs, as well as to assess the potential water exchange between 
groundwater and surface water. 

1.8.2.1. Quantitative status assessment in Estonia 

The quantitative status assessment is based on the calculation of the natural balance of the GWB and on the 
evaluation of how the disturbances caused by human activity would affect that (Marandi et al., 2020). The 
level of disturbances is defined via the available groundwater resource in the WFD: άAvailable groundwater 
ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΩ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ-term annual average rate of overall recharge of the body of groundwater less the 
long-term annual rate of flow required to achieve the ecological quality objectives for associated surface 
waters specified under Article 4, to avoid any significant diminution in the ecological status of such waters 
and to avoid any significant damage to associated terrestrial ecosystemsέ. 

Therefore the first test in GWB quantitative status assessment was water balance test (Test 6) (FIGURE 

1.8.2.1.1), where the natural groundwater resources (natural balance) was assessed against the approved 
(calculated) groundwater resources and the groundwater abstraction (total abstraction and abstraction in 
groundwater well fields) (Marandi et al., 2020). 

 

FIGURE 1.8.2.1.1 The flow diagram of the water balance test 
(modified after Marandi et al., 2020) 

If the groundwater abstraction in groundwater well fields was greater than the natural groundwater 
resources of the GWB, the GWB was considered to be in poor status (high confidence). If the groundwater 
abstraction in groundwater well fields was lower than the natural groundwater resources of the GWB, the 
test was continued with the overall (total) groundwater abstraction from the GWB (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.1). 
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In the assessment of overall (total) groundwater abstraction, the quantities of groundwater natural resources 
of the GWB and total groundwater abstraction in the GWB were compared. If the overall (total) groundwater 
abstraction was less than the natural groundwater resources of the GWB, the GWB was considered to be in 
good status (high confidence). Otherwise, the GWB was considered to be in poor status (high confidence). 

Further tests were evaluating more local resources to assess whether the groundwater abstraction can affect 
saline or other intrusions (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.2), surface waters (GAAEs) (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.3) and groundwater 
dependent terrestrial ecosystems (GDTEs) (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.4). 

A test to identify the risk of saline or other intrusions (Test 7) and to assess its impact on the quantitative 
status of GWB was performed only in those GWBs where threshold values have been established for chloride 
(Cl-) and/or sulfate (SO42-) ions, characterizing intrusion processes. The first step was to determine whether 
a statistically significant upward trend in the annual average chloride (Cl-) and/or sulfate (SO42-) ion 
concentrations (aggregated data by whole GWB) have been identified and/or whether these concentrations 
have exceeded the established threshold values (by single MP) (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.2). If there were no statistically 
significant upward trends identified (in the aggregated data by whole GWB) and the average concentrations 
in the individual MPs were lower than the threshold values, the GWB was considered to be in good chemical 
status (high confidence), according to this test (Marandi et al., 2020). 

 

FIGURE 1.8.2.1.2 Flow diagram of the saline or other intrusions assessment test 
(modified after Marandi et al., 2020) 

If there was a statistically significant upward trend identified based on chloride (Cl-) and/or sulfate (SO42-) 
ions concentrations in the aggregated data by whole GWB and/or if these concentrations have exceeded the 
established threshold values (by single MP), it was determined whether statistically significant downward 
trend in groundwater levels has been identified at any of the MPs. If no statistically significant downward 
trend in groundwater levels was identified at any of the MPs, the GWB was considered to be in good 
quantitative status (high confidence). However, if a statistically significant downward trend in groundwater 
levels was identified at any of the MPs, the relationship between the downward trend in groundwater levels 
and exceedances of average chloride (Cl-) and/or sulfate (SO42-) ion concentrations was inspected (FIGURE 

1.8.2.1.2). 

If MPs with identified exceedances of average chloride (Cl-) and/or sulfate (SO42-) ion concentrations did not 
overlap with MPs with identified statistically significant downward trends in groundwater levels, the GWB 
was considered to be in good status but at risk (average confidence) (additional studies must be carried out 
in the future to determine the reason for the increase in concentrations of pollutants in the GWB). However, 
if MPs with identified exceedances overlapped with MPs with identified downward trends in groundwater 
levels, the extent of it was assessed (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.2). 
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If the overlap between the two processes was identified, it was further determined whether such MPs 
represent more than 20% of the total area of the GWB (according to the Thiessen polygon method). If the 
20% threshold was not exceeded, GWB was considered to be in a good quantitative status but at risk (average 
confidence). In a situation where such MPs represented more than 20% of the total area of the GWB, the 
interrelationship between the upward trend of chloride (Cl-) and/or sulfate (SO42-) ion concentrations, the 
downward trend in groundwater levels and groundwater abstraction was examined (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.2). 

If there was no link between intensive groundwater abstraction and downward trend in groundwater levels 
identified, the GWB was considered to be in good quantitative status but at risk (low confidence). But if the 
downward trend in groundwater levels and the associated upward trend of chloride (Cl-) and/or sulfate  
(SO4

2-) ion concentrations was linked to the pressure of groundwater abstraction, the GWB was considered 
to be in poor quantitative status (high confidence) (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.2). 

The purpose of the surface waters test (Test 8) was to assess whether the lowering of groundwater levels 
due to groundwater abstraction may result in unfavorable status of GAAEs/SWBs. The test initially included 
groundwater associated watercourses (Terasmaa et al., 2015; Vainu et al., 2019; Marandi et al., 2019) which 
have previously undergone a hydromorphological assessment (!ǳǾŅŅǊǘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмф). As the status 
assessment for standing water bodies regarding water abstraction has not been previously done and the 
water levels of lakes was generally not constantly monitored in Estonia, the assessments of groundwater 
associated standing water bodies presented in the work by Tallinn University (Vainu et al., 2019) were taken 
into account. 

The first step of the surface waters assessment test was the selection of GWBs in which GAAEs (SWBs) have 
been previously identified. If no GAAEs were previously identified in the GWB, it was considered to be in 
good status (high confidence). If otherwise, the test was continued with the next step ς assessment of 
groundwater contribution to surface waters (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.3). 

 

FIGURE 1.8.2.1.3 Flow diagram of the surface waters assessment test 
(modified after Marandi et al., 2020) 

If, based on results of hydromorphological assessment, groundwater consumption was less than 20% of the 
surface waters annual flow, GWB was considered to be in good status (low confidence; further investigation 
needed during next RMBP cycle). If otherwise, the test was continued with the next step - groundwater 
abstraction assessment (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.3). 

If no large amount of groundwater abstraction (greater than 1000 m3/d) was identified in the close vicinity 
to in the previous step identified GAAEs and no statistically significant downward trend in groundwater levels 
was identified in nearby monitoring wells, the GWB was considered to be in good quantitative status (low 
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confidence; further investigation needed during the next RBMP cycle). But if the opposite conditions were 
met, the GWB was considered to be in poor quantitative status (high confidence) (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.3). 

The purpose of the groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems (GDTEs) test (Test 9) was to assess 
whether the groundwater abstraction may lead to the disadvantage of these ecosystems. The connections 
of GDTEs and with GWBs have been highlighted in the 2015 study of the Institute of Ecology of Tallinn 
University (Terasmaa et al., 2015). 

The first step of the GDTEs assessment test was the selection of GWBs in which such ecosystems have been 
previously identified. If no GDTEs were previously identified in the GWB, it was considered to be in good 
status (high confidence). If otherwise, the test was continued with the next step - condition of GDTEs 
according to the assessment based on the Habitats Directive (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.4). 

 

FIGURE 1.8.2.1.4 Flow diagram of the GDTEs assessment test (modified after Marandi et al., 2020) 

If the condition of all identified GDTEs was good (greater than poor or unfavorable) according to ecological 
and/or physical criteria according to the assessment based on the Habitats Directive, the GWB was 
considered to be in good status (average confidence). However, if at least one GDTE was in poor or 
unfavorable condition, the test was continued with the next step - assessment of groundwater contribution 
to GDTEs in poor or unfavorable condition (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.4). 

If during the assessment of based on the Habitats Directive no groundwater abstraction and no lowering of 
the groundwater levels have been identified as the cause of the unfavorable condition of respective GDTEs, 
the GWB was considered to be in good status (low confidence; further investigation needed during next 
RBMP cycle). But if the opposite conditions were met, the test was continued with the last step - groundwater 
abstraction assessment (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.4). 

If no large amount of groundwater abstraction (greater than 1000 m3/d) was identified in the close vicinity 
to in the previous step identified GDTEs and no statistically significant downward trend in groundwater levels 
was identified in nearby monitoring wells, the GWB was considered to be in good status (low confidence; 
further investigation needed during the next RBMP cycle). But if the opposite conditions were met, the GWB 
was considered to be in poor status (high confidence) (FIGURE 1.8.2.1.4). 

1.8.2.2. Quantitative status assessment in Latvia 

Following the recommendations (EC, 2009), assessment of the quantitative status must be carried out for all 
GWBs, but in cases where there is a high probability that GWB is not at risk of not achieving a good 
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quantitative status, the GWB can be assessed as being in good quantitative status. Accordingly, in Latvia, the 
in-depth assessment of the quantitative status was performed only for GWBs for which a significant 
groundwater abstraction pressure has been identified ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

For GWBs where no significant groundwater abstraction pressure was previously identified, the quantitative 
status was assessed as good (average confidence). Additional criteria were also set: if in none of the 
groundwater well fields of the respective GWB no depletion of groundwater resources was detected in the 
respective period (2014-2019), as well as no exceedances of the calculated maximum groundwater level 
reduction were observed, then GWB was assessed with good quantitative status (with an average level of 
confidence). For other GWBs where exceedances were observed and groundwater abstraction pressures 
were identified, an in-depth quantitative status assessment was performed by performing groundwater 
balance, as well as seawater and/or saline intrusion tests (according to the characteristics of each GWB) 
([±Ha/Σ нл21). 

In the groundwater balance test, primarily the average groundwater abstraction (m3/d) for the period from 
2015 to 2019 was compared with the total approved (calculated) groundwater resources (m3/d) in 
groundwater well fields, expressed as a ratio (%). GWB was assessed being in good quantitative status 
(average confidence) if this ratio did not exceed the 75% threshold value (the 75% threshold value was 
adapted for the assessment of groundwater balance from Guidance Document No.18 (EC, 2009), where this 
threshold value is used in trend assessment as a starting point for irreversible deterioration in quality). In 
case of exceeding this threshold value, additional data analysis were performed - long-term data on changes 
in groundwater levels in State Monitoring Network monitoring wells were collected and assessed whether 
statistically significant downward trends are observed. GWB was considered to be in good quantitative status 
(high confidence) if no statistically significant downward trends were observed in any of the monitoring wells. 
If a statistically significant downward trend was identified in one or more monitoring wells, it was assessed 
whether the identified monitoring wells represented more than 20% of the total GWB area (according to the 
Thiessen polygon method). If the 20% threshold was not exceeded, GWB was considered to be in good 
quantitative status (high confidence). If the 20% threshold was exceeded, GWB was considered to be in poor 
quantitative status (high confidence) ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). The schematic procedure of the groundwater balance 
assessment test is given in FIGURE 1.8.2.2.1. 

 

FIGURE 1.8.2.2.1 Schematic procedure of groundwater balance test 
(modified after [±Ha/Σ нлнм) 

It should be noted that in the groundwater balance test, none of the GWBs reached the step of assessing 
trends in groundwater levels, as the 75% threshold value for approved (calculated) groundwater resources 
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was not exceeded. In the future, it is necessary to develop a detailed methodology for the assessment of 
trends in groundwater levels and to intensify the arrangement of groundwater level measurement data 
series, because, with current knowledge and available data quality, the assessment is heavily based on expert 
judgment in each case ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

Saline or other intrusions test was also performed only for GWBs for which significant groundwater 
abstraction pressure was previously identified. As a starting point for both tests, the results of the respective 
tests from the chemical status assessment were used ς if the poor chemical status of GWB was not identified 
in the corresponding test during the chemical status assessment, then GWB was assigned with a good 
quantitative status (average confidence) in the relevant quantitative test (FIGURE 1.8.2.2.2). 

 

FIGURE 1.8.2.2.2 Schematic procedure of saline or other intrusion tests 
(modified after [±Ha/Σ нлнм) 

In case poor chemical status was identified for GWB in saline or other intrusion tests as part of the GWB 
chemical status assessment, an in-depth saline or other intrusion test was performed on GWB by analyzing 
trends in groundwater levels, identifying statistically significant downward trends. If no such trends were 
identified, GWB was considered to be in good quantitative status (high confidence). If it was not possible to 
assess trends in groundwater levels due to a lack of data, GWB was also considered to be in good quantitative 
status but with an average level of confidence (FIGURE 1.8.2.2.2). 

If statistically significant downward trends in groundwater levels were identified at one of the relevant MPs, 
then based on the results of the chemical status assessment in the relevant test, it was determined whether 
they are observed simultaneously with statistically significant upward trends in Cl- and/or SO4

2- 
concentrations. If no such overlap was identified, GWB was considered to be in good quantitative status (high 
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confidence), but with the side-note of the need to clarify the reasons for the decrease in groundwater levels 
in the future (FIGURE 1.8.2.2.2). 

If an overlap between the two processes was observed, it was further identified whether such MPs share 
more than 20% of the total area of the GWB (according to the Thiessen polygon method). If the 20% 
threshold was not exceeded, GWB was considered to be in a good quantitative status (high confidence) 
(FIGURE 1.8.2.2.2). 

If the 20% threshold was exceeded, it was additionally assessed whether the decrease in groundwater levels 
was due to local anthropogenic impacts. If no link was identified, GWB was considered to be in a good 
quantitative status (high confidence), but GWB could be potentially at risk. If anthropogenic effects were 
identified, then GWB was considered to be in poor quantitative status (high confidence) (FIGURE 1.8.2.2.2). 

It should be noted that in saline or other intrusion tests, the step of assessing trends in groundwater levels 
was reached only for GWBs at risk. The long-term groundwater level data series were used in the trend 
assessment, calculating the average value of groundwater levels each year to assess the development of the 
overall groundwater level situation (respectively: an increase or decrease in groundwater levels). In the end, 
based on the mathematical results of the regression analysis, the results were used only from those 
monitoring wells where statistically significant trends (upward or downward) were observed. In the future, 
it is necessary to develop a detailed methodology for assessing trends in groundwater levels and to focus 
more on arranging data series for groundwater level measurements, because, with current knowledge and 
the quality of available data, the assessment is heavily based on expert judgment in each case ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

The tests were performed individually and the results of each individual test were summarized to obtain an 
overall assessment of the quantitative status of GWB. The worst result from each test was considered to be 
the total quantitative status of GWB ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 
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2. Studies of EU level guidelines and best practices from other countries on 
common groundwater resources management and assessment 

Studies of EU level guidelines and best practices from other countries on common groundwater resources 
management and assessment was done by the external expert Enn Karro from University of Tartu (Institute 
of Ecology and Earth Sciences, Department of Geology). The purpose of the expert assessment was to analyze 
how TGWBs have been defined in the MS of the EU in order to provide recommendations for the 
establishment of joint Estonian and Latvian GWBs within the WaterAct project. 

/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ нΦмΦ ά¢ƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ 
ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘƛŜǎέ ƛǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛon of TGWBs in the countries of the 
EU. Based on the literature review, the requirements of European water policy for the establishment of 
TGWBs, the assessment of the status of common GWBs and the joint reporting of these data to the EC are 
ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘΦ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ нΦнΦ άLƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wƛǾŜǊ .ŀǎƛƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ƛƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜέ ŀƴŘ 
/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ нΦоΦ ά¢ǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ƛƴ 5ŀƴǳōŜ RBD ς examples of TGWBs delineation and 
asǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘǿƻ TGWBs in the EU MS under the WFD 
and point out the problems that have arisen and their possible solutions. 

/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ нΦпΦ άwŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ²ŀǘŜǊ!Ŏǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎέ ƛǎ ŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǿƘat practical 
experience, based on literature review and the two case studies, could be used in the identification and 
management of Estonian-Latvian TGWBs. 

This expert assessment was based in particular on the GWD, the EU WFD and its Guidance Documents, 
reports from the Commission to European Parliament and the Council, River Basin Management Plans, 
different project materials, scientific publications, presentations as well as the experiences and opinions of 
foreign experts involved in the delineation process of TGWBs in Europe 

2.1. The requirements of European water policy for the establishment of 
transboundary groundwater bodies 

The first part of the expert assessment is related to the principles of formation and definition of TGWBs in 
the countries of the EU. Based on the literature review, the requirements of European water policy for the 
establishment of TGWBs, the assessment of the status of common GWBs and the joint reporting of these 
data to the EC are presented. This chapter is based in particular on the GWD, the WFD and its Guidance 
Documents. 

On October 23, 2000, the WFD was finally adopted. The Directive was published in the Official Journal (OJ L 
327) on 22 December 2000 and entered into force the same day. The GWD has been developed in response 
to the requirements of Article 17 (Strategies to prevent and control pollution of groundwater) of the WFD. 

2.1.1.  Groundwater in the Water Framework Directive 

The components of the WFD dealing with groundwater cover a number of different steps for achieving good 
quantitative and chemical status of groundwater by 2015. They require MS to: 

¶ define GWBs within RBDs to be designated and reported to the EC by MS. They must classify them 
by analyzing the pressures and impacts of human activity on the quality of groundwater with a 
view to identifying GWBs presenting a risk of not achieving the WFD environmental objectives. MS 
were obliged to carry out this classification between 2004 and 2005 and report the results back to 
the EC. 

¶ establish registers of protected areas within each RBD for those groundwater areas or habitats and 
species directly dependent on water. The registers must include all bodies of water used for the 
extraction of drinking water and all protected areas covered under the following directives: the 
Bathing Water Directive (76/160/EEC), the vulnerable zones under the Nitrates Directive 
(91/676/EEC) and the sensitive areas under the Urban Wastewater Directive (91/271/EEC), as well 
as areas designated for the protection of habitats and species including relevant Natura 2000 sites 
designated under Directives 92/43/EEC and 79/409/EEC. Registers shall be reviewed under the 
RBMPs updates. 
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¶ establish groundwater monitoring networks based on the results of the classification analysis so as 
to provide a comprehensive overview of groundwater chemical and quantitative status. MS are 
also obliged to design a monitoring programme that had to be operational by the end of 2006. 

¶ set up a RBMP for each RBD which must include a summary of pressures and impacts of human 
activity on groundwater status, a presentation in map form of monitoring results, a summary of 
the economic analysis of water use, a summary of protection programmes, control or remediation 
measures etc. The first RBMPs were published at the end of 2009, links to them can be found in 
the Commission website. The updated RBMPs were due by the end of 2015 and their review is 
expected every six years thereafter. 

¶ take into account by 2010 the principle of recovery of costs for water services, including 
environmental and resource costs in accordance with the polluter pays principle. 

¶ established by the end of 2009 a programme of measures for achieving the WFD environmental 
objectives (e.g. abstraction control, prevent or control pollution measures) that would be 
operational by the end of 2012. Basic measures include, in particular, controls of groundwater 
abstraction, controls (with prior authorization) of artificial recharge or augmentation of GWBs 
(providing that it does not compromise the achievement of environmental objectives). Point 
source discharges and diffuse sources liable to cause pollution are also regulated under the basic 
measures. Direct discharges of pollutants into groundwater are prohibited subject to a range of 
provisions listed in the Article 11. The programme of measures has to be reviewed and if necessary 
updated by 2015 and every six years thereafter. 

The GWD establishes a regime which sets GQS and introduces measures to prevent or limit inputs of 
pollutants into groundwater. The directive establishes quality criteria that takes account local characteristics 
and allows for further improvements to be made based on monitoring data and new scientific knowledge. 
The GWD thus represents a proportionate and scientifically sound response to the requirements of the WFD 
as it relates to assessments on chemical status of groundwater and the identification and reversal of 
significant and sustained upward trends in pollutant concentrations. MS should establish standards at the 
most appropriate level and take into account local or regional conditions. 

2.1.2.  The Groundwater Directive 

The GWD complements the WFD. It requires: 

¶ GQS to be established by the end of 2008; 

¶ pollution trend studies to be carried out by using existing data and data which is mandatory by the 
WFD (referred to as baseline level data obtained in 2007-2008); 

¶ pollution trends to be reversed so that environmental objectives are achieved by 2015 by using the 
measures set out in the WFD; 

¶ measures to prevent or limit inputs of pollutants into groundwater to be operational so that WFD 
environmental objectives can be achieved by 2015; 

¶ reviews of technical provisions of the directive to be carried out in 2013 and every six years 
thereafter; 

¶ compliance with good chemical status criteria (based on EU standards of nitrates and pesticides 
and on TVs established by MS). 

The guidance documents and technical reports have been produced to assist stakeholders to implement the 
WFD. Guidance Documents are intended to provide an overall methodological approach, but will need to be 
tailored to the specific circumstances of each EU MS. All these documents and other results of the work 
under the Common Implementation Strategy (CIS), for instance key events and additional resource 
documents related to different aspects of the implementation process, can be found in the WFD 
Communication and Information Resource Centre for Administrations, Businesses and Citizens (CIRCABC) 
library. Thus, also the published CIS Guidance Documents and other CIS thematic documents (a total of 60 
reports) available on CIRCABC were examined to find the information on TGWBs. The following is an overview 
of the guidelines found in the Directives and guidance documents. 

The GWD states that in order to ensure consistent protection of groundwater, MS sharing GWBs should 
coordinate their activities in respect of monitoring, the setting of TVs, and the identification of relevant 
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hazardous substances. The Article 3 (Criteria for assessing groundwater chemical status) of this directive 
determines, that MS shall ensure that, for GWBs shared by two or more MS and for GWBs within which 
groundwater flows across a MSΩs boundary, the establishment of TVs is subject to coordination between the 
MS concerned, in accordance with Article 3(4) of the GWD. Where a body or a group of GWBs extends beyond 
the territory of the Community, the MS concerned shall endeavor to establish TVs in coordination with the 
non-MS concerned, in accordance with Article 3(5) of Directive 2000/60/EC. 

December 22, 2000 will remain a milestone in the history of water policies in Europe: on that date, the WFD 
was published and thereby entered into force (EC, 2003a). 

2.1.3.  Guidance documents 

According to WFD CIS Guidance Document No.2 (EC, 2003b), the WFD covers all waters, including inland 
waters (surface water and groundwater) and transitional and coastal waters up to one sea mile from the 
territorial baseline of a MS. This totality of waters is, for the purpose of the implementation of the directive, 
attributed to geographical or administrative units, in particular the river basin, the RBDΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ άǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘȅέ 
(Articles 2 (13), (15), (10), and (12) respectively). In addition, groundwaters and stretches of coastal waters 
must be associated with a river basin (district). 

The application of the term GWB must be understood in the context of the hierarchy of relevant definitions 
provided under Article 2 of the WFD: 

¶ Article 2.2: Groundwater means all water, which is below the surface of the ground in the saturated 
zone and in direct contact with the ground or subsoil; 

¶ Article 2.11: Aquifer means a subsurface layer or layers of rock or other geological strata of 
sufficient porosity and permeability to allow either a significant flow of groundwater or the 
abstraction of significant quantities of groundwater; 

¶ Article 2.12: Body of groundwater means a distinct volume of groundwater within an aquifer or 
aquifers. 

The ²C5Ωs definition of the term GWB does not provide explicit Guidance on how GWBs should be delineated 
(EC, 2003b). The delineation of GWB must ensure that the relevant objectives of the WFD can be achieved. 
This does not mean that a GWB must be delineated so that it is homogeneous in terms of its natural 
characteristics, or the concentrations of pollutants or level alterations within it. However, GWBs should be 
delineated in a way that enables an appropriate description of the quantitative and chemical status of 
groundwater. Article 7 requires the identification of all GWBs used, or intended to be used, for the 
abstraction of more than 10 m3 of drinking water a day as an average. By implication, this volume could be 
regarded as a significant quantity of groundwater. The WFDΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀǉǳƛŦŜǊ ŀƴŘ GWB permit GWBs 
to be identified either separately within different strata overlying each other in the vertical plane, or as a 
single body of groundwater spanning the different strata. To facilitate the estimation of quantitative status, 
the upper and lower boundaries should be based first on geological boundaries and then on other hydraulic 
boundaries such as flow lines. Also, GWBs must be assigned to a RBD (Article 3.1). 

WFD CIS Guidance Document No.3 (EC, 2003c) states that the construction of basic conceptual models of 
groundwater flow and chemical systems, and then of GWBs must be undertaken early in the process of initial 
groundwater characterization. This will include the delineation of the GWB boundaries and an initial 
understanding of the nature of the flow and geochemical system and interaction with SWBs and terrestrial 
ecosystems. It will also involve water quality information and an early assessment of pressures. In essence 
the model should describe the nature of the aquifer system, both in terms of quantity and quality, and the 
likely consequences of pressures. It is vital, even at the stage of GWB delineation, that a coherent 
understanding of the body is reached. All data concerning the nature of the GWB collected during the 
characterization process should be tested against the conceptual model, both to refine the model and to 
check for data errors. 

WFD CIS Guidance Document No.7 (EC, 2003d), which is dedicated on the monitoring under the WFD says, 
that the requirements for the WFD (Annex V) also indicates that monitoring information from groundwater 
is required for estimating the direction and rate of flow in GWBs that cross Member States boundaries. 

The WFD requires Member States to estimate groundwater flows across their boundaries. This is a separate 
requirement from the assessment of the status of GWBs. It will provide management information to Member 
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States on how groundwater and its associated surface ecosystems may be affected by pressures in 
neighboring States, and therefore how the measures needed to achieve the WFDΩǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 
apportioned between those States. To provide estimates of flows across a national border, conceptual 
models/understandings tested using water balances will be needed for the groundwater systems on both 
sides of the border. The degree of accuracy and precision needed in such models will be proportional to the 
difficulty in reliably judging the status of water bodies on either side of the border and in assessing the 
achievement of other relevant objectives, and should be such as to enable effective measures to be designed. 

For TGWBs, harmonization of coordinate systems is an important issue, which is handled in the WFD CIS 
Guidance Document No.9 (EC, 2003e). Document states that special attention should be given in case of 
transboundary harmonization of GIS datasets. In this context, the possibility to use as far as possible already 
harmonized data is recognized. This is especially true for the case of large iRBs (e.g. the Rhine or the Danube 
River basin), where the harmonization work could be substantial. An example of such a database could be 
EuroGlobalMap at a scale of 1 : 1 000 000. 

WFD CIS Guidance Document No.15 on the groundwater monitoring (EC, 2007a) acknowledges, that the 
specific provisions concern those GWBs which cross the boundary between two or more Member States. 
Bilateral agreement should be reached on monitoring strategies, which requires coordination of conceptual 
model development, the exchange of data and quality assurance (QA) and quality control (QC) aspects (in 
line with the requirements of Article 13(2) of the WFD). The provisions for the surveillance monitoring require 
TGWBs to be monitored for those parameters which are relevant for the protection of all uses supported by 
the groundwater flow. 

The surveillance monitoring programme will also be useful for defining NBLs (as defined in the daughter the 
GWD) and characteristics within the GWB. This will enable future changes in conditions to be assessed, 
reference data to be acquired and typologies to be investigated. This information will be useful for 
characterizing TGWBs and as a basis for European-wide reporting (EC, 2007a). 

WFD CIS The Guidance Document No.16 on the Groundwater in Drinking Protected Areas (EC, 2007b) 
explains the obligations for Protected Areas that apply to groundwater, in particular the requirements for 
DWPAs that are introduced under Article 7 of the WFD. It does not cover the requirements of the source 
Directives under which individual Protected Areas are designated. The guidance explains the relationship 
between the objectives for protected areas and other the WFD objectives. In particular it clarifies the 
requirements for DWPAs. In addition to explanatory materials, the guidance includes the example of 
groundwater protection in TGWBs between Hungary and Romania (Maros/Mures alluvial plain - central part 
of the Western Plain in Romania and south-eastern part of the Great Hungarian Plain). The Mures/Maros 
alluvial fan group of GWBs is designated as an important TGWB in the Danube River Basin, which is an 
important drinking water resource in both countries. 

WFD CIS Guidance Document No.18 on the Groundwater Status and Trend Assessment (EC, 2009a) states, 
that the GWD establishes a requirement for Member States to derive TVs for pollutants (or groups of 
pollutants) that are related to the pressures identified as putting GWBs at risk. These TVs and standards are 
then to be used to assess groundwater chemical status, as defined in the WFD. In addition to assessing the 
impacts of pollutants, the WFD also requires consideration of the impacts of groundwater abstraction on 
GWBs, dependent SWBs and ecosystems, and an assessment of quantitative status. The WFD and the GWD 
also require that trends in pollutant concentrations are identified and that these trends are assessed to 
determine whether they are environmentally significant. Where significant upward trends exist, they must 
be reversed through the application of programs of measures to ensure that there are no future failures of 
environmental objectives. The GWD starting point for trend reversal must be defined as a proportion of the 
TV or quality standard (75% by default). 

Annex V of the WFD and the GWD specify how Member States have to report chemical and quantitative 
status and trends in the RBMPs. All reporting requirements are considered within the set of Reporting Sheets 
which were developed by Working Group D (Reporting). Reporting for the first river basin cycle was required 
in 2010. For TGWBs the relevant Reporting Sheet requires information about the steps put in place to 
coordinate the establishment of TVs, status assessment and trend assessment for TGWBs (EC, 2009a). 

The guidance (EC, 2009a) also emphasizes that the Member States sharing TGWBs shall ensure that the 
establishment of TVs is subject to coordination between the Member States concerned (Article 3.3 of the 
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GWD). For GWBs shared between one or more Member States and one or more Non-Member States, the 
concerned Member State(s) shall endeavor to establish TVs in coordination with the non-Member State(s) 
concerned (Article 3.4 of the GWD). 

Reporting requirements for GWBs are described in Chapter 6 of the WFD CIS Guidance Document No.21 (EC, 
2009b). Among the relevant information, for TGWBs, a summary of the steps put in place to coordinate the 
objectives (establishment of TVs, status and trend assessment) should be provided. Guidance also mentions 
that for each RBD the data are required to enable the maps of TGWBs, which have been assigned to the 
RBDs, to be produced. 

WFD CIS Guidance Document No.26 (EC, 2010) is dedicated on the Risk Assessment and the Use of 
Conceptual Models for Groundwater. A conceptual model is the basis for reliable decisions in groundwater 
risk assessment and management. In the context of this guidance, a conceptual model is a means of 
describing and optionally quantifying systems, processes and their interactions. A hydrogeological 
conceptual model describes and quantifies the relevant geological characteristics, flow conditions, 
hydrogeochemical and hydrobiological processes, anthropogenic activities and their interactions. The degree 
of detail is based on the given problems and questions. It is one of the basic steps for the management of 
GWBs. Conceptual models are needed to describe groundwater quantity (linked to quantitative status) as 
well as chemical composition (chemical status) of groundwater, as referred to in the WFD. Conceptual 
models can be developed to different degrees of complexity, from simple qualitative descriptions of the 
geology to complex combinations of qualitative and quantitative descriptions of the hydrogeological 
processes and the impacts. To cover the different needs for management of GWBs, spatial investigation 
scales vary from small (10-100Ωǎ Ƴчύ ǘƻ ƭŀǊƎŜ όƪƳчύ ŀƴŘ ǘƛƳŜ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ƘƻǳǊǎκŘŀȅǎ ǘƻ ƳƻƴǘƘǎκȅŜŀǊǎΦ Lǘ 
depends on specific tasks and problems (e.g. groundwater quantity, chemical composition, point source 
pollution, diffuse pollution, interaction with surface waters, land use). The Guidance Document emphasizes 
that for TGWBs it is highly recommended that jointly agreed conceptual models are developed. 

WFD CIS Guidance document No.35 (EC, 2016) has been endorsed by EU Water Directors at their meeting in 
Heraklion on 6 June, 2014. The purpose of this document is to provide Member States with guidance on how 
the various aspects of the WFD should be reported to the EC. This the WFD Reporting Guidance brings 
together and updates the various elements of existing guidance documentation and materials into a single 
guidance document that can be used by those responsible for reporting data and information. The document 
confirms, that in addition to the areal variability, the vertical variability makes homogenization work at the 
pan-European scale very complex, particularly for TGWBs where the connected GWBs may be differently 
delineated by the Member States because of different national approaches, focuses or management 
constraints. However, also in the light of this new guidance, if TGWBs are identified, it should be indicated 
whether the establishment of TVs has been coordinated with the neighboring countries concerned. 

Transboundary groundwater monitoring aspects are also discussed in a technical report on groundwater 
management in the Mediterranean area by the Mediterranean Groundwater WG (MED-EUWI, 2007). The 
report specifies that groundwater monitoring obligations under the WFD concern quantitative and chemical 
aspects (EC, 2007a). Regarding the quantitative status, the monitoring programmes will have to be designed 
so as to provide a reliable assessment of the quantitative status of all GWBs or groups of bodies including 
assessment of the available groundwater resource. The network will have to consider the representativeness 
of MPs, taking into account short and long-term variations in recharge, and the frequency that should be 
sufficient for quantitative assessments (in particular for evaluating the impacts of abstractions and 
discharges on the groundwater level, and ς for TGWBs ς estimating the direction and rate of groundwater 
flow across the Member State boundary). 

Because the borders between riparian countries do not necessarily coincide with the natural boundaries of 
groundwater aquifers, groundwater may flow from one state to another. Moreover, abstractions or other 
activities on one side of the border may adversely affect groundwater functions on the other side. To be able 
to distinguish natural characteristics from anthropogenic effects, information is required about the aquifer 
and flow conditions on both sides of the border. Moreover, on a regional basis, the shared use of 
groundwater resources can also cause conflict between nations, either due to groundwater over-exploitation 
or contamination. Such conflicts must be avoided by planning and coordinating efficient development and 
sustainable management of water resources both with respect to quantity and quality. This is impossible to 
accomplish without a reliable database on aquifers. The possible existing monitoring networks on each side 
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of a national border may have been set up with different objectives, the measurement locations, times and 
frequencies might not match and the assessment and presentation may be different. Furthermore, it is often 
very difficult to obtain the required data because of logistical difficulties. Consequently, without proper 
establishment of cross-border groundwater monitoring and assessment, errors may occur in aquifer 
characterization and in the prediction and evaluation of changes in groundwater flow and quality (MED-
EUWI, 2007). 

To develop and evaluate strategic policies for groundwater management it is a prerequisite that the 
monitoring and assessment of groundwater in the riparian countries is performed in a comparable way. This 
means, for example, in order to assess trends in groundwater quality, the definition of trends, the sampling 
procedures and chemical and numerical analysis should be comparable on both sides of the border. Existing 
monitoring networks are mostly operated and maintained with application of national standards and quality 
control procedures. Harmonization of network design, measurement frequency, standards, quality control 
and data storage and processing will be needed for setting up transboundary groundwater monitoring (MED-
EUWI, 2007). 

The document focused on TV variability analysis (CIS WG GW, 2018) was endorsed by CIS Working Group ς 
Groundwater (WG GW) and the Strategic Coordination Group members in 2018. This report provides an 
analysis of how EU Member States use a certain element of the EU water aquis called TVs, which concerns 
the protection and management of groundwater quality, and how the use of this element can be compared 
across Member States. Member States need to set TVs to assess the chemical status of GWBs, as required 
by the WFD and the GWD. Previous analyses by the EC and by the Working Group Groundwater of the 
Common Implementation Strategy for the WFD have found that there is considerable variation in the TVs 
used by Member States across Europe. Several factors make comparisons of groundwater status between 
Member States difficult. These include variable NBL of inorganic substances, the fact that TVs for all elements 
of groundwater chemical status are reported to the EC without differentiation and can therefore only be 
analyzed together, differences in the aggregations methods used to determine GWB status based on 
individual monitoring results and the application of different criteria for defining TVs. 

