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1. Delivery of datasets  

Not relevant for public view 

 

2. Description of the QA/QC 

2.1 Introduction 

The European Common Database on Designated Areas (ECDDA) covers the entire geographical area of Europe 

including the full geographical area under the responsibility of European countries as well as other States and Territories 

related to key initiatives in the European region1. Effectively this covers EEA member counties, EEA collaborating 

countries, and Council of Europe (CoE) states which are not collaborating countries of the EEA (EECCA2 and Andorra). 

The resulting data stretches across Europe/Eurasia from the western tip of Iceland to the most easterly point of the 

Russian Federation as well as Greenland (Denmark) and the French Overseas Departments and Territories3 and Overseas 

Collectives4 (figure 1 and figure 2). 
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In 2009; 33 countries delivered descriptive data (figure 3, Appendix 1), 285 of these additionally delivered spatial data 

(figure 4, Appendix 2). These datasets were subjected to a series of quality control and quality assurance (QA/AC) 

checks. 

Once the data passed these tests it was combined with data for those countries that did not submit data in 2009 which 

were extracted from a number of sources (see table 5); data for the EEA and EEA collaborating countries were extracted 

from the previous CDDA version (Ver. 7.5, SitesEUR_08) with spatial boundaries for Spain from the 2008 country 

submission, for the EECCA countries and Andorra (CoE country) the data were extracted from the 2009 World Database 

of Protected Areas (WDPA) release. 

The combined and integrated dataset that is the 2009 ECDDA covers 52 countries, and consist of a total of 108 962 

records in the database and 102 265 spatial records (see Appendix 3 for more details). The various data sources used to 

create the composite dataset will be discussed in the Results section. 

There still remain a number of restrictions on the dissemination of the ECDDA data from countries; these will be further 

discussed in the Results section (section 4). 
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2.1 Main Issues 

The majority of the data passed the QA/QC tests and was of a good quality, however there were a small number of 

countries where there were issues regarding the data. These will be discussed in the following sections  

Germany  
The German data was of a high quality and the only issue arose from the data from the Federal State (Land) of Saarland.  

The spatial data for 183 sites for this Federal State do not contain any sitecode or an identifier, so it could not be linked to 

the descriptive data. Therefore it could not be included in the overall ECDDA dataset. The ETC/BD contacted the 

German NFP (The Bundesamt für Naturschutz, BfN) in order to discuss this issue. BfN is aware of this problem, but due 

to the federal structure and the distributed responsibilities they have to further discuss this with the authorities in the 

Saarland in order to solve the issue for the next phase. 

Spain 
Spain only supplied a descriptive dataset in 2009. We were unable to extract boundaries for Spain from the previous 

version of the ECDDA (ver 7.56) as the Spanish data was not included in this version. When the original data as supplied 

by Spain (April 2008) was checked the boundaries were present in the countries delivery and we were able to, after 

running the QA/QC process, join the descriptive data to the spatial data. 

Portugal 
Portugal submitted 11 shapefiles in 3 projections. There was no global unique identifier used in the shapefiles, unique 

identifiers used included SITECODE, name, local ID which were not always possible to match automatically to the 

descriptive data- the islands archipelagos of the Azores and Madeira contained the majority of these cases. For those sites 

where it was not possible to match automatically it was necessary to manually do so. It was possible to match all bar one 

site –a large site in excess of 27 000 ha on Madeira Island with the classification of “Zona de Transicao” (figure 5). 
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Serbia 
Since the last ECDDA database (ver 7.5) Serbia changed the sitecodes of a number of sites. After consultation with the 

NFP Serbia the ETC/BD could solve the problem. Boundaries were taken from the previous version of the ECDDA. 
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Turkey 
The principal issue with the Turkish data concerns the difficulty in linking the spatial data to the descriptive data. 

The ETC/BD did contact the NFP Turkey, but did not receive any reply. 

The unique identifier in the spatial data supplied by Turkey is the site name (MAP_ADI, Bolge_adi, TA_ADI, 

TKA_ADI, TP_ADI, SAHA_ADI). In this field the site names are a combination of uppercase and lowercase, contain 

Turkish diacritical characters, underscores and abbreviations of the designation type at the end of the name e.g. _TKA, 

_MP. By contrast in the CDDA database the “Site name” format consists of; the first letter of each word is upper case 

with the following letters being lower case, hyphenations, parentheses, some different characters (often lower case 

versions of the upper case diacritical characters) and the designation types are not at the end of the site name. 

