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Methodological guidelines (updated 2018)



Progress reports on monitoring:
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Key messages: 6.3.2 Ambient water quality

• Countries were selective in methodology interpretation (water basin, monitoring station, variables)

• Indicator miss some of relevant parameters (microbiological, heavy metals)

• Harmonization of target values reported is required for comparisons, and for management in transboundary 

rivers 

• Monitoring constrained by capacity, expertise, finance, institutional challenges in the country, or no monitoring 

at all (16 countries from 47 not reporting)

• Use HydroBasins Level 6-7 

(Lehner and Grill, 2013) 

• Use HydroLakes (Messager et 

al., 2016)

• Parameter groups and core 

paramaters

• Groundwater monitoring

• Earth observation+ Citizen 

Science

• Expanding monitoring 

networks (protocols, 

metadata)



Key messages: 6.4.1 Water use efficiency

• Most difficult was to calculated the gross value added from rain-fed agriculture, 

• Use of international sources to fill national data gaps  (reported values without 

metadata, gaps, reference times, old data) 

• National data (weak monitoring, different standards and parameters to produce 

variables)  



Key messages: 6.5.1 Integrated water and river management

• 83% of countries have IWRM plans, and institution exists on basin and aquifer level

• BUT! in 43% of countries they do not guarantee effective IWRM implementation

• other related issues recognized by some countries: data sharing, monitoring (pollution control), ecosystem 

management, …



Key messages: 6.5.1 Transboundary waters 

- Integration of aquifers – delineation problem 

- Indicator measure existence of arrangements not their outcomes

- Indicator does not measure cooperation in case of absence of arrangement 



Key messages: 6.6.1 Water related ecosystems

• lack of data on vegetated wetlands and river flows with no recent global data sets available

• technical and institutional capacity to report indicator is lacking, inter-sectoral monitoring 

is needed, now willingness to report (as Trier III) 

Methodology reclassification (=> Trier II)

• UN Environment responsible for methodology, Ramsar Convention Secretary separate 

reporting on SDGs 6.1

• the use of globally available environmental data to enhance country-derived data, filling 

data gaps (to achieve SDGs 6 more quickly) 

• 2 levels of indicated : 

1. global-> countries verify (extend of water related ecosystem, water quality of lakes 

and artificial bodies) 

2. country-based (quantity of water in rivers and estuaries, water quality – 6.3.2, 

quantity of water in aquifers) 
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Looking forward to work with you! 