This report begins with an introduction consisting of background information on previous analyses of TV 
variability, the objectives of the present analysis, and an overview of the legal basis for TVs. After a brief 
outline of the applied methodology it describes the results of the analysis of the collected data in the context 
of previously analyzed TVs for inorganic substances. Following a discussion of the results, the report provides 
conclusions and recommendations for a way forward for improving the comparability of TVs. 

Concerning the transboundary aquifers, this technical report emphasizes, that Member States need to decide 
on which spatial scales to set TVs at, with options ranging from individual GWBs through groups of GWBs, to 
RBDs or the part of a transboundary RBD within the Member States, and finally to the national level (the 
GWD Article 3(2)). TVs for GWBs which are shared between two or more Member States and for GWBs within 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ Ŧƭƻǿǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜŘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ aŜƳōŜǊ 
States (GWD Article 3(3)). Coordination is encouraged when GWBs are shared with non-EU Member States 
(GWD Article 3(4)). 

The WFD asks Member States to identify trends in contaminant concentrations in groundwater and to take 
measures to reach a good chemical status by 2015, 2021 and 2027. In 2019, Technical Report on 
Groundwater Quality Trend and Trend Reversal Assessment (CIS WG GW, 2019) was published by CIS WG 
GW ς ±ƻƭǳƴǘŀǊȅ DǊƻǳǇ ά¢ǊŜƴŘ ƛƴ DǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊέΦ 

The report states that the synthesis of the procedures applied by Member State to assess trends in 
groundwater quality for the first RBMP reveals the high diversity of procedures and methods that can be 
applied to respond to a simple and unique question: what are the trends in groundwater quality? Member 
States have thought a great deal about this not so simple question and have proposed a variety of solutions 
to assess trends in groundwater quality. This compilation exercise enables comparison of methodologies and 
highlights the need to go further in analyzing all existing methodologies, in order to identify the best practices 
and to provide recommendations for groundwater quality assessment under the WFD. 

For the first RBMP cycle, a majority of Member States has chosen to apply statistical methods to comply with 
the trend assessment requirement. The methods used vary between RBMPs dependent on data, procedure 
or trend and trend reversal assessment methodology applied. Statistical methods used by Member States to 
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identify trends in contaminant concentrations in groundwater could be divided in 2 groups: parametric test 
ANOVA, based (or not) on the LOESS smoother and/or non-parametric Mann-Kendall test (and derivate 
Seasonal Kendall and Regional Kendall tests). However, non-parametric statistical tests generally are 
preferred to parametric tests when the analysis of environmental data is involved, particularly in the absence 
of pre-treatment of raw data (CIS WG GW, 2019). 

Environmental significance was mainly estimated based on exceedance of a TV or a percentage of a TV for a 
predicted concentration. The date for the prediction was often defined as the date when the trend line 
exceeds the starting point for trend reversal. These dates vary between Member States from 2017 to 2021 
or 2027. Major issues remain difficult to tackle: the improvement of monitoring design for trend 
identification, values reported below the limit of quantification for micro-pollutants trend assessment, and 
the spatial distribution and scaling of trends from single monitoring sites to GWBs scale. 

Although the different tools developed make it possible to identify trends, they cannot be used alone. 
Authors of the report (CIS WG GW, 2019) conclude that Member States must still seek to explain trends in 
order to be able to address the causes and attempt to reverse them if the trends are upward. This complex 
work often requires searching for and compiling local data, notably on anthropogenic pressure and climate 
changes, and a better understanding of local hydrogeology and hydrodynamics. The main idea of the report 
is aimed at harmonizing methodologies, but in particular TGWBs are not addressed in this work. 

Transboundary aquifer or transboundary aquifer system means respectively, an aquifer or aquifer system, 
part of which is situated in different States (UN ILC, 2008). The international aspect of a transboundary 
aquifer makes its management more complex than in the case of an aquifer located within the State borders. 
An informed and sustainable management of commonly shared aquifers asks for adequate knowledge of its 
characteristics, present state and trends. In order to acquire this knowledge, regular monitoring and 
assessment of the transboundary aquifer need to be performed. As a result, the topic is very widely discussed 
in world literature. For example, several reports (UN/ECE, 2000; IGRAC and UNESCO-IHP, 2015) present the 
methodology for the assessment of transboundary aquifers. The methodology aims to provide guidelines for 
conducting an aquifer assessment comprising collection, storage, processing and sharing of groundwater 
related data and information. As such, the proposed methodology covers various aspects relevant for 
management/governance of transboundary aquifers, including the state of the aquifer (in terms of 
groundwater quantity and quality) as well as the associated socio-economic, legal and institutional facets. 
However, the term TGWB is not reflected in these reports and therefore these publications have of limited 
use in this study and in the context of European legislation, which defines and focuses its attention in 
particular to TGWBs. 

2.1.4.  Main conclusions of the literature review 

An analysis of the revised EU directives and their Guidance Documents showed that these documents do not 
provide much explicit and detailed guidance concerning the TGWBs. These documents are addressed to 
άGWBs ŀǎ ǎǳŎƘέΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘŜŀƭ ƻƴƭȅ ƛƴ ǾŜǊȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǘerms with the delineation of TGWBs, the assessment of 
their status and the bases for the criteria on which the status assessment should be performed. Guidance 
Documents are intended to provide an overall methodological approach, but will need to be tailored to the 
specific circumstances of each EU Member State. Even the D²5Ωǎ definition of the term GWB does not 
provide explicit Guidance on how GWBs should be delineated (EC, 2003b). Thus, the literature review leaves 
an understanding that the ways, how to delineate and assess the TGWBs is largely a matter for the Member 
States themselves and the expert committees and working groups set up by those states. The next chapters 
of this report discuss the establishment and status assessment of two TGWBs in the EU and point out the 
problems that have arisen and their possible solutions. 

2.2. International River Basins and transboundary groundwater bodies in Europe 

The WFD stipulates that Member States shall ensure that a river basin covering the territory of more than 
one Member State is assigned to an iRBDs. Appropriate administrative arrangements, including the 
identification of the appropriate competent authority for the iRBD shall be established by the Member 
States. Member States shall ensure that the environmental objectives of the Directive are met in iRBDs. To 
this end, Member States shall coordinate at the international level on a programme of measures. In the case 
of an iRBD falling entirely within the Community, Member States shall ensure coordination with the aim of 
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producing a single iRBMP, including involving third countries. If an iRBMP is not produced, Member States 
shall produce river basin management plans covering at least those parts of the iRBD falling within their 
territory to achieve the objectives of the WFD (EC, 2019). 

The EC is required to report to the European Parliament and Council in 2018 on progress made by Member 
States with implementing the WFD. The document referred below (EC, 2019) is part of this reporting and 
comprises a series of fact sheets for the iRBD which are describing the application of the WFD at iRBD. The 
factsheets for the iRBMPs cover a wide range of issues and are not identical in all. This is because information 
for some issues may be available in some iRBDs but not in others, depending on the level of cooperation. 

The International Basin Assessment fact sheets were drafted on the basis of the national RBMPs, iRBMPs 
(where available), as well as information that was reported by the Member States through the Water 
Information System for Europe (WISE) electronic reporting. 

2.2.1.  International river basin districts and their coordination mechanisms 

iRBs in the EU are either shared exclusively between EU Member States or between EU Member States and 
third countries. There are 75 iRBDs and 30 sub-basins in the EU (EC, 2019). International coordination 
mechanisms (agreements, working groups etc.) under the WFD vary among the different iRBs. Based on their 
level of cooperation, four main categories were identified. An overview of different types of international 
cooperation is given in TABLE 2.2.1.1. 

TABLE 2.2.1.1 

Different types of international coordination in relation to the WFD (EC, 2019) 

Category 
Formal international 

agreement 
International 

coordinating body 
iRBMP produced 

1 Yes Yes Yes 

2 Yes Yes No 

3 Yes No No 

4 No No No 

2.2.1.1. International River Basins (Category 1) 

The short overview below (TABLE 2.2.1.1.1) is based on Category 1 iRBs, as they have the longest and closest 
level of international cooperation and iRBMP have been produced. The facts from the extensive report (EC, 
2019) presented here is intended to reflect the information related to TGWBs within those iRBDs. 

TABLE 2.2.1.1.1 

List of Category 1 iRBDs according to the factsheets for the iRBDs (EC, 2019) 

Category iRBs EU Member States/Non-EU countries 

1 

Danube 

Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Germany, Croatia, Hungary, Italy, Poland, 
Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia 

Non-EU: Switzerland, Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Ukraine, Moldova, 
Montenegro, Macedonia 

Elbe Austria, Czech Republic, Germany, Poland 

Ems Germany, The Netherlands 

Meuse Belgium, Germany, France, Luxembourg, The Netherlands 

Odra Czech Republic, Germany, Poland 

Rhine 
Austria, Belgium, Germany, France, Italy, Luxembourg, The Netherlands 

Non-EU: Switzerland, Liechtenstein 

Sava 
Croatia, Slovenia 

Non-EU: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro and Serbia 
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Category iRBs EU Member States/Non-EU countries 

Scheldt Belgium, France 

Teno/Tana 
Finland 

Non-EU: Norway, Russia 

2.2.1.1.1. Danube River Basin District 

The Danube iRBD is shared by Albania, Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, 
Germany, Hungary, Italy, Macedonia, Moldova, Montenegro, Poland, Romania, the Republic of Serbia, 
Slovenia, the Slovak Republic, Switzerland and the Ukraine. 14 countries with territories > 2,000 km2 in the 
Danube River Basin are, together with the EU, Contracting Parties to the Danube River Protection 
Convention. The Convention established the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube 
River (ICPDR). The Convention was signed on June 29, 1994 in Sofia (Bulgaria) and came into force in 1998. 
It aims to ensure that surface waters and groundwater within the Danube River Basin are managed and used 
sustainably and equitably. 

In the field of groundwater coordination has taken place on the delineation for TGWBs. According to the 
iRBMP, TGWBs are made up of national parts (which comprise individual national GWBs that have been 
aggregated). The iRBMP and the Danube Basin Analysis (ICPDR, 2015; ICPDR, 2021) provide an overview of 
important TGWBs in the Danube River Basin, which are defined because they are important due to the size 
of the GWB (which means an area > 4000 km2) or important due to various criteria e.g. socio-economic 
importance, uses, impacts, pressures interaction with aquatic ecosystem. The criteria were agreed 
bilaterally. Other GWBs, i.e. those with an area larger than 4000 km2 and fully situated within one country of 
the iRBD, are dealt with at the national level. 

Information on 11 aggregated TGWBs of basin-wide importance with eight countries concerned (Germany, 
Austria, Slovak Republic, Hungary, Serbia, Bulgaria, Romania and Moldova) is provided in the iRBMP (ICPDR, 
2015; EC, 2019). These aggregated GWBs have been agreed by all countries sharing their parts. The most 
frequent method applied for the delineation of the aggregated GWBs is based on geological boundaries in 
combination with a hydrogeological approach. In some countries, other criteria like importance for water 
supply, groundwater quality, water temperature or surface water catchment areas were additionally 
considered. 

The iRBMP states that monitoring of the 11 aggregated TGWBs of basin-wide importance has been integrated 
into the Transnational Monitoring Network of the ICPDR. For groundwater monitoring in the frame of the 
transnational network, a 6-year reporting cycle has been set, which is in line with reporting requirements 
under the WFD. The monitoring program includes both quantitative and chemical (quality) monitoring. It 
shall provide the necessary information to: 

¶ identify trends in pollutant concentrations; 

¶ support GWB characterization and the validation of the risk assessment; 

¶ assess whether DWPA objectives are achieved and support the establishment; 

¶ assessment of the programs of measures and the effective targeting of economic resources. 

According to the iRBMP, to select the monitoring sites, a set of criteria has been applied by the countries, 
such as aquifer type and characteristics (porous, karst and fissured, confined and unconfined groundwater) 
and depth of the GWB (for deep GWBs, the flexibility in the design of the monitoring network is very limited). 
The flow direction was also taken into consideration by some countries, as well as the existence of associated 
DWPAs or ecosystems (aquatic and/or terrestrial). 

As regards quantitative monitoring, the WFD requires only the measurement of groundwater levels but the 
ICPDR has also recommended monitoring of spring flows, flow characteristics and/or stage levels of surface 
water courses during drought periods, stage levels in significant groundwater dependent wetlands and lakes 
and water abstraction as optional parameters. 

According to the iRBMP, the Danube countries used different methodologies for the assessment of 
quantitative and chemical status, and the establishment of TVs, trend and trend reversal assessment. Despite 
there being overall coordination facilitated by the ICPDR Groundwater Task Group, further harmonization of 
the national methodologies is still needed. Data gaps and inconsistencies are still available in the collected 
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data, resulting in uncertainties in the interpretation of data. To achieve a harmonization of data sets for 
TGWBs, there is a need for intensive bi- and multilateral cooperation. In addition, the interaction of 
groundwater with surface water or directly dependent ecosystems need further attention. 

The results of the status assessment of the 11 aggregated TGWBs of basin-wide importance are provided for 
the whole national part of a particular GWB (so called: aggregated GWB). If a national part of an aggregated 
GWB consists of several individual national-level GWBs, then poor status in one national-level part is decisive 
in characterizing the whole national part of aggregated TGWB as having poor status. 

To indicate the diversity of different status results of individual GWBs within aggregate GWBs a concept of 
the aggregation confidence levels was developed by the ICPDR. The reason for introducing these specific 
confidence levels for the iRBMP was the need to distinguish between the cases when all individual GWBs in 
an aggregated GWBs have the same status (high confidence) or not (medium confidence) or the assessment 
is based on the risk assessment data (low confidence). Information about the WFD-related confidence levels 
of status assessment for the individual national (non-aggregated) GWBs can be found in the national plans 
and in WISE. 

2.2.1.1.2. Elbe River Basin District 

The Elbe iRBD is shared by Austria, the Czech Republic, Germany and Poland. The Elbe iRBD is allocated to 
cooperation Category 1, which means that an international agreement, a permanent co-operation body and 
an iRBMP under the WFD is in place. 

The report by EC (2019) provides information on the international coordination efforts of transboundary 
SWBs in the iRBD. TGWBs have not been delineated and therefore information on GWBs is not part of this 
report. 

2.2.1.1.3. Ems River Basin District 

This report (EC, 2019) provides information on the international coordination efforts of transboundary SWBs 
in the iRBD. Only transitional and coastal surface waters are transboundary in this iRBD. TGWBs have not 
been delineated and therefore information on GWBs is not part of this report. 

2.2.1.1.4. Meuse River Basin District 

The Member States did not report GIS data to WISE for TGWBs, as there are none designated as TGWBs in 
this river basin (EC, 2019). 

2.2.1.1.5. Odra River Basin District 

No TGWBs were delineated in the Odra iRBD according to EC (2019). 

2.2.1.1.6. Rhine River Basin District 

GWB delineation was carried out separately in the Member States using different approaches, which has led 
to difference in the sizes of the GWBs (EC, 2019). However, the 2004 report mentions that the delineation of 
TGWBs was coordinated between the relevant Member States and indicates that this coordination is 
apparent in the GWB map for the Rhine. 

The Rhine does not have a joint monitoring programme for GWBs. The iRBMP mentions that monitoring 
networks were established to monitor the quantitative and chemical status in GWBs in accordance with the 
WFD but it does not mention whether any coordination has taken place. The iRBMP does not provide 
information regarding the coordination or harmonization of the classification of quantitative and chemical 
status for GWBs (EC, 2019). 

2.2.1.1.7. Sava River Basin District 

The Sava iRBD, which is a sub-basin of the Danube iRBD, is shared by Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Croatia, Montenegro, Serbia and Slovenia. The Sava iRBD is allocated to cooperation Category 1, which 
means that an international agreement, a permanent co-operation body and international WFD RBMP is in 
place. The first international RBMP for the Sava was published on 2 December 2014 (EC, 2019). 

The criteria for delineation of GWBs vary among the countries, reflecting different local geological and 
hydrogeological conditions and data availability on natural conditions and pressures. In general, the 
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approach (groundwater ς aquifer ς GWB) recommended by CIS Guidance document on Identification of 
Water Bodies (EC, 2003b) was followed by all countries. The GWBs were generally delineated according to a 
combination of criteria including the geological type, borders of the surface catchment areas and present 
anthropogenic pressures. Due to the late involvement of Montenegro in the process of WFD implementation, 
the country has not delineated GWBs thus far. 

The following common criteria were applied regarding the selection of GWBs: 

¶ transboundary and national GWBs which are important due to the size of the GWB (area > 1000 
ƪƳчύΣ ƻǊ 

¶ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ғ мΣллл ƪƳч TGWBs which are important due to various other criteria, e.g. socio-
economic importance, uses, impacts, pressures, interaction with aquatic ecosystems. 

¶ 20 out of the 41 GWBs are transboundary. 

Currently there is no joint monitoring network in the Sava iRBD for GWBs. According to the background 
document on GWBs (Sava, 2013), a future Sava Commission GWB monitoring network will be based on the 
existing national monitoring networks, assuming that most of the necessary information for a basin wide 
level assessment will be obtained by making minimum adjustments of existing monitoring programs which 
are (or will be) WFD compliant (EC, 2019). Existing national monitoring programs are in some cases still under 
adaptation to the requirements of Article 8 WFD. 

According to the iRBMP (Sava, 2013), the major identified gaps in groundwater monitoring in Sava countries 
for different aspects are: 

a) Legal and organizational aspects: 

¶ legal background for groundwater monitoring does not exist in all countries; 

¶ ambiguous responsibilities of different state institutions concerning the monitoring, data 
flow; 

¶ results of monitoring for other different purposes (drinking water production etc.) are often 
not used for the purpose of status assessment. 

b) Concept of establishment of monitoring networks: 

¶ locations of monitoring sites are mostly based on local hydrogeological settings and not on 
the conceptual model (understanding of the groundwater system), existing pressures 
(quantitative and chemical), vulnerability of aquifer and land use; 

¶ unequal spatial distribution of monitoring sites does not represent the overall status of a 
GWB; 

¶ large areas are not covered by monitoring; 

¶ abstraction wells and springs are generally not included in the monitoring network. 
c) Concept of monitoring programs (parameters and frequency): 

¶ measurement frequency and parameters are often not in accordance with existing 
pressures and possibility of entering the underground media; 

¶ list of analyzed chemical parameters is not reviewed and adjusted periodically; 

¶ monitoring parameters are usually not focused on pressures affecting the overall state of 
the GWB. 

According to the background document on GWBs (Sava, 2013), the main focus in the future bilateral activities 
of Sava countries sharing the same aquifers should be (EC, 2019): 

¶ development of conceptual models of GWBs, 

¶ achievement of harmonized monitoring networks, 

¶ establishing criteria for the selection of parameters. 

In the Sava iRBD, the process of establishing status (or risk) assessment methodologies for determining the 
chemical and quantitative status of GWBs is still being developed (EC, 2019). 11 GWBs are possibly at risk or 
have poor chemical status and 30 GWBs are in good chemical status. Three GWBs are possibly at risk or do 
not have good quantitative status and 38 GWBs have good quantitative status or are not at risk. Monitoring 
results concerning the chemical and quantitative status of GWBs in large parts of the Sava River Basin are 
limited or absent. The present absence of information on groundwater quantity and quality parameters 
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resulted in low confidence of GWB status assessment, in many cases allowing only the assessment risk of not 
achieving environmental goals stated in Article 4 of the WFD (EC, 2019). 

2.2.1.1.8. Scheldt River Basin District 

The Scheldt iRBD is shared between Belgium, France and the Netherlands. The iRBD is allocated to 
cooperation Category 1, which means that an international agreement, a permanent co-operation body and 
iRBMP is in place. 

The Member States and Regions coordinated through a consultation process on the production of a map of 
GWBs in the Scheldt, in which a horizontal as well as vertical agreement was reached regarding national and 
regional boundaries. The methodologies for delineation have not been harmonized. The Member States and 
Regions use similar criteria with minimal differences. The approach taken by the different parties has led to 
the differing delineation of GWBs regarding size and superposition. According to the current, three different 
coordinated systems continue to be in use by the parties and the storage of data and differing approaches 
between parties continue to form a challenge (EC, 2019). 

In the Scheldt, there are 22 GWBs part of the transboundary aquifer. For GWBs, national networks are used 
for monitoring. Member States have compared their monitoring methods but there is no joint monitoring 
program in the iRBD. Information has been exchanged on the groundwater monitoring networks for 
surveillance monitoring, with a particular focus on the transboundary aquifers (EC, 2019). 

The D².ǎΩ status assessment is based on the results of the monitoring networks, the density, the nature 
(wells, piezometers, sources etc.) and the extraction depth, which may vary among the Member 
States/Regions. For the assessment of the quantitative status, the trend analyses of the piezometric 
measurement series were considered, along with a survey of the hydrogeological state. A joint methodology 
for quantitative status assessment is not used in the Scheldt (EC, 2019). 

For the assessment of chemical status, each MS/Region has defined criteria, including nitrate, pesticides and 
polluting parameters that are causing GWBs to be designated as at risk. The impact of salt water intrusion 
on the quality of surface water or terrestrial ecosystems depending on groundwater, or on the quality of the 
extracted groundwater intended for human consumption, has also been studied. There are joint case studies 
monitoring the carboniferous limestone aquifer and salt water intrusion in the Flemish-Dutch polder aquifer. 
Chemical status has not been harmonized. There are several explanations for the divergence of chemical 
status assessments among the MS/Regions (EC, 2019): 

¶ differences in the use of GWBs; 

¶ differences in TVs fixed by the MS/Regions; 

¶ the monitoring networksΩ particularities. 
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2.3. Transboundary groundwater bodies in Danube River Basin District ς examples 
of TGWBs delineation and assessment 

The previous chapter showed that, given the length and nature of international cooperation, the level of 
research and the existence of joint projects, there is reason to look for examples of TGWBs from the Danube 
RBD. In addition to the numerous online resources on the Danube Basin (FIGURE 2.3.1), several experts from 
the region agreed to share the information and personal experiences about the process of establishing 
TGWBs in involved countries. Although the request for information was forwarded to relevant experts in 
several countries, specialists from Romania, Hungary and Slovak Republic responded to the request. Thus, 
the compilation of this chapter is based on various online sources and personal comments and 
recommendations from national experts. The author of the report is particularly grateful to Rossitza Gorova 
from Executive Environment Agency, Bulgaria, Peter Malik from Geological Survey of Slovak Republic and 
wŞƪŀ Dŀǳƭ ŦǊƻƳ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ LƴǘŜǊƛƻǊΣ IǳƴƎŀǊȅΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ status assessment 
of two TGWBs in the EU (Bulgaria-Romania and Hungary-Slovakia) is presented and the problems arise and 
their possible solutions are discussed. 

 

FIGURE 2.3.1 Danube River Basin. TGWBs of basin wide importance (ICPDR, 2021b). The numbering of TGWBs is in 

accordance with TABLE 2.3.1: 1 - Deep Thermal, 2 - Upper Jurassic-Lower Cretaceous, 3 - Middle Sarmatian-Pontian, 4 - 
Sarmatian, 5 ς Mures/Maros, 6 ς Somes/Szamos, 7 - Upper Pannonian-Lower Pleistocene/Vojvodina/Duna-¢ƛǎȊŀ ƪǀȊŜ ŘŞƭƛ ǊΦΣ 
8 - Podunajska Basin, Zitny Ostrov/{ȊƛƎŜǘƪǀȊΣ IŀƴǎłƎ-włōŎŀΣ ф - Bodrog, 10 - Slovensky kras/Aggtelek-hgs., 11 -Komarnanska 

Kryha/5ǳƴłƴǘǵƭƛ-ƪƘƎǎΦ ŞǎȊŀƪƛ ǊΦΣ мн ς Ipel/ Ipoly. 

The Danube River Basin (DRB) has a long history of transboundary cooperation and is often known as the 
most iRBs in the world (FIGURE 2.3.1). The basin includes 19 countries, over 81 million people, some 20 
percent of the EU land area (approximately 800 000 km2), a wide range of diverse landscapes, and major 
socio-economic differences among the many nations. This river basin has a long history of transboundary 
cooperation and this has been built upon to provide strong professional and institutional capacity that can 
cope with the demands of growing nations. It is a model of good practice that is used by many other river 
basins both within Europe and across the world (GWP, 2015). 

The analysis and review of GWBs in the DRB district, as required under Article 5 and Annex II of the WFD, 
was updated in 2021 (ICPDR, 2021a) and it confirmed 12 TGWBs or groups of GWBs of basin wide importance 
listed in TABLE 2.3.1 and illustrated in FIGURE 2.3.1. 
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TABLE 2.3.1 

Nominated TGWBs of Danube basin wide importance (ICPDR, 2021a) 

GWB 
National 

part 
Area (km2) 

Aquifer characteristics 
Main use 

Overlying 
strata (m) 

Criteria for importance 
Aquifer type Confined 

1 
AT-1 1 650 

K Yes SPA, CAL 100-1 000 Intensive use 
DE-1 4 250 

2 
BG-2 13 034 

F, K Yes 
DRW, AGR, 

IND 
0-600 Ҕ пллл ƪƳч 

RO-2 11 340 

3 
MD-3 9 662 

P Yes 
DRW, AGR, 

IND 
0-150 

Ҕ пллл ƪƳчΣ D² ǳǎŜΣ 
GW resources RO-3 12 646 

4 
BG-4 3 308 

K, F-K 
No DRW, AGR, 

IND 
0-10 Ҕ пллл ƪƳч 

RO-4 2 187 Yes 

5 
HU-5 4 989 

P No 
DRW, IRR, 

IND 
2-30 

Ҕ пллл ƪƳчΣ 
GW resource,  

DRW protection RO-5 2 227 

6 
HU-6 1 034 

P No 
DRW, AGR, 

IRR 
5-30 

GW resources,  

DRW protection RO-6 1 459 

7 

HU-7 7 098 

P 

No 
DRW, AGR, 

IND, IRR 
0-125 

Ҕ пллл ƪƳчΣ D² ǳǎŜΣ 
GW resources,  

DRW protection 
RO-7 11 355 Yes 

RS-7 10 506 No 

8 
HU-8 1 152 

P No 
DRW, IRR, 
AGR, IND 

2-5 
GW resources,  

DRW protection, 
dependent ecosystems SK-8 2 186 

9 
HU-9 750 

P 
No 

DRW, IRR 2-10 
GW resources,  

DRW protection, 
dependent ecosystems SK-9 1 470 Yes 

10 
HU-10 493 K 

No DRW, OTH 0-500 
GW resources,  

DRW protection, 
dependent ecosystems SK-10 598 K, F 

11 
HU-11 3 337 K 

Yes 
DRW, SPA, 

CAL 
0-2 500 

Thermal water 
resources SK-11 563 F, K 

12 
HU-12 146 

P No DRW, AGR 0-10 
DRW protection, 

dependent ecosystems, 
GW resources SK-12 198 

Aquifer type: P = porous, K = karst, F = fissured;  
Main use: DRW = drinking water, AGR = agriculture, IRR = irrigation, IND = Industry, SPA = balneology, CAL = caloric energy, OTH = other 

!ƭƭ мп ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƻǾŜǊ нллл ƪƳч ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DRB, as well as the EU, are Contracting Parties to the Danube 
River Protection Convention ς nine of these 14 countries are EU MS. Two EU MS (Italy and Poland) and three 
non-EU MS (Albania, Macedonia and Switzerland) are not Contracting Parties (share below 2,ллл ƪƳчύ 
(ICPDRςGW TG, 2020). 

FIGURE 2.3.2 shows all 14 countries which are Contracting Parties ς the blue shaded are EU MS. The matrix 
indicates common borders (white and yellow cells); the common share of the 12 TGWBs of Danube basin-
wide importance (ICPDR-GWBs) is marked in yellow, including the number of shared GWBs. 
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FIGURE 2.3.2 The 14 countries which are Contracting Parties to the ICPDR with the indication of common 
borders (white and yellow cells) and common share of ICPDR-GWBs (number of GWBs) (ICPDRςGW TG, 2020). 
AT - Austria, BA- Bosnia and Herzegovina, BG -Bulgaria, HR - Croatia, CZ - Czech Republic, DE - Germany, HU - Hungary, MD - 

Moldova, ME - Montenegro, RO - Romania, RS - Serbia, SK - Slovakia, SI ς Slovenia, UA ς Ukraine 

At each meeting of the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR) 
Groundwater Task Group (GW TG) the participating countries report about the main bilateral activities with 
the neighboring countries in the Danube RBD (DRBD). The document by ICPDRςGW TG (2020) summarizes 
all bilateral harmonization activities in the management of the 12 ICPDR-GWBs since the publication of the 
2nd River Basin Management Plan in 2015 (for the period of 2016 to 2020). The recent activities concerning 
the TGWBs shared between Bulgaria-Romania and Hungary-Slovak Republic are presented below. 

Countries: Bulgaria ς Romania (GWB-2, GWB-4): 

¶ a bilateral meeting in 2015 aimed at comparing the groundwater TVs. It showed that the TVs in 
Bulgaria are lower than those of Romania; 

¶ In 2016 a bilateral meeting took place and the working group on RBMPs reviewed the established 
bilateral GWB monitoring network (in terms of monitoring frequency and parameters) which is 
subject to bilateral data exchange. Romania had no intention to change the GWB delineation; 

¶ In the frame of the JOINTISZA project, the Tisza RBMP update was produced in 2019 which includes 
groundwater elements; 

¶ there is a regular (annual) data exchange between Romania and Bulgaria. 

Countries: Hungary ς Slovak Republic (GWB-8, GWB-9, GWB-10, GWB-11, GWB-12): 

¶ bilateral harmonization of GWBs is ongoing - in 2016 Slovakia suggested the nomination of a new 
GWB of basin-wide importance on the Ipel River as the 12th ICPDR-GWB. Hungary supported this 
nomination. In 2019, the transboundary commission adopted the proposal of creating the new 
GWB-12 on Ipel/Ipoly and adopted the thermal Hungarian GWB as an additional part of GWB-11; 
in 2020, the bilateral harmonization and characterization of GWB-12 was completed; 

¶ in 2017 a new bilateral expert group on the WFD was established; 

¶ In 2018, the transboundary water committee discussed an increased water abstraction from the 
transboundary karstic GW body; 

¶ Slovakia also participates in the JOINTISZA project; 

¶ there is a regular data exchange in the frame of the bilateral transboundary commission (twice per 
year); in 2018, Hungary delivered data from 126 GW monitoring stations to Slovakia. 
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The most recent and up-to-date information on TGWBs in the DRB can be found in the report prepared by 
the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River in 2021. This report (ICPDR, 2021a) 
includes a comprehensive overview about the 12 TGWBs or groups of GWBs of basin wide importance in the 
DRBD ς their characterization, monitoring details, established groundwater TVs, risk and status information 
as well as the methodologies of status and trend assessment of the ICPDR GW-bodies. The assessment of 
those GWBs has been performed also earlier (ICPDR, 2004; 2009; 2015); however, in the context of current 
expert assessment, the most up-to-date information is required and therefore the latest report (ICPDR, 
2021a) is referred below. 

2.3.1.  GWB-2: Upper Jurassic ς Lower Cretaceous GWB 

Regarding the 18 Romanian TGWBs, bilateral agreements were signed in case of the 8 GWBs ς 4 with 
Hungary, 1 with Serbia, 2 with Bulgaria and 1 with Moldova Republic, which pursued the establishment of 
TGWBs which are considered to be important (with a surface larger than 4000 km2 or important from the 
point of view of water supply) and the harmonization of TGWBs characterization with neighboring countries 
(Bretorean et al., 2010). 

Generally, these agreements pursue the following objectives (Bretorean et al., 2010): 

¶ evaluation of groundwater resources from the qualitative and quantitative point of view; 

¶ design of a monitoring system with information exchange; 

¶ establishing the necessary measures for the protection of GWBs; 

¶ promotion of an integrated water management based on sustainable protection and adequate use 
of groundwater resources; 

¶ increase in the local decisional degree regarding sustainable water management (evaluation, 
monitoring, exploitation and protection). 

And the necessary measures to achieve these objectives were in 2010: 

¶ the analysis of the national monitoring network and its resizing in accordance to specific situations, 
important in GWBs at risk and TGWBs; 

¶ equipping the national monitoring network with measuring and data transmission equipment 
(quality data for the indicators requested by the WFD: oxygen content, pH, electric conductivity, 
nitrates, ammonia); 

¶ intensifying the protected areas setting-up process; 

¶ implementation of certain adequate agricultural practices for the protection of the environment, 
including GWBs; 

¶ initiation of a national education program for the protection of GWBs and the environment in 
general. 

Upper Jurassic ς Lower Cretaceous TGWB is shared by Romania and Bulgaria. GWB-2 (TABLE 2.3.1.1) is ICPDR 
GWB code, which is a unique identifier of TGWB (ICPDR, 2021a). National codes mark the individual GWBs 
forming the national part of a TGWB of basin wide importance. 

TABLE 2.3.1.1 

GWB codes (ICPDR, 2021a) 

GWB-2 National share BG-2, RO-2 

List of individual GW-bodies forming the whole 
national share (national code incl. country code) 

BG-2 BG1G0000J3K051 

RO-2 RODL06 

2.3.1.1. Description of the ICPDR GWB 

According to Bulgaria the starting point for identifying the geographical boundaries of the GWB 
BG1G0000J3K051 (Upper Jurassic-Lower Cretaceous) is the geological boundaries. After that additional sub-
division on the basis of groundwater flow lines and piezometric heads. The lithological composition of GWB 
is: limestones, dolomitic limestones and dolomites. Overlying strata consist of marls, clays, sands, limestones, 
pebbles and loess. The age of the above-mentioned deposits is Hauterivian, Sarmatian, Pliocene and 



 

87 

 

WaterAct 

άJoint actions for more efficient management of common  

groundwater resourcesέ 

Quaternary. With the exception of small cropped out areas the GWB is very well protected. There is no 
significant impact on the GWB. The main use of groundwater is for drinking water, agriculture and industry 
supply. 

Criteria for GWB delineation in Romania is the development of Upper Jurassic-Lower Cretaceous permeable 
deposits and water content in these deposits. The lithological composition is limestones, dolomitic 
limestones and dolomites. Overlying strata consist of marls, clays, sands, limestones, pebbles and loess. The 
age of the above-mentioned deposits is Hauterivian, Sarmatian, Pliocene and Quaternary. 

GWB RODL06 ς Valachian Platform has a great extension and partially covers Valah platform. It is a TGWB of 
great potential, the depth aquifer having partially a free level (in the sector adjacent to the Danube) and is 
quartered in calcareous formations, sometimes fissured and karstic, with regional extension in the whole 
South Dobrogea. These deposits are characterized by a hydraulic communication through an aquitard. 

From the geological point of view, this aquifer complex has a complex structure, being divided by a system 
older than the Sarmatian fault with orientations approximately NNE-SSW and WNW-ESE. Excluding small 
cropped out areas the GWB is very well protected. The main use is for drinking water supply, agriculture and 
industry supply. In Romania the GWB has an interaction with Lake Siutghiol situated near the Black Sea. 