 

Given the differences in the format of the site name fields in both datasets it was not possible to automatically link the 

data. In order to link the data it was necessary to manually link the datasets and compare the name in the shapefile to the 

name in the database and similarly with the area and the coordinates of the sites were supplied. Using this technique it 

was possible to match the vast majority of sites but there were number sites where it was not possible (5 sites Table 3) for 

a number of other sites a number of issues arose, primarily due to the fact that the names varied especially for multi 

polygon features (Table 4). 
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In future the “SITECODE” should be used as the unique identifier or failing that same name (characters etc) should be 

used in the spatial data as the descriptive data as the unique identifier. 
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United Kingdom 
Two files submitted by the UK could not be opened due to the error the “number of shapes does not match 

the number of table records”  

·  UK01_NNR_NI 

·  UK85_AONB_England 

 

�������.	 �?>�8D'��;D�;�� ����������%��%��������	������������ 7�%� )��;��� ��������%$�����������
�����.��'���#��� )� �

 

For one other UK file (UK98_ASSI_NI.shp) the projection parameters were wrongly assigned, the data which should be 

located in Northern Ireland and when the file is opened up it is located over Northern Wales (figure 7). 

The Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) has been notified of these issues. As they have to receive the data 

from various agencies within the UK, they were not in the position to resubmit the corrected data this year. 

 

���������������
��������������
��� �



� (� �

2.3 Spatial Validation 

The 28 countries that submitted spatial data did so in the form of shapefiles, personal geodatabases or in one case a 

mapinfo file. All the data from these countries was converted to the shapefile format7 and subjected to a series of spatial 

QA/QC checks. 

The spatial validation consisted of the following stages: 

·  2.3.1 Projection validation 

·  2.3.2 Geometry validation 

o 2.3.2.1 Geometry must be valid if not Repair geometry. 

o 2.3.2.2 Multipart polygons must not be present, if so “Dissolve” 

·  2.3.3 Geographical and Attribute validation 

o 2.3.3.1 Data must lie within the country extent (terrestrial + marine). 

o 2.3.3.2 Check if coordinates in the database are within the country. 

o 2.3.3.3. Attribute validation, check that each feature has a sitecode, if not link by another field, if not 

possible check site name and try to link using site name, grid coordinates, area 

o 2.3.3.4 Calculate coordinates for each polygon and compare them to the coordinates as supplied by 

country. 

o 2.3.3.5 Comparison of the Area, area calculated using GIS and compared to that supplied by the 

Member State. 

 

2.3.1 Projection validation 
All data were checked to ensure they add a projection file. All files passed this first step. The Table in Appendix 6 details 

the native projection or projections of the data. All the data were transformed to ETRS LAEA 5210 to incorporate them 

into a European wide projection system. The data was also transformed to WGS 84. 

 

2.3.2 Geometry validation 
 

2.3.2.1 Geometry must be valid 
The rule for this check was that the geometry must be valid. The geometry of all the files was checked using the ‘Check 

Geometry’ Tool in Arc GIS 9.2. Where this QA/QC identified errors the ‘Repair Geometry’ Tool was run in order to 

repair them. Common geometrical issues were self intersections or incorrect ring ordering. 

2.3.2.2 Multipart polygons must not be present: 
The rule for this check was that multipart polygons must not be present. After the geometry had been validated all the 

files were dissolved using the ‘Dissolve’ command in Arc GIS 9.2. All features were aggregated based on the unique 

identifier. 
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2.3.3 Geographical and attribute validation: 
 

2.3.3.1 Data must lie within the member State extent: 
The rule for this test was that all data should lie within the terrestrial and marine extent of the country. Due to the 

differences in the borders of countries between what they have available nationally and what is available at the European 

level a buffer of 5km was created around the country boundaries and the Marine extents8. All the data passed this test. 

2.3.3.2 Check if coordinates are within the Member State: 
The descriptive database contains two fields (LAT, LON) that are used by countries to add coordinate information to the 

sites. The coordinates as supplied by the countries were converted to a point and a projection (WGS 84) added to the 

points. The location of these points was checked against the extents of the countries. A small number of sites occurred 

outside the country extent (Appendix 7) the principal cause of these ‘errors’ was the latitude and longitude being 

switched. Where this occurred the coordinates were corrected in a separate field and the test run again. Only Poland (17 

sites), Albania (4 sites), Cyprus (2 sites) and Serbia (1 site) had incorrect coordinates. In the final delivery these corrected 

coordinates were, however, kept only in case that reporting country has requested that the coordinates be calculated by 

EEA. In remaining cases the coordinates were replaced with values reported by countries. 

