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UNITED NATIONS WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION
ECONOMIC COMMISSION FOR EUROPE REGIONAL OFFICE FOR EUROPE

MEETING OF THE PARTIES TO

THE PROTOCOL ON WATER AND HEALTH

TO THE CONVENTION ON THE PROTECTION
AND USE OF TRANSBOUNDARY
WATERCOURSES AND INTERNATIONAL LAKES

REPORT OF THE TASK FORCE ON INDICATORS AND REPORTIN G ON ITS FIRST
MEETING, HELD ON 13 AND 14 MARCH 2008 IN GENEVA

BACKGROUND

1. The Task Force on Indicators and Reporting wadksteed by the first Meeting of the
Parties to the Protocol on Water and Health (GenExal9 January 2007) with a mandate linked to
compliance with articles 6 (Targets and targetsjaded 7 (Review and assessment of progress).

2. Switzerland — lead country for this activity — hadited a core group of experts to assist in
the preparations for this meeting. The Core Gtpwhich met once in Geneva on 22 and 23
January 2008, had prepared all meeting documentatio

3. The first meeting of the Task Force was attendeckpyesentatives of Armenia, Azerbaijan,
Belgium, Croatia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germ&tyngary, Italy, Lithuania, Moldova,

Norway, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain, Switzerland,Key; Ukraine and Uzbekistan. Representatives
of the Non-Governmental Organizations Eco-Forunrpgean Federation of Water Suppliers, the
United Nations Institute for Training and Reseatbl, World Health Organization (WHO), the
WHO Collaborating Centre for Health Promoting Wa#anagement and Risk Communication
and the WHO Caollaborating Centre for Water and Hed&)HI as well as members of the
Compliance Committee also attended the meeting.

I. OPENING OF THE MEETING AND ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

4. Mr. Pierre Studer, the chairman of the Task Fanpened the meeting sand welcomed the
participants. The Task Force adopted its agendatasut in document WH/FTIR 01-01.

! The core group is constituted by the following estg: Mr. Jaime Melo Baptista (Portuguese Instifatehe
Regulation of Water and Solid Waste - IRAR), Mr.riinique Gatel (European Federation of Water Supplie
EUREAU), Mr. Mihaly Kadar (Hungary), Ms. Katerynarianova (Ukraine), Mr. Truls Krogh (Norway), Mrake
Lindgaard-Jorgensen (World Health Organization &wmrating Centre on Water and Health), Mr. lon Bala
(Moldova), Ms. Zsuzsa Steindl (Hungary), Mr. Thoxeh Stenstrom (Women in Europe for a Common Fujuvie)
Pierre Studer (Switzerland) and Ms. Ans Versteeigh Ketherlands).
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Il ELECTION OF VICE-CHAIRPERSON(S)

5. Ms. Zsuzsanna Steindl (Hungary) and Mr. Oliver Schif@ermany) were elected as vice-
chairpersons of the Task Force.

[l MANDATE AND OBJECTIVES OF THE TASK FORCE ON INDICAT ORS
AND REPORTING

6. The Chairperson recalled the relevant obligatidrte® Protocol on setting targets and
target dates and reporting, and the mandate anidtadre undertaken by the Task Force on
Indicators and Reporting, as agreed by the Patidir first meeting, in particular the prepaoati
of guidelines for setting targets and guidelineséview and assessment of progress (see
ECE/MP.WH/2/Add.5).

7. It was stressed that Parties had to establishttavgthin 2 years after the ratification
according to Article 6 of the Protocol and as téggdting was depending on specific national/local
circumstances, targets could vary greatly betweemities.

V. CURRENT STATUS OF TARGET-SETTING IN PROTOCOL’S PART IES

8. On the basis of a template distributed by the je@tretariat prior to the meeting, Parties
and Signatories had provided information on thaitanal processes for the setting of targets.

9. The joint secretariat provided a brief summary andlysis of the replies from countries to
the template. The replies varied widely in theintemt, volume and form. Most EU-countries
frequently referred to the relevant EU directivesn-EU countries also reported on other
international obligations. From the replies, it @apped that only three Parties had finalized the
process of target-setting. Often, many stakeholders involved in the process of target-setting,
also others than the ministry of environment aralthe

10.  Subsequently, the following countries reportedhairttarget-setting process: Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Belgium, Croatia, Estonia, Finland, @gm Germany, Hungary, Lithuania, Moldova,
Norway, Slovakia, Spain, Turkey, Ukraine, and Uzbtn. All replies received can be found on
the meeting website

11. Some Parties requested guidance from the Task Barbew and what targets could be set,
welcoming the draft Guidelines developed by theeG&roup. In particular, several Parties asked
for a clarification of the relation between EU-Iglgtion and the Protocol. In this regard, it was
stressed that the target-setting under the Protlooed Parties to deal with areas not covered by
EU legislation such as small-scale water supptiapacity-building or social equity.