¢ƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ΨƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΩ ƛǎ ŦƻǊ ōƻǘƘ D².ǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȊŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜȄŎŜŜŘǎ пΣллл ƪƳч όTABLE 2.3.1.1.1). 

TABLE 2.3.1.1.1 

Characteristics of Upper Jurassic ς Lower Cretaceous TGWB (ICPDR, 2021a) 

GWB 
National 

part 
Area 
(km2) 

Area 
(km2) 

Aquifer 
characteristics Main 

use 
Overlying 
strata (m) 

Criteria for 
importance Aquifer 

type 
Confined 

GWB-2 Upper 
Jurassic ς Lower 

Cretaceous 

BG-2 
24 374 

13 034 
F, K Yes 

DRW, 
AGR, 
IND 

0ς600 Ҕ пллл ƪƳч 
RO-2 11 340 

Aquifer type: P = porous, K = karst, F = fissured;  
Main use: DRW = drinking water, AGR = agriculture, IRR = irrigation, IND = Industry, SPA = balneology, CAL = caloric energy, OTH = other 

2.3.1.2. Description of status assessment methodology 

2.3.1.2.1. Chemical status 

In Bulgaria, the assessment of the chemical status of GWBs has been done by carrying out the following tests 
and steps: 

¶ Step 1: Calculation of arithmetic means per MP for each indicator for the period 2017-2020. Values 
below the limit of quantitation (LoQ) are replaceŘ ōȅ ѹ [ƻvΦ 

¶ Step 2: Comparison of arithmetic means with the lowest EQS or TVs (EQS, intrusion of salt or polluted 
waters, drinking water standard or other). 

¶ Step 3: Assessment of the chemical status in the area of the MP: 
o if for all indicators the status is "good", then the GWB in the area of the MP is "good"; 
o if for one or more indicators, the status is "poor", then the GWB in the area of the MP is 

"poor". In this case, a careful analysis was carried out of the primary hydrochemical data. If 
the data are doubtful or insufficiently reliable, the indicator (indicators) are rejected from 
the final assessment and a respective justification for this is presented. 

¶ Step 4Υ LŦ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ at ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƛǎ ƎƻƻŘΣ ǘƘŜ D². ƛǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ άƎƻƻŘέ ŀƴŘ ƴƻ ƻǘher tests 
are needed. 

¶ Step 5: The confidence of the assessment is determined by the following criteria: 
o density of the MPs ƛƴ D².Υ ƭƻǿ όм at ƻƴ ŀǊŜŀ Ҕ нлл ƪƳчύΤ ƳŜŘƛǳƳ όм at ƻƴ ŀǊŜŀ рлς200 
ƪƳчύΣ ƘƛƎƘ όм at ƻƴ ŀǊŜŀ ғрл ƪƳчύΤ 

o data have to meet the following requirements: all analytical methods are validated in 
accordance with standard BDS EN ISO/IEC-17025 or other equivalent internationally 
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recognized standard. Accredited laboratories shall ensure minimum criteria for all applied 
analytical methods. Minimum length of the time series. 

¶ Step 6: The extent of exceedance was calculated. If the status is determined as "poor" for one or 
more indicators in one or more MP, then an assessment of the affected area was performed: 

o based on the conceptual model, it is determined whether the MPs are located in the 
recharge zone or in the transit zone or in the drainage zone of GWB; 

o the areas of GWB in which the average annual concentrations of pollutants exceed EQS or 
TV have been delineated. Each area of GWB affected by pollution includes the area located 
between the MP areas where EQS or TV have been exceeded. Further, a 1 km buffer zone 
was delineated around this zone or around the contaminated MP. 

¶ Step 7: If the polluted area is more than 20% of the total area of the GWB, the confidence 
assessment was made according to Step 5. 

¶ Step 8: The places of the exceedances are connected with the groundwater receptors. Depending 
on the identified locations and GW receptors, relevant tests have been applied: saline or other 
intrusion, SWBs with deteriorated status, directly GDTEs, drinking and household water supply 
located in polluted areas. 

¶ Step 9: Local conceptual models have been developed for each exceedance point considering the 
possibility for the pollutant to move through the GWB, identification of pressures, additional trend 
assessment. 

A GWB is in good chemical status when the extent of exceedance is less than 20% and the remaining tests 
show that: the quality of groundwater used for drinking and domestic water supply has not deteriorated, the 
GW status-related to surface waters and terrestrial ecosystems (directly dependent of groundwater) has not 
deteriorated and there is no intrusion of salt or polluted waters; no significant and sustainable upward trends 
in concentrations of pollutants and pollution indicators have been identified. 

In Romania, the methodology for the chemical status assessment followed the requirements of the GWD as 
well as the recommendations of the CIS Guidance Document No.18. 

The first step was to check any exceedances of the EQS and TVs which were established taking into 
consideration the NBL values. If no exceedances of the quality standards and TVs have been recorded, the 
GWB has been considered as being in good chemical status. If exceedances of TVs were recorded the 
following relevant tests were carried out: 

¶ General assessment of the chemical status: Data aggregation was performed and it was checked 
whether the total area of exceedance was greater than 20% of the total area of the GWB. The test 
showed a good status for the water body if no exceeding occurs. 

¶ Saline or other intrusion: not relevant. 

¶ Significant diminution of associated surface water chemistry and ecology due to transfer of 
pollutants from the GWB: The location of the exceedance of the relevant TVs was not found in 
areas where pollutants might be transferred to surface waters. A comparison of the pollutant load 
transferred from the GWB to the SWB with the total load in the SWB did not exceed 50%. The test 
showed a good status for the water body. 

¶ Significant damage to GDTEs due to transfer of pollutants from the GWB: No GDTEs was found 
to be damaged. The test showed a good status for the water body. 

¶ Meets the requirements of the WFD Article 7(3) ς DWPAs: there is no evidence of increased 
treatment due to changes in water quality. The test showed a good status for the water body. 

To assess the chemical status of the GWBs, the following steps are considered: 

¶ for each MP the annual average concentrations for each indicator was calculated; for the metals 
the concentration of the dissolved form was considered; 

¶ for each MP the annual average concentration of each parameter was compared with the TVs 
(determined for each GWB) or EQS value (nitrates and pesticides); 

¶ the GWB is of good chemical status when no EQS or TV is exceeded in any MP; 

¶ the GWB is of poor chemical status when EQS or TV are exceeded at MPs representing more than 
20% of the GWB area. 
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2.3.1.2.2. Quantitative status 

The assessment considered data from national and self-monitoring of groundwater abstraction facilities 
according to the issued permits in Bulgaria. The main criteria for assessing good quantitative status are the 
exploitable (available) groundwater resources of GWB and the groundwater level. To verify compliance with 
the requirements of the WFD, various tests were performed. The assessment was based on data from 2017ς
2020 and trends were assessed, with data from 2007ς2020. The following tests were performed: 

¶ Water balance test: the assessment of the GW level downward trend is an indication that, the 
available GW resources were exceeded and the GWB is in poor status; 

¶ Surface water test and terrestrial ecosystem test: both not applicable in BG-2 as SWBs and 
terrestrial ecosystems are not associated/connected; 

¶ Saline intrusion test: not relevant. 

In Romania, the criterion for risk assessment of the quantity status is based on trend assessment evolution 
of the groundwater levels. The quantitative status has been assessed taking into account the CIS Guidance 
no.18. The following criteria have been used: 

¶ water balance; 

¶ the connection with surface waters; 

¶ the influence on the terrestrial ecosystems which depend directly on the GWB; 

¶ the effects of saline or other intrusions. 

The quantitative status analysis has been done for the GWB level by comparing the average of the hydrostatic 
level from 2017 (reference year) with the multiannual average during the whole observation period. 

2.3.1.3. Groundwater threshold value relationships 

The methodology for TV establishment in Romania has been developed according to CIS Guidance No.18. 
NBLs are the key elements in the process of TVs setting. As described above, during the TVs establishment, 
the NBLs have been compared with the drinking water standards. The maximum allowable concentrations 
(MAC) provided by the Law No.458/2002 as amended, were chosen as TV where NBL are smaller than MAC. 
Where NBLs are higher than MAC, a small addition of 0.2 NBL was used, in order to avoid misclassification of 
the respective GWB (TV = NBL + 0.2 NBL = 1.2 NBL). 

The updated list of TVs established for each GWB was published in the new Order of the Minster 
No.621/2014 (Order, 2014) approving TV for GWBs from Romania. 

The methodology for TVs determination in Bulgaria has been developed according to CIS Guidance No.18. 
TVs are determined by comparing NBLs with criteria values (CVs). CVs is the concentration of a pollutant 
(without taking into account the NBLs), which, if exceeded, could lead to a distortion of the criteria for good 
status. CVs should take into account the risk assessment and receptors of groundwater. 

¢ƘŜ b.[ǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ D². ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ά!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ of the natural 
hydrochemical background of the substances composition of groundwater in Bulgaria" (GEOFUND V-402), 
мффуΦ b.[ǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ˿͊2+, Mg2+, SO4

2-Σ ˿ƭ-Σ I˿h3
-, tƻǘŀƭ ƘŀǊŘƴŜǎǎΣ ˿ǳΣ ˾ōΣ ½ƴΣ ˢǎΣ CŜtotΣ CΣ ˢƭΣ ˸ƴΣ ˿ǊΣ ˿ͦΣ 

±Σ LΣ ˢƎΣ bƛΣ bŀ+ and K+. The NBLs were determined for each hydrogeological classes (5 classes) in the 90th 
percentile and 50th percentile (median) of the statistical sample. 

Criterial values (CVs) have been drinking water standards according to the Bulgarian Regulation No.N-9 
(Regulation, 2001): 

¶ when NBL > CV, the TV is equal to NBL; 

¶ when CV > NBL, the TV = NBL + Ktv* (CV-NBL). 0 < Ktv < 1. 

Ktv is usually between 0.5 and 0.75, as recommended and providing reasonable assurance. Ktv < 0.5 has a 
large certainty and is used for GWBs, which have important economic significance and are the sole source of 
drinking water supply of settlements. This value should be used for such GWB to which they are attached, 
particularly valuable wetlands presence of dependent terrestrial ecosystems. The higher value (0.75) is used 
in all other cases or GWBs already classified as bodies at risk. 
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TVs and NBLs established for Upper Jurassic ς Lower Cretaceous TGWB (GWB-2) are presented in TABLE 

2.3.1.3.1.1. The table shows the differences in the list of the pollutants and their TVs and NBLs set by the 
countries. 

TABLE 2.3.1.3.1.1 

TVs of GWB-2 (ICPDR, 2021a) 

Country Pollutant/indicator TV (or range) NBL (or range) 
Level of TV establishment 

(national, RBD, GWB) 

Romania Nitrates (NO3
-) 50 mg/l - National 

Romania Benzene мл ˃Ǝκƭ - National 

Romania Trichloroethylene (TCE) мл ˃Ǝκƭ - National 

Romania Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) мл ˃Ǝκƭ - National 

Romania Ammonium (NH4
+) 0.7 mg/l 0.504 mg/l GWB 

Romania Chlorides (Cl-) 250 mg/l 189 mg/l GWB 

Romania Sulphates (SO4
2-) 250 mg/l 120.5 mg/l GWB 

Romania Nitrites (NO2
-) 0,5 mg/l 0.069 mg/l GWB 

Romania Phosphates (PO4
2-) 0,5 mg/l 0.21 mg/ GWB 

Romania Nickel (Ni) 0,02 mg/l 0.035 mg/l GWB 

Romania Zinc (Zn) 5 mg/l 0.355 mg/l GWB 

Romania Cadmium (Cd) 0.005 mg/l 0.000202 mg/l GWB 

Romania Mercury (Hg) 0.001 mg/l 0.00012 mg/l GWB 

Romania Lead (Pb) 0.01 mg/l 0.001 mg/l GWB 

Romania Arsenic (As) 0.01 mg/l 0.0013 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria Nitrates (NO3
-) 39.87 mg/l 9.49 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria Pesticides (total) лΦотр ˃Ǝκƭ - GWB 

Bulgaria Arsenic (As) 0.0077 mg/l 0.0007 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria Lead (Pb) 0.0076 mg/l 0.0005 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria Cadmium (Cd) 0.0039 mg/l 0.0005 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria Mercury (Hg) 0.0008 mg/l 0.0002 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria Ammonium (NH4
+) 0.3758 mg/l 0.0031 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria Chlorides (Cl-) 188.75 mg/ 5 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria Sulphates (SO4
2-) 189 mg/l 6 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria 
Trichloroethylene (TCE) + 
Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) 

тΦр ˃Ǝκƭ - GWB 

Bulgaria Conductivity 1713.6 ˃ {κŎƳ урпΦр ˃{κŎƳ GWB 

Bulgaria Manganese (Mn) 0.0379 mg/l 0.016 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria Iron (total) (Fetot) 0.1513 mg/l 0.005 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria Nitrites (NO2
-) 0.375 mg/l 0.0001 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria Sodium (Na+) 158.25 mg/l 33 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria Chromium (Cr) 8.25 mg/l о ˃Ǝκƭ GWB 

Bulgaria Copper (Cu) 0.1501 mg/l 0.003 mg/l GWB 

Bulgaria Nickel (Ni) мрΦр ˃Ǝκƭ н ˃Ǝκƭ GWB 

Bulgaria Zink (Zn) 0.7537 mg/l 0.015 mg/ GWB 

Bulgaria 
Permanganate index 
(CODMn) 

3.8625 mgO2/l  0.45 mgO2/l  GWB 

Bulgaria Phosphates (PO4
2-) 0.3798 mg/l 0.0195 mg/l GWB 
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Country Pollutant/indicator TV (or range) NBL (or range) 
Level of TV establishment 

(national, RBD, GWB) 

Bulgaria Cyanides 0.04 mg/l 0.01 mg/l GWB 

2.3.1.4. Description of the trend assessment methodology 

The trend analysis in Bulgaria is based on recognized statistical methods such as regression method and a 
time series of data from 2012 to 2019 (using annual values, semi-annual or quarterly values). 

Based on regression analysis is assessed whether there is a break in the trend i.e. after sustained upward 
trend follows sustained downward trend or the opposite case the sustained downward trend is followed by 
sustained upward trend: 

¶ initially, the entire curve of the experimental data is approximated by a polynomial curve of degree 
2 (quadratic regression curve).; 

¶ if there is detected a maximum in the polynomial curve it means that a change of the direction of 
the trend is available - from ascending to descending; 

¶ if there is detected a minimum in the polynomial curve it means that a change of the direction of 
the trend is available - from descending to ascending; 

¶ then, (in case of available maximum) the entire curve is divided into two branches: the 1st branch 
ς till the date of the maximum and the 2nd branch - after the peak; 

¶ in case with available minimum: the 1st branch ς till the date of the minimum and the 2nd branch 
- after the minimum; 

¶ data from the 1st and 2nd branch are considered separately and are approximated by linear trends 
(straight lines); the date at which it crossed the two approximating straight lines corresponds to 
the date at which it changes the direction of the linear trend - from ascending to descending or 
from descending to ascending. 

By extrapolation of the second (falling) trend can be predicted the date at which the starting concentration 
(75% GWQS in our case 60% TV) will be reached. 

In order to assess the trend in pollutant concentrations in Romania, the results of the chemical analysis from 
the MPs have been used. Minimum period of analysis was at least 17 years (2000ς2017). 

The methodology for identifying significant upper trends consists in adjustment and aggregation of the data 
from each MP on GWBs. The trend analysis was done using the Gwstat program. 

The steps used for trend assessment were: 

¶ identifying the MPs and the associated results of chemical analysis, assessment of data series, for 
each year of reference period (2000ς2017); 

¶ establishment of baseline concentration for each parameter as the average concentration 
registered during the year 2000; 

¶ calculation of annual average for the available data in each MP. 

Significant upward trends were identified by Gwstat software, based on Anova Test. 

2.3.1.5. Description of the trend reversal assessment methodology 

In Bulgaria, the starting point for trend reversal should be placed where the concentration of the pollutant 
reaches 75% of the GQS or 75% of the TV of the relevant pollutant. Selected starting points should be possible 
to reverse trends in the most effective way before pollutant concentrations can cause irreversible changes 
in groundwater quality. When we have GWBs which respond too slowly to changes, there may be a need for 
an early starting point and vice versa - for responsive GWB should be chosen as a starting point at a later 
moment. 

Initially, the entire curve of the experimental data is approximated by a polynomial curve of degree 2 
(quadratic regression curve): 

¶ if there is detected a maximum in the polynomial curve it means that a change of the direction of 
the trend is available - from ascending to descending; 
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¶ if there is detected a minimum in the polynomial curve it means that a change of the direction of 
the trend is available - from descending to ascending; 

¶ then, (in case of available maximum) the entire curve is divided into two branches: the 1st branch 
ς till the date of the maximum and the 2nd branch - after the peak. 

In case with available minimum: 1st branch ς till the date of the minimum and the 2nd branch - after the 
minimum. 

Data from the 1st and 2nd branch are considered separately and are approximated by linear trends (straight 
lines). The date at which it crossed the two approximating straight lines corresponds to the date at which it 
changes the direction of the linear trend - from ascending to descending or from descending to ascending. 

By extrapolation of the second (falling) trend can be predicted the date at which the starting concentration 
(75% GWQS in our case 60% TV) will be reached. Practically for the second RBMP Bulgaria used 60% from 
the TV. 

In Romania, the trend reversal assessment methodology consists also in the use of Gwstat software. This 
method assumes that the time series can be characterized by two linear trends with a slope change within 
the time interval (analysis period). Thus, by applying the 95% quantile of the distribution, a reversal of the 
trend is identified, if in the first section the slope of the trend is positive, and in the second section the slope 
of the trend is negative. The stages of the method of reversing the pollutant concentration tendency: 

¶ optimizing the choice of time sections regarding the shape of the resulting model; 

¶ examining the significance of the rift for the simple linear regression model based on the square 
of the residue sum; 

¶ conducting a statistical test to verify that the 2-section model is significantly more than a simple 
regression model. 

2.3.2.  GWB-12: Ipel/Ipoly GWB 

The Ipel/Ipoly TGWB is shared by Hungary and the Slovak Republic. GWB-12 (TABLE 2.3.2.1) is ICPDR GWB 
code, which is a unique identifier of TGWB (ICPDR, 2021a). National codes mark the individual GWBs forming 
the national part of a TGWB of basin wide importance. 

TABLE 2.3.2.1 

GWB codes (ICPDR, 2021a) 

GWB-12 National share HU-12, SK-12 

List of individual GW-bodies forming the whole 
national share (national code incl. country code) 

HU-12 HUAIQ583 

SK-12 SK1000800P 

2.3.2.1. Description of the ICPDR GWB 

The Ipoly-valley is situated on the border of Slovakia and Hungary, east of the Danube River. Its area is 145.8 
km2, the elevation varies between 290 m to 128 m a.s.l. The middle Ipoly-valley has an east to west direction, 
while the lower Ipoly-valley is a north to south one. Left side of the river belongs to Hungary. The middle-
Ipoly valley formed by several young refilling trenches, on the south is separated by a defined morphological 
barrier showing terrace-like river valley. Several river terraces form the lower-Ipoly-valley between the 
.ǀǊȊǎǀƴȅ ŀƴŘ IŜƭŜƳōŀ ƘƛƭƭǎΦ aƻǊǇƘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ǇŜŘƛƳŜƴǘ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊƛǾŜǊ ǳǇ 
to 200 m a.s.l. 

The surrounding area of this aquifer suffers from lack of water, while these GWBs are important local drinking 
water resources in Slovakia and Hungary. Therefore, collaboration between SK and HU to delineate the HU 
and SK GWBs as common TGWB is a key to maintain safe water supply in sufficient quantities (TABLE 

2.3.2.1.1). The alluvial deposits of the Ipel/Ipoly River extend on both sides of the Hungarian-Slovakian 
border. The aquifer supplies drinking water to a population of approx. 170 000 inhabitants in Slovakia and 
50 000 inhabitants in Hungary. On the Hungarian side, due to the lowland character and upward flow system, 
the terrestrial ecosystems (Natura 2000 site) require surplus transpiration from groundwater; 7% of the area 
of the water body is under nature conservation. The recharge zone is in Slovakia and Hungary; thus the 
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available groundwater resource and the status of the terrestrial ecosystems depend on the lateral flow from 
the neighboring countries. Both sides of the GWBs have issues with groundwater quality problems. The 
Ipel/ Ipoly River had formed a 0-10 meters thick alluvial deposit, along the stretch of approximately 80km of 
the river, which forms a natural boundary between Slovakia and Hungary. More importantly, hydraulic 
connection between the SK100080OP ς HUAIQ583 GWBs is anticipated (http://www.all -
in.sk/enwat/ipel.html). 

TABLE 2.3.2.1.1 

Characteristics of Ipel/ Ipoly TGWB (ICPDR, 2021a) 

GWB 
National 

part 
Area 
(km2) 

Area 
(km2) 

Aquifer 
characteristics Main 

use 
Overlying 
strata (m) 

Criteria for 
importance Aquifer 

type 
Confined 

GWB-12 
Ipel/Ipoly 

HU-12 

344 

146 

P No 
DRW, 
AGR 

0ς10 

DRW 
protection, 
dependent 
ecosystems, 

GW 
resources 

SK-12 198 

Aquifer type: P = porous, K = karst, F = fissured;  
Main use: DRW = drinking water, AGR = agriculture, IRR = irrigation, IND = Industry, SPA = balneology, CAL = caloric energy, OTH = other 

The middle and the lower part of the Ipoly-valley significantly differ in geology. In the area of upper-Ipoly-
valley, the maximum 10 meters thick soil covers the alluvial sand, sandy gravel sediments. Below the 
maximum few tenth meters thick Holocene-Pleistocene sequence, several hundred meters thick Oligocene 
schlier, sandstoneΣ Ŏƭŀȅ ǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜ ό{ȊŞŎǎŞƴȅƛ ǎŎƘƭƛŜǊΣ tŞǘŜǊǾłǎłǊŀƛ ǎŀƴŘǎǘƻƴŜΣ YƛǎŎŜƭƭƛ Ŏƭŀȅ ŀƴŘ IłǊǎƘŜƎȅ 
sandstone) covers the schist and gneiss basement. In the area of lower-Ipoly-valley below the few meters 
thick alluvial sand and gravel sediment few hundred meters thick Miocene marl, limestone sequence (Lajta 
ƭƛƳŜǎǘƻƴŜΣ {ȊƛƭłƎȅ ŎƭŀȅŜȅ ƳŀǊƭύ ŎƻǾŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƎƳŀǘƛŎ ǘǳŦŦǎ όbŀƎȅǾǀƭƎȅƛ 5ŀŎƛǘŜ ǘǳŦŦύ ǎŜŘƛƳŜƴǘǎΦ 

The lower boundary of the GWB is formed by the thick low permeability schlier and sandstone formations, 
respectively thicƪ ŎƭŀȅŜȅ ƳŀǊƭ ŀǉǳƛǘŀǊŘ ό{ȊƛƭłƎȅƛ ŎƭŀȅŜȅ ƳŀǊƭύΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƛǾŜǊ ǘŜǊǊŀŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ tƭŜƛǎǘƻŎŜƴŜ ŦƭǳǾƛƻ-eolian 
sand and loess is a good water bearing strata, however the main aquifer is a few meters thick (4 m in average) 
Holocene fluvial sand and gravel along the river. The recharge of the upper part of the river is in Slovakia, 
while the middle and lower part of it is recharged on both sides of the river. 

The area of interest is delimited by the extent of the youngest alluvium of the river Ipoly/Ipel and partially 
also of some of its tributaries. The alluvium lies on the impermeable clayey sediments of the Neogene filling 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ WǳƘƻǎƭƻǾŜƴǎƪł ŀƴŘ tƻŘǳƴŀƧǎƪł ǇŀƴǾŀ ōŀǎƛƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ƭƻǾŀƪƛŀƴ ǎƛŘŜΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ GWB there are mainly alluvial 
and terrestrial gravel, sandy gravel, sand, stratigraphic classification of Pleistocene - Holocene as collector 
rocks. In hydrogeological collectors of the formation, the inter-grain permeability prevails. The general 
direction of groundwater flow in the alluvial floodplain of the quaternary formation SK1000800P is more or 
less parallel to the course of the main flow. Intergranular GWB of Quaternary sediments of the Ipel River is 
in the Hron watershed area. The evaluated area (agricultural land including arable land, grassland, pastures 
and permanent crops plantations) shares 86.69% of total GWB area, rest of GWB area land cover is 
represented by forests, semi-natural land, surface water tables and artificial surfaces. Within the GWB area, 
the evaluated area creates large and compact patterns which regularly cover the whole area. In general, 
GWBs show lowered potential of soil regarding possible negative influence of surface contamination to 
groundwater. 

The main aquifer is the alluvial sediments of the river Ipoly/Ipel and the connecting terraces. Their thickness 
is about 4-10 m, or more. The gravels and sands are covered with 1.5-4 m of clayey flood sediments. The 
changing thickness sometimes causes the occurrence of the confined groundwater. The gravels and sands 
have high transmissivity. The width of the river floodplain is about 1-2 km, but in some places, it is only tens 
of meters. Groundwater recharge occurs by infiltration of precipitations and infiltration of surface water at 
high water levels. The changing (decreasing) surface water level of the river has a negative impact on the 
water supply possibilities. Strong variability of groundwater chemical composition and quality is 

http://www.all-in.sk/enwat/ipel.html
http://www.all-in.sk/enwat/ipel.html
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characteristic for the Ipel region. Ca-Mg-HCO3 groundwater type dominates as the result of dissolution of 
carbonates. Groundwater qualitative properties in the region reflect either the natural character of the area 
or the addition of compounds due to anthropogenic activities. 

Anthropogenic contamination of groundwater is mostly originated by agricultural activities and production 
of waste waters. It is mainly contamination of the uppermost groundwater horizons that occurs in the area. 
Deteriorated groundwater quality is mainly characterized by high contents of nitrates, chlorides, ammonia 
ions, phosphates or specific organic parameters (PAH, COD) and occasionally pesticides. Locally high 
pesticide concentrations (> 0.5 mg/l) are found in both surface water and in groundwater along the Ipoly/Ipel 
valley. Pesticides in unsaturated soils can be released by erosion, which can be increased by climate change. 
Nitrates also have a substantial impact on the shallow parts (0-20 m) of the groundwater systems. In general, 
detected pesticide concentrations suggest that water quality can be considered to be at risk until further 
investigations will be made and the additional measures as defined by WFD, will be taken. Furthermore, 
besides the anthropogenic pressures the locally important drinking water resource has high natural sulphate 
content and electric conductivity. The whole GWB is highly sensitive to climatic changes. 

2.3.2.2. Description of status assessment methodology 

2.3.2.2.1. Chemical status 

Assessment of the chemical status of groundwater in Hungary was conducted by analyzing the chemical data 
of individual MPs within each of the GWBs and by identifying the pressures - sources of pollution (ICPDR, 
2021a). The NBLs were calculated and used to determine TVs. TVs have been determined according to CIS 
Guidance No.18. Contamination limits have been determined for all indicators listed in Annex II Part B of the 
GWD and indicators of the report under Article 5 of the GWD. 

The following parameters were investigated: 

¶ the NBL was determined for the following components: nitrates, ammonium, specific conductivity, 
sulphates, chlorides, arsenic, cadmium, lead, mercury, phosphates; 

¶ for each MP the median concentration of each parameter of the studied period was compared to 
the TVs (determined for each GWB) or standard values (in the case of nitrates, metals and 
pesticides); 

¶ different tests were conducted to assess GWB status: diffuse pollution test (nitrate, ammonium, 
and orthophosphate), drinking water supply tests for numerous elements or components in both 
drinking water wells and monitoring wells and trend analysis based on the data of the surveillance 
monitoring system; studied components of these tests are: nitrate, ammonium, chloride, sulphate, 
specific conductivity, mercury, lead, cadmium, pesticides and organics, furthermore in the trend 
analysis pH and dissolved oxygen; 

¶ based on these tests, GWB was evaluated 

The methodology for assessing chemical status in Slovak Republic followed the requirements of the GWD as 
well as the recommendations of the CIS Guidance Document No.18. The assessment of the chemical status 
of GWB in the conditions of the Slovak Republic consisted of the following tests (ICPDR, 2021a): 

¶ General quality assessment (GQA) test - years 2016-2017; 

¶ drinking water protected areas (DWPAs) test - period 2008-2017; 

¶ test of significant diminution of associated surface water chemistry and ecology due to transfer of 
pollutant from the GWB - named as Surface water test - period 2013-2018. 

For all tests, the procedure was based on a comparison of the arithmetic means of the concentration of the 
individual component with quality standards (QS) or thresholds values (TV) for each MP. If no exceedances 
of the QS/TV were recorded in all MPs, the whole GWB was evaluated in good chemical status. If exceedances 
of QS/TVs were recorded than the methodologies were as follows: 

¶ in the GQA or DWPA test, data aggregation to the whole GWB was performed. If the calculated total 
area of exceedance of the QS/TV was less than 20% of the total area of the GWB, the GWB was 
evaluated in good status. If the exceedance of more than 20% of the total area of the GWB was 
recorded and based on expert judgment, the GWB was evaluated in poor chemical status; 
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¶ in the Surface water test, each GWB (with the relevant groundwater MP) associated with the SWB 
was assessed individually, taking into account the hydrological criterion, the hydrogeological 
criterion, the groundwater and surface water concentration profile, dilution (if data available) and 
that the estimated load of pollutant from groundwater transferred to associated surface water could 
be more than 50%, the GWB was evaluated in poor chemical status. 

2.3.2.2.2. Quantitative status 

To determine the overall quantitative status for a GWB, a series of tests should be applied that considers the 
impacts of anthropogenically induced long-term alterations in groundwater level and/or flow. Each test will 
assess whether the GWB is meeting the relevant environmental objectives. The quantitative status in 
Hungary has been assessed taking into account CIS Guidance No.18. The following criteria have been used 
(ICPDR, 2021a): 

¶ groundwater alteration (drawdown) test; 

¶ water balance test; 

¶ surface water flow test; 

¶ GDTEs test; 

¶ saline or other Intrusion test. 

Assessment of groundwater quantitative status in Slovak Republic consists of 4 tests (ICPDR, 2021a): 

¶ balance assessment of GWBs for the period 2013-2017 and evaluation of the long-term trend of 
development of balance levels of GWBs for the period 2004-2018; 

¶ evaluation of the existence of significant declining trends in the groundwater level and spring yield 
in GWBs for the period 2007-2016 processed by aggregation of point results of groundwater 
quantity monitoring in the facilities of the state hydrological network of the SHMI; 

¶ assessment of the impact of groundwater quantity on the status of terrestrial ecosystems 
dependent on groundwater; 

¶ assessment of the impact of groundwater quantity on surface water. 

2.3.2.3. Groundwater threshold value relationships 

In the Slovak Republic, the NBL was determined and used to derive the TV. The TV were determined for all 
indicators listed in Part B of Annex II to Directive 2006/118/EC and in Directive 2014/80/EU. The TV for the 
inorganic substances were derived according to the formula: TV = (NBL + DWS)/2. The TV for organic 
compounds were derived using the formula: TV = 0.75 * DWS. These TVs were used for GQA and DWPA tests. 

An updated list of the TV established for each GWB was published in the amended Regulation of the 
Government of the Slovak republic No.282/2010 (Regulation, 2010). 

For the Surface water test, the TV were derived as follows: TV = CV = AF * EQS (surface water standard)/DF, 
where AF (Attenuation factor) and DF (Dilution factor) are equal to 1 (the worst case). For that GWB where 
the NBL was higher than the TV due to natural hydrogeological reasons, the TV was set up as TV = NBL. 

In Hungary, EQS for herbicides and total pesticides, tri- and tetrachloroethylene based on 201/2001 (X.25.) 
governmental decree (Governmental, 2001) and the 6/2009. (IV.14.) KvVM-9Ǹa-FVM common ministerial 
decree (KvVM-9Ǹa-FVM, 2009) in correspondence to I. Annex of the 2006/118/EC Directive. 

In Hungary, more than 95% of drinking water is from subsurface waters, so for all other components the 
DWS is applicable. For those GWBs where the NBL was higher than the DWS due to natural hydrogeological 
reasons, the TVs for ammonium, SO4 and EC were defined by taking into account these higher values, as 
described in Guidance Document No.18. 

TVs and NBLs established for the Ipel/Ipoly TGWB (GWB-12) are presented in TABLE 2.3.2.3.1. As in the case 
of the Upper Jurassic ς Lower Cretaceous TGWB (GWB-2) shared by Romania and Bulgaria, remarkable 
differences in the list of the pollutants and their TVs and NBLs set by Hungary and Slovak Republic are visible. 
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TABLE 2.3.2.3.1 

TVs of GWB-12 (ICPDR, 2021a) 

Country Pollutant/indicator TV (or range) NBL (or range) 
Level of TV 

establishment 
(national, RBD, GWB) 

Hungary Nitrates (NO3
-) 50-no TV mg/l 9.5 mg/l GWB 

Hungary Ammonium (NH4
+) 2-no TV mg/l 1.1 mg/l GWB 

Hungary Conductivity 
2500-no TV 
˃{κŎƳ 

570 ˃ {κŎƳ GWB 

Hungary Sulphates (SO4
2-) 500-no TV mg/l 284 mg/l GWB 

Hungary Chlorides (Cl-) 50-no TV mg/l 119 mg/l GWB 

Hungary Phosphates (PO4
2-) 2mg/l 0.91 mg/l GWB 

Hungary Cadmium (Cd) 5-ƴƻ ¢± ˃Ǝκƭ лΦлт ˃Ǝκƭ National 

Hungary Lead (Pb) 10-ƴƻ ¢± ˃Ǝκƭ лΦнфо ˃Ǝκƭ National 

Hungary Mercury (Hg) 1-ƴƻ ¢± ˃Ǝκƭ лΦллр ˃Ǝκƭ National 

Hungary Trichloroethylene (TCE) 10-ƴƻ ¢± ˃Ǝκƭ - National 

Hungary Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) 10-ƴƻ ¢± ˃Ǝκƭ - National 

Hungary 
Absorbed organic halogens 
(AOX) 

20-ƴƻ ¢± ˃Ǝκ - National 

Hungary 
Pesticides  
(by components) 

0.1-ƴƻ ¢± ˃Ǝκƭ - National 

Hungary Pesticides (total) 0.5-ƴƻ ¢± ˃Ǝκƭ - National 

The Slovak Republic Ammonium (NH4
+) 0.9 mg/l 0.9 mg/l GWB 

The Slovak Republic Arsenic (As) с ˃Ǝκƭ н ˃Ǝκƭ GWB 

The Slovak Republic Benzene лΦу ˃Ǝκƭ - National 

The Slovak Republic Cadmium (Cd) нΦф ˃Ǝκƭ лΦт ˃Ǝκƭ GWB 

The Slovak Republic Chlorides (Cl-) 135.7 mg/l 21.3 mg/l GWB 

The Slovak Republic Chromium (Cr) нс ˃Ǝκƭ н ˃Ǝκƭ GWB 

The Slovak Republic Copper (Cu) млло ˃Ǝκƭ 6 ˃ Ǝκƭ GWB 

The Slovak Republic Iron (total) (Fetot) 0.15 mg/l 0.10 mg/l GWB 

The Slovak Republic Lead (Pb) т ˃Ǝκƭ р ˃Ǝκƭ GWB 

The Slovak Republic Manganese (Mn) 0.1 mg/l 0.1 mg/l GWB 

The Slovak Republic Mercury (Hg) лΦс ˃Ǝκ лΦм ˃Ǝκƭ GWB 

The Slovak Republic Nitrates (NO3
-) 50 mg/l 1.5 mg/l GWB 

The Slovak Republic Nitrites (NO2
-) 0.26 mg/l 0.02 mg/l GWB 

The Slovak Republic Phosphates (PO4
2-) 0.24 mg/l 0.08 mg/l GWB 

The Slovak Republic Sodium (Na+) 119.8 mg/l 39.6 mg/l GWB 

The Slovak Republic Sulphates (SO4
2-) 140.8 mg/l 31.6 mg/l GWB 

The Slovak Republic 
Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) + 
Trichloroethylene (TCE) 

тΦр ˃Ǝκƭ - National 

2.3.2.4. Description of the trend assessment methodology 

Trend is assessed separately for groundwater quality and quantity in the Slovak Republic at which for trends 
in quantity the procedure applies for all GW quantity monitoring sites. The assessment follows a stepwise 
procedure. Consisting of the evaluation of the data sets and the MPs (no gaps in time series are allowed and 
data from 2007ς2016 were used), consisting of the performance of the non-parametric Mann-Kendall trend 
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test (95% confidence level) and the regression analysis. GWBs with decreasing trends but with no evidence 
of abstraction are excluded from assessment in the 2nd RBMP. 