A number of countries did not supply coordinates for their site, instead they asked that the coordinates be calculated 

automatically where spatial datasets were provided9. The centroid of the polygon was generated so that it would lie inside 

the polygon feature using the ‘Feature to Point’ tool in Arc GIS 9.2. 

2.3.3.3 Attribute validation: 

All spatial features were checked against the descriptive data to ensure that a unique identifier within the spatial data 

could be linked to the descriptive data and ultimately to the sitecode.  All countries had unique identifiers in the spatial 

data that could be linked to the descriptive data base (version 8) and the sitecode filled, except for the cases mentioned in 

section 2. 

2.3.3.4 Calculate coordinates for each polygon and compare them to the coordinates as supplied by country. 

The centroid of the polygon was calculated to lie within the polygon.  The location of this centroid was compared with 

the latitude and longitude as described in the descriptive database, where it exists. Four situations were distinguished, 

where the differences is >1km, >10km, >50km and >100km (Appendix 8 shows a table giving the number of sites per 

country that fall into these classes). 

2.3.3.5 Comparison of the Area: GIS calculated area compared to that supplied by the Member State 

The area of the polygons for each site was calculated and compared to the areas in the descriptive database for the same 

site, where the area was given.  Three situations were identified, where the difference was >5%, >10% or >50% 

(Appendix 9 shows a table giving the number of sites per country that fall into these classes). 
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2.4. Results 

Once the data from the 28 EEA and EEA collaborating countries that delivered in 2009 underwent the QA/QC 

procedures it was merged into a single polygon, point and polyline feature. The data for those countries that did not 

submit spatial data in 2009 were extracted from a number of sources (see table 5); spatial boundaries for the EEA and 

EEA collaborating countries were extracted from the previous CDDA version (SitesEUR_08) and for Spain from the 

2008 country submission, for the EECCA countries and Andorra (CoE country) the spatial boundaries were extracted 

from the 2009 WDPA release. 
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The previous ECDDA boundaries (SitesEUR_08) were not subjected to a set of QA/QC procedures as this was done last 

year, similarly the WDPA data were not subjected to a set of QA/AC procedures as it has already been subjected to 

similar queries by the WCMC. The spatial QA/AC process run by the ETC/BD in 2009 took into account the processes 

outlined in the documentation of the WDPA validation tool in order to improve coordination between EEA/ETC_BD and 

WCMC and reduce duplication of work. 

The data structure of the WDPA differs from the ver.8 ECDDA data structure. The following table (Table 6) shows the 

matrix of conversion between the field names from WDPA to ECDDA. 
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The 2009 ECDDA data set covers 52 countries (Appendix 3) with 108 962 records in the database and 101 549 spatial 

records. As mentioned previously there are still a number of restrictions on the dissemination of the data. Table 7 

highlights the 6 options for data dissemination; this table is extracted from the CDDA Data Dictionary. This field is 

included in the attributes of the shapefiles as the field ‘CDDA_Dissem’ 
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3. Concluding remarks 

Not relevant for public view 
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Appendix 1 

Table listing which countries delivered descriptive data in 2009. 
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Appendix 2 

Table listing which countries delivered spatial data in 2009. 
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Appendix 3 

Table listing which countries make up the 2009 ECDDA and the number of records in the descriptive database and 
spatial data. 
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Appendix 4 

Table of the projection supplied by the Member States  
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*The data for Gaudeloupe includes that for the COM’s of Saint Martin (MAF) and Saint Barthélemy (BLM). 

 

All the data was transformed to ETRS LAEA 5210. 
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Appendix 5 

Check if coordinates supplied by countries (in the 2009 descriptive data) are within the country. 

Albania 
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The rest of the coordinates occur within Albania.   

 

Austria:  

There are five sites that occur in Yemen, the Latitude and Longitude were swapped.  When corrected they lie within 

Austria.  
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The rest of the coordinates occur within Austria 

 

Bulgaria: 

 

All lie within Bulgaria except for 1 site that lies 5km within Turkey; this is probably due to the accuracy of the 

coordinate. 
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Cyprus: 

2 sites have coordinates that do not lie within Ireland.  

��
������ �!"�� :!
� :��� !������:������ �

9(=<*�
��
����$��%���� ���,�

������
*<)9999=� *
):<�

<(�&
��7�"��
�������������
� ��#�����

���.�#�$ ��.�#��>��
�&��� �)�

(:8<(� �� ��	�$�� � *:)<� **)(9999=� (<&
�����"�.�#���� ��)�

 

All data supplied by Cyprus covers the area of Cyprus where the Community acquis applies at present according to 

protocol 10 of the Accession Treaty of Cyprus.   