12.  The need to set meaningful and realistic targeisiwtan be reached at a reasonable cost
was stressed together with the need for additifanahcial resources to set targets and attain them.

13.  Difficulties of coordination between different mstiies and institutions at national and
regional level were highlighted several times. Séadies set up an inter-ministerial committee for
the target-setting as well as more technical wagykjroups for specific areas.

2 http://www.unece.org/env/iwater/meetings/documeR&R. htm



14.  After the countries’ presentations, Mr. Attila Tarthe chairman of the Compliance
Committee, delivered the following statement onabiebf the Compliance Committee which had
met for its first constitutive session on the 1@ttMarch in Geneva

“The Compliance Committee has had a preliminary stderation of the replies by those Parties,
Signatories and non-Signatories which have respdnide the “Questionnaire on progress on
setting targets and target dates according to Aeti6” distributed by the Joint Secretariat (18
UNECE Member States). It appears that differentntoes are applying different approaches to
the implementation of the provisions of Article fétlee Protocol. On the one hand, EU Member
States tend to link their obligations under the tBool to the implementation of relevant EU
legislation. On the other hand, in EECCA countties main focus is placed on the development of
a general regulatory framework for the implemematiof the Protocol, which in a number of
instances includes the establishment of certaimgatr and indicative target dates. With few
exceptions it appears that Parties still have aglomay to go to fulfil the respective obligations
under Atrticle 6 of the Protocol.

Having due regard to the fact that two and a haanrs have already passed since the Protocol
entered into force, on behalf of the Compliance @ittee | have to remind Parties to the Protocol
that, pursuant to Article 6.3, each Party is toaddish and publish targets and target dates (under
Article 6) within two years of becoming a Partyegret to say that failure to fulfil this requiremte
represents an apparent situation of non-complianith the obligations, hence subject to action by
the Compliance Committee. With that in mind the @l@ance Committee has high expectations on
the most fruitful outcome of the meeting of thespné Task Force so that it may provide useful
guidance and impulse to Parties for a correct iptetation and application of article 6 of the
Protocol”.

V. GUIDELINES ON THE SETTING OF TARGETS, EVALUATION OF
PROGRESS AND REPORTING

15.  On the basis of a background document, preparedeb@ore Group, WH/TFIR 01-02 Draft
Guidelines on the setting of targets, evaluatioprofjyress and reporting, the Task Force discussed
the different steps in target-setting to be incthigethe Guidelines. It was highlighted that the
Guidance is of a non-binding nature and only inézhtb assist Parties in complying with their
obligations.

16. The steps in setting targets identified in the tdyafdelines were discussed and commented:
(1) identify key stakeholders concerned to preseatProtocol and its obligations to them; (i)
creation of a coordination mechanism; (iii) baselmalysis in order to explore the legal basis,
strategies and visions of the different key-playgrd assessing the current situation; (iv) gap
analysis and prioritization of the most relevastess for the country, including an approximate cost
assessment and cost-benefit anafysisagreement on proposed targets, target datksetgvant
programme of measures; (vi) consolidation of tmgdts and programme of work and development
of relevant legal and administrative tools for iemplentation; and (vii) publication of the targetslan
programme and communication to all stakeholdemduding the public and consumers.

17. It was stressed that stakeholders such as watariassns, local health associations, local/
regional offices from different sectors and lev&isuld be involved in the process of target-setting

% Information on the meeting can be found undetp:Hivww.unece.org/env/water/meetings/documents h€e.
* See presentation on costs-benefit analysis tat/ftww.unece.org/env/water/meetings/documentsRTHtm
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and their opinion should be taken into accountesthey can help to disseminate information about
the Protocol. In addition, websites provide anothggortant tool for communication to the public,
already during the target-setting.

18. Regarding the guidelines on reporting, it was ndied for transboundary waters, relevant
information should be collected and assessed yomth other riparian countries. In addition,
Parties expressed the need to avoid duplicatioapurting obligations with EU directives and thus
the need for a clear delineation and harmonizaifdhe reporting system.

19.  Finally, a representative of the WHO Collaborat®enter for Health Promoting Water
Management and Risk Communication presented therappty provided by Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) for setting targets, eatihg progress and reporting.

VI.  INDICATORS, ESPECIALLY FOR TARGETS UNDER ARTICLE 6,
PARAGRAPHS 2 (A)—~(N)

20. The Core Group on Indicators and Reporting angidime secretariat had prepared a
background document WH/TFIR 01-03 containing ofitor targets and indicators for countries,
possible common indicators for all Parties andrimfation on other relevant reporting systems.

21. In order to promote harmonization, the Task Fomadkd to identify some core indicators
and targets for all Parties in some areas (a))tar{d for all other target areas to present options
the annex to the Guidance which Parties might aémsn, but do not have to.

22. The Task Force recommended that, if possible, 20@5year of entry into force of the
Protocol should be considered as baseline yedhéoreporting on indicators.