For assessing trends in concentrations of pollutants in groundwater the evaluation period was 2007-2016. 
The results of surveillance and operational monitoring were applied for the assessment. Monitoring 
frequency depends on the GWB type. In the analysis the values < LoQ are replaced by LoQmax/2. Trend 
assessment is only performed if the number of values < LoQ is less than 50%. Non-parametric Mann-Kendall 
test with 5% significance level was applied for trend evaluation. For time series showing a normal 
distribution, the statistical significance of the trend was also tested by the parametric method (ANOVA) with 
5% significance level. Then for all times series with statistically significant upwards trends, the statistically 
significant upward trend was evaluated and identified if the median of the values measured over the last 2 
years was higher than 0.75*QS/TV or the calculated predicted value of the linear trend up to 2026 (regression 
model calculated by the least squares method or Sen's nonparametric procedure) was higher than QS/TV. 
The significant sustained upward trends of pollutant concentrations were identified at the level of MPs and 
at the GWB level. 

The starting point for trend reversal was placed where the concentration of the pollutant reaches 75% of the 
QS/TV of the relevant pollutant. 

To assess the trend of pollutant concentrations in Hungary, chemical data of the surveillance monitoring 
systems were used for the period of 2000 to 2012. The trend analysis was done using the Matlab program 
package of Mann-YŜƴŘŀƭƭ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŦƛǘǘŜŘ {ŜƴΩǎ ǎƭƻǇŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŜǇǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŜƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǿŜǊŜΥ 

¶ during the trend assessment of all components for all monitoring objects were created using yearly 
average data and excluding time series with less than 4 data points; 

¶ the trend of GWB level aggregates of yearly data was assessed as well. 

Significant upward or downward trends were identified on 95% significance level using Mann-Kendall 
ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ǿƛǘƘ {ŜƴΩǎ ǎƭƻǇŜ. 

2.3.2.5. Description of the trend reversal assessment methodology 

Trend reversal assessment methodology in the Slovak Republic consists also based on GWstat software. 
Time series were included in the assessment, on the basis of which significant sustained upward trends at 
the level of GWBs were classified. The time series entering the evaluation were supplemented by data 
monitored in previous years so that the evaluation period was 14 years. The evaluation was performed by 
dynamically dividing the time series into two sections with different lengths and then evaluating the 
statistical significance of the trends separately for each allocated section. 

A reversal of the trend was indicated if the following conditions were met at the same time: the statistical 
significance of the trends evaluated within individual sections is higher than the statistical significance of the 
trend evaluated on the basis of all data forming the evaluated time series, the section representing the 
results of monitoring in the older period shows a statistically significant upward trend, which is followed by 
a statistically significant decreasing trend evaluated on the basis of the results of monitoring in the newer 
period. 

In the case of Hungary, it has been only mentioned that in order to assess the trend reversal of pollutant 
concentrations two consecutive time periods were compared and evaluated (ICPDR, 2021a). 

2.3.3.  Additional comments and suggestions from the experts of the Slovak Republic and 
Hungary 

As can be seen, the information in the internet sources and project materials is relatively general and 
therefore the opinion of the dedicated experts and the detailed information in their possession are essential 
in the context of the WaterAct project. It should be mentioned that it was very difficult to reach people 
already involved in the process of establishing TGWBs at EU level, as they are likely very busy experts who 
did not have enough time to share detailed and very specific information. 

Below is a summary of the experiences and opinions of two external experts involved in the delineation 
process of TGWBs in the Slovak Republic and Hungary. Valuable comments referred to here are provided by 
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wŞƪŀ Dŀǳƭ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ LƴǘŜǊƛƻǊΣ IǳƴƎŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ tŜǘŜǊ aŀƭƛƪ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ DŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ {ǳǊǾŜȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ƭƻǾŀƪ 
Republic. 

!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ Dŀǳƭ wŞƪŀ όǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴύ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǇǊƛnciples of GWB in Hungary were: 

¶ separation of the main geological features: porous aquifers in the basins, karstic aquifers, mixed 
formations of the mountainous regions, other than karstic aquifers; 

¶ thermal GWBs were separated according to the temperature greater than 30ϲ/. In the case of 
porous aquifers it is done vertically, while in karstic aquifers horizontally. There are no thermal 
aquifers in the mountainous regions other than karstic; 

¶ further division is related to the subsurface catchment areas and vertical flow system (in the case 
of porous aquifers) and to the structural and hydrological units (in the case of karstic aquifers and 
mountainous regions). 

The entire territory of Hungary lies in the Danube River Basin, where the ICPDR coordinates RBM planning at 
basin level. For each RBMP cycle ς in addition to the RBMPs prepared by the countries ς a so-called roof 
report is prepared and sent to the EC including all relevant information on Danube Basin countries at basin 
level. The roof report also includes TGWBs, but only those that are bi- or trilaterally agreed by neighboring 
countries and nominated for Danube level. The draft of the last roof report including the most recent 
information (ICPDR, 2021a) has been referred to in the previous chapter of this report. The older editions of 
WFD reports can be found on the following website: http://icpdr.org/main/activities-projects/river-basin-
management. 

First TGWBs were delineated in the process of 1st DRBMP preparation, by contacting neighboring countries. 
Hungary has bilateral water agreements (water commissions) with all 7 neighboring countries, which were 
the main forum of TGWBs (and also SWBs) delineation and harmonization. Subgroups were established to 
deal with the ²C5 ǘŀǎƪǎΣ ƛƴ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘŜΦ Dŀǳƭ wŞƪŀ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƴƻ 
TGWBs were established with Austria or Slovenia in lack of political interest from the Austrian or Slovenian 
side. In the subgroups the representatives of the relevant ministries and experts of the background institutes 
responsible for delineation were present. The main idea behind the delineation of TGWBs was to forego 
conflicts with neighboring countries, because it seemed to be easier to find solutions as early as possible in 
order to avoid future problems if TGWBs are already set. 

tŜǘŜǊ aŀƭƝƪ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ DŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ {ǳǊǾŜȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ƭƻǾŀƪ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ όǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴύΣ 
that TGWBs were delineated, if both partner countries decided to do so. If one άtransboundary countryέ 
decides not to delineate the TGWBs, the TGWBs do not exist (formally, of course). Slovakia has agreement 
only with Hungary and up to now, there are 5 possible TGWBs. Austria did not enter the negotiations with 
the Slovak Republic (there was one possible TGWB) and the Czech Republic considered the groundwater 
exchange to be too small to delineate TGWBs. The Slovak Republic had negotiations with the official Polish 
delegation too, but until now both possible TGWBs are not mutually agreed officially. 

!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ IǳƴƎŀǊƛŀƴ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ όDŀǳƭ wŞƪŀΣ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴύΣ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƭƛƴŜŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎǘŜǇ 
horizontal boundaries of the TGWBs were agreed on at state borders based on the available geological, 
hydrogeological information (available from international bi- or multilateral projects). These delineations 
were considered as an aggregate of GWBs at national level, to be able to harmonize national delineation 
criteria with transboundary criteria. Due to different approaches in GWB delineation, it was not possible to 
harmonize GWB boundaries, therefore aggregates ς hydrogeological units were delineated and are reported 
on at Danube level, whereas at national level countries provide data and carry out assessment at GWB level; 
e. g. in case of porous aquifers vertical delineation of TGWBs has not been agreed upon until now due to 
different national approaches, so in case of problems the whole unit has to be investigated. 

tŜǘŜǊ aŀƭƝƪ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŘŜƭƛƴŜŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ς GWBs delineated in respective countries 
were administratively connected. The problem was that the methodology of GWBsΩ ŘŜƭƛƴŜŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ 
different in Hungary and the Slovak Republic ς Hungary applied άTothianέ theory, but the Slovak Republic, 
similarly to the Czech Republic, re-classification of groundwater administrative units, which existed already 
ŦƻǊ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΦ tŜǘŜǊ aŀƭƝƪ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƘȅŘǊƻƎŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ 
with άwater officersέ at respective water administration that groundwater exchange occurs at distinct places 
with sufficiently relevant intensity ς this is an important aspect for the delineation of TGWBs. Furthermore, 

http://icpdr.org/main/activities-projects/river-basin-management
http://icpdr.org/main/activities-projects/river-basin-management
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problems arose in the early years due to the need to unify the units of measurement, reporting layouts and 
coordinate systems used in the neighboring countries. 

Between 2006 and 2008, the Geological Institute of Hungary - a#CL ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ DŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ƻŦ 
5ƛƻƴȇȊ ~ǘǳǊ - ~D¨5~ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǿŀǘŜǊ 
management plan for three TGWBs in Northern Hungary and Southern Slovakia. These three regions were 
the Ipoly/Ipel river region, Aggtelek - {ƭƻǾŀƪ YŀǊǎǘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ .ƻŘǊƻƎ ǊƛǾŜǊ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ άaƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ 
and assessment of Hungarian-Slovak TGWBs; Environmental state and sustainable management of 
Hungarian-Slovakian TGWBs ό9b²!¢ύέ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ Lb¢9ww9D LLL! tǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǎǘŜǇ 
forward in the creation of a joint Hungarian-Slovakian water management plan by supplying basic data and 
fresh information on TGWBs (BreȊǎƴȅłƴǎȊƪȅ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллу). As a result of this project the list of monitoring 
objects, water quality maps, transboundary groundwater models were elaborated, but the responsibility is 
ƴƻǿ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƘŀƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊǎ όtŜǘŜǊ aŀƭƝƪΣ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘion). 

The harmonization of status assessment of TGWBs (TVs, trend assessment, monitoring network) is rather 
ŦƻǊƳŀƭ όDŀǳƭ wŞƪŀΣ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴύΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5w.at ǘƘŜ 
Groundwater Task Group of ICPDR collects data of national status assessments and prepares a river basin 
assessment for the TGWBs aggregates. However, negotiations for adjustment in case of differences are rare. 

Unfortunately, after the first RBMP capacity and enthusiasm has decreased, not much progress has been 
made, except for Hungary and the Slovak Republic relations, where a new TGWB (GWB-12: Ipel/Ipoly ς 
discussed in previous chapter) was delineated and the boundaries of an existing TGWBs were modified 
recently. The main reason behind (in case of Hungary) is the lack of capacity, but also a lack of real interest 
and strong requirement of the EC ƻƴ ǘǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ƘŀǊƳƻƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ όDŀǳƭ wŞƪŀΣ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴύΦ Lǘ 
is emphasized even more broadly (Lipponen & Chilton, 2018), that although the legal basis for cooperation 
in managing transboundary waters in the pan-European region is well developed, most existing agreements 
do not explicitly refer to groundwaters or their application to groundwaters remains limited. There is a need 
to improve the legal frameworks for cooperation and strengthen institutions for the management and 
protection of groundwaters. 

The experts pointed out that in case of difficulties bilateral water commissions are the forum for 
negotiations. And finally, one important lesson learnt was that expert level is not enough to have TGWBs, 
political willingness at both sides (countries) is essential to take on responsibility for the share and common 
use of groundwaters and to ensure adequate capacity at both sides to deal with tasks and possible problems 
that may arise. 

2.4. Recommendations for the WaterAct project partners 

This chapter of the report (expert assessment) is aimed to describe what practical experience, based on 
literature review and the two cases (Upper Jurassic ς Lower Cretaceous GWB and the Ipel/Ipoly GWB) could 
be used in the identification and management of Estonian-Latvian TGWBs. 

Within the WaterAct project close cooperation continues between the Estonian and Latvian organizations 
involved in the preparation of RBMPs to improve the efficiency of joint groundwater resources management 
in the transboundary area. Joint transboundary management of the Gauja/Koiva and Salaca/Salatsi river 
basins is necessary for both countries to implement the requirements of the EU water policy. The project will 
ensure a harmonized approach to the management of groundwater resources and the assessment of the 
status of GWBs in the Latvian-Estonian transboundary area. 

To develop harmonized principles for joint assessment and management of groundwater resources, several 
meetings have been already organized. These meetings covered methodologies and approaches in both 
partner countries, ranging from strategies for conceptual understanding and modeling to delineation of 
GWBs and assessment of their overall status, pressures identification and assessment (WaterAct, 2020; 
2021). It was concluded that there are differences between shared methodologies and approaches between 
the two partner countries, and some methodologies are only available in one country (e.g. trend assessment 
strategies are only available to Estonian partners), but in general the approaches are considered related. The 
last WaterAct meeting on harmonization of approaches took place on 17.06.2021 as an online event (MS 
Teams platform), where the issues related conceptual model development, pressure assessment approaches 
and GWB chemical and quantitative status assessment approaches were discussed (Krauze, 2021). The 
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meeting showed that in many cases harmonization of methodologies is possible, but in some cases (e.g. 
GAAEs, water balance assessment test) it is outside the scope of the WaterAct project in terms of time and 
lack of data. It also turned out that further data and information exchange is key to the success of the 
harmonization process. 

For groundwater resource management across Latvia-Lithuania border, Lithuanian Geological Survey and 
Latvian Environment, Geology and Meteorology Centre have an institutional cooperation, within which many 
factors were considered ς differences between aquifer vertical boundaries, delineated GWBs, not unified 
hydro-stratigraphic classifications, groundwater level distribution and strategies for groundwater monitoring 
(LGS-LEGMC, 2019). As a result of this project, 5 groups of TGWBs have been delineated and agreed to be 
further managed as joint GWBs. The report discusses the following subjects ς national GWB delineation 
principles in transboundary areas, harmonization of groundwater management units and preliminary status 
assessment of common GWB groups. However, the authors are forced to admit that addressing the above 
listed problems and assessing the necessity of harmonization requires large financial investment that can be 
realized only in the long run. The results of the cooperation on Latvian-Lithuanian border could also provide 
some tips and examples for the delineation of Estonian and Latvian TGWBs. However, given the fact that the 
geological and administrative delineation of Estonian-Latvian TGWBs is in principle nearing completion and 
that harmonization, which is the basis for the status assessment, is under way, this project may not provide 
much support in case of WaterAct activities. 

During Interreg Estonia-[ŀǘǾƛŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ άWƻƛƴǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎtems in 
transboundary Gauja/YƻƛǾŀ ǊƛǾŜǊ ōŀǎƛƴ όDǊƻǳƴŘ9ŎƻύέΣ joint methodology for identification and assessment 
of GDTEs was developed which was used to identify GDEs in transboundary Gauja/Koiva river basin. The 
project was focused primarily on the assessment of GDTEs in line with the WFD, as well as for better 
understanding of GDTEs functioning and linkage with groundwater resources. However, some findings of the 
project also apply to Estonian-Latvian TGWBs more broadly. The final report of this project (wŜǘƛƫŜ Ŝǘ ŀƭΣ 
2020) brings out that the number and location of MPs for the quantitative status of TGWBs must additionally 
allow to evaluate the direction and quantity of groundwater flow across the state border. This finding is in 
line with the Slovakian expertΩs statement, referred above, that groundwater exchange with sufficiently 
relevant intensity is an important aspect for the delineation of TGWBs. The authors of the report (wŜǘƛƫŜ Ŝǘ 
al, 2020) also proposed that transboundary groundwater monitoring between Estonia and Latvia is 
encouraged to harmonize monitoring approaches and improve the usage potential of shared national 
groundwater datasets and encourage transboundary cooperation. It was also noted that groundwater 
monitoring stations could be installed at the Latvian-Estonian border for transboundary groundwater 
monitoring and laboratory intercalibration needs. The author of the current report agrees with their 
suggestions. 

As it has been mentioned earlier, the EC provides very general and non-binding guidance on how to delineate 
GWBs (EC, 2003b). Due to varying hydrogeological conditions, data availability and local knowledge base, the 
chosen methodologies and final amount of GWBs vary significantly within MS (EC, 2004). 

An analysis of the revised EU Directives and their guidance documents during this study showed also that 
these documents do not provide much explicit and detailed guidance concerning the TGWBs and they 
mention in very general manner the issues like the delineation of TGWBs, the assessment of their status and 
the bases for the criteria on which the status assessment should be performed. Thus, the Guidance 
Documents provide only an overall methodological approach, but will need to be tailored to the specific 
circumstances of each EU MS. Thus, the literature review leaves an understanding that the ways, how to 
delineate and assess the TGWBs is largely a matter for the MS themselves and the expert committees and 
working groups set up by those states. This fact was also confirmed by the external experts questioned, who 
declared that in order to move forward with the theme, the water commissions (having bilateral agreements) 
have been established and act as the main forum of TGWBs delineation and harmonization. In places 
subgroups have been established to deal with specific the WFD tasks, in case of neighboring countries willing 
to cooperate. In the case of the WaterAct project, this condition is met because both Latvian and Estonian 
specialists, as well as water politicians, participate in the project. Continued cooperation and exchange of 
information within the WaterAct project team is a key solution to the problems that have arisen and as the 
current assessment also shows that detailed guidance is not available, harmonization issues need to be 
addressed on the basis of the expertise and best judgment of the project teamΩs specialists. Guidance 
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Documents discussed in the first chapter of this report provide an overall methodological approach, but will 
need to be tailored to the specific circumstaƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ άǘǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ MSέΦ 

Depending on the region, the delineation and assessment of TGWBs within the European countries, is at a 
different stage. First TGWBs in the Danube River Basin were delineated in the process of 1st Danube River 
Basin Management Plan (DRBMP1) preparation, by contacting neighboring countries. Today, already the 
draft of the 3rd roof report (DRBMP3) has been prepared (ICPDR, 2021a), but as it is seen from the case 
studies presented, bilateral harmonization of GWBs is still ongoing process. The assessment methodologies 
applied in Upper Jurassic ς Lower Cretaceous GWB and Ipel /Ipoly GWB differ significantly in transboundary 
countries. Therefore, these example TGWBs do not provide detailed guidance that could be implemented 
under the WaterAct project. As can be seen from the opinions of external experts, technical details are likely 
to be disseminated in local working groups (water commissions) and not published or shared externally. This 
is also the reason why the author of the current expert opinion did not reach such detailed instructions even 
through thorough internet searches and by contacting the experts from other EU countries. 

According to external experts, the harmonization of status assessment of TGWBs (TVs, trend assessment, 
ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪύ ƛǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ όDŀǳƭ wŞƪŀΣ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴύΣ ŀǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
preparation of the DRBMP the Groundwater Task Group of ICPDR collects data of national status assessments 
and prepares a river basin assessment for the TGWB aggregates. One reason here is probably already 
mentioned the lack of capacity, but the lack of real interest and strong requirement of EC on transboundary 
harmonization. 

Hopefully this will provide the WaterAct partners with some background information on TGWBs, their 
delineation and assessment in the EU context. The author of this expert opinion has not been involved in the 
process of establishing TGWBs itself and this work is based solely on the information gathered from literature 
sources and by interviewing external experts. 

The author is thankful to Rossitza Gorova from Executive Environment Agency, Bulgaria, Peter Malik from 
Geological Survey of Slovaƪ wŜǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀƴŘ wŞƪŀ Dŀǳƭ ŦǊƻƳ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ LƴǘŜǊƛƻǊΣ IǳƴƎŀǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ 
comments concerning TGWBsΦ YŜǊǎǘƛ ¢ǸǊƪ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ŀƴŘ YǊƛǎǘƛƛƴŀ 
hƧŀƳŅŜ ŦǊƻƳ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀƴ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ !ƎŜƴŎȅ ŀǊŜ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘŜƭǇ ƛƴ Ŧinding the necessary 
information and international contacts as well as for the fruitful discussions during the project. 
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3. Development of joint principles on common groundwater resources 
management and assessment is the cross-border Gauja/Koiva and 
Salaca/Salatsi river basins 

For further joint assessment of common groundwater resources management and assessment in the 
transboundary Gauja/Koiva and Salaca/Salatsi river basins, it was necessary to develop harmonized 
principles. Using the information and knowledge gained during exchanging experiences within consortium 
on groundwater resources management in each country (see Chapter 1), studying EU level guidelines and 
best practices from other countries (see Chapter 2), as well as exchanging and acquiring information during 
²tм !ŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ¢мΦп ά9ȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎǎ ŀǘ 9D¦ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ !ǎǎŜƳōƭȅ нлнмέ όAnnex 14) and 
!ŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ¢мΦо ά/ŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀǘ bƻǊŘƛŎ IȅŘǊƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ /ƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ нлннέ όAnnex 15), development of 
harmonized principles (in cases where that was possible due to available data amount and also taking into 
account the available resources: both human and financial, as well as the national legislation already in force 
in each country) took place. In scope of this chapter, attempt to develop harmonized principles was made 
for the following aspects of groundwater resources management and assessment: (1) conceptual 
model/understanding development of TGWBs, (2) NBLs and TVs delineation, (3) pressure assessment, (4) 
trend assessment and (5) GWB status assessment - chemical and quantitative. 

Within the framework of the exchange of experiences, a decision was made within the consortium that it 
will not be possible to harmonize some of the methodologies within the WaterAct project. These include the 
identification and assessment of GAAEs (see Chapter 1.4) and the assessment of groundwater vulnerability 
to nitrates pollution (see Chapter 1.5). 

In Latvia, identification and assessment of GAAEs was an ongoing process during the parallel project 
άLŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ [ŀǘǾƛŀƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ 
ōƻŘƛŜǎέ10 during which the development of methodologies for the identification and assessment of these 
ecosystems was developed, as well as their identification and assessment throughout the territory of Latvia 
(also including the Gauja and Salaca river basins). This project reached conclusion only at the very end of 
2021 and the results of it were available only at the beginning of 2022, as a result of which possible 
harmonization regarding the identification and assessment of these ecosystems was no longer possible 
considering the timeline of the WaterAct project. Also an important factor to take into account is the fact 
that surface water specialists (whose knowledge are vital for the harmonization of these methodologies) 
were not involved in the WaterAct project from the Latvian side. But considering the fact that during the 
aforementioned project the methodologies suitable for Latvia were developed strongly based on the 
experiences of Estonia (see Chapter 1.4), it is also possible to affirm that the methodologies used in both 
countries for the identification and assessment of GAAEs have already been harmonized to the nearest 
possible level. 

It was also decided that harmonization of groundwater vulnerability assessment to nitrates pollution during 
the WaterAct project is not necessary as in both countries such assessment is already carried out with 
accordance of Council Directive 91/676/EEC (the Nitrates Directive) and the nitrate vulnerable zones are not 
distributed in identified TGWBs on the Estonian side, but on the Latvian side it occupies a small part of the 
identified TGWBs D6 and A8 (central part of Latvia) where direct transboundary interaction was not 
identified (Borozdins et al, 2022). 

This report does not focus on TGWBs delineation and common groundwater monitoring principles and 
strategy development as these topics ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ ²tн ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ¢нΦн ά!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ 
ǘǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŀǊƳƻƴƛȊŜŘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ¢нΦо ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ DŀǳƧŀκYƻƛǾŀ ŀƴŘ {ŀƭŀŎŀκ{ŀƭŀǘǎƛ ǊƛǾŜǊ ōŀǎƛƴǎέΦ aƻǊŜ 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ²tн ά!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ 
resources in Gauja/Koiva and {ŀƭŀŎŀκ{ŀƭŀǘǎƛ ǊƛǾŜǊ ōŀǎƛƴǎέ όBorozdins et al, 2022). 

 
10 tǊƻƧŜŎǘ άLŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ [ŀǘǾƛŀƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘƛŜǎέ όŦƛƴŀƴŎŜŘ ōȅ 
Latvian Environmental Protection Fund). Available: https://lvafa.vraa.gov.lv/projects/1-08_205_2020  

https://lvafa.vraa.gov.lv/projects/1-08_205_2020
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3.1. Conceptual models of transboundary groundwater bodies 

After reviewing various European guidance documents (see Chapter 2), it was concluded that no overall 
definition of the conceptual model can be found, even though both the WFD and the GWD state that 
conceptual models must be used as the basis for GWB status assessment. The CIS Guidance Document No.26 
(EC, 2010) states that άa hydrogeological conceptual model describes and quantifies the relevant geological 
characteristics, flow conditions, hydrogeochemical and hydrobiological processes, anthropogenic activities 
and their interactionsάΦ Lƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ WFD, the main topic of the conceptual model is assessment of risk 
of the GWB not achieving the environmental and groundwater protection objectives: 

¶ prevent or limit the input of pollutants, 

¶ prevent the deterioration of the status of GWBs, 

¶ achieve good groundwater status (both chemical and quantitative); 

¶ implement measures to reverse any significant and sustained upward trend; 

¶ meet the requirements of the protected areas. 

Conceptual models can be used for several purposes within the groundwater management cycle - to 
understand the significance of pressures, to design and evaluate monitoring networks and to interpret 
monitoring data, to establish TVs, to perform status and trend assessment, and to plan measures. It also has 
to be kept in mind that the process of conceptual model development and maintenance is a cycling process 
which starts with a simple model and then follows with data collection and analysis, uncertainty assessment, 
and starts again with the refinement of it. Within the groundwater management cycle it has to be done once 
in 6 years (EC, 2010). 

In order to develop a common and harmonized structure for the conceptual models of identified Estonian-
Latvian TGWBs, comparison of currently applied conceptual models (see Chapter 1.6) in both countries was 
initially carried out (Annex 6). During the comparison it was established that the development of conceptual 
models in more detail has taken place in Estonia. In both Estonia and Latvia, conceptual models are 
structured in two main parts - the first part consists of natural features of the hydrogeological system (e.g., 
geology, hydrodynamics, natural baseline chemistry, groundwater vulnerability etc.) while the other part is 
presenting the human activities in the area (e.g., groundwater abstraction, point/diffuse sources of pollution, 
etc.). All the data is structured in tables with the same structure for all GWBs to prevent misunderstandings 
during information interpretation between different GWBs. More detailed information could be found in 
conceptual models used in Estonia, while in the case of Latvia, the available information was somewhat 
sparser, but additional information (which is available in the case of Estonia) in most cases can be obtained 
from internal databases and/or the State Geological Fund. Therefore, within the framework of the WaterAct 
project, the decision within the consortium was made to adopt the Estonian conceptual model structure, 
transforming and supplementing it with additional elements from the conceptual model structure applied in 
the case of Latvia, in cases where such information was not included in the Estonian conceptual model 
structure. The final version and structure of joint and harmonized conceptual model structure is given in 
Annex 7. 

Comparison also revealed that in both countries conceptual models are accompanied with additional visual 
materials (see Chapter 1.6). Taking into account that visual materials differ in both countries, the decision 
within the consortium was reached that within the framework of the WaterAct project visual materials will 
be developed jointly for the hydrogeologically connected TGWBs. The overall content and visual solution was 
adopted from the Estonian visual materials, modifying and adapting them to the specifics and needs of the 
WaterAct project. The final versions of the prepared additional visual materials, as well as the prepared 
conceptual models of Estonian-Latvian TGWBs are available in the joint WP2 report (Borozdins et al, 2022). 

3.2. Natural background levels and threshold values of transboundary 
groundwater bodies 

The GWD, following Article 17 (1) and (2) of the WFD, lays down specific measures to prevent and control 
groundwater pollution. One of these measures include criteria for assessing groundwater good chemical 
status. Article 3 of the GWD depicts the criteria for assessing the chemical status of GWBs, including the GQS 
for nitrates and pesticides listed in Annex I to the Directive, as well as the TVs set by each MS following the 
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procedure set out in Annex II. Each MS must define TV for pollutants, groups of pollutants, or indicators of 
pollution identified as being capable of being characterized as GWBs or groups of sites as risk groups or 
groups, taking into account at least the list in Part B of Annex II. 

Under the GWD, TVs may be set at the national level, at the level of a RBD, or in a part of an iRBD lying within 
the territory of a MS, or at the level of a GWB. Each MS must ensure that setting of TVs for GWBs where 
groundwater crosses a national border is established in cooperation between the concerned MS, following 
Article 3 (4) of the WFD. If the risk of not achieving good groundwater status is not identified in the GWB 
during the initial characterization, further characterization and setting of TVs are not mandatory. 

In order to assess the current situation in both countries regarding the determination and use of NBLs and 
TVs for GWBs, comprehensive comparison of the currently used approaches used by both countries was 
initially carried out (Annex 8). The comparison showed that differences can be found between the 
approaches used in both countries and based on these differences recommendations for possible 
harmonization were developed. Major differences between approaches used in both countries were found 
in the first steps ς the preparation of the data set (treatment of samples under detection limits (DLs), as well 
as treatment of time series) and the treatment of anthropogenic influences (saline intrusion and agricultural 
influence). While at the EU level suggested approaches (which were also used in the case of Latvia) are to 
ǳǎŜ ѹ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5[ ǘƻ ǘǊŜŀǘ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ 5[ǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ MP (Wendland et al., 
2006), in the case of Estonia, the full DL value was used in the dataset and instead of median values, average 
values were calculated for the same MP. Although both techniques are the most common, the chosen 
methodological approach could become significant for the case where there are a lot of values under DLs 
and a lot of MPs with time series with significant trends. Also, in the case of Estonia, when preparing the data 
set, anthropogenic influence was not taken into account (regarding saline intrusion and agricultural 
influence), while the suggested approach at EU level is to remove samples with Na+ and Cl- concentrations 
sum higher than 1000 mg/l (in the case of saline intrusion) and to remove samples with NO3

- concentrations 
> 10 mg/l and samples with known presence of synthetic compounds (Wendland et al., 2006), all of which 
was done in the case of Latvia. Other identified differences were considered to be minor in the context of 
the WaterAct project, as both countries have relied on the BRIDGE methodology (Wendland et al., 2006; 
Annex 8). 

Taking into account the differences listed above in methodological approaches in both countries and 
seemingly necessary harmonization, it should be noted that with regard to the identified TGWBs and the 
NBLs and TVs set for them, in practically none of the cases defined TVs are used in the chemical status 
assessment (mostly in the case of Latvia), or they have not been determined at all (in the case of Estonia). 
This situation has arisen because (1) practically none of the identified TGWBs gave been identified as being 
at risk of not achieving good chemical status and/or no significant pressures have been identified in them 
(Borozdins et al, 2022), as well as (2) other EQS and LVs have been set at the national level in both countries, 
which have a higher priority and which are already being used in the chemical status assessment and are 
applicable to all GWBs (in the case of Estonia) (see Chapter 1.8.1.1) or applicable to GWBs identified as being 
at risk of not achieving good chemical status and/or with significant pressures (in the case of Latvia) (see 
Chapter 1.8.1.2). In Latvia, this is the case with GWB A8, for which the risk of not achieving good chemical 
status due to significant point pressure has been identified, as a result of which GWB-specific thresholds 
values are used for pressure-related indicators in chemical status assessment. From a transboundary 
perspective, it is necessary to emphasize that GWB A8 has a considerably large area and the identified 
significant point pressures are distributed in the Riga agglomeration area and they have no impact in a 
transboundary context ς it is physically impossible for any kind of pollution to reach the territory of Estonia 
due to geological conditions (Borozdins et al, 2022). In the future, it would be necessary to consider the 
possibility to delineate the area of the Riga agglomeration as a separate GWB from GWB A8, which would 
facilitate and improve the management of this territory and would not create a false impression of the 
common chemical status of GWB A8. 

In view of the above, an agreement was reached within the consortium that further harmonization of used 
methodologies is not necessary at this stage. The EQS and LVs set in the existing legislation at the national 
level in both countries and used in chemical status assessment of TGWBs will not be tackled and changed 
within the framework of the WaterAct project, as making changes to national legislative acts is not possible 
at this stage. For further status assessment of identified TGWBs, already applied EQS and LVs will be used 
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during the WaterAct project (additionally in the case of GWB A8, individual TVs applied for pressure-related 
indicators will be used). It should also be taken into account that in the cases of other countries and 
transboundary river basins the harmonization process has been rather formal than practical ς the countries 
have exchanged data on the applied EQS, LVs and TVs, and a decision has been made between the parties 
involved that they will be used in the future TGWBs status assessment (see Chapter 2.3). 

A summary of GQS, LVs and TVs that have been applied in both countries and will be used within the 
framework of the WaterAct project to assess the status of the identified TGWBs, is given in TABLE 3.2.1. 

TABLE 3.2.1 

Summary of GQS, LVs and TVs of identified Estonian-Latvian TGWBs  
for further chemical status assessment 

Pollutant/  
indicator U

n
it 

o
f 

m
e

a
s
u
re

-
m

e
n
t 

TV (EQS, LV) 

TGWB code 
Estonia Latvia 

Level of TV 
establishment 
(national, GWB) 

Nitrates (NO3
-) mg/l 

50 National 
21, 23, 25, 26 

D6, A10, P 

- 
27 (aerobic) 

25.2 (anaerobic) 
GWB A8 

Active substances in pesticides, 
including their relevant 
metabolites, degradation and 
reaction products(1) 

ҡƎκƭ 
0.1 

0.5 (total)(2) 
National 

21, 23, 25, 26 

D6, A8, A10, P 

Nitrites (NO2
-) mg/l - 0.5 National(3) A8 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l - 3 National(3) A8 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 

0.5 (aerobic) 

1.5 (anaerobic) 
0.425 

National 
GWB 

23, 25, 26 (aerobic) 

21 (anaerobic) 

A8 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l - 134 GWB A8 

Sulphates (SO42-) mg/l - 165 GWB A8 

Permanganate index (CODMn) mgO2/l  - 5 National(3) A8 

Sum of benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene and xylenes (BTEX) 

ҡƎκƭ - 5 National(3) A8 

Chemical oxygen demand (COD) mgO2/l  Җ р - National 21, 23, 25, 26 

pH level [pH] 6-9 - National 21, 23, 25, 26 

Trichlorethylene (TCE) ҡƎκƭ 70 5 
National 

National(3) 
21, 23, 25, 26 

A8 

Tetrachlorethylene (PCE) ҡƎκƭ 70 5 
National 

National(3) 
21, 23, 25, 26 

A8 

Arsenic (As) ҡƎκƭ 100 7.45 
National 

GWB 
21, 23, 25, 26 

A8 

Cadmium (Cd) ҡƎκƭ 10 2.65 
National 

GWB 
21, 23, 25, 26 

A8 

Mercury (Hg) ҡƎκƭ 2 0.58 
National 

GWB 
21, 23, 25, 26 

A8 

Lead (Pb) ҡƎκƭ 200 5.83 
National 

GWB 
21, 23, 25, 26 

A8 

Nickel (Ni) ҡƎκƭ - 11.1 GWB A8 

(1)  άtŜǎǘƛŎƛŘŜǎέ ƳŜŀƴǎ Ǉƭŀƴǘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ōƛƻŎƛŘŀƭ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎ ŀǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ !ǊǘƛŎƭŜ н ƻŦ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜ фмκпмпκ99/ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ !Ǌǘicle 2 of 
Directive 98/8/EC, respectively 
(2)  ά¢ƻǘŀƭέ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƳ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǇŜǎǘƛŎƛŘŜǎ ŘŜǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǉǳŀƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ monitoring procedure, including their relevant 
metabolites, degradation and reaction products. 
(3)  LV in Latvia is established at the national level, but only for GWBs with significant point pressure. 
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3.3. Pressure assessment of transboundary groundwater bodies 

Article 5 of the WFD requires each MS to identify the significant pressures likely to cause GWB to be in less 
than good chemical and/or quantitative status. The WFD requires the identification of significant pressures 
(can contribute to an impact resulting in not meeting environmental objectives, e.g. good status of a GWB) 
from point and diffuse sources. 