 

Croatia: 

2 sites are in Chad (Lat and Long the same) and 2 sites are in Saudi Arabia (Lat and Long are mixed up)  
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Iceland: 

1 site has the same latitude and longitude, all other sites lie within Iceland.  
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Poland: 

17 sites have incorrect coordinates, 1 in Germany, 8 in Lituania, 6 in Belarus, 1 in Ukraine and 1 in Russia.  

��
������ �!"�� :!
� :��� !������:������ �

((9(9*� ���$���� <�)�<��� 
*):(99� ((&
��� ����?&������

(:<(8*� ������0�B�%�#� <*)(8**� (:)
<��� 8�&
��� �������
����

(==*8�� @�%��&�� <
)
999� 
*)<999� (�4
�&
��� ������%��$ �

(==<:9� ��B��6���>��+����B�6�� <
)*8**� 
*)=(99� (�4
�&
��� ������%��$ �

(==:�=� ����$#�� <
)
���� 
*)=8**� (�4
�&
��� ������%��$ �

(==*<(� ���%��� <
)8<��� **)9***� �$  ���

**=<89� 
��
��	
�������	 <:)<���� 
*)8���� ����$�����

**=<8=� 
��
��	
�������	 <:)9���� 
*)((��� ����$�����



� 
: �

��
������ �!"�� :!
� :��� !������:������ �

**=<88� 
��
��	
�������	 <:)9���� 
*)((��� ����$�����

**=<8�� 
��
��	
�������	 <:)9���� 
*)(
��� ����$�����

**=<��� 
��
��	
�������	 <:)9���� 
*)(
��� ����$�����

**=<�(� 
��
��	
�������	 <:)(:��� 
*)8���� ����$�����

**=9
(� 
��
��	
�������	 <:)*����� 
*)����� ����$�����

**=9
:� 
��
��	
�������	 <:)*���� 
*)����� ����$�����

**=9
=� 
��
��	
�������	 <*):9��� 
*)8���� =&
��� ������%��$ �

**=9
8� 
��
��	
�������	 <*):9��� 
*)8���� =&
��� ������%��$ �

**=9
�� 
��
��	
�������	 <*):9��� 
*)8���� =&
��� ������%��$ �

 

pomnik przyrody is Polish for “Nature monument” 

 

Portugal: 

2 sites have the Latitude and Longitude swapped. 
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Serbia: 

1 site occurs in Greece, all the remaining sites occur within Serbia. 
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Sweden: 

71 sites occur in the Indian Ocean off the coast of Oman/Pakistan (Latitudes and Longitudes have been reversed); they 

are all located within Sweden once corrected. 
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Appendix 6  

Table highlighting differences in the coordinates from the descriptive data and those calculated by GIS 
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Appendix 7:  

Table highlighting differences in the area of the sites comparing the areas as supplied in the tabular data to the GIS 
derived areas. 
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Appendix 8: Attributes of shapefiles 

 

Attribute information for the polygon and polyline dataset.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attribute information for the point data.  
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Appendix 9: changes made to tabular data  

Based on data submitted by Member States the following changes were made to the tabular data 

 

Belgium, Norway and Switzerland asked for the EEA to calculate the coordinates of the centroids of the boundaries that 

had been delivered, therefore the correct value, “02”, for this request was added to the field ‘CDDA_Coordinate_Code’. 

 

Tables: ‘site_boundaries’, ‘sites’, field ‘CDDA_Dissemination_Code’ 

In regards to the field ‘CDDA_Dissemination_Code’ one value, “00”, stipulates that the “dissemination instructions 

provided in the metadata for the spatial dataset” are to be used. The relevant metadata files were consulted and based 

on the instructions the appropriate code, from 01 to 05, was filled in the field. The following changes were made. 

 

Table: site_boundaries; field ’CDDA_Dissemination_Code’, 

AUT – ‘04’  

The following all to ‘01’, BEL, BGR, CYP, GRC, IRL, LVA, PRT, SRB 

EST – ‘05’ for 2090 records, these are the restricted sites which “are not to be published”, for the remaining sites the 

value as inputted by the Member State was used.  

GBR – ‘05’ They specified in their metadata that none of the existing codes cover their situation. 

 

Table: sites; field ’CDDA_Dissemination_Code’, 

AUT – ‘04’ 

The following all to ‘01’ (BEL, CHE, CYP, DUE, GRC, IRL, ISL, LVA, MKD, NOR, POL, PRT) 

EST – ‘05’ for 2090 records, these are the restricted sites which “are not to be published”, for the remaining sites the 

value as inputted by the Member State was used. 

GBR – ‘05’: They specified in their metadata that none of the existing codes cover their situation. 