In order to determine the current situation in both countries regarding the pressure assessment of GWBs, 
comprehensive comparison of the currently used methodologies by both countries was initially carried out 
(Annex 9). The comparison showed that only in the case of point pressures assessment both methodologies 
can be compared at the initial level ς the preparation of the list of these pressures (both countries have used 
WFD Reporting Guidance 2016, Annex 1a: List of Pressure Types as the basis), but after this step, the 
methodologies are practically incomparable. 

In the case of point pressures assessment, although both countries have used the approach of assessing the 
impact of these pressures at the level of SWBs, in the case of Latvia this has only been the first step, which 
has been followed by a much more detailed and manual assessment by an expert, taking into account the 
individual geological and hydrogeological conditions of each site (detailed description available in Chapter 
1.2.2, comparison in Annex 9). 

Regarding the assessment of diffuse pressures, as well as groundwater abstraction pressure, applied 
methodologies in both countries are currently not comparable due to their significant differences. In the case 
of diffuse pressures assessment, while in the case of Estonia, the same approach as in the assessment of 
point pressures assessment is used (assessment is done at the level of SWBs), in the case of Latvia, the 
assessment of diffuse pressures is carried out in a multiple steps procedure (five steps in total), where the 
assessment at the level of SWBs is only one of the steps, other steps including land use and livestock data 
analysis, as well as distribution of Nitrate vulnerable zone is also taken into account (detailed description 
available in Chapter 1.2.2, comparison in Annex 9). Regarding groundwater abstraction pressure 
assessment, the applied methodologies in each country are even more different - while in the case of Estonia, 
a hydrodynamical hydrogeological model is used comparing groundwater abstraction volumes with the 
natural groundwater balance of the GWB, in the case of Latvia, due to fact that hydrodynamical 
hydrogeological model has still not been developed, groundwater abstraction pressures was evaluated at 
the level of the GWB in the context of its intensity and distribution (detailed description available in Chapter 
1.2.2, comparison in Annex 9). 

Due to significant differences in applied methodologies in both countries concerning all types of pressures 
and their impact assessment (differences have arisen between methodologies due to the level of detail of 
the datasets available in each country and their quality, as well as due to differences in the knowledge base 
and technical solutions), an agreement was reached within the consortium that creation of harmonized 
approach would be too time and resources consuming, therefore no harmonization is recommended during 
the WaterAct project. Harmonization should preferably be carried out within the framework of a separate 
project, starting with development of a hydrodynamical model in Latvia, at first, at least for the identified 
TGWBs, but ideally ς for the entire territory of Latvia; only after development of mutually comparable 
hydrodynamical models in both countries it will be possible to develop a harmonized approach of assessing 
the pressure of groundwater abstraction, as well as point and diffuse pressures. 

It should also be taken into account that in the cases of other countries and transboundary river basins the 
harmonization process has been rather formal than practical ς the involved countries have exchanged the 
data on identified significant pressures of all types, and a decision has been made that they will be 
incorporated in the TGWBs status assessment (see Chapter 2.3). 

3.4. Trend assessment of transboundary groundwater bodies 

According to the WFD, as well as the GWD, the MS must identify any significant and sustained upward trends 
in concentrations of pollutants, groups of pollutants, or indicators of pollution found in GWBs identified as 
being at risk (the WFD Annex V 2.4.4 and GWD Article 5). In Guidance Document No.18 on the Groundwater 
Status and Trend Assessment (EC, 2009) a significant and sustained upward trend is defined as άany 
statistically and environmentally significant increase of concentration of a pollutant, group of pollutants, or 
indicator of pollution in groundwater for which trend reversal is identified as being necessary for accordance 
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with Article 5έ (the GWD, Article 2(3)). This means that consideration of any significant increase of 
contaminants that poses risk to ecosystems, human health, and the use of groundwater is necessary. The 
occurrence of significant and sustained upward contaminant trends in monitoring data should be 
incorporated into the GWB chemical status assessment methodology as an assessment criterion. 

In order to determine the current situation in both countries regarding the trend assessment of pollutants in 
GWBs, comprehensive comparison of the currently used methodologies by both countries was initially 
carried out (Annex 10). The comparison confirmed that the approaches used in each country are different 
and it was clarified that in the case of Latvia it may even be classified as not having been carried out in 
accordance with EU requirements. An agreement was reached between the project partners that in the case 
of Latvia, the approach currently used in Estonia will be adopted in order to achieve a harmonized trend 
assessment approach in both countries (allowing deviation in the case of Latvia from the Estonian approach 
only in cases where adoption is not possible due to a lack of data or due to other historically arising 
deficiencies). 

The main and most important points the harmonization of which was agreed between the project partners, 
are as follows: 

1) in the harmonized approach for the trend assessment needs in the identified TGWBs, to use 
groundwater monitoring data for the common time period from 2014 to 2019 for the relevant 
pollutants at all MPs. Under the designation relevant pollutants are understood parameters for 
which GWB-specific EQS, TVs and/or LVs have been previously determined (see Chapter 1.8.1.1 
and Chapter 1.8.1.2). In cases when an insufficient amount of data will be identified at the MP(s) 
(less than 3 measurements during selected time period), to use remark that the trends assessment 
is not possible at this particular MP due to lack of monitoring data; 

2) to use the average value of the pollutant in the period from 2007 to 2009 as baseline for the 
harmonized trend assessment, adopting the Estonian approach in the case of Latvia. If no 
monitoring data is available for the specific pollutant and/or MP for the selected time period, to 
extend this selected time period (but not including monitoring data older than 2000 in the 
selection); 

3) to assesses both statistical and environmental significance of the pollutant trend. For the 
harmonized trend assessment procedure, the Estonian approach is adopted where statistically and 
environmentally significant sustained upward trend is defined by a positive R-value (by calculating 
linear regression between the year of observation and the average value of the chemical 
parameter in this particular year). The trend is regarded to be statistically significant in cases when 
P-values are less than 0.05. The trend is regarded as environmentally significant in cases where the 
trend line is above 75% of the EQS, TV and/or LV.  

4) for the generation of trend plots and p-values, to use the R software function lm(), as the joint R 
software training and development of appropriate harmonized scripts has been intended during 
the WP1 activity A.T1.5, resulting  that both countries will be able to perform the trend assessment 
using R software and these common scripts and functions; 

5) the occurrence of significant and sustained upward trend in single MPs (both countries) and in 
GWB as a whole (in the case of Estonia) is considered in GWB chemical status assessment tests 
General quality assessment, Saline or other intrusions, as well as Drinking water protected areas. 

The biggest identified difference between the applied trend assessment methodologies in Estonia and Latvia 
is that in the case of Estonia trend plots are generated in two levels: (1) for single MPs for parameters with 
determined EQS, TVs and/or LVs and (2) for aggregated MPs for the whole GWB ς average concentration for 
every single year is calculated for parameters with determined EQS, TVs and/or LVs for all MPs. 

Trend assessment in the case of Latvia cannot be fully implemented at this stage according to EU 
requirements (EC, 2009), considering the fact that in most of the cases the amount of data available is 
insufficient. It is related to the monitoring strategy implemented so far in Latvia that the MPs sampled within 
a GWB vary from year to year; as a result, the calculated average concentration of a parameter in each year 
for the whole GWB would not reflect the overall situation of the whole GWB, but rather the situation at 
various different MPs each year. This factor affects not only the performance of trend assessment at the 
single MP level (insufficient amount of data in a certain time series as monitoring is not performed every 
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year, but with certain interruptions which are also variable for each monitoring cycle), but it also makes it 
impossible to perform trend assessment with aggregated data trend plots at the GWB level (the variable 
number of points monitored each year and their correspondingly variable geographical distribution at GWB 
level do not allow for reliable data aggregation, as the calculated average concentrations for each year would 
change and more likely reflect local situations than the overall situation at GWB level). 

In view of the above, the project partners mutually agreed that during the WaterAct project complete 
harmonization of trend assessment methodologies is currently not possible. Accordingly, it was decided that 
the trend assessment in the harmonized approach would follow the approaches used so far by both 
countries: in the case of Estonia with a two-level procedure (trend plots by single MPs and aggregated trend 
plots by GWB) and in the case of Latvia - with a one-level procedure (single MP trend plots). Complete 
harmonization of trend assessment procedures could only be achieved after a longer period of time by 
developing a common monitoring strategy (with common approach to the selection of MPs and the 
frequency of sampling) in both countries which will provide uniform data structure and volume on identified 
TGWBs in the Estonia-Latvian transboundary area. 

3.5. Status assessment of transboundary groundwater bodies 

Providing and developing joint principles for the status assessment of the identified TGWBs between Latvia 
and Estonia is one of the main objectives aǎ ²tн !ŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ¢ΦнΦн ά!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ 
ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŀǊƳƻƴƛȊŜŘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎέ ƛǎ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ²tм 
!ŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ¢ΦмΦм ά9ȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƎƻƻŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƘŀǊƳƻƴƛȊŜŘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ŦƻǊ groundwater 
ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ƻŦ [ŀǘǾƛŀ ŀƴŘ 9ǎǘƻƴƛŀ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
GWBs, it was concluded that although in both countries approaches are mainly based on CIS Guidance 
Document No.18 (EC, 2009), the approaches used in each of the countries differ, which is due to various 
factors, for example, in case of Latvia they are the amount and quality of the available data, the knowledge 
base, as well as human and financial resources ([±Ha/Σ нлнм). 

In order to develop a common approach to the assessment of the status of identified TGWBs, comprehensive 
comparison of the currently used approaches used by each country was initially carried out, which provide a 
detailed comparison of the Estonian and Latvian approaches, taking into account a tiered approach with nine 
characterization tests (in accordance with CIS Guidance Document No.18). In the case of Latvia, not all the 
necessary assessment tests were developed and implemented previously, as a result of which a comparison 
was not always possible - in such cases the Estonian approach or an equivalent solution was considered (if 
possible, taking into account the amount and quality of available data and existing knowledge base in case 
of Latvia). The comparison also includes comments on possible solutions that could be adapted to harmonize 
the approaches of both countries. In cases where the differences between the two available approaches 
were very minimal or related to local factors in each country and significantly did not affect the evaluation 
process, no harmonization was proposed. In cases where the differences were so significant that 
harmonization was not possible within the WaterAct project, it was also noted and recommendations were 
made for possible solutions in the future. 

3.5.1. Chemical status assessment of transboundary groundwater bodies 

The WFD states that the good chemical status of the GWB is achieved if it meets all the requirements set out 
in Table 2.3.2 of the Annex V (respectively: does not affect associated ecosystems, does not cause intrusion 
etc.). Point 2.4.5 of the Annex V also states that the average values/concentrations for selected time periods 
at each MP must be calculated when assessing the chemical status of GWB, and in accordance with Article 
17, these average values/concentrations must be used to prove compliance with good groundwater chemical 
status. 

In accordance with the requirements of the Annex III of the GWD, the chemical status assessment must be 
carried out only for those GWBs which are identified as having significant anthropogenic pressure or risk, 
and only for those pollutants, groups of pollutants or indicators, which would characterize it as that. GWBs 
that are not at risk (no significant anthropogenic pressure has been identified) are classified as in good status. 

In accordance with the Annex V of the Directive 2000/60/EC, the criteria which must be used to assess the 
chemical status of GWB are: groundwater quality standards (referred to in Annex I of Directive 2006/118/EC 
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for nitrates and pesticides) and threshold values (set by MS in accordance with Article 3 of Directive 
2006/118/EC only for those GWBs with a risk of failure to achieve good chemical status). 

In view of the above, the assessment of the chemical status of GWB can be classified as a two-step procedure 
within which initially the compliance of the chemical status of GWB with the GQS and/or TVs is assessed 
(hereinafter referred to as the background check). If no exceedances are detected at any of the MPs 
(expressed as average concentration in a given time period), the GWB is considered to be in good status and 
no further assessment is necessary. If exceedances are discovered, a detailed assessment of the chemical 
status of the GWB using five assessment tests (general quality assessment, saline or other intrusions, surface 
waters, GDTEs and DWPAs) must be taken to assess GWBΩs compliance with the required environmental 
conditions (EC, 2009). 

In both Latvia and Estonia, in accordance with Chapter 2.3 of Annex V to Directive 2000/60/EC, as well as 
based on the recommendations of CIS Guidance Documents No.18 (EC, 2009), during the background check 
GQS (see Chapter 1.8.1), as well as the TVs developed individually for each GWB (see Chapter 1.3) are already 
in use (comparison between Estonian and Latvian approaches is given in Annex 11). 

In addition to GQS and TVs, additional quality criteria (LVs) have been established in each country with 
national legislation. In Estonia, according to the regulation of the Minister of the Environment No.48 
(adopted on 01.10.2019), the quality indicators used to determine the chemical status of every GWB also 
include electrical conductivity, pH index, dissolved oxygen (O2), chemical oxygen demand (COD), ammonium 
(NH4

+), chloride (Cl-) and sulphate (SO42-) ions, as well as hazardous substances, including arsenic (As), 
cadmium (Cd), lead (Pb), mercury (Hg), trichlorethylene (TCE) and tetrachlorethylene (PCE) (more detailed 
information provided in Chapter 1.8.1.1). In Latvia, additional or stricter quality criteria (in case of significant 
point and/or diffuse pressures) were taken from the Cabinet Regulation No.118 (adopted on 12.03.2003.) 
for nitrite (NO2

-) ions, total nitrogen (Ntot), permanganate index (CODMn), sum of benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene and xylenes (BTEX), trichlorethylene (TCE), tetrachlorethylene (PCE) and also pesticides (total 
and separately) (more detailed information provided in Chapter 1.8.1.2). 

It was concluded that although the quality criteria chosen in both countries and their threshold and LVs differ 
(see Chapter 3.2), the evaluation approach at its core is based on the requirements of both directives 
(Directives 2000/60/EC and Directive 2006/118/EC): assessment is based on GQS (same in both countries) 
and TVs which in both countries were established based on the pressure and risk assessment of GWBs, also 
taking into account local hydrogeological conditions and regional groundwater quality variability. Additional 
quality criteria (LVs) in both countries were selected and used during the assessment on the basis of the 
existing legislation acts, amendments of which within the WaterAct project is not currently possible. It was 
agreed between the project partners that no further harmonization is needed and possible at this stage, 
taking into account that similar approaches were taken also in other countries (see Chapter 2.3). 

It was agreed between the WaterAct project partners that during the background check, however, two small 
changes should be made to the background check assessment procedure used in Latvia in order to harmonize 
it with the Estonian approach and to comply with the requirements of CIS Guidance Document No.18 (EC, 
2009): in the case of Latvia, parameters characterizing intrusion processes (Cl- and SO42- ions) for 
corresponding GWBs were also included in the background check step to eliminate necessity of performing 
saline or other intrusion test if no exceedances of these parameters were identified during the background 
check step; as well as considering identified Estonian-Latvian TGWBs, the procedure in the case of lack of 
data were removed as it was not relevant for identified TGWBs in both countries. 

Concerning the data aggregation and processing, both countries have already chosen a common time 
period and data source: only data from MPs included in the national groundwater monitoring network in the 
period from 2014 to 2019 were used to assess the chemical status of GWBs. In both countries, the annual 
average concentrations of all relevant pollutants (GQS, TVs and/or additional quality criteria) for the whole 
reference period were calculated for all MPs in all GWBs. Both countries had also already taken the approach 
for pollutants whose concentrations were below the limit of quantitation (LoQ) to be replaced with values 
ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ѹ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ [ƻv ǾŀƭǳŜΤ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴΣ ƻƴƭȅ ǉǳŀƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ƻŦ ǇŜǎǘƛŎƛŘŜǎ όǾŀƭǳŜǎ ƭƻǿŜǊ 
than LoQ value were excluded from the dataset). The project partners mutually agreed that the only thing 
that should be harmonized and adopted from the Latvian approach during the WaterAct project would be to 
ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ǎŀƳǇƭŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƻƴƛŎ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ŘƛǎŎǊŜǇŀƴŎƛŜǎ όŘŜǾƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ҕмл҈ύ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ 
exclude outlier values to ensure more reliable and accurate dataset and results. 
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3.5.1.1. General quality assessment (Test 1) 

Comparing the approaches used by Estonia and Latvia for the general quality assessment test (detailed 
comparison given in Annex 11), it was found that there are differences between the approaches not all of 
which were possible to resolve and harmonize within the WaterAct project, mainly taking into account the 
amount and quality of available monitoring data in Latvia. 

In both Estonia and Latvia, the results obtained during the background check served as the starting point for 
the general quality assessment test. In both countries, as a first step assessment of exceedances was 
performed for the relevant parameters/pollutants in each GWB to identify whether exceedances affect more 
than 20% of the total area/volume of GWB using Thiessen polygon method for defining the share of the 
importance of MPs of GWB (in detailed described in Chapter 1.8.1.1 and Chapter 1.8.1.2). If exceedances did 
not affect more than 20% of the total area of GWB, it was considered to be in good status (high confidence). 
In contrast, if exceedances did affect more than 20% of the total area of GWB, the assessment procedure 
was continued with trend assessment (see FIGURE 3.5.1.1.1). 

The only difference in the approaches of both countries was observed that while in the case of Estonia the 
assessment of exceedances was performed separately for each identified parameter, in the case of Latvia it 
was performed for all parameters together. It was agreed between the project partners that in the case of 
Latvia, each parameter should also be assessed separately in the same way it was done in the case of Estonia. 
In this way, harmonization was achieved between the approaches of the two countries in this evaluation step 
(see FIGURE 3.5.1.1.1). 

The biggest differences in the approaches of both countries were observed in the use of the trend 
assessment results. While in the case of Estonia they were used as a two-step procedure firstly, as aggregated 
data trend plots by the whole GWB and secondly, as trend plots by single MPs for relevant 
parameters/pollutants, in the case of Latvia, trend assessment results were used only as a one-step 
procedure, using only trend plots by single MPs for relevant parameters/pollutants (see FIGURE 3.5.1.1.1). 

In practice, this meant that, in the case of Estonia, aggregated data trend plots by whole GWB for relevant 
parameters/pollutants were used to identify whether the trend line for any relevant parameter/pollutant 
exceeded the 75% threshold mark of EQS, TV and/or LV, and only in the cases when aggregated data trend 
plot line did not exceed this 75%-mark, trend plots by single MPs were used to determine statistically 
significant upward trends for relevant parameter/pollutant at single MPs. In the cases when aggregated data 
trend plots for any relevant parameter/pollutant exceeded the 75% mark of EQS, TV and/or LV, assessment 
was followed with the next step (confidence level assessment). If aggregated data trend plots for any 
parameter did not exceed the 75% mark of EQS, TV and/or LV, and also trend plots by single MPs did not 
indicate statistically significant upward trend, GWB was considered to be in good status (low confidence) 
(see FIGURE 3.5.1.1.1). 

In the case of Latvia, if no statistically significant upward trend was identified at any MP (using trend plots by 
single MP) for any relevant parameter/pollutant, GWB was considered to be in good status (high or average 
confidence), whereas if a statistically significant upward trend was identified at any MP for any relevant 
parameter/pollutant, additional investigation was done whether the upward trend is the result of 
anthropogenic influence and whether it poses significant risk to GWB. If the statistically significant upward 
trend could be justified with anthropogenic influence which also could cause significant risk to the GWB, it 
was considered to be in poor status (high or average confidence). Additionally, in the case of Latvia, if there 
was not enough monitoring data for the trend assessment, GWB was considered to be in good status 
(potentially at risk; average confidence) (see FIGURE 3.5.1.1.1). 

Trend assessment in the case of Latvia cannot be fully implemented at this stage according to CIS Guidance 
Document No.18 (EC, 2009), considering the fact that in most of the cases the amount of data available is 
insufficient. It is related to the monitoring strategy implemented so far in Latvia that the MPs sampled within 
a GWB vary from year to year; as a result, the calculated average concentration of a parameter in each year 
for the whole GWB would not reflect the overall situation of the whole GWB, but the situation at various 
different MPs each year. This factor affects not only the performance of trend assessment at the single MP 
level (insufficient amount of data in a certain time series as monitoring is not performed every year, but with 
certain interruptions which are also variable for each monitoring cycle), but it also makes it impossible to 
perform trend assessment with aggregated data trend plots at the GWB level (the variable number of points 



 

111 

 

WaterAct 

άJoint actions for more efficient management of common  

groundwater resourcesέ 

monitored each year and their correspondingly variable geographical distribution at GWB level do not allow 
for reliable data aggregation, as the calculated average concentrations for each year would change and more 
likely reflect local situations than the overall situation at GWB level). 

In view of the above, the project partners mutually agreed that during the WaterAct project harmonization 
of the use of trend assessment results in the general quality assessment test is currently not possible. 
Accordingly, it was decided that the use of trend assessment results in the harmonized general quality 
assessment test would follow the approaches used so far by both countries: in the case of Estonia with a 
two-step procedure and in the case of Latvia - with a one-step procedure (see FIGURE 3.5.1.1.1). Complete 
harmonization of the use of trend assessment results could only be achieved after a longer period of time by 
developing a common monitoring strategy (with common approach to the selection of MPs and the 
frequency of sampling) in both countries which will provide uniform data structure and volume on identified 
TGWBs in the Estonia-Latvian transboundary area . 

It was also agreed between project partners that additional investigation which is done in the case of Latvia 
(whether the statistically significant upward trends are the result of anthropogenic impact) should be moved 
to the last step (evaluation of the confidence level) to ensure a common approach in both countries, as in 
the case of Estonia such investigation is done at the last step (see FIGURE 3.5.1.1.1). 

 

FIGURE 3.5.1.1.1 Flow chart diagram of the harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of  the general quality 
assessment test (Test 1) 

Regarding the evaluation of the confidence level of the test results, it was concluded that differences 
between the Estonian and Latvian approaches can also be discovered: while in the case of Estonia confidence 
level was evaluated as the last step after trend assessment results, in the case of Latvia it was evaluated in 
the step at which general quality assessment test was concluded. Furthermore, while in the case of the 
Estonia confidence level assessment incorporated both data sufficiency and quality, as well as anthropogenic 



 

112 

 

WaterAct 

άJoint actions for more efficient management of common  

groundwater resourcesέ 

impact, in the case of Latvia only the data sufficiency and quality was tackled (as investigation of 
anthropogenic impact in the case of Latvia is done in previous step). It was agreed between project partners 
that evaluation of the confidence level should be distinguished as a separate step, addressing available data 
sufficiency and quality, as well as anthropogenic impact (see FIGURE 3.5.1.1.1). 

The harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the general quality assessment test (Test 1) is given in FIGURE 

3.5.1.1.1. 

3.5.1.2. Saline or other intrusions (Test 2) 

Comparing the approaches used by Estonia and Latvia for the saline or other intrusions test (detailed 
comparison given in Annex 12), it was concluded that there are many differences between the approaches 
not all of which were possible to resolve and harmonize within the WaterAct project, mainly taking into 
account the amount and quality of available monitoring data in Latvia. 

In both countries, the first step of saline or other intrusions test was the selection of GWBs for which 
individual TVs have been set for Cl- and/or SO4

2- ions (main ions, that characterize intrusion processes), as 
well as the assessment of exceedances of average concentrations of these ions (using the data obtained in 
the background check step) at all MPs to identify whether any of these exceedances can be identified at any 
MP. 

One of the biggest differences observed between the two countries during this first step was that in the case 
of Estonia the use of trend assessment results was already incorporated in the first step of the test, using 
trend plots by single MPs to identify statistically significant upward trends of Cl- and/or SO4

2- ion 
concentrations while in the case of Latvia the use of trend assessment results were incorporated only in the 
last step of the test. It was agreed between the project partners that trend assessment by single MPs in the 
case of Latvia should be moved up from the last step and incorporated in the first step of the test to ensure 
a harmonized approach in both countries. As a result, the harmonized approach for both countries in the 
first step include comparison of aggregated data (the background check results) by each MP to individual 
TVs, as well as evaluation of trend plots by single MPs with identification of statistically significant upward 
trends of Cl- and/or SO4

2- ion concentrations. If calculated average concentrations are below individual TVs 
and also no statistically significant upward trends are identified at any MP, GWB is considered to be in good 
status (high confidence). In case of any exceedances and statistically significant upward trends at least one 
MP, assessment procedure is continued with the next step (trend assessment by aggregated data trend plots 
by whole GWB) (see FIGURE 3.5.1.2.1). 

Regarding the additional step used in the case of Latvia in cases when the amount of monitoring data is 
insufficient to perform trend assessment by single MPs, it was agreed between the project partners that this 
step should also be included in the harmonized approach (see FIGURE 3.5.1.2.1). 

The biggest difference in the approaches of both countries was identified after the first step. While in the 
case of Estonia the test was continued with the use of trend assessment results, in the procedure 
incorporating aggregated data trend plots by GWB for Cl- and/or SO4

2- ion concentrations, in the case of 
Latvia the test was immediately continued with the treatment of exceedances. As mentioned previously, 
trend assessment in the case of Latvia cannot be fully implemented at this stage according to CIS Guidance 
Document No.18 (EC, 2009), considering the fact that in most of the cases the amount of data available is 
insufficient. In view of the above, the project partners mutually agreed that during the WaterAct project 
harmonization of the use of trend assessment results also in saline or other intrusions test is currently not 
possible. Accordingly, it was decided that the use of trend assessment results in the harmonized saline or 
other intrusions test will be incorporated as follows: in the case of Estonia trend assessment results will be 
included as a two-step procedure (firstly, by single MPs in the first step of the test as described above and 
secondly, by aggregated data trend plots by whole GWB in the second and separate step of the test), but in 
the case of Latvia - with a one-step procedure (by single MPs in the first step of the test) (see FIGURE 

3.5.1.2.1). Complete harmonization of the use of trend assessment results will only be achieved after a longer 
period of time with development of a common monitoring strategy (with common approach to the selection 
of MPs and the frequency of sampling) in both countries which will provide uniform data structure and 
amount on identified TGWBs in the Estonia-Latvian transboundary area. 

In practice this means that in the case of Estonia, with harmonized approach aggregated data trend plots by 
whole GWB for Cl- and/or SO4

2-  ion concentrations are used in the second step of the test to identify whether 
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the trend line for Cl- and/or SO4
2- ion concentrations exceeds the 75% threshold mark of the TV. In cases 

when the aggregated data trend line for Cl- and/or SO4
2- ion concentrations exceeds the 75% mark of the TV, 

assessment is continued with the next step (the treatment of exceedances), but if the aggregated data trend 
line for Cl- and/or SO4

2-  ion concentrations do not exceed the 75% mark of the TV, GWB is considered to be 
in good status (average confidence). In the case of Latvia, this assessment step is skipped and the assessment 
procedure continues with the third step (the treatment of exceedances) (see FIGURE 3.5.1.2.1). 

The third step in the harmonized approach of the saline or other intrusions test is the treatment of 
exceedances. In the case of Latvia, initially this step in the national approach was the second step, but in 
order to ensure a harmonized approach between the two countries, the use of trend assessment results was 
moved to the first step of the test also in the case of Latvia. In this third harmonized step, it is examined 
whether in previous steps identified exceedances and statistically significant upward trends of Cl- and/or 
SO4

2-  ion concentrations at single MPs represent more than 20% of the total area/volume of the specific 
GWB (using Thiessen polygon method for defining the share of the importance of MPs of GWB). If identified 
exceedances and statistically significant upward trends represent less than 20% of the total area of GWB, it 
is considered to be in good status (average confidence), but if identified exceedances and statistically 
significant upward trends represent more than 20% of the total are of GWB, assessment is followed with the 
last step (the evaluation of the confidence level) (see FIGURE 3.5.1.2.1). 

 

FIGURE 3.5.1.2.1 Flow chart diagram of the harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the saline or other 
intrusions assessment test (Test 2) 

As the last step in the harmonized approach the evaluation of the confidence level of the test results was 
included. While in the case of Estonia this step was only considered as an alternative step which was not 
always applied and in the case of Latvia the evaluation of the confidence level was done after the step in 
which assessment test was concluded, in the harmonized approach it was agreed between project partners 
that evaluation of the confidence level should be distinguished as a separate step, addressing available data 
sufficiency and quality. If the available amount of data and its quality is sufficient for the assessment, GWB 
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is considered to be in poor status (high confidence), but the available amount of data and its quality is not 
sufficient for the assessment, GWB is considered to be in good status and potentially at risk (low confidence) 
(see FIGURE 3.5.1.2.1). 

The harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the saline or other intrusions test (Test 2) is given in FIGURE 

3.5.1.2.1. 

3.5.1.3. Surface waters (Test 3) 

During comparison of the approaches used by Estonia and Latvia for the surface waters test, it was 
discovered that in the case of Latvia, the procedure of this test has not been developed yet and comparison 
before the development of the harmonized approach is not possible. In the case of Latvia, the development 
and implementation of surface waters test for chemical status assessment previously was not possible due 
to lack of data on GAAEs. GAAEs identification and their status assessment at the national level throughout 
the all territory of Latvia (including Gauja and Salaca river basins) was carried out during 2021 within another 
project11 and the results of this project were available at the beginning of 2022. In view of this, an agreement 
between the project partners was reached that within the WaterAct project, the results of the 
aforementioned project of GAAEs identification and their status assessment will be used for the development 
of a harmonized approach to the development of the surface waters assessment test. 

Since the procedure for the surface waters assessment test was already developed in the case of Estonia, it 
was agreed between the project partners that the Estonian approach will be adopted for the development 
of a harmonized assessment approach for this test, modifying it for the needs and goals of the WaterAct 
project. 

 

FIGURE 3.5.1.3.1 Flow chart diagram of the harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the associated SWBs 
assessment test (Test 3) 

 
11 tǊƻƧŜŎǘ άLŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ [ŀǘǾƛŀƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘƛŜǎέ όŦƛƴŀƴced by 
Latvian Environmental Protection Fund). Available: https://lvafa.vraa.gov.lv/projects/1-08_205_2020  

https://lvafa.vraa.gov.lv/projects/1-08_205_2020


 

115 

 

WaterAct 

άJoint actions for more efficient management of common  

groundwater resourcesέ 

The first step in the harmonized approach of surface waters test is the identification of GWBs with GAAEs 
(watercourse and lakes alike) that have been identified as significantly dependent on groundwater. If such 
GAAEs have previously not been identified in the particular GWB, it is considered to be in good status (high 
confidence). If any GAAE have been identified in the GWB, assessment procedure is continued with the next 
step (use of GAAEs assessment results) (see FIGURE 3.5.1.3.1). 

The next steps of the harmonized approach include the use of GAAEs assessment results, as well as 
assessment of groundwater monitoring data. For this purpose, results from other studies and projects of 
the ecological and chemical condition assessment of GAAEs are considered. For those GAAEs where the 
status have previously been assessed as poor or unfavorable according to chemical and/or ecological criteria, 
it is examined whether the pollutants causing this unfavorable status have also been monitored and 
determined in the nearest national groundwater MPs of the particular GWB (if such data is not available, 
GWB is considered to be in good status (low confidence)) (see FIGURE 3.5.1.3.1). 

If such data is available, at the last step of the harmonized approach it is further determined whether the 
concentrations of anthropogenically induced substances in the nearest national MPs are high enough to 
cause the unfavorable status of identified GAAEs (evaluation of anthropogenic impact).  If the available 
amount of data leads to the above conclusion, GWB is considered to be in poor status (high confidence), 
otherwise GWB is considered to be in good status (low confidence) (see FIGURE 3.5.1.3.1). 

The harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the surface waters test (Test 3) is given in FIGURE 3.5.1.3.1. 

3.5.1.4. Groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems (Test 4) 

During comparison of the approaches used by Estonia and Latvia for the GDTEs test, it was discovered that 
in the case of Latvia, the procedure of this test has not been developed yet and comparison before the 
development of the harmonized approach is not possible. In the case of Latvia, the development and 
implementation of this test for chemical status assessment previously was not possible due to lack of data 
on GDTEs. In the case of Latvia, GDTEs have previously been identified only in the Gauja river basin (wŜǘƛƫŜ 
et al., 2020), but GDTEs identification and their status assessment at the national level throughout the all 
territory of Latvia (except Gauja and Salaca river basins) was carried out during 2021 within another project 
and the results of this project were available at the beginning of 2022, but GDTEs in Gauja and Salaca river 
ōŀǎƛƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ²ŀǘŜǊ!Ŏǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ²tн ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ¢нΦн ά!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ 
of transboundary groundwater bodies according to harmonized prinŎƛǇƭŜǎέ (Borozdins et al., 2022). In view 
of this, an agreement between the project partners was reached that within the WaterAct project, the results 
of the aforementioned projects and the WaterAct project other activities of GDTEs identification and their 
status assessment will be used for the development of a harmonized approach to the development of the 
GDTEs assessment test. 

Since the procedure for the GDTEs assessment test was already developed in the case of Estonia, it was 
agreed between the project partners that the Estonian approach will be adopted for the development of a 
harmonized assessment approach for this test, modifying it for the needs and goals of the WaterAct project. 

The first step in the harmonized approach of the GDTEs test is the identification of GWBs with GDTEs that 
have been identified as significantly dependent on groundwater. If such GDTEs have previously not been 
identified in the particular GWB, it is considered to be in good status (high confidence). If any GDTE have 
been identified in the GWB, assessment procedure is continued with the next step (use of GDTEs assessment 
results) (see FIGURE 3.5.1.4.1). 

The next steps of the harmonized approach include the use of GDTEs assessment results, as well as 
assessment of groundwater monitoring data. For this purpose, results from other studies and projects, as 
well as the results from the other activities of the WaterAct project of the chemical condition assessment of 
GDTEs are considered. For those GDTEs where the status have previously been assessed as poor or 
unfavorable according to chemical criteria, it is examined whether the pollutants causing this unfavorable 
status have also been monitored and determined in the nearest national groundwater MPs of the particular 
GWB (if such data is not available, GWB is considered to be in good status (low confidence)) (see FIGURE 

3.5.1.4.1). 

If such data is available, at the last step of the harmonized approach it is further determined whether the 
concentrations of anthropogenically induced substances in the nearest national MPs are high enough to 
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cause the unfavorable status of identified GDTEs (evaluation of anthropogenic impact).  If the available 
amount of data leads to the above conclusion, GWB is considered to be in poor status (high confidence), 
otherwise GWB is considered to be in good status (low confidence) (see FIGURE 3.5.1.4.1). 

The harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the GDTEs test (Test 4) is given in FIGURE 3.5.1.4.1. 

 

FIGURE 3.5.1.4.1 Flow chart diagram of the harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the GDTEs assessment 
test (Test 4) 

3.5.1.5. Drinking water protected areas (Test 5) 

During comparison of the approaches used by Estonia and Latvia for the DWPAs test, it was discovered that 
in the case of Latvia, the procedure of this test has not been developed yet and comparison before the 
development of the harmonized approach is not possible. But since the procedure for this assessment test 
was already developed in the case of Estonia, it was agreed between the project partners that the Estonian 
approach will be adopted for the development of a harmonized assessment approach for DWPAs test, 
modifying it for the needs and goals of the WaterAct project, as well as taking into account national legislative 
acts and their requirements in each country. 

It is necessary to emphasize that, as in the case of Estonia, also in the harmonized approach, DWPAs test 
does not assesses whether the groundwater meets the quality requirements for drinking water ς it is 
designed to assess whether there are significant upward trends of pollutants caused by anthropogenic 
activities in major drinking water intakes (groundwater well fields) that would have forced the groundwater 
abstraction companies to close and/or change location of these intakes, or apply new and more efficient 
treatment methods for the abstracted groundwater. 

The first step in the harmonized approach of the DWPAs test is the identification of GWBs with major 
drinking water intakes (hereafter ς groundwater well fields). Since the amount of groundwater abstraction 
from which the groundwater abstraction site is recognized as a groundwater well field (determined by 
legislation at the national level) is different in both countries, the harmonized approach retained the 
threshold of groundwater abstraction determined by national legislation in each country ς in the case of 
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Estonia 500 m3/d, but in the case of Latvia ς 100 m3/d (in the future, it would be advisable to harmonize this 
threshold in both countries by making changes in the national legislative acts). 

During this step, identification of drinking water quality problems is also carried out ς it is assessed whether 
the problems with drinking water quality have been observed in the selected time period. If there are no 
groundwater well fields within the GWB and the problems related to drinking water have not been observed 
during the selected time period, GWB is considered to be in good status (high confidence). In the event of 
drinking water quality problems, the assessment procedure is continued with the next step (use of results of 
general quality and saline or other intrusion assessment tests) (see FIGURE 3.5.1.5.1). 

The second step of the harmonized approach includes the use of general quality assessment and/or  saline 
or other intrusion tests. In the event of identified quality problems in groundwater well fields in the first 
step, it is further determined whether the GWB is in poor or at-risk status based on the results from these 
two chemical status assessment tests. If the results of any (or both) of these tests confirm it, GWB is 
considered to be in poor status (high confidence) also in this test. However, if the GWB status in general 
quality assessment and/or saline or other intrusion tests is considered to be good and/or these two tests do 
not address parameters relevant to problems in groundwater well fields, the test is continued with the next 
steps (use of trend assessment results) (see FIGURE 3.5.1.5.1). 

 

FIGURE 3.5.1.5.1 Flow chart diagram of the harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the DWPAs assessment 
test (Test 5) 

The third and the fourth steps of the joint and harmonized approach include the use of trend assessment 
results. In the third step of the harmonized test, trend plots by single monitorings points are used to 
determine whether the trend line at any of the monitorings points in the close proximity to groundwater 
well field for relevant parameter(s) indicate statistically significant upward trend. If the statistically significant 
trend is identified, three possible solutions are applied. If the relevant parameters are not monitored in the 
nearby MPs, GWB is considered to be in good status (low confidence) in the case of both countries. If no 
statistically significant trends are identified at any of the nearby MPs, GWB is considered to be in good status 
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(average confidence). If statistically significant trends are identified in the nearby monitoring well, there are 
two possible outcomes, depending from the country: in the case of Latvia, GWB is considered to be in poor 
status (high confidence), but in the case of Estonia, the test is continued with the last step, during which 
aggregated data trend plots by GWB are used (see FIGURE 3.5.1.5.1) (in the case of Latvia, creation of 
aggregated trend plots is currently not possible, as described in Chapters 3.5.1.1 and 3.5.1.2). 

In the last step (which is performed only in the case of Estonia) of the harmonize approach, results of the 
aggregated data trend plots by GWB are used. If the aggregated data trend line by GWB of any relevant 
parameter(s) exceeds 75% mark of applied EQS, TV and/or LV, GWB is considered to be in poor status (high 
confidence); otherwise GWB is considered to be in good status (high confidence) and the problems in 
relevant groundwater well field(s) are considered to be local and the cause of which should be determined 
by independent and local case studies (see FIGURE 3.5.1.5.1). 

The harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the DWPAs test (Test 5) is given in FIGURE 3.5.1.4.1. 

3.5.2. Quantitative status assessment of transboundary groundwater bodies 

The definition of good quantitative status of the GWB is set out in the Annex V 2.1.2 of the WFD: good 
groundwater quantitative status is achieved when the available groundwater resources in the GWB are not 
exceeded by the long-term annual average groundwater abstraction (EC, 2009). 

For the GWB to be in good quantitative status, such objectives must be met: available groundwater resources 
must not be exceeded by the long-term annual average groundwater abstraction, no significant damage to 
GWB associated surface water chemistry and/or ecology, as well as to GDTEs must be done resulting from 
an anthropogenic groundwater level alterations, and also no saline or other intrusion must occur resulting 
from anthropogenically induced sustained changes in groundwater flow directions (EC, 2009). 

To determine the overall quantitative status of the GWB, several tests (water balance, saline or other 
intrusions, surface waters, and GDTEs) should be applied that considers the impacts of anthropogenically 
induced long-term alterations in groundwater level and/or flow. Each test must assess whether the GWB is 
meeting the relevant environmental objectives, but not all of these objectives apply to every GWB, therefore, 
only the relevant tests should be applied as necessary (EC, 2009). 

An assessment of quantitative status is required for all GWBs, however, where there is a high degree of 
confidence that the GWB is currently not at risk of failing quantitative status objectives then it is reasonable 
to assume that the GWB is in good status, based on the assessment of pressures and impacts (accordingly - 
no significant groundwater abstraction pressure or any other groundwater levels altering impacts have been 
identified). This is consistent with adopting a risk-based approach (EC, 2009). 

3.5.2.1. Water balance (Test 6) 

Comparing the approaches used by Estonia and Latvia for the groundwater balance assessment test, it was 
discovered that applied methodologies in both countries are significantly different ς while in the case of 
Estonia the assessment of the groundwater balance is based on the data of a dynamic hydrogeological model, 
in the case of Latvia the assessment is based on approved groundwater resources and changes in 
groundwater levels. Due to that, side-by-side comparison of the nationally applied approaches in not possible 
as well as agreement between the project partners was reached that harmonization of the groundwater 
balance test during the WaterAct project is not possible. Harmonization of this test should preferably be 
carried out within the framework of a separate project, starting with development of a dynamic 
hydrogeological model in Latvia at least for the identified TGWBs, but ideally ς for the entire territory of 
Latvia; only after development of mutually comparable dynamic hydrogeological models in both countries, 
it will be possible to develop harmonized approach of water balance test. 

Taking into account the above, within the framework of the WaterAct project agreement between project 
partners was reached that the approaches already applied in both countries for  the water balance test will 
be preserved (see FIGURE 3.5.2.1.1). 
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FIGURE 3.5.2.1.1 Flow chart diagrams of the Estonian and Latvian approaches of the water balance assessment 

test (Test 6) 

In the case of Estonia, during the water balance test the natural groundwater resources (natural balance) is 
assessed against the approved (calculated) groundwater resources and the groundwater abstraction (total 
abstraction and abstraction in groundwater well fields). If the groundwater abstraction in groundwater well 
fields is greater than the natural groundwater resources of the GWB, the GWB is considered to be in poor 
status (high confidence). If the groundwater abstraction in groundwater well fields is lower than the natural 
groundwater resources of the GWB, the test is continued with the overall (total) groundwater abstraction 
from the GWB. In the assessment of overall (total) groundwater abstraction, the quantities of groundwater 
natural resources of the GWB and total groundwater abstraction in the GWB are compared. If the overall 
(total) groundwater abstraction is less than the natural groundwater resources of the GWB, the GWB is 
considered to be in good status (high confidence). Otherwise, the GWB is considered to be in poor status 
(high confidence) (see FIGURE 3.5.2.1.1). 

In the case of Latvia, primarily the average groundwater abstraction (m3/d) is compared with the total 
approved (calculated) groundwater resources (m3/d) in groundwater well fields, expressed as a ratio (%). 
GWB is considered to be in good status (average confidence) if this ratio do not exceed the 75% TV. In case 
of exceeding this TV, additional data analysis are performed ς long-term data on changes in groundwater 
levels in MPs are collected and assessed whether statistically significant downward trends are observed. 
GWB is considered to be in good quantitative status (high confidence) if no statistically significant downward 
trends are observed in any of the MPs. If a statistically significant downward trend is identified at any MP, it 
is assessed whether these MPs represent more than 20% of the total GWB area (according to the Thiessen 
polygon method). If the 20% threshold is not exceeded, GWB is considered to be in good status (high 
confidence). If the 20% threshold is exceeded, GWB is considered to be in poor status (high confidence) (see 
FIGURE 3.5.2.1.1). 

3.5.2.2. Saline or other intrusions (Test 7) 

Comparing the approaches used by Estonia and Latvia for the saline or other intrusions test (detailed 
comparison given in Annex 13), it was concluded that there are some differences found between the 
approaches not all of which were possible to resolve and harmonize within the WaterAct project, mainly 
taking into account the amount and quality of available monitoring data in Latvia. 

In both countries, the first step of saline or other intrusions test was the selection of GWBs for which 
individual TVs have been set for Cl- and/or SO4

2- ions (main ions, that characterize intrusion processes), as 
well as the assessment of exceedances of average concentrations of these ions (using the data obtained in 
the background check step in chemical status assessment) at all MPs to identify whether any of these 
exceedances can be identified at any MP. 
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One of the biggest differences observed between the two countries during this first step was that in the case 
of Estonia the use of trend assessment results was already incorporated in the first step of the test, using 
trend plots by single MPs to identify statistically significant upward trends of Cl- and/or SO4

2- ion 
concentrations while in the case of Latvia the use of trend assessment results were incorporated only in the 
last step of the test. It was agreed between the project partners that trend assessment by single MPs in the 
case of Latvia should be moved up from the last step and incorporated in the first step of the test to ensure 
a harmonized approach in both countries. As a result, the harmonized approach for both countries in the 
first step include comparison of aggregated data (the background check results) by each MP to individual 
TVs, as well as evaluation of trend plots by single MPs with identification of statistically significant upward 
trends of Cl- and/or SO4

2- ion concentrations. If calculated average concentrations are below individual TVs 
and also no statistically significant upward trends are identified at any MP, GWB is considered to be in good 
status (high confidence). In case of any exceedances and statistically significant upward trends at least one 
MP, assessment procedure is continued with the next step (groundwater level trend assessment at single 
MPs). Regarding the additional step used in the case of Latvia in cases when the amount of monitoring data 
is insufficient to perform trend assessment by single MPs, it was agreed between the project partners that 
this step should  be included in the harmonized approach, in case of GWB is considered to be in good status 
(low confidence) (see FIGURE 3.5.2.2.1). 

The second step of the harmonized approach includes the assessment of groundwater level trends. During 
this step assessment is performed whether statistically significant downward trends in groundwater levels 
have been identified at any of the MPs in particular GWB. If no statistically significant downward trends in 
groundwater levels are identified at any of the MPs, the GWB is considered to be in good status (high 
confidence). However, if a statistically significant downward trend in groundwater levels is identified at any 
of the MPs, the relationship between the downward trend in groundwater levels and exceedances of average 
chloride (Cl-) and/or sulfate (SO42-) ion concentrations is further inspected (see FIGURE 3.5.2.2.1). 

If during the third step of the harmonized approach MPs with identified exceedances of average chloride (Cl-

) and/or sulfate (SO42-) ion concentrations do not overlap with MPs with identified statistically significant 
downward trends in groundwater levels, the GWB is considered to be in good status (average confidence) 
(but at risk and in the future additional case studies must be carried to determine the reason for the increase 
in concentrations of pollutants in the GWB). However, if MPs with identified exceedances overlapped with 
MPs with identified downward trends in groundwater levels, the extent of it is assessed (see FIGURE 

3.5.2.2.1). 

The fourth step in the harmonized approach of the saline or other intrusions test is the treatment of 
exceedances. If the overlap between the two processes is identified in the previous step, it is further 
determined whether such MPs represent more than 20% of the total area of the GWB (according to the 
Thiessen polygon method). If the 20% threshold is not exceeded, GWB is considered to be in a good status, 
but at risk (average confidence). In situations where such MPs represent more than 20% of the total area of 
the GWB, the interrelationship between the upward trend of chloride (Cl-) and/or sulfate (SO42-) ion 
concentrations, the downward trend in groundwater levels and groundwater abstraction was examined (see 
FIGURE 3.5.2.2.1). 

If there is no link between intensive groundwater abstraction and downward trend in groundwater levels 
identified, the GWB is considered to be in good status, but at risk (low confidence). Otherwise, if the 
downward trend in groundwater levels and the associated upward trend of chloride (Cl-) and/or sulfate  
(SO4

2-) ion concentrations is linked to the pressure of intensive groundwater abstraction, the GWB is 
considered to be in poor status (high confidence) (see FIGURE 3.5.2.2.1). 

The harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the saline or other intrusions test (Test 7) is given in FIGURE 

3.5.2.2.1. 
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FIGURE 3.5.2.2.1 Flow chart diagram of the harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the saline or other 

intrusions assessment test (Test 7) 

3.5.2.3. Surface waters (Test 8) 

During comparison of the approaches used by Estonia and Latvia for the surface waters test, it was 
discovered that in the case of Latvia, the procedure of this test has not been developed yet and comparison 
before the development of the harmonized approach is not possible. In the case of Latvia, the development 
and implementation of surface waters test for quantitative status assessment previously was not possible 
due to lack of data on GAAEs. GAAEs identification and their status assessment at the national level 
throughout the all territory of Latvia (including Gauja and Salaca river basins) was carried out during 2021 
within another project12 and the results of this project were available at the beginning of 2022. In view of 
this, an agreement between the project partners was reached that within the WaterAct project, the results 
of the aforementioned project of GAAEs identification and their status assessment will be used for the 
development of a harmonized approach to the development of the surface waters assessment test. 

Since the procedure for the surface waters assessment test was already developed in the case of Estonia, it 
was agreed between the project partners that the Estonian approach will be adopted for the development 
of a harmonized assessment approach for this test, modifying it for the needs and goals of the WaterAct 
project. 

The first step in the harmonized approach of surface waters test is the identification of GWBs with GAAEs 
(watercourse and lakes alike) that have been identified as significantly dependent on groundwater. If such 

 
12 tǊƻƧŜŎǘ άLŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ [ŀǘǾƛŀƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘƛŜǎέ όŦƛƴŀƴced by 
Latvian Environmental Protection Fund). Available: https://lvafa.vraa.gov.lv/projects/1-08_205_2020  

https://lvafa.vraa.gov.lv/projects/1-08_205_2020
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GAAEs have previously not been identified in the particular GWB, it is considered to be in good status (high 
confidence). If any GAAE have been identified in the GWB, assessment procedure is continued with the next 
step (use of GAAEs assessment results) (see FIGURE 3.5.2.3.1). 

The next steps of the harmonized approach include the use of GAAEs assessment results. For this purpose, 
initially results from other studies and projects are considered. For those GAAEs where the status have 
previously been assessed as poor or unfavorable according to ecological and/or physical criteria, it is further 
examined whether the anthropogenically induced changes in the quantitative status of the GWB adversely 
affect identified GAAEs. Otherwise, GWB is considered to be in good status (average confidence). If there are 
insufficient amount of data on GDTEs conditions, GWB is considered to be in good status (low confidence) 
(see FIGURE 3.5.2.3.1). 

In further steps of the test, complete harmonization of assessment procedures could not be reach, therefore 
an agreement between project partners was reached that the results of studies carried out at the national 
level in each country would be incorporated in the next steps for the harmonized approach. 

 
FIGURE 3.5.2.3.1 Flow chart diagram of the harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the associated SWBs 

assessment test (Test 8) 

In the case of Estonia, initially assessment of groundwater contribution to surface waters is carried out. If, 
based on results of hydromorphological assessment, groundwater consumption is less than 20% of GAAEs 
annual flow, GWB is considered to be in good status (low confidence; further investigation needed during 
next RMBP cycle). Otherwise, the test is continued with the next step ς assessment of groundwater 
abstraction and changes in groundwater levels. If no large amount of groundwater abstraction (greater than 
1000 m3/d) has been identified in the close vicinity to previously identified GAAEs and no statistically 
significant downward trends in groundwater levels have been identified in nearby monitoring wells, the GWB 
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is considered to be in good quantitative status (low confidence; further investigation needed during the next 
RBMP cycle). Otherwise, GWB is considered to be in poor status (high confidence) (see FIGURE 3.5.2.3.1). 

In the case of Latvia, based on previously conducted national level study, it is further clarified, whether 
anthropogenically induced changes in the quantitative status of GWB adversely affect identified GAAEs. If 
anthropogenically induced changes in the quantitative status of the GWB adversely affect identified GAAEs, 
GWB is considered to be in poor status (high confidence); otherwise, GWB is considered to be in good status 
(high confidence) (see FIGURE 3.5.2.3.1). 

The harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the GDTEs test (Test 8) is given in FIGURE 3.5.2.3.1. 

3.5.2.4. Groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems (Test 9) 

During comparison of the approaches used by Estonia and Latvia for the GDTEs test, it was discovered that 
in the case of Latvia, the procedure of this test has not been developed yet and comparison before the 
development of the harmonized approach is not possible. In the case of Latvia, the development and 
implementation of this test for quantitative status assessment previously was not possible due to lack of data 
on GDTEs. In the case of Latvia, GDTEs have previously been identified only in the Gauja river basin (wŜǘƛƫŜ 
et al., 2020), but GDTEs identification and their status assessment at the national level throughout the all 
territory of Latvia (except Gauja and Salaca river basins) was carried out during 2021 within another project13 
and the results of this project were available at the beginning of 2022, but GDTEs in Gauja and Salaca river 
ōŀǎƛƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ²ŀǘŜǊ!Ŏǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ²tн ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ¢нΦн ά!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ 
of transboundary groundwater bodies according to harmonizeŘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎέ (Borozdins et al., 2022). In view 
of this, an agreement between the project partners was reached that within the WaterAct project, the results 
of the aforementioned projects and the WaterAct project other activities of GDTEs identification and their 
status assessment will be used for the development of a harmonized approach to the development of the 
GDTEs assessment test. 

Since the procedure for the GDTEs assessment test was already developed in the case of Estonia, it was 
agreed between the project partners that the Estonian approach will be adopted for the development of a 
harmonized assessment approach for this test, modifying it for the needs and goals of the WaterAct project. 

The first step in the harmonized approach of the GDTEs test is the identification of GWBs with GDTEs that 
have been identified as significantly dependent on groundwater. If such GDTEs have previously not been 
identified in the particular GWB, it is considered to be in good status (high confidence). If any GDTE have 
been identified in the GWB, assessment procedure is continued with the next step (use of GDTEs assessment 
results) (see FIGURE 3.5.2.4.1). 

The next steps of the harmonized approach include the use of GDTEs assessment results. For this purpose, 
initially results from other studies and projects are considered. For those GDTEs where the status have 
previously been assessed as poor or unfavorable according to ecological and/or physical criteria, it is further 
examined whether the anthropogenically induced changes in the quantitative status of the GWB adversely 
affect identified GDTEs (using the results from WaterAct project other activities). Otherwise, GWB is 
considered to be in good status (average confidence). If there are insufficient amount of data on GDTEs 
conditions, GWB is considered to be in good status (low confidence) (see FIGURE 3.5.2.4.1). 

During the third and final step of the harmonized approach, results from the WaterAct project WP2 activity 
¢нΦн ά!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘƛŜǎ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŀǊƳƻƴƛȊŜŘ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎέ 
(Borozdins et al., 2022) are used.  If anthropogenically induced changes in the quantitative status of the GWB 
adversely affect identified GDTEs, GWB is considered to be in poor status (high confidence); otherwise, GWB 
is considered to be in good status (high confidence) (see FIGURE 3.5.2.4.1). 

The harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the GDTEs test (Test 9) is given in FIGURE 3.5.2.4.1. 

 
13 tǊƻƧŜŎǘ άLŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ [ŀǘǾƛŀƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘƛŜǎέ όŦƛƴŀƴŎŜŘ ōȅ 
Latvian Environmental Protection Fund). Available: https://lvafa.vraa.gov.lv/projects/1-08_205_2020  

https://lvafa.vraa.gov.lv/projects/1-08_205_2020
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FIGURE 3.5.2.4.1 Flow chart diagram of the harmonized Estonian-Latvian approach of the GDTEs assessment 

test (Test 9) 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions about WP1 activities T1.1-T1.4: 

¶ groundwater assessment methodologies and approaches used by project partners at national level 
(addressing such principles as GWB delineation, NBLs and TVs delineation, strategies of conceptual 
model development, GWB status assessment methodologies and others) were collected, 
translated and exchanged; 

¶ extensive literature studies were carried out to gain an in depth understanding of the requirements 
of European water policies with an emphasis on common groundwater assessment according the 
WFD and the GWD; 

¶ guidelines and available best practices from other countries were analyzed and recommendations 
for further steps were developed, which were taken into account creating joint harmonized 
approaches for groundwater resources assessment; 

¶ the summaries on acquired knowledge during EGU General Assembly 2021 and Nordic 
Hydrological Conference 2022 were developed and circulated around all project partners to 
transfer the gained knowledge; 

¶ joint principles on how to manage common groundwater resources in transboundary Gauja/Koiva 
and Salaca/Salatsi river basins were chosen and agreed, creating joint and harmonized approaches, 
addressing topics which could be solved during the WaterAct project, taking into account data 
availability and quality in both countries, as well as available human resources and project timeline. 

Recommendations concerning transboundary groundwater resources management: 

¶ to improve transboundary groundwater resources management between Latvia and Estonia, close 
cooperation should be continued between Latvian and Estonian authorities; 

¶ work on the harmonization of TGWBs assessment methodologies should be continued, as well as 
development of unified approach of assessment of significant anthropogenic pressures (point and 
diffuse, as well as groundwater abstraction); 

¶ the common dynamic hydrogeological model should be developed for Estonian-Latvian TGBWs, in 
order to assess the groundwater balance, as well as specify the areas to which more attention 
should be paid to; 

¶ a working group should be established and periodic meetings and discussions should be held for 
the development of a joint transboundary groundwater management plan. 
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Annex 1 

Background levels and threshold values of Estonian groundwater bodies  
(Marandi et al., 2019) 

GWB Substance 
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s
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V 

BL (90th 

percentile; 

2004-2017) 

BL 
(¢ǑŜōŀƴΣ 

1968; other 
data) 

New TV 

(Marandi 
et al., 
2019) 

Receptor 

A
d
a
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te

d
 i
n
 

le
g
is
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ti
o
n 

No.1 Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/l 350 548.3 421 500 
Saltwater 

intrusion 
YES 

No.2 Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/l 250 244.0 157 250 
Drinking water/ 

Saltwater intrusion 
YES 

No.3 Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/l 250 366.3 122 250 
Drinking water/ 

Saltwater intrusion 
YES 

No.4 Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/l - 60.3 450 250 
Drinking water/ 

Saltwater intrusion 
YES 

No.5a Sulphates (SO4нҍ) mg/l  90.9 18 100 Drinking water YES 

No.5b Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/l  333.8 132 350 Saltwater intrusion YES 

No.6 

Sulphates (SO4нҍ) mg/l 250 28.1 0 50 Drinking water YES 

Phenols ˃Ǝκƭ 1  ғн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Benzene ˃Ǝκƭ 1  ғлΦн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Petroleum products ˃Ǝκƭ 20  ғмл ˃Ǝκƭ 20 
Drinking water/ 

Surface water 
YES 

Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

˃Ǝκƭ 0.1  ғлΦм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.1 Drinking water YES 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    3 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)    0.08 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.7 

Sulphates (SO4нҍ) mg/l 250 440.1 22 250 Drinking water YES 

Phenols ˃Ǝκƭ 1 907.0 ғн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Benzene ˃Ǝκƭ 1  ғлΦн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Petroleum products ˃Ǝκƭ 20  ғмл ˃Ǝκƭ 20 
Drinking water/ 

Surface water 
YES 

Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

˃Ǝκƭ 0.05  ғлΦм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.1 Drinking water YES 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    3 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)    0.08 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.8 

Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/l 250 601.3 178 250 Drinking water YES 

Benzene ˃Ǝκƭ 1  ғлΦн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Petroleum products ˃Ǝκƭ 20  ғмл ˃Ǝκƭ 20 
Drinking water/ 

Surface water 
YES 

Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

˃Ǝκƭ 0.1  ғлΦм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.1 Drinking water YES 

No.9 

Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/l 250 1427.5 701 250 Drinking water YES 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    1 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)   ғлΦлм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.02 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.10 

Benzene ˃Ǝκƭ 1  ғлΦн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Petroleum products ˃Ǝκƭ 20  ғмл ˃Ǝκƭ 20 
Drinking water/ 

Surface water 
YES 

Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

˃Ǝκƭ 0.1  ғлΦм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.1 Drinking water YES 

Phenols ˃Ǝκƭ 1  ғн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    1 Surface water/ NO 
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GWB Substance 
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BL (90th 

percentile; 
2004-2017) 

BL 
(¢ǑŜōŀƴΣ 

1968; other 
data) 

New TV 

(Marandi 
et al., 
2019) 

Receptor 

A
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a

p
te

d
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n
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g
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o
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GDEs 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)   ғлΦлм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.02 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.11 

Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/l 188 55.3 246 250 Drinking water YES 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    2.5 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)   ғлΦлм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.02 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.12 

Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/l 250 117.2 147 250 Drinking water YES 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    3 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)   ғлΦлм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.08 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.13 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    1 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)   ғлΦлм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.06 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.14 

Benzene ˃Ǝκƭ 1  ғлΦн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Petroleum products ˃Ǝκƭ 20  <10 ˃ Ǝκƭ 20 
Drinking water/Surface 

water 
YES 

Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

˃Ǝκƭ 0.1  ғлΦм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.1 Drinking water YES 

Phenols ˃Ǝκƭ 1  ғн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    2.5 Surface water/GWDEs NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)   ғлΦлм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.02 Surface water/GWDEs NO 

No.15 

Benzene ˃Ǝκƭ 1  ғлΦн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Petroleum products ˃Ǝκƭ 20  ғмл ˃Ǝκƭ 20 
Drinking water/ 

Surface water 
YES 

Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

˃Ǝκ[ 0.1  ғлΦм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.1 Drinking water YES 

No.15 

Phenols ˃Ǝκ[ 1  ғн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    1 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)   ғлΦлм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.02 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.16 

Benzene ˃Ǝκƭ 1  ғлΦн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Petroleum products ˃Ǝκƭ 20  ғмл ˃Ǝκƭ 20 
Drinking water/ 

Surface water 
YES 

Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

˃Ǝκƭ 0.1  ғлΦм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.1 Drinking water YES 

Phenols ˃Ǝκƭ 1  ғн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    2.5 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)   ғлΦлм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.02 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.17 Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/l 188 42.2  250 Drinking water YES 

No.19 

Benzene ˃Ǝκƭ 1  ғлΦн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Petroleum products ˃Ǝκƭ 20  ғмл ˃Ǝκƭ 20 
Drinking water/ 

Surface water 
YES 

Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

˃Ǝκƭ 0.1  ғлΦм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.1 Drinking water YES 

Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/l 250 716.6  250 
Drinking water/ 

Saltwater intrusion 
YES 

No.20 Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/l 250 471.0  450 Drinking water/ YES 
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GWB Substance 
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2004-2017) 

BL 
(¢ǑŜōŀƴΣ 
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data) 

New TV 

(Marandi 
et al., 
2019) 

Receptor 

A
d
a

p
te

d
 i
n
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g
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o
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Saltwater intrusion 

No.22 Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    1 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.23 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    1 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)   ғлΦлм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.06 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.24 

Benzene ˃Ǝκƭ 1  ғлΦн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Petroleum products ˃Ǝκ[ 20  ғмл ˃Ǝκƭ 20 
Drinking water/ 

Surface water 
YES 

PAHs ˃Ǝκ[ 0.1  ғлΦм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.1 Drinking water YES 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    1 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)   ғлΦлм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.06 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.25 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    3 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)   ғлΦлм ˃Ǝκ[ 0.08 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.26 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    1 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)   ғлΦлм ˃Ǝκ[ 0.06 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.27 

Sulphates (SO4нҍ) mg/l 250 106.6 4 100 Drinking water YES 

Phenols ˃Ǝκƭ 1 2.2 ғн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Benzene ˃Ǝκƭ 1 0.3 ғлΦн ˃Ǝκƭ 1 Drinking water YES 

Petroleum products ˃Ǝκƭ 20 37.3 ғмл ˃Ǝκƭ 20 
Drinking water/ 

Surface water 
YES 

Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

˃Ǝκƭ 0.1 0.0 ғлΦм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.1 Drinking water YES 

Total nitrogen (Ntot) mg/l(N)    0.5 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

Total phosphorus (Ptot) mg/l(P)  0.14 ғлΦлм ˃Ǝκƭ 0.02 
Surface water/ 

GDEs 
NO 

No.28 

Phenols ˃Ǝκ[ 1 2.0 ғн ˃Ǝκ[ 1 Drinking water YES 

Benzene ˃Ǝκ[ 1 0.09 ғлΦн ˃Ǝκ[ 1 Drinking water YES 

Petroleum products ˃Ǝκ[ 20 22.0 ғмл ˃Ǝκ[ 20 
Drinking water/ 

Surface water 
YES 

Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

˃Ǝκ[ 0.1 0.02 ғлΦм ˃Ǝκ[ 0.1 Drinking water YES 

Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/L 250 54.6 28 60 Drinking water YES 

Nitrates (NO3 ) mg/L 38 29.4  38 Drinking water YES 

Sulphates (SO4нҍ) mg/L  59.5  50 Drinking water YES 

No.29 

Benzene ˃Ǝκ[ 1 0.09 ғлΦн ˃Ǝκ[ 1 Drinking water YES 

Petroleum products ˃Ǝκ[ 20 22.0 ғмл ˃Ǝκ[ 20 Drinking water YES 

Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

˃Ǝκ[ 0.1 0.02 ғлΦм ˃Ǝκ[ 0.1 
Drinking water/ 

Surface water 
YES 

Chlorides (Clҍ) mg/L 250 180.0  250 Drinking water YES 

Abbreviations: 
TV - threshold value 
BL - background level 
aa - identified TGWBs (according to results from WP2) 

 



 

135 

 

WaterAct 

άJoint actions for more efficient management of common  

groundwater resourcesέ 

Annex 2 

Background levels and threshold values of Latvian groundwater bodies  
(wŜǘƛƫŜ and .ƛƪǑŜΣ нлмф) 

GWB Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Used in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Use in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Q1 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 80.0 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4.0 27.0 Drinking water YES 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 75.0 137.5 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30.0 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 8.7 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 29.0 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water YES 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 130.0 190.0 Drinking water YES Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water YES 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 250.0 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.58 Drinking water YES 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 50.0 150.0 Drinking water YES Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water YES 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.45 0.475 Drinking water YES Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water YES 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.16 0.16 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.0 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 3.8 3.8 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10.0 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water YES       

F1 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 95.0 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4.0 27.0 Drinking water NO 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 18.0 109 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 11.4 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.50 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 36.0 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 18.0 134 Drinking water YES Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 440 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 50.0 150 Drinking water YES Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.85 0.85 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.20 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.07 0.07 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.00 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.3 2.3 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/L 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

F2 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 105 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4.0 27.0 Drinking water NO 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 13 106.5 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 7.4 - Drinking water - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.50 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 36 - Drinking water - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 18 134 Drinking water YES Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 
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GWB Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Used in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Use in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 440 - - - Mercury (Hg)  ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 50 150 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.45 0.457 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.20 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.07 0.07 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.00 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.3 2.3 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

F3  
(zone 
F3a) 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 105 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water YES 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 24 112 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 7.4 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.50 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 36 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 18 134 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 470 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 80 165 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.450 0.457 Drinking water YES Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.10 0.10 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.9 2.9 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water YES       

F3  
(zone 
F3b) 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 230 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water YES 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 24 112 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 13.8 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.50 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 67 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 25 135.7 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 390 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 630 630 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.65 0.65 Drinking water YES Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.07 0.07 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.3 2.3 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water YES       

F4 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 115 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water YES 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 18 109 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 8.7 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.50 Drinking water NO 
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GWB Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Used in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Use in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 42 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 18 134 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 530 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 80 165 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.65 0.65 Drinking water YES Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.07 0.07 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 3.8 3.8 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - Drinking water - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water YES       

D6 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 130 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 13 106.5 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 6 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 32 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 18 134 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 440 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 80 165 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.450 0.475 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.12 0.12 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.9 2.9 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

D7 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 115 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 18 109 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 7.4 - Drinking water - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 36 - Drinking water - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 18 134 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 440 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 80 165 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.450 0.475 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.07 0.07 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.3 2.3 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - Drinking water - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 105 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water NO 
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GWB Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Used in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Use in GWB 

status 
assessment 

D8 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 18 109 DW NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 7.4 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 36 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 18 134 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 470 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 50 150 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.65 0.65 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.12 0.12 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.9 2.9 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

D9 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 105 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 18 109 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 7.4 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 42 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 25 137.5 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 440 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 50 150 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.65 0.65 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.12 0.12 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 3.8 3.8 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

D10 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 105 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 18 109 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 6 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 36 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 18 134 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 470 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 50 150 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.85 0.85 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.16 0.16 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 3.8 3.8 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 
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GWB Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Used in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Use in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

D11 
(zone 
D11a) 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 130 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water YES 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 24 112 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 8.7 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 48 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water YES 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 25 137.5 Drinking water YES Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water YES 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 440 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water YES 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 240 245 Drinking water YES Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water YES 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.45 0.475 Drinking water YES Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water YES 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.10 0.10 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.9 2.9 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water YES       

 D11 
(zone 
D11b) 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 580 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water YES 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 75 137.5 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 16 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 117 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water YES 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 130 190 Drinking water YES Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water YES 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 530 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water YES 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 1330 1330 Drinking water YES Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water YES 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.85 0.85 Drinking water YES Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water YES 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.12 0.12 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.9 2.9 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water YES       

A1 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 95 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 32 116 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 6 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 36 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 25 137.5 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 390 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 80 165 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.35 0.425 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.12 0.12 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 
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Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.9 2.9 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

A2 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 80 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 62 131 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 6 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 29 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 50 150 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 330 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 30 140 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.35 0.425 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.19 0.19 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 3.8 3.8 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

A3 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 95 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 18 109 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 6 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 32 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 25 137.5 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 390 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 50 150 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.45 0.475 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.10 0.10 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.3 2.3 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

A4 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 150 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 32 116 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 13.8 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 57 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 50 150 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 330 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 450 450 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 
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GWB Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Used in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Use in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.35 0.425 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.07 0.07 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.3 2.3 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

A5 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 150 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water YES 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 75 137.5 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 11.4 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 67 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water YES 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 130 190 Drinking water YES Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water YES 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 360 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water YES 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 450 450 Drinking water YES Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water YES 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.35 0.425 Drinking water YES Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water YES 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.07 0.07 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.3 2.3 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water YES       

A6 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 115 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 62 131 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 11.4 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 42 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 50 150 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 390 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 240 245 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.35 0.425 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.07 0.07 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.3 2.3 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

A7 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 95 - Drinking water - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water YES 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 32 116 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 6 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 32 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water YES 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 25 137.5 Drinking water YES Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water YES 
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GWB Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Used in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Use in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 440 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water YES 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 30 140 Drinking water YES Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water YES 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.85 0.85 Drinking water YES Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water YES 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.16 0.16 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 3.8 3.8 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water YES       

A8 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 95 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water YES 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 32 116 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 8.7 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 36 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water YES 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 18 134 Drinking water YES Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water YES 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 390 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water YES 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 80 165 Drinking water YES Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water YES 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.35 0.425 Drinking water YES Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water YES 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.12 0.12 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.9 2.9 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water YES       

A9 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 80 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water YES 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 13 106.5 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - - - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 7.4 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 32 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 18 134 Drinking water YES Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3
-) mg/l 390 - Drinking water - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO4
2-) mg/l 30 140 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4
+) mg/l 0.35 0.425 Drinking water YES Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.10 0.10 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.3 2.3 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water YES       

A10 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 80 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 13 106.5 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - Drinking water - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 4.5 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 
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GWB Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Used in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Use in GWB 

status 
assessment 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 32 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 18 134 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3-) mg/l 390 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO42-) mg/l 30 140 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4+) mg/l 0.45 0.475 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.19 0.19 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 3.8 3.8 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

P 

Calcium (Ca2+) mg/l 80 - - - Nitrates (NO3
-) (aerobic) mg/l 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 62 131 Drinking water NO Phosphates (PO4
3-) ˃Ǝκƭ 30 - Drinking water - 

Potassium (K+) mg/l 8.7 - - - Fluorides (F-) mg/l 0.54 1.00 Drinking water NO 

Magnesium (Mg2+) mg/l 29 - - - Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water NO 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 130 190 Drinking water NO Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water NO 

Bicarbonate (HCO3-) mg/l 360 - - - Mercury (Hg) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.16 0.85 Drinking water NO 

Sulphates (SO42-) mg/l 30 140 Drinking water NO Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water NO 

Ammonium (NH4+) mg/l 0.350 0.425 Drinking water NO Nickel (Ni) ˃Ǝκƭ 2.2 11.1 Drinking water NO 

Manganese (Mn) mg/l 0.12 0.12 Drinking water NO Chromium (Cr) ˃Ǝκƭ 4 27 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (anaerobic) mg/l 2.3 2.3 Drinking water NO Copper (Cu) ˃Ǝκƭ 10 10 Drinking water NO 

Iron (total) (Fetot) (aerobic) mg/l 0.17 0.19 Drinking water NO Zinc (Zn) ˃Ǝκƭ 50 - - - 

Nitrates (NO3
-) (anaerobic) mg/l 0.4 25.2 Drinking water NO       

Abbreviations: 
TV - threshold value 
BL - background level 
aa - identified TGWBs (according to results from WP2) 
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Annex 3 

Background levels and threshold values of Latvian groundwater bodies at risk 

Groundwater body at risk Q2 ([±Ha/Σ нлмф) 

GWB Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Used in GWB status 

assessment 

Q2 Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 152 152 Seawater intrusion YES 

 

Groundwater body at risk F5 (wŜǘƛƫŜ ŀƴŘ .ƛƪǑŜΣ нлму) 

GWB Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Used in GWB status 

assessment 

F5 

Chlorides (Cl-) mg/l 13.2 131.6 Seawater intrusion YES 

Sodium (Na+) mg/l 22.3 111.2 Seawater intrusion YES 

Sulphates (SO42-) mg/l 42.5 146.3 Seawater intrusion YES 

 

Groundwater body at risk A11 ([±Ha/Σ нлмф) 

GWB Substance Unit BL TV Receptor 
Used in GWB status 

assessment 

A11 
(Quaternary 

aquifer) 

Chemical oxygen demand (COD) mg/l 35.5 35.5 Drinking water YES 

Sulphates (SO42-) mg/l 8.2 129.1 Drinking water YES 

Synthetic surfactants mg/l 0 0.1 Drinking water YES 

Electrical conductivity 
ҡ{κŎƳ-

1 
190 190 Drinking water YES 

Sum of trichloroethylene and 
tetrachloroethylene (TCE+PCE) 

mg/l 0 0.005 Drinking water YES 

Sum of monoaromatic hydrocarbons: 
benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene and 
xylenes (BTEX) 

mg/l 0 0.005 Drinking water YES 

Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water YES 

Cadmium (Cd) ˃Ǝκƭ 0.29 2.65 Drinking water YES 

Lead (Pb) ˃Ǝκƭ 1.65 5.83 Drinking water YES 

A11 

(Upper 
Gauja 
(D3gj2) 

aquifer) 

Chemical oxygen demand (COD) mg/l 45 45 Drinking water YES 

Sulphates (SO42-) mg/l 25 137.5 Drinking water YES 

Synthetic surfactants mg/l 0 0.1 Drinking water YES 

Electrical conductivity 
ҡ{κŎƳ-

1 
580 580 Drinking water YES 

Sum of trichloroethylene and 
tetrachloroethylene (TCE+PCE 

mg/l 0 0.005 Drinking water YES 

Sum of monoaromatic hydrocarbons: 
benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene and 
xylenes (BTEX) 

mg/l 0 0.005 Drinking water YES 

Arsenic (As) ˃Ǝκƭ 4.9 7.45 Drinking water YES 
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Annex 4 

Structure of Estonian groundwater body conceptual models 

GWB code RBD GWB group Aquifer system 
Admin. unit  

(e.g., county) 
Area (km2) 

      

  Additional visual 
materials 

Hydrogeological 
characteristics 

Lithology   

YES 

(Conceptual cross-
section; map with 

groundwater levels 
and flow direction) 

Thickness  

Overlying aquitard   

Underlying aquitard   

Groundwater level   

Hydrodynamics 

Flow direction   
YES 

(Map with 
groundwater levels 
and flow directions) 

Filtration coefficient and flow velocity   

Recharge and regime   

Chemical 
composition 

Chemical composition   
YES 

(Maps and Piper 
diagrams) 

Conceptual model of the chemical 
composition formation 

  

GDTEs and 
GAAEs 

Groundwater associated river 
waterbodies 

  

- Groundwater associated standing 
water bodies and karst features 

  

GDTEs   

Status 
assessment 

Chemical status   

 

- 
Quantitative status   

Overall status   

Groundwater 
resources (m3/d)  

Natural resources (NR)   

- 

Approved groundwater resources 
(AGR) 

  

Groundwater abstraction (GA)   

Available resources (AGR-GA)   

Minimal available natural resources  
(NR-AGR) 

  

Minimal available natural resources for 
abstraction (NR-GA) 
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Annex 5 

Structure of Latvian groundwater body conceptual models 

GWB code,  

RBD 

 Additional 
visual 

materials 

Area (km2)  
- 

Physico-geographical characteristics  

Characterization 
of aquifers 

Type of aquifers, 
dominant lithology 

 

YES 

(Multiple cross- 

sections) 

The main characteristics 
of aquifers 

 

Thickness of aquifers  

Overlying 
sediments 

Lithology and thickness 
 

Vulnerability of Quaternary aquifer  

- 
Vulnerability of confined aquifers  

Land use (CORINE Land Cover) 
Most common land use types Distribution, % 

- 
  

Nitrate vulnerable zone 
 YES 

(Map with 
distribution) 

GDTEs  - 

Groundwater 

recharge 

Main recharge 
mechanisms 

 

- 
Average annual 
precipitation 

 

Recharge and discharge 
areas 

 

Monitoring 

Number of monitoring 
stations, number of 
wells 

 YES 

(Map with 
monitoring 
stations and 

springs) 
Types and frequency of 
observations 

 

Groundwater 

resources 

Groundwater well fields  

- 

Groundwater 
abstraction in well fields 

 

Calculated (approved) 
resources in well fields 

 

Recharge amount  

NBLs and TVs 
Parameter NBL TV 

Unit of 
measurement - 
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Annex 6 

Comparison between Estonian and Latvian groundwater body conceptual models 

Section of the conceptual model 
The situation in each country 

Visual materials  
(maps, diagrams) Suggestions for harmonization 

Estonia Latvia Estonia Latvia 

GWB code Provided Provided 

No visual materials 

provided for this section 

Recommendations: 

1) adopt the Estonian approach for the joint and 
harmonized conceptual  model structure 
(excluding fields Groundwater body group, 
Aquifer system and Administrative unit). 

RBD Provided Provided 

GWB group Provided 
Not provided as separate field, 

but information is available 
Aquifer system Provided 

Administrative unit (e.g. county) Provided 

Area (km2) Provided Provided 

Physiographic characteristics 
Not provided as separate 
field, but information is 

available 
Provided 

No visual materials 

provided for this section 

Recommendations: 

1) adopt the Estonian approach for the joint and 
harmonized conceptual  model structure. 

Hydrogeological 
characteristics 

Lithology 

Provided 

Conceptual model structure 
differs, but information is 

available 

Conceptual cross-
section provided 

Multiple cross-
sections provided 

Recommendations: 

1) adopt the Estonian approach for the joint and 
harmonized conceptual  model structure 
(excluding field Groundwater flow velocity - such 
information is not available in the case of Latvia); 

2) adopt the Estonian approach for the 
development of visual materials  

GWB thickness 

Overlying aquitard 

Underlying aquitard 

Groundwater level 
Not provided as separate field, 

but information is available 
Map with 

groundwater 
levels and flow 

directions 
No visual 
materials 

provided for this 
section Hydrodynamics 

Flow direction 

Provided 
Conceptual model structure 
differs, but information is 

available 

Filtration coefficient and 
groundwater flow velocity 

No visual 
materials 

provided for this 
section Recharge and regime 

Groundwater 
chemical composition 

Chemical composition 

Provided 

Not provided as separate field, 
but information is available 

Multiple maps 
and Piper 
diagrams 

(depending on 
overall situation 

of the GWB) 

No visual 
materials 

provided for this 
section 

Recommendations: 

1) adopt the Estonian approach for the joint and 
harmonized conceptual  model structure (in the 
case of Latvia it will not be entirely possible to 
adopt the field Conceptual model of the 
formation of chemical composition - information 
will be provided according to its availability); 

2) adopt the Estonian approach for the 
development of visual materials  

Conceptual model of the 
formation of chemical 
composition 

Not developed due to lack of 
data and knowledge of the 

overall situation of the GWB 

Groundwater 
vulnerability 

Quaternary No data available Provided 
No visual materials 

provided for this section 

Recommendations: 

1) adopt the Latvian approach for the joint and 



 

148 

 

WaterAct 

άJoint actions for more efficient management of common  

groundwater resourcesέ 

Section of the conceptual model 
The situation in each country 

Visual materials  
(maps, diagrams) Suggestions for harmonization 

Estonia Latvia Estonia Latvia 

Pre-quaternary 
Not provided as separate 
field, but information is 

available 
Provided 

harmonized conceptual  model structure (in the 
case of Estonia Quaternary groundwater 
vulnerability map has not been developed - the 
field will remain blank). 

Corine LandCover 2018 
Not provided as separate 
field, but information is 

available 
Provided 

No visual materials 

provided for this section 

Recommendations: 

1) adopt the Latvian approach for the joint and 
harmonized conceptual  model structure. 

Nitrate vulnerable zone 
Not provided as separate 
field, but information is 

available 
Provided 

No visual 
materials 

provided for this 
section 

Map with Nitrate 
vulnerable zone 

distribution 

Recommendations: 

1) adopt the Latvian approach for the joint and 
harmonized conceptual  model structure; 

2) provide the map (not as a separate map but 
within previous visual materials) with Nitrate 
vulnerable zone distribution (for the relevant 
GWBs). 

Monitoring 

Number of monitoring 
stations and wells (springs) Not provided as separate 

field, but information is 
available 

Provided 

Map with location and types of MPs 

Recommendations: 

1) adopt the Latvian approach for the joint and 
harmonized conceptual  model structure; 

2) provide the map with MPs distribution (not as 
a separate map but within previous visual 
materials). 

Types and frequency of 
observations 

Provided 

GDTEs and GAAEs 

Groundwater associated 
river water bodies 

Provided 

Regarding GAAEs - information 
is not provided as the results of 
identification and assessment 
of GDEs at the level of Latvian 
GWBs were available at the 
beginning of 2022; regarding 

GDTEs - information is 
provided only for the Gauja 
River basin (results of the 

GroundEco project). 

Information is currently 
available on GAAEs for all 

GWBs in Latvia; on GDTEs it is 
available for Daugava, Lielupe 
and Venta RBDs as the results 
from previously mentioned 

project, but in the Gauja and 
Salaca river basins GDTEs were 
identified during the WaterAct 

project. 

No visual materials 

provided for this section 

Recommendations: 

1) adopt the Estonian approach for the joint and 
harmonized conceptual  model structure (a map 
with identified GDTEs and GAAEs will not be 
included in the conceptual model as such 
information is available as a separate chapter in 
WP2 joint report); 

2) in the case of Latvia collect results from the 
project "Identification and assessment of 
groundwater dependent ecosystems at the level 
ƻŦ [ŀǘǾƛŀƴ ƎǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ ōƻŘƛŜǎέ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ D!!9ǎ 
in TGWBs. 

Groundwater associated 
standing water body 
ecosystems and karst 
features 

GDTEs 
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Section of the conceptual model 
The situation in each country 

Visual materials  
(maps, diagrams) Suggestions for harmonization 

Estonia Latvia Estonia Latvia 

Status assessment 

Quantitative status 

Provided 
Not provided as separate field, 

but information is available 

No visual materials 

provided for this section 

Recommendations: 

1) adopt the Estonian approach for the joint and 
harmonized conceptual  model structure 
(excluding fields Overall status). 

Chemical status 

Overall status 

Groundwater 
resources (m3/d)  

Natural resources (NR) 

Provided 

No data available (no dynamic 
hydrogeological model has 

been developed) 

No visual materials 

provided for this section 

Recommendations: 

1) adopt the Estonian approach for the joint and 
harmonized conceptual  model structure (In the 
case of Latvia, by filling in information about 
those parameters for which information is 
available) 

2) In the case of Latvia, it is necessary to 
consider the idea of development of a dynamic 
hydrogeological model (outside the WaterAct 
project) in order to be able to provide and 
calculate adequate information on groundwater 
resources. 

Approved groundwater 
resources (AGR) 

Provided 

Groundwater abstraction 
(GA) 

Provided 

Available groundwater 
resources (AGR-GA) 

Not provided, but parameter 
can be calculated based on 

available information 

Minimal available natural 
resource (NR-AGR) No data available (no dynamic 

hydrogeological model has 
been developed) 

Minimal available natural 
resource of groundwater 
for abstraction (NR-GA) 

NBLs and TVs 
Not provided as separate 
field, but information is 

available 
Provided 

No visual materials 

provided for this section 

Recommendations: 

1) adopt the Latvian approach for the joint and 
harmonized conceptual  model structure. 

Note: To compare the structure of conceptual models, as a base Estonian conceptual model structure was chosen. For each conceptual model section information was provided whether such a section 
is provided in the case of each country. Conceptual model structure was supplemented with additional sections (violet color) if such a section was provided in the case of Latvia, but not in the case of 
Estonia 
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Joint and harmonized structure of conceptual models for Estonian-Latvian  
transboundary groundwater bodies 

GWB code 
 

Additional visual 
material 

RBD  - 

Area (km2)  - 

Physiographic characteristics  - 

Hydrogeological 
characteristics 

Lithology  

+ 

GWB thickness  

Overlying aquitard  

Underlying aquitard  

Groundwater level  

Hydrodynamics 

Flow direction  

+ Filtration coefficient  

Recharge and regime  

Groundwater chemical 
composition 

Chemical composition  
+ 

Conceptual model of the chemical composition  

Groundwater vulnerability 
Quaternary  

- 
Pre-Quaternary  

CORINE Land Cover 2018  - 

Nitrate vulnerable zone  + 

Monitoring network 
Number of monitoring stations and points  

+ 
Type and frequency of observations  

GDTEs and GAAEs 

Groundwater associated river water bodies  

- 
Groundwater associated standing water 
bodies and karst features 

 

GDTEs  

Status assessment results 
Quantitative status  

- 
Chemical status  

Groundwater resources 
(m3/d)  

Natural resources (NR)  

- 

Approved groundwater resources (AGR)  

Groundwater abstraction (GA)  

Available groundwater resources (AGR-GA)  

Minimal available natural resources (NR-AGR)  

Minimal available natural resources for 
groundwater abstraction (NR-GA) 

 

NBLs and TVs 
Indicator NBL TV 

- 
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Comparison between Estonian and Latvian natural background levels and threshold values derivation techniques 

Step and its description Description of main differences  
(green - none, blue - minor, orange - major) 

Suggestions for harmonization 

1. Dataset 

Time period Estonia:  

Chemical data from 2004-2017 was used to represent present conditions and work 
with the dataset at the GWB level. For macro components (e.g. Cl-, SO4

2-, NO3
-) data 

from earlier periods (1980s) was also considered. 

Even though there are differences in chosen time 
periods, it is not considered to have a major impact 
on the outcome. 

Recommendations: 

1) although in case of Latvia extra data could be added 
from earlier time periods for parameters which cannot 
be affected by water pumping and are considered as 
conservatives (e.g. Cl-), that would highlight the issue 
with Na++K+ values (which were often calculated) - no 
harmonization needed 

Latvia:  

Chemical data from 1994-2019 was used. In 1994, groundwater sampling procedure 
changed. Before the samples were taken without proper pumping that can 
influence the representativity of some analyzed parameters. Also, in 1994 almost 
all Na+ and K+ values were already analyzed separately (previously reported as a sum 
Na++K+). 

Data sources Estonia:  

Monitoring wells and water supply wells. 

The data source can be considered as similar. The only 
difference is that Estonia did not use spring data, but 
in Latvia those were only 30 extra points. 

No harmonization needed 

Latvia:  

Monitoring wells and springs, water supply wells 

Removal of 
incomplete 
records 

Estonia:  

Samples with missing supporting information (e.g. well number, representative 
aquifer) and missing at least one of 7 major elements (Ca2+, Mg2+, Na+, K+, Cl-, SO4

2-, 
HCO3

-) were removed. 

No difference No harmonization needed 

Latvia:  

Samples with missing supporting information (e.g. well number, representative 
aquifer) and missing at least one of 7 major elements (Ca2+, Mg2+, Na+, K+, Cl-, SO4

2-, 
HCO3

-) and duplicates were removed. As well, samples which do not represent any 
GWB were removed (not all groundwater in Latvia is a part of some GWB). 

Na++K+ 
treatment 

 

 

 

Estonia:  

Did not have this issue as the chosen time period for the data set was mainly 2004. 

No difference No harmonization needed 

Latvia:  

Samples with Na+ and K+ reported as a sum of Na++K+ removed as they mostly are 
calculated from ionic charge balance. 

Ionic charge 
balance 

Both countries: 

¦ǎŜŘ ҕмл҈ ǊǳƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀ όLenntech, 2020) to remove suspicious 
samples: 

The only difference is that Estonia used additional 
NH4

+ values, while all other parameters such as major 
ions and NO3- were the same. 

Recommendations: 

1) as NH4
+ is also often present in Latvian groundwater 

due to natural occurrence, it would be suggested to use 
NH4

+ values in ionic charge balance calculations as well; 
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The equivalent weight (g/eq or mg/meq) of a compound is defined as: Equivalent 
weight= M/Z 

where: 

M=molecular weight, g 

Z=charge 

but before an analysis of how much adding of NH4
+ to the 

calculation of ionic charge balance changes the results 
should be carried out. 

Samples under 
detection limit 
(DL) treatment 

Estonia:  

For values under DL, the values of DL were used. Most datasets had information 
about DLs. 

Both techniques are the most common ones to deal 
with values under DL. The chosen methodological 
approach could become significant for the cases 
where there are lots of values under DLs (e.g. for 
trace elements). 

Recommendations: 

1) the suggested ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŀǘ 9¦ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ѹ ƻŦ 5[ ǘƻ 
treat values under DLs (Wendland et al., 2006), but 
before an analysis of how many values under DL were 
present in the Estonian dataset should be carried out to 
understand if harmonization will bring much difference 

Latvia:  

CƻǊ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ 5[Σ ǘƘŜ ѹ ƻŦ 5[ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘΦ IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 
about DLs and based on known laboratory techniques sometimes expert judgment 
was used to identify such samples. 

Treatment of 
time series 

Estonia:  

For the same well average values were used. 

Both techniques are commonly used in treatment of 
time series, but median values are less impacted by 
possible outliers; the chosen methodological 
approach could become significant for the cases 
where a lot of wells have time series with significant 
trends. 

Recommendations: 

1) The suggested approach at EU level is to use median 
values (Wendland et al., 2006), but before an analysis of 
how many wells in Estonia have more than one record 
should be carried out to understand if harmonization will 
bring much difference. 

Latvia:  

For the same well median values were used. 

2. Anthropogenic influence 

Treatment of 
saline intrusion 

Estonia:  

Did not consider salinity constraints. 

Not taking or taking into account salinity constraint 
might have a significant influence in areas where 
seawater/saltwater intrusion is present. 

Recommendations: 

1) the suggested approach at EU level is to remove 
samples with NaCl sum higher than 1000 mg/l 
(Wendland et al., 2006) as they are considered to not 
represent natural or freshwater conditions (only potable 
freshwater are considered to be delineated as GWB 
according to WFD 2000/60/EC; but before an analysis of 
how many samples fall out of further analysis if NaCl 
constraint is used should be carried out to understand if 
harmonization is necessary. 

Latvia:  

Removed samples with NaCl > 1000 mg/l, according to BRIDGE methodology 
(Wendland et al., 2006). 

Treatment of 
agricultural 
influence 

Estonia:  

Did not consider any constraint. 

Not taking or taking into account agricultural impact 
constraints might have a significant influence in areas 
where intensive agricultural activities are present 
(e.g. nitrate vulnerable zone). 

Recommendations: 

1) the minimum suggested approach at EU level is to 
remove samples with NO3- > 10 mg/l, but also eliminating 
samples with known presence of synthetic compounds is 
recommended (Wendland et al., 2006); 

2) it would be suggested to use NO3
- constraint at least 

in nitrates vulnerable zones. But before an analysis of 

Latvia:  

Removed sampling sites having median nitrate levels higher than 10 mg/l which are 
considered anthropogenically impacted; removing samples with values above DL for 
synthetic substances (e.g. pesticides) as suggested by BRIDGE methodology 
(Wendland et al., 2006). 
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how many samples fall out using above mentioned 
constraints should be carried out to understand if 
harmonization is necessary. 

3. Redox conditions 

Redox 
conditions 

Estonia:  

Did not consider redox conditions, still somehow used them to eliminate suspicious 
samples (e.g. when NO3

- and a lot of Fetot is present). 

Redox conditions might strongly influence the 
outcome as many elements are redox sensitive, and 
redox conditions can be used as forecasts for possible 
exceedances. 

Recommendations: 

1) it is recommended by BRIDGE methodology 
(Wendland et al., 2006) to use redox constraint: O2 > 1 
mg/l aerobic conditions and O2 < 1 mg/l anaerobic, if 
such data is missing also Fe(II) and Mn(II) constraints can 
be used: aerobic samples (Fe < 0.2 mg/l and Mn < 0.05 
ƳƎκƭύ ŀƴŘ ŀƴŀŜǊƻōƛŎ ǎŀƳǇƭŜǎ όCŜ җ лΦн ƳƎκƭ ŀƴŘ aƴ җ лΦр 
mg/l); 

2) for redox conditions it is believed that most necessary 
data might be missing to correctly categorize samples 
into aerobic and aerobic, so harmonization is not 
suggested. It is suggested to highlight the importance of 
monitoring Fe, Mn, O2 in monitoring programmes and 
hydrogeological studies. 

Latvia:  

In some cases took into account redox conditions, but was not able to use the full 
scheme proposed by BRIDGE as Mn and O2 were often missing. Samples with Fetot < 
0.2 mg/l were considered as oxic and this was used to derive different NBLs for oxic 
and anoxic conditions for Fetot and NO3

-. 

4. Derivation of NBLs 

Chosen 
parameters 

Estonia:  

This was the 3rd cycle in TV delineation, but for the first time NBLs were calculated 
at GWB level and taken into account. Parameters known and already identified as 
representing pressures and posing the risk for GWBs to not meet WFD objectives in 
Estonia were assessed: Cl-, SO4

2-, phenols, benzene, petroleum products, PAHs. NBLs 
were derived for all GWBs. Also synthetic substances have NBLs which are set as 
detection limits.  

 

For Ntot and Ptot, which were considered for surface water/GDEs receptors, NBLs 
were calculated, but further TVs were not derived (more research needed to 
support such values). 

There are differences in how to choose parameters 
for whom to calculate NBLs. In Latvia, all naturally 
occurring substances were analyzed and NBLs were 
derived for all GWBs and all parameters for which it is 
statistically reasonable (enough data). The idea was 
to do this for precaution (e.g. if a new risk will be 
identified, there will already be NBLs) and there was 
no risk assessment carried out (unknown pressures). 
After the NBLs can be derived only for those GBWs 
and for those parameters which pose a risk to not 
meet objectives of WFD. In Estonia, NBLs were 
derived for specific substances based on identified 
major pressures and previous studies. 

 

The major difference however is in the fact that 
Estonia used DLs as NBLs for some synthetic 
substances. Latvia sets NBLs as zero for all substances 
which cannot occur naturally as they should not be 
present. 

Recommendations: 

1) list of chosen parameters might be harmonized only 
in TGWBs, otherwise it depends on the chosen approach 
of each MS; 

2) however, it would be encouraged to  use zero as NBLs 
for all synthetic substances as recommended by BRIDGE 
methodology (aǸƭƭŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нллсΣ ²ŜƴŘƭŀƴŘ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ 
2006). 

Latvia:  

NBLs were derived for all parameters in all GWBs which can occur in groundwater 
naturally and where the dataset is enough to do that (also parameters which are 
not considered harmful and have no criteria values, e.g. Ca2+, K+ etc.). 

 

For synthetic substances (e.g. pesticides) NBL according to BRIDGE is derived as 
zero. 

Calculation of Estonia:  

90th percentile 

No difference No harmonization needed 
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NBLs Latvia:  

90th percentile 

Grouping Estonia:  

Not used in Estonia 

Grouping was used only in Latvia to ease the further 
application process. 

No harmonization needed 

Latvia:  

Baseline levels that are determined for a substance for each GWB can be combined 
in more general groups in order to reduce the number of different baseline levels, 
to promote more rounded baseline level numbers and to ease further groundwater 
management work. 

5. Derivation of TVs 

Chosen 
parameters 

Estonia:  

Those which are considered to make a risk to not meet WFD objectives. Receptors 
are considered: saltwater intrusion, drinking water. TVs set only for GWBs at risk 
and adopted in legislation (Minister of Environment Regulation No.48/2019). 

Both approaches are based on risk assessment. No harmonization needed 

Latvia:  

Calculated for all parameters which have environmental criteria (drinking water 
standards), but TVs are set in legislation only for GWBs at risk. 

Calculation of 
TVs 

Estonia:  

When comparing the criteria values with the established NBLs, two outcomes are 
possible for any substance or an indicator: (1) NBL < criteria value: in that case the 
MS will define the TV according to national strategies and a risk assessment 
(enabling a TV to be established above the BL providing it can be clearly justified). 
(2) NBL > criteria value: in this case, the TV should be equal to the NBL. 

No difference No harmonization needed 

Latvia:  

Two most common approaches for threshold detection were selected according to 
the experience of other European countries and BRIDGE methodology: (1) if the 
reference value is higher than the baseline level, then TV is calculated as the mid-
point between baseline level and reference value, (2) if the reference value is lower 
than baseline level, then TV is equal to baseline level. 
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Comparison between Estonian and Latvian approaches of pressure assessment in GWBs 

Step and its description Description of main differences 
(green - none, blue - minor,  orange - major) 

Suggestions for harmonization 

1. List of pressures 

Preparation of 
the list 

Estonia:  

The joint list of all pressure types sources (point, diffuse and groundwater 
abstraction) was created based on WFD Reporting Guidance 2016, Annex 1a: List of 
Pressure Types, also taking into account the list of GWBs at risk or in bad status. 

Although both countries have used the same 
guidelines for preparing the list of pressures, only in 
the case of point pressures the lists between the two 
countries are comparable. In the case of assessment 
of diffuse and groundwater abstraction pressures, the 
approaches in both countries are significantly 
different (due to differences in available data sources 
(e.g. hydrogeological model) and knowledge base). 

Recommendations: 

1) due to differences of available data sources in each 
country and differently chosen approaches of list 
preparation, creation of a harmonized approach would 
be too complicated and time consuming, therefore, no 
harmonization is recommended during the WaterAct 
project; 

2) harmonization should preferably be carried out within 
the framework of a separate project. 

Latvia:  

The list based on WFD Reporting Guidance 2016, Annex 1a: List of Pressure Types 
was prepared only for point-source pressures; in the process of creating the list the 
status of GWB was not taken into account. 

Target GWBs Estonia:  

All pressure types affect only GWBs that are exposed on the ground surface, except 
groundwater abstraction. 

No difference No harmonization needed 

Latvia:  

All pressure types affect only GWBs that are exposed on the ground surface, except 
groundwater abstraction. 

2. Point pressures 

Assessment 
procedure 

Estonia:  

Using the previously mentioned list, assessment was performed using GIS analysis. 
Assumption was made that the point pressure source's impacted area is related only 
to the sub-catchment areas (SWB)) where the point pressure source is situated. The 
areas of geometric intersection between the GWB and each SWB were calculated. 
The spatial query was performed to find the relation between points and areas. 
Percentage of selected SWBs in the GWB was calculated. The analysis was repeated 
for each point pressure type separately. 

The result of the GIS analysis shows the percentage of the GWB area that may be 
affected by a particular pressure type. 

Based on GIS analysis, the impact of pressure sources to GWB was assessed 
qualitatively in the three categories: 

1) no impact - pressure type affects less than 25% of GWB area; 

2) minor impact - pressure type affects 25-50% of GWB area; 

3) major impact - pressure type affects more than 50% of GWB area. 

 

Although both countries have used the approach of 
assessing the impact of point pressures at the level of 
SWBs, in the case of Latvia this has only been the first 
step, which has been followed by a much more 
detailed and manual assessment by an expert, taking 
into account the individual geological and 
hydrogeological conditions of each place, where the 
specific pressure point is located. 

Recommendations: 

1) due to differences of available data sources in each 
country and the chosen level of detail of point pressure 
assessment level, creation of harmonized approach (for 
example, adopting the more detailed approach used in 
the case of Latvia) would be too complicated and time 
consuming, therefore no harmonization is 
recommended during the WaterAct project; 

2) harmonization should preferably be carried out within 
the framework of a separate project. 
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Latvia:  

Using the previously developed point pressure list, the assessment was performed 
with a multi-step procedure using GIS analysis (initial assessment) and expert 
judgment (in-depth assessment). The analysis for all point pressure types were done 
jointly. 

Significance of pressure  on GWB was initially classified into 4 significance classes: 
insignificant, light, significant and very significant, which at the last step for RBMP 
needs were reduced to only 2 significance classes -  insignificant (previously used 
first 3 classes: insignificant, light and significant) and significant (previously used 
class very significant). 

1.Initial assessment at the level of SWBs 

Initial assessment was done at the scale of SWBs, identifying SWBs where at least 
3-point pressure sites were located. Dispersion of these sites was also assessed - if 
the sites were scattered throughout SWB, impact was considered insignificant. 

Significant impact was considered in SWBs, where (1) pollution has reached 
confined aquifers, and/or (2) at least 1 historically contaminated site have been 
identified, and/or (3) at least 3-point pressure sites are concentrated together. The 
SWBs were selected for further assessment. 

2. Assessment at the level of GWBs 

Two pressure classes were already identified at the beginning: pressure was 
considered insignificant if GWB was not exposed on the ground surface, and 
pressure was considered light if GWB was partially or completely exposed on 
ground surface but no SWBs were identified in the previous assessment stage. 

For all the other GWBs additional assessment was performed. Pressure was 
considered significant if at least 1 pollution site (in previously selected SWBs) was 
located in area where (at least one of options): 

1) protection of Quaternary aquifers are low; 

2) karst processes are common; 

3) groundwater abstractions were identified. 

Pressure was considered very significant (according to expert judgment) where 
point pollution can cause a significant impact on groundwater quality (degree of 
confined aquifer protection, groundwater abstraction and distribution of 
groundwater flows were assessed). 

At the final stage (for the need of RBMP and for better understanding to the general 
public), classes were reduced to only 2 categories: insignificant (including 
previously identified insignificant, light and significant classes) and significant 
(previously as very significant). 
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3. Diffuse pressures 

Assessment 
procedure 

Estonia:  

Using the previously mentioned list, assessment was performed using GIS analysis. 
Assumption was made that the point pressure source's impacted area is related only 
to the sub-catchment areas (SWBs)) where the point pressure source is situated. 
The areas of geometric intersection between the GWB and each SWB were 
calculated. The spatial query was performed to find the relation between points and 
areas. Percentage of selected SWBs in the GWB was calculated. The analysis was 
repeated for each point pressure type separately. 

The result of the GIS analysis shows the percentage of the GWB area that may be 
affected by a particular pressure type. 

Based on GIS analysis, the impact of pressure sources to GWB was assessed 
qualitatively in the three categories: 

1) no impact - pressure type affects less than 25% of GWB area; 

2) minor impact - pressure type affects 25-50% of GWB area; 

3) major impact - pressure type affects more than 50% of GWB area. 

The methods applied in both countries are currently 
not comparable due to their significant differences - 
while in the case of Estonia, the same approach is 
used in the assessment of diffuse pressures as in the 
case of point pressures assessment (assessment is 
done at the level of SWBs), in the case of Latvia, the 
assessment of diffuse pressures is carried out in a 
multiple step procedure, using the assessment at the 
level of SWBs as well as at  the level of GWB itself. 

Recommendations: 

1) due to differences of available data sources in each 
country and the chosen level of detail of diffuse pressure 
assessment level, creation of harmonized approach (for 
example, adopting the more detailed approach used in 
the case of Latvia) would be too complicated and time 
consuming, therefore no harmonization is 
recommended during the WaterAct project; 

2) harmonization should preferably be carried out within 
the framework of a separate project. 

Latvia:  

As diffuse pressure sites were not included in the list of pressures, a separate 
assessment procedure was developed for this assessment. 

Procedure consists of 5 stages: 

1) land use data assessment; 

2) livestock pressure analysis; 

3) diffuse pressure assessment on the level SWBs; 

4) distribution of nitrate vulnerable zone 

5) final assessment. 

1. Land use data analysis 

The area of agricultural land class (based on Corine Land Cover 2018 data) in each 
GWB was calculated, expressed as a percentage. After that, significance criterion 
was calculated by summing the occupied area within all GWBs (expressed as a 
percentage) and calculating its average value and standard deviation, additionally 
subtracting/adding the standard deviation to the average value. 

The significance criterion was divided into four classes: 

1) insignificant (does not cause a pressure on GWB); 

2) light (minimum pressure on GWB); 

3) significant (causes pressure on GWB); 

4) very significant (causes significant pressure on GWB) 

2. Livestock pressure assessment 

The allowable number of animal units (based on Agricultural Data Center data on 
the total number of livestock expressed in animal units) was calculated in each 
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GWB, according to national legislation. To do that, also the area of agricultural land 
required for manure application (ha), was calculated in each GWB around each 
livestock farm by determining an individual 5 km buffer zone and ultimately from 
these buffer zones by calculating the total area of agricultural land in each GWB. 

Very significant pressure was applied to GWB if the permissible number of livestock 
units (DVp) per hectare was exceeded (according to national legislation, the 
permissible number of livestock units per hectare of agricultural land is 1.7). If this 
number was not exceeded, the pressure on GWB was considered insignificant. 

3. Diffuse pressure assessment on the level SWBs 

All SWBs with poor and very poor-quality status due to diffuse agricultural pressure 
were identified. In SWBs, the diffuse agricultural pressures for which a significant or 
very significant impact was identified in the previous step, were taken into account. 
All poor and very poor quality SWBs affected by other diffuse loads, such as forestry 
and households not connected to the central sewerage systems, were also 
identified. 

For identified SWBs, the specific area was calculated in relation to the GWB area, 
expressed as a percentage.  

For the determination of diffuse pollution pressures in SWBs, a significance criterion 
limit of more than 20% of the GWB area was adopted. Very significant pressure on 
the GWB was attributed to the case where more than 20% of SWBs within the GWB 
were identified as having poor or very poor-quality status due to diffuse agricultural 
pressure (as well as pressures from other processes) in relation to the total GWB 
area; if the 20% limit was not exceeded, the pressure was considered as 
insignificant. 

4. Distribution of nitrate vulnerable zone 

If the area of the nitrate vulnerable zone occupied more than 20% of the GWB, the 
pressure was considered to be very significant; if the area occupied did not exceed 
20% of the GWB, the pressure was considered insignificant. 

5. Final assessment 

The final assessment was performed by summarizing the results obtained in the 
previous stages; the worst-case scenario was taken into account in the assessment 
of the diffuse pressure. 

At the final stage for the need of RBMP and for better understanding to the general 
public, only 2 significance categories were defined: insignificant (if no very 
significant pressure was identified in any of the previous steps) and significant (if 
very significant pressure was identified in at least one of the steps before). 

4. Groundwater abstraction 

Assessment 
procedure 

Estonia:  

Groundwater abstraction was not included in the GIS analysis, but was assessed 
separately, using a hydrodynamical model. The total amount of groundwater 

The methods applied in both countries are currently 
not comparable due to their significant differences - 
while in the case of Estonia, a hydrodynamical model 

Recommendations: 

1) due to significant differences of groundwater 
abstraction pressure assessment procedures in both 
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abstraction was compared with natural water balance, which was calculated for 
each GWB. 

has been used (comparing groundwater abstraction 
volumes with the model information on natural 
groundwater balance of the GWB), in the case of 
Latvia, hydrodynamical model still has not been 
developed, therefore, groundwater abstraction 
pressure at the level of the GWB was evaluated in the 
context of its intensity and distribution. 

countries (hydrodynamical model in the case of Estonia 
and assessment of pressure distribution in the case of 
Latvia), creation of harmonized approach (development 
of a new hydrodynamic model in the case of Latvia) 
would be too time and resources consuming, therefore 
no harmonization is recommended during the WaterAct 
project; 

2) harmonization should preferably be carried out within 
the framework of a separate project, starting with 
development of a hydrodynamical model in Latvia, at 
first, at least for the identified TGWBs, but ideally - for 
the entire territory of Latvia; only after development of 
mutually comparable hydrodynamical models in both 
countries it will be possible to develop a harmonized 
approach of assessing the pressure of groundwater 
abstraction. 

Latvia:  

As the dynamic hydrodynamic model is still not developed for all GWBs in Latvia, 
groundwater abstraction pressure was assessed manually in five steps.   

1. Gathering of groundwater abstraction data 

Information on groundwater abstraction from the State Statistical Reports was 
collected. The abstraction was linked to GWBs and the average abstraction rate 
(m3/d) was calculated for each abstraction point (groundwater well field or 
individual water well). 

2. Compilation of information by administrative territorial units 

The information was extrapolated to administrative territorial units and categorized 
into four groups: (1) areas without abstraction, (2) areas with abstraction up to 100 
m3/d, (3) areas with abstraction from 100 m3/d to 1000 m3/d and (4) areas with 
abstraction >1000 m3/d. 

3. Data validation 

To avoid potential errors, it was examined whether the groundwater abstraction 
point belonging to a specific administrative territorial unit falls within a specific GWB 
or is located outside its territory. In cases when a specific administrative territorial 
division unit belonged to several GWBs at the same time, manual connection of 
groundwater abstraction volumes with the corresponding GWBs was performed. 

4. Determination of specific abstraction indicator 

The specific water abstraction indicator was introduced in order to objectively 
assess groundwater abstraction at the level of GWBs and to characterize significant 
abstraction pressure. It was calculated by dividing the amount of water abstraction 
by the total area of GWB in each GWB. From these indicators, the average specific 
water abstraction indicator was calculated - 1.43. 

5. Assessment of significance 

If more than 20% of the area at GWB level was occupied by administrative units with 
significant (100-1000 m3/d) and very significant (>1000 m3/d) water abstraction 
pressure obtained in Step 2, additional criterion was considered - whether the 
specific water abstraction indicator (1.43) was exceeded at the GWB level. If this 
indicator was exceeded together with significant and very significant groundwater 
abstraction, then the overall groundwater abstraction pressure was considered to 
be significant at the level of the whole GWB. If these conditions were not exceeded, 
the pressure was considered to be insignificant. 
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Annex 10 

Comparison between Estonian and Latvian approaches of trend assessment 

Step and its description Description of main differences 
(green - none, blue - minor, orange - major) 

Suggestions for harmonization 

1. Data set 

Estonia:  

Data for the period 2014-2019 from all MPs for all relevant (with determined EQS, TVs 
and/or LVs) pollutants. 

Major difference: 

1) in the case of Latvia, longer time period was applied due to 
the lack of data and its quality ς even with this longer data 
set and additional criterion trend assessment was possible 
only at some MPs; 

2) in the case of Latvia, for the same reason the trend 
assessment is applied only as a separate step  

Recommendations: 

1) common time period must be chosen and applied for the 
trend assessment to ensure appropriate data comparability; 

2) if an insufficient amount of data in the applied time period 
have been identified at any of the MPs, remark must be made 
that the trends assessment is not possible at this particular MP; 

3) in the harmonized approach, trend assessment must be 
applied for all relevant pollutants (with determined EQS, TVs 
and/or LVs) and at all MPs (regardless of identified exceedances 
in the subsequent GWB condition assessment). 

Latvia:  

Data for the period 2000-2019 (if necessary, extending the period even more until the 
minimum number (6 samples) of samples required for analysis was reached) and only as 
one of the last and separate steps in chemical status assessment tests (for MPs and 
pollutants with exceedances sharing more than 20% of GWB area). 

2. Trend plots 

Estonia:  

Trend plots generated in 2 levels: 

(1) for parameters with determined EQS,TVSs and/or LVs in all monitorings points; 

(2) for aggregated MPs for all GWBs - average concentration for every single year is 
calculated for parameters with determined GQS,TVSs and/or LVs from all MPs 

Major differences: 

1) while in the case of Estonia trend assessment is performed 
as a two-step procedure (aggregated data trend plots by 
GWB and single MP trend plots), in the case of Latvia it is 
performed only as a one-step procedure (single MP trend 
plots). 

Recommendations: 

1) in the case of Latvia, the use of aggregated data trend plots 
by whole GWB is not technically possible: it is related to the 
monitoring strategy implemented ς the MPs sampled vary from 
year to year; as a result, the calculated average concentration 
of a parameter in each year for the whole GWB would not 
reflect the overall situation of the whole GWB, but rather the 
situation at various different MPs each year; 

2) as suggested above, in the harmonized approach the trend 
assessment must be applied for all relevant pollutants (with 
determined EQS, TVs and/or LVs) and at all MPs. 

3) in view of the above, it is recommended that each country 
maintain its current approach for the trend assessment during 
the WaterAct project (regarding single point and aggregated 
data trend plots); while planning the future cooperation and 
management of TGWBs and developing monitoring strategy 
and program, it should be anticipated and ensured that in the 
future also in the case of Latvia the use of aggregated data trend 
plots by GWB should be possible and could be harmonized with 
Estonia. 

 

Latvia:  

Trend plots are generated for specific parameters in later steps for specific chemical status 
assessment tests; no trend plots are generated for aggregated MPs in GWBs. 

3. Software and procedure 
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Step and its description Description of main differences 
(green - none, blue - minor, orange - major) 

Suggestions for harmonization 

Estonia:  

The R software function lm() is used to generate p-values and calculate linear regression 
between year and the value of the chemical parameter. 

An average value from the period 2007-2009 is used as a baseline. 

The sustained upward trend is defined by positive R value. 

Major difference: 

1) both countries use different software for trend 
assessment; 

2) in the case of Latvia, due to lack and quality of the data at 
some of the MPs, baselines are still not identified and 
calculated. 

Recommendations: 

1) taking into account that the joint R software training and 
development of appropriate scripts has been intended during 
the WP1 activity A.T1.5, in the harmonized approach both 
countries will be able to perform the trend assessment using R 
software and common scripts and functions; 

2) in the case of Latvia, baseline must be identified and 
calculated (adopting the same time period as in the case of 
Estonia); in case of lack of data in the selected time period, 
extending it to the possibility of calculating the baseline 

Latvia:  

Trend assessment is not performed in data pre-processing steps; however MS Excel Data 
analysis - Regression function is used to generate p-values and calculate linear regression 
between year and the value of the chemical parameter for specific parameters in later steps 
for specific tests. 

No starting point and baseline has been identified - the overall development of the 
situation at the specific MP since the beginning of the observations is observed. 

The sustained upward trend is defined by positive R value. 

4. Trend significance 

Estonia:  

Statistically significant trend is regarded in cases when the p-value is less than 0,05 
(statistical confidence - 95%). 

Environmentally significant trend is regarded in cases when the trend line is above 75% of 
TV. 

Major difference: 

1) in the case of Latvia, only statistical significance have been 
applied and assessed during the trend assessment 

Recommendations: 

1) in the harmonized approach, also in the case of Latvia both ς 
statistical and environmental ς significance of the trend must be 
assessed to ensure joint and harmonized approach  

Latvia: 

Trend significance assessment is not performed in data pre-processing steps; however only 
statistically significant trends are regarded in cases when the p-value is less than 0,05 
(statistical confidence - 95%). 

5. Use in chemical status assessment tests 

Estonia:  

The occurrences of significant and sustained upward trend in MPs and in GWBs as whole 
ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǎǳŎƘ D². ŎƘŜƳƛŎŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǘŜǎǘǎΥ άDŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 
ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ŀƴŘ ά{ŀƭƛƴŜ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǘǊǳǎƛƻƴǎέ. 

Major difference: 

1) in the case of Latvia, only trend assessment at single MPs 
and only as a separate step in chemical status assessments 
tests is performed 

Recommendations: 

1) as suggested above, in the harmonized approach the trend 
assessment must be applied for all relevant pollutants (with 
determined EQS, TVs and/or LVs) and at all MPs; 

2) harmonized approach of the use of the trend assessment 
results should be achieved while harmonizing assessment 
ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ άDŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ŀƴŘ ά{ŀƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ 
ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǘǊǳǎƛƻƴǎέ ǘŜǎǘǎΦ 

Latvia: 

Trend assessment as separate step is performed in such GWB chemical status assessment 
ǘŜǎǘǎΥ άDŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘέ ŀƴŘ ά{ŀƭƛƴŜ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǘǊǳǎƛƻƴǎέ. 
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Annex 11 

Comparison between Estonian and Latvian approaches of the general quality assessment test (Test 1) 

Step and its description Description of main differences 
(green - none, blue - minor, orange - major) 

Suggestions for harmonization 

1. The background check 

Estonia:  

Aggregated data (calculated average concentrations of GWB-specific pollutants by each MP 
for period 2014-2019) were compared to EQS, TVs and/or LVs set in the national legislation 
(more detailed information available in Chapter 1.8.1.1). 

In case of exceedances, the assessment procedure was continued with the general quality 
assessment test (as well as other chemical quality assessment tests). 

If the average concentrations of all relevant pollutants at all MPs were below EQS, TVs 
and/or LVs, no further assessment was necessary during chemical status assessment and 
GWB was considered to be in good status (high confidence) with regard to chemical quality. 

No procedure was provided in case of non-existence of data. 

Major differences: 

1) in accordance with the CIS Guidance Document No.18, the 
background check should consider all parameters/pollutants 
that have been identified as the risk factor for particular 
GWB; considering this, in the case of Latvia, the intrusion 
pressure/risk should already be included in the background 
check step for these particular GWBs for which such pressure 
has been identified; in the case of Latvia, this improvement 
should also exclude the need for other tests in cases where 
no exceedances are identified in the background check step; 

2) in the case of Estonia, no procedure have been provided in 
the cases when there are no monitoring data on GWB for the 
particular assessment period 

Recommendations: 

1) in the case of Latvia, parameters characterizing intrusion (Cl- 
and SO42-) for corresponding GWBs should be included in the 
background check step - such action will eliminate necessity of 
performing other assessment tests if no exceedances have been 
identified during the background check step; 

2) considering identified Estonia-Latvian TGWBs, the problem of 
lack of data was not identified, therefore inclusion of this step 
in the assessment of TGWBs is not necessary. 

 

Latvia:  

Aggregated data (calculated average concentrations of GWB-specific pollutants by each MP 
for period 2014-109) were compared to EQS, TVs and/or LVs set in the national legislation 
(more detailed information available in Chapter 1.8.1.2). 

General quality assessment test in Latvia was divided into 3 parts: 1) for all GWBs with 
pesticides and NO3 (limits set by WFD); 2) for GWBs with identified significant diffuse 
pressure additionally with NO2-, NO3

- and NH4
+ (GWB-specific TVs and/or LVs), as well as 

with stricter quality standard for pesticides όѹ ƻŦ [±ǎ ǎŜǘ ƛƴ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴύΤ оύ for GWBs 
with identified significant point pressure additionally with NO2-, NO3

- and NH4
+, Cl-, SO4

2-, 
Ptot, Ntot, Cd, Pb, Hg, As, Ni, CODMn, BTEX, TCE and PCE (GWB-specific TVs + LVs set in national 
legislation). 

In case of exceedances, the assessment procedure was continued with the general quality 
assessment test (as well as other chemical quality assessment tests). 

If the average concentrations of all relevant pollutants at all MPs were below EQS, TVs and 
LVs, no further assessment was necessary in the general quality assessment tests and GWB 
in this test was considered to be in good status (high or average confidence), but further 
appropriate chemical quality assessment tests were necessary. 

In case of non-existence of data, GWB is in good status (low confidence). 

 

 

 

2. Treatment of exceedances 

Estonia:  Major differences: Recommendations: 
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Step and its description Description of main differences 
(green - none, blue - minor, orange - major) 

Suggestions for harmonization 

Assessment was performed whether the exceedances (separately for each parameter) 
affect more than 20% of GWB's total area (using Thiessen polygon method for defining the 
share of the importance of MPs of GWB). 

If exceedances did not affect more than 20% of GWB's total area, GWB was considered to 
be in good status (high confidence), but further assessment tests were necessary. 

If exceedances affected more than 20% of GWB's total area, assessment was continued 
with trend assessment (for parameters that affected more than 20% of GWB's total area). 

1) while in the case of Estonia the assessment of exceedances 
was performed separately for each identified parameter in 
the background check step, in the case of Latvia this 
assessment was performed for all parameters together 

1) In the case of Latvia, each parameter should be assessed 
separately the same way it was done in the case of Estonia 

Latvia:  

Assessment was performed whether the exceedances (for all parameters together) affect 
more than 20% of GWB's total area (using Thiessen polygon method for defining the share 
of the importance of MPs of GWB). 

If exceedances did not affect more than 20% of GWB's total area, GWB was considered to 
be in good status (high or average confidence), but further assessment tests were 
necessary. 

If exceedances affected more than 20% of GWB's total area, assessment was continued 
with trend assessment (for parameters that affected more than 20% of GWB's total area). 

3. Trend assessment 

Estonia:  

Trend assessment results were used as two-step procedure: 

(1) firstly, aggregated data trend plots by whole GWB were used for determining whether 
the trend lines for parameters identified in previous step were over 75% mark of EQS, TVs 
and/or LVs; 

(2) secondly, (if aggregated data trend plot lines were not over 75% mark of EQS, TVs and/or 
LVs), trend plots by single MPs were used for determining statistically significant upward 
trends for these parameters. 

If aggregated data trend lines for any parameter were over 75% mark of EQS, TVs and/or 
LVs, assessment was followed with the next step (confidence level of status assessment). 

If aggregated data trend lines for any parameter were not over 75% mark of EQS, TVs 
and/or LVs, and also trend lines of single MPs did not indicate statistically significant 
upward trend, GWB was considered to be in good status (low confidence). 

Major differences: 

1) while in the case of Estonia trend assessment was 
performed as a two-step procedure (aggregated data trend 
plots by GWB and single MP trend plots), in the case of Latvia 
only as a one-step procedure (single MP trend plots); 

2) in the case of Latvia, additional scenario was provided in 
cases when there was not enough data to perform trend 
assessment at single MP. 

Recommendations: 

1) in the case of Latvia, the use of aggregated data trend plots 
by whole GWB is not technically possible: it is related to the 
monitoring strategy implemented so far in Latvia that the MPs 
sampled vary from year to year; as a result, the calculated 
average concentration of a parameter in each year for the 
whole GWB would not reflect the overall situation of the whole 
GWB, but rather the situation at various different MPs each 
year; 

2) in view of the above, it is recommended that each country 
maintain its current approach to the use of trend assessment 
results during the WaterAct project; while planning the future 
cooperation and management of TGWBs and developing 
monitoring strategy and program, it should be anticipated and 
ensured that in the future also in the case of Latvia the use of 
aggregated data trend plots by GWB should be possible and 
could be harmonized with Estonia; 

3) with regard to the additional step used in the case of Latvia 
in cases when the amount of monitoring data was insufficient 
to perform trend assessment - this step should be included in 
the harmonized approach for both countries 

Latvia:  

Trend assessment was performed as a one-step procedure: trend plots by single MPs were 
used to determine statistically significant upward trends for previously identified 
parameters. 

If no statistically significant upward trend was identified at any MP, GWB was considered 
to be in good status (high or average confidence). 

If a statistically significant upward trend was identified in any MP, additional investigation 
was done whether the upward trend is the result of anthropogenic influence and whether 
it poses significant risk to GWB.  

If the upward trend was connected with anthropogenic impact which also could cause 
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Step and its description Description of main differences 
(green - none, blue - minor, orange - major) 

Suggestions for harmonization 

significant risk to GWB, GWB was considered to be in poor status (high confidence). 

If there was not enough monitoring data for the trend assessment, GWB was considered 
to be in good status (potentially at risk, average confidence). 

4. Confidence level  

Estonia:  

Confidence level of the general quality assessment test was evaluated as the last step 
during the test. 

If the number of MPs were sufficient for the assessment and it was possible to prove that 
human impact is causing the problem, GWB was considered to be in poor status (high 
confidence). 

If the number of MPs were not sufficient and it was not possible to prove that human 
impact is causing the problem, GWB was considered to be in good status (at risk; low 
confidence). 

Major difference: 

1) while in the case of Estonia confidence level was evaluated 
as the last step after trend assessment results, in the case of 
Latvia it was evaluated after the step in which assessment 
test was concluded; 

2) furthermore, while in the case of the Estonia confidence 
level assessment incorporated both data sufficiency and 
anthropogenic impact, in the case of Latvia only the data 
sufficiency was tackled 

Recommendations: 

1) confidence level of the general quality assessment test in 
harmonized approach should be incorporated as a separate 
step, addressing available data sufficiency and quality, as well 
as anthropogenic impact 

Latvia: 

Confidence level of the general quality assessment test was evaluated in the assessment 
step in which the test for each individual GWB was completed. 

If the number of MPs and groundwater samples taken were sufficient for the assessment, 
confidence level of the result of the general quality assessment was considered to be high. 

If the number of MPs and groundwater samples taken were not sufficient for the 
assessment, confidence level of the result of the general quality assessment was 
considered to be average. 
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Annex 12 

Comparison between Estonian and Latvian approaches of saline or other intrusions test - chemical status (Test 2) 

Step and its description Description of main differences  
(green - none, blue - minor, orange - major) 

Suggestions for harmonization 

1. Selection of GWBs and use of background check results ( + use of trend assessment results (Estonia)) 

Estonia:  

The test was performed for GWBs for which individual Cl- and/or SO4
2- ion TVs have been 

set. 

Aggregated data (background check results) in each MP were compared to individual TVs, 
as well as trend plots by single MPs were used for identifying statistically significant upward 
trends of Cl- and/or SO4

2- ion concentrations. 

In case of any exceedance and statistically significant upward trend at any MP, assessment 
procedure was continued with the next step (trend assessment by aggregated data trend 
plots by whole GWB). 

If calculated average concentrations at all MPs were below individual TVs and no 
statistically significant trends were identified at any MP, GWB was considered to be in good 
status (high confidence). 

No procedure was provided in case of non-existence of data. 

Major differences: 

1) in the case of Latvia, the use of trend assessment results 
by single MPs have not been incorporated in the first step of 
the test; 

2) in the case of Latvia, the test is divided into two separate 
parts treating seawater and saline water intrusions 
separately; 

3) in the case of Estonia, no procedure has been provided in 
the cases when there is no monitoring data for the selected 
time period.  

Recommendations: 

1) in the case of Latvia, trend assessment by single MPs should 
be moved up from the next steps and incorporated in the first 
step to ensure harmonized approach in both countries; with 
regard to the additional step used in the case of Latvia in cases 
when the amount of monitoring data is insufficient to perform 
trend assessment ς this step should also be incorporated in the 
harmonized approach; 

2) the problem of lack of data for calculating average 
concentrations for the selected time period was not observed 
for the identified TGWBs, therefore inclusion of this step in the 
harmonized approach is not necessary; 

3) In the case of Latvia, the division of the assessment test into 
two separate parts should be prevented in the harmonized 
approach. 

 

Latvia: 

The test was performed for GWBs for which individual Cl- and/or SO4
2- ion TVs have been 

set. 

Saline or other intrusion test in Latvia was divided into 2 parts: 

(1) Seawater intrusion - GWBs that are bordering the sea and are substantially exposed on 
the surface and in which significant groundwater abstraction pressure is identified that may 
cause intrusion of seawaters (Cl- only); 

(2) Saline water intrusion - GWBs that are located above, below or next to the high 
mineralization zone and in which significant groundwater abstraction pressure is identified 
that may activate the mixing of freshwaters with high mineralization waters (Cl- and SO42-). 

Aggregated data (background check results) in each MP were compared to individual TVs. 
In case of any exceedance, assessment procedure was continued with the next step 
(treatment of exceedances); no trend assessment included in this step. 

If calculated average concentrations at all MPs were below individual TVs, GWB was 
considered to be in good status (high or average confidence). 

In case of non-existence of data, GWB was considered to be in good status (low 
confidence). 
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2. Usage of trend assessment results (aggregated data trend plots by GWB (Estonia)) 

Estonia:  

Aggregated data trend plots by GWB were used to determine whether Cl- and/or SO4
2- ion 

trend lines exceeded 75% of individual TVs. 

If aggregated data trend lines for Cl- and/or SO4
2- ions did not exceed 75% of individual TVs, 

GWB was considered to be in good status (potentially at risk). 

If aggregated data trend lines for Cl- and/or SO4
2- ions did exceed 75% of individual TVs, 

assessment was followed with the next step (treatment of exceedances). 

Major differences: 

1) while in the case of Estonia trend assessment is performed 
as a two-step procedure (aggregated data trend plots by the 
whole GWB in this step and single MP trend plots in previous 
step), in the case of Latvia the trend assessment is performed 
only as a one-step procedure (by single MP trend plots); 

2) while in the case of Estonia the trend assessment results 
by single MPs are used in the first step of the test, in the case 
of Latvia these results are used only in the last step of the 
test; 

3) in the case of Latvia, an additional scenario is provided in 
cases when data amount is insufficient to trend assessment 
by single MPs. 

Recommendations: 

1) in the case of Latvia, the use of aggregated data trend plots 
by whole GWB is not technically possible (as described in 
Chapter 3.4.), therefore it is recommended that each country 
maintain its current approach in the use of trend assessment 
results in the harmonized approach;  

2) in the case of Latvia, trend assessment by single MPs should 
be moved up from the next steps and incorporated in the first 
step to ensure harmonized approach in both countries; 

3) with regard to the additional step used in the case of Latvia 
in cases when the amount of monitoring data is insufficient to 
perform trend assessment - this step should also be 
incorporated in the harmonized approach. 

Latvia:  

In the case of Latvia, aggregated data trend plots by GWB were not used in saline or other 
intrusions test (it is not technically possible as described in Chapter 3.4.). 

Trend assessment in the case of Latvia was performed as a one-step procedure as a last 
step during the test (after treatment of exceedances). 

Trend plots by single MPs were used for determining statistically significant upward trends 
for SO4

2- and/or Cl- concentrations. 

If no statistically significant upward trends were identified at any MP, GWB was considered 
to be in good status (high or average confidence). 

If statistically significant upwards trends were identified at any MP, GWB was considered 
to be in poor status (high confidence). 

If there was not enough monitoring data for the trend assessment, GWB was considered 
to be in good status (potentially at risk, average confidence). 

3. Treatment of exceedances 

Estonia:  

Assessment was performed whether the exceedances and/or statistically significant 
upward trends (separately for Cl- and SO42- ions) by single MPs represent more than 20% of 
the total area of GWB (using Thiessen polygon method for defining the share of the 
importance of MPs of GWB). 

If the assessment showed that more than 20% of the total area of GWB is affected, GWB 
was considered to be in poor status.  

If the assessment showed that less than 20% of the total area of GWB is affected, GWB is 
in good status (potentially at risk). 

Major differences: 

1) in the case of Latvia, treatment of exceedances is 
performed before usage of trend assessment results. 

Recommendations: 

1) in the case of Latvia, trend assessment by single MPs should 
be moved up and incorporated in the first step to ensure 
harmonized approach in both countries; 

2) with regard to the additional step used in the case of Latvia 
in cases when the amount of monitoring data is insufficient to 
perform trend assessment - this step should also be 
incorporated in the harmonized approach. 

Latvia:  

Treatment of exceedances was performed before trend assessment results interpretation 
(as the penultimate step). 

Assessment was performed whether the exceedances (separately for Cl- and SO42- ions) by 
single MPs represent more than 20% of the total area of GWB (using Thiessen polygon 
method for defining the share of the importance of MPs of GWB). 

If the assessment showed that less than 20% of the total area of GWB is affected, GWB was 
considered to be in poor status (high or average confidence). 

If the assessment showed that more than 20% of the total area of GWB is affected, 
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assessment was continued with the trend assessment. 

4. Confidence level  

Estonia:  

Evaluation of the confidence level was incorporated in the test only as an alternative step 
at the end of the test. 

If the number of MPs were sufficient for the assessment and good quality data is available 
for the assessment, GWB is in poor status. 

If the number of MPs are not sufficient and statistics are biased by low quality data, GWB 
is in good status (low confidence; human impact must be confirmed). 

Major difference: 

1) while in the case of Estonia confidence level is evaluated 
as the last step after trend assessment results and only used 
as an alternative, in the case of Latvia it was evaluated after 
the step in which assessment test was concluded 

Recommendations: 

1) confidence level of the saline or other intrusions test in 
harmonized approach should be incorporated as a separate and 
mandatory step, addressing available data sufficiency and 
quality 

Latvia: 

Confidence level was evaluated in the assessment step in which the test for each individual 
GWB was completed. 

If the number of MPs and groundwater samples taken are sufficient for the assessment, 
confidence level of the result of chemical status assessment is high. 

If the number of MPs and groundwater samples taken are not sufficient for the assessment, 
confidence level of the result of chemical status assessment is medium. 
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Annex 13 

Comparison between Estonian and Latvian approaches of saline or other intrusions test - quantitative status (Test 7) 

Step and its description Description of main differences  
(green - none, blue - minor, orange - major) 

Suggestions for harmonization 

1. Selection of GWBs and initial use of trend assessment results 

Estonia:  

The test is performed for those GWBs for which SO4
2- and/or Cl- TVs have been set (GWB-

specific). 

Aggregated data (calculated average concentrations) in MPs are compared to GWB-specific 
TVs; as well as trend plots by single MPs are used for identifying statistically significant 
upward trends of SO42- and/or Cl-. 

If calculated average concentrations are below TVs and/or no statistically significant 
upward trends are identified, GWB is in good status. 

In case of exceedances and/or statistically significant upward trends, assessment is 
continued with the next step (trend assessment). 

Major differences: 

1) in the case of Latvia, the use of trend assessment results 
by single MPs have not been incorporated in the first step of 
the test 

 

 

Recommendations: 

1) in the case of Latvia, trend assessment by single MPs should 
be moved up from the next steps and incorporated in the first 
step to ensure harmonized approach in both countries; with 
regard to the additional step used in the case of Latvia in cases 
when the amount of monitoring data is insufficient to perform 
trend assessment ς this step should also be incorporated in the 
harmonized approach; 

2) with regard to the other actions performed in this step of the 
test, the harmonized approach needs to adopt the approach 
used in Estonia 

Latvia: 

The test is performed for GWBs with significant groundwater abstraction pressure + only 
for those GWBs for which intrusion test were performed during chemical status 
assessment. No trends assessment of SO4

2- and/or Cl- concentration was done during 
quantitative assessment as they were analyzed during chemical status assessment. 

The results of the respective tests from chemical status assessment of GWBs were used as 
a starting point for the tests - if a poor chemical status of GWB was not identified in the 
relevant test within the chemical status assessment, then a good quantitative status 
(average confidence) was marked in the appropriate test within the quantitative test. 

In case a poor status of GWB was identified in the relevant intrusion test as part of the 
chemical status assessment, an in-depth intrusion test was performed on these GWBs by 
performing a trend analysis of groundwater levels. 

2. Trend assessment of groundwater levels 

Estonia:  

Trend plots of groundwater levels by single MPs are used for identifying statistically 
significant downward trends. 

If the trend line at any MP shows a statistically significant downward trend, assessment is 
continued with the next step (local assessment). If the trend line at any MP does not show 
statistically significant downward trends, GWB is in good status (high confidence). 

Minor difference Recommendations: 

1) with regard to the additional step used in the case of Latvia 
in cases when the amount of monitoring data is insufficient to 
perform trend assessment of groundwater levels ς this step 
should not be incorporated in the harmonized approach as no 
problem of data insufficiency concerning groundwater level 
data was not identified 

Latvia:  

Trend plots of groundwater levels by single MPs are used for identifying statistically 
significant downward trends. 



 

169 

 

WaterAct 

άJoint actions for more efficient management of common  

groundwater resourcesέ 

If the trend line at any MP shows a statistically significant downward trend, assessment is 
continued with the next step (local assessment). If the trend line at any MP does not show 
statistically significant downward trends, GWB is in good status (high confidence). 

If there is not enough data (or no data at all) to perform trend assessment of groundwater 
levels, GWB is also in good status, but with low confidence. 

3. Local assessment 

Estonia:  

Assessment is performed whether statistically significant upward trends of Cl- and/or SO4
2- 

coincide with statistically significant downward trends of groundwater levels (by single 
MPs). 

If both factors coincide with each other, the assessment is continued with the next step 
(treatment of exceedances). If both factors do not coincide with each other, GWB is in good 
status (at risk; the reason for groundwater level decrease must be explained in the future). 

Minor difference Recommendations: 

1) for this harmonized approach, methodology used in the case 
of Estonia should be adopted 

Latvia:  

Assessment is performed whether statistically significant upward trends of Cl- and/or SO4
2 

coincide with statistically significant downward trends of groundwater levels (by single 
MPs). 

If both factors coincide with each other, the assessment is continued with the next step 
(treatment of exceedances). 

If both factors do not coincide with each other, GWB is in good status (high confidence, but 
the reason for groundwater level decrease must be explained in the future). 

4. Treatment of exceedances  

Estonia:  

Assessment is performed whether the areas with statistically significant upward trends of 
Cl- and/or SO4

2-, and statistically significant downward trends of groundwater level take up 
more than 20% of GWB (using Thiessen polygon method for defining the share of the 
importance of MPs of GWB). 

If such areas affect more that 20% of GWB, assessment is continued with the next step 
(human impact). 

If such areas do not affect more than 20% of GWB, GWB is in good status (at risk). 

Minor difference Recommendations: 

1) for this harmonized approach, methodology used in the case 
of Estonia should be adopted 

Latvia: 

Assessment is performed whether the areas with statistically significant upward trends of 
Cl- and/or SO42-, and statistically significant downward trends of groundwater level take 
up more than 20% of GWB (using Thiessen polygon method for defining the share of the 
importance of MPs of GWB). 

If such areas affect more that 20% of GWB, assessment is continued with the next step 
(human impact). 

If such areas do not affect more than 20% of GWB, GWB is in good status (high confidence). 

5. Human impact assessment 
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Estonia:  

Assessment is performed whether the statistically significant downward trends of 
groundwater level are caused by human activities. 

If human impact is responsible for the statistically significant downward trend of 
groundwater level, GWB is in poor status. If human impact is not responsible for the 
statistically significant downward trends of groundwater level, GWB is in good status (at 
risk). 

Minor difference Recommendations: 

1) for this harmonized approach, methodology used in the case 
of Estonia should be adopted 

Latvia: 

Assessment is performed whether the statistically significant downward trends of 
groundwater level are caused by human activities. 

If human impact is responsible for the statistically significant downward trend of 
groundwater level, GWB is in poor status (high confidence). If human impact is not 
responsible for the statistically significant downward trends of groundwater level, GWB is 
in good status (potentially at risk; more data needed). 
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Annex 14 

Experience exchange and trainings at EGU General Assembly 2021  

Part 1 ς Report prepared by Elve Lode (Tallinn University) 

 

Disciplinary sessions 

 

Important! 

*Due to area of expertise The Hydrological Sciences (HS) session of vEGU21 was chosen for participation. 
**Abstracts of all keynote speakers are provided in this report 
***Titles of the Sub-sessions what were chosen are marked in color. Only the most interesting presentation 
abstracts of those sub-sessions are provided in this report. 

Conclusions:  

*All key presentations were useful in the sense to get an updated overview of different parts of HS session. 
**It must be recognized that the modern hydrology research is a part of interdisciplinarity. A modern key 
word seems to be the Social-Hydrology, i.e., joined social science with hydrological water management 
science for example. 










































































































































