23. Regarding the quality of drinking water (paragr&p), the Task Force agreed that all
Parties should set targets and report on the paeasne. coli and eventually enterococci, with the
possible use at the discretion of the Partiesgo @port on p. aeruginosa. Some countries noted
that they might wish to set targets and report afscyanobacteria.

24.  Concerning chemical parameters the Task Force eééad the following five common
parameters: fluoride, nitrate and nitrite as defimethe EU Drinking Water Directive, arsenic, lead
and iron. However, some Parties requested morettrabeck within their ministries whether the
current monitoring system can bring the requiretd.déhe Task Force also agreed that Parties
could set targets and indicators for small scatedatentralized systems of water supply depending
on the national circumstances.

25. Regarding the article 6 (2) (b), the reductionhef $cale of outbreaks and incidents of water
related diseases, it was highlighted that the qunaE‘water-related” diseases refered to in the
Protocol is substantially different and broadenirthe one of “water-borne” diseases and that, for
instance, it could be understood to include alseabes deriving from the lack of water. It was
agreed that all Parties should report on priorisgdses, while reporting on emerging diseases
could, at least in the first instance, remain vidioyn

26. In contrast to the definition by the Adhoc Coperdragxpert group, regarding the article 6
(2) (c), access to drinking water, the Task Fomadkd that reference should be made to the
definition of the Joint Monitoring Programme foethccess to safe drinking water as improved
water supply. According to JMP, improved drinkingter sources include: piped water into



dwelling, plot or yard; public tap/standpipe; tuleMborehole; protected dug well; protected
spring; rainwater collection. Unimproved drinkingter sources include unprotected dug well,
unprotected spring, cart with small tank/drum, lledttvater (only when the household uses water
from an improved source for cooking and persongldmne), tanker-truck, and surface water.

27. It was also suggested that a social indicator, sgatost for water supply for a family
compared to the average family income, could beidened when setting targets.

28. Inrelation to Article 6 (2) (d), the Task Forcecitked to use the following common
indicator for reporting by all countries: accessmproved sanitation which would include small
decentralized sewerage systems (also sceptic &aoRReporting in detail about the percentage of
primary, secondary and tertiary treatment wouldaspoogress of countries, but this was
considered very ambitious and often the data wetavailable. It was noted that even the EU
Wastewater Treatment Directive currently does aqtire tertiary treatment for all wastewater
(only in sensitive areas).

29. Regarding article 6 (2) (e), the levels of perfoneeof collective systems and other
systems for water supply it was agreed not to sgicammon indicator for all Parties because of
substantial differences between countries.

30. One Party warned to mix “statistical” data with ffmemance” data and proposed instead as
possible indicators the following: compliance wathstraction license, the ratio of total
production/total abstraction and the existencentafrnal quality management systems with third
party supervision. It cautioned, however, thatdbst of third party supervision is a considerable
brake on this kind of independent certification.

31. Itwas criticized that statistical data, such asribmber of water supply systems covered by
certification, did not represent good indicatord #mat, instead, higher emphasis should be placed
on actually implemented activities such as WatdetgaPlans. It was also suggested to include a
social indicator such as the comparison of the fwrswvater with the income of the family.

32. Regarding the Article 6 (2) (f), application of ogmized good practice to the management
of water supply, no common indicators were ideatifibut Parties will set their own quantitative or
gualitative targets which may be needed to impldrbest practices.

33.  Regarding the application of recognized good pcadid the management of sanitation it
was highlighted that this issue should be harmahvzieh the previous article on sanitation.

34.  Due to lack of time the Task Force had to stopudisons at article 6 (2) (f). Task Force
members were invited to provide further commenthéodraft guidelines by 4 April 2008. The
Task Force entrusted the joint secretariat to peepaevised version of the draft guidelines based
on the comments provided for consideration by tr@Rivig Group on Water and Health at its first
meeting’ It also requested the Core Group to further elaieathe guidelines for the second Task
Force meeting.

® See documents ECE/MP.WH/WG.1/2008/L.1, ECE/MP.WB/W2008/L.2 and ECE/MP.WH/WG.1/2008/L.3
available from http://www.unece.org/env/water/megsidocuments_ WGWH.htm
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VIl.  WORKSHOP AIMED AT SHARING EXPERIENCE ON TARGET-SETT ING

35.  According to the programme of work decided at & eeting of the Parties a workshop
shall be organized aimed at sharing experiences poactice examples, but also challenges and
problems among Parties. Based on the backgrounshusa “Concept note on objectives and
themes of the workshop” (WH/TFIR 01-04), prepargdh® Chairman and the joint Secretariat the
Task Force discussed the preliminary programmeatibes and target audience of this workshop,
tentatively scheduled for 2 and 3 December 2008.

36. The Task Force agreed that the few Parties thaalmaeddy completed the target-setting
should be invited to give a presentation at thekaloop, but also those which are still in the preces
and might face problems.

37. It was suggested that the Joint Secretariat cand another questionnaire to Parties prior
to the workshop and prepare an overview/ analyfdiseoanswers for presentation at the seminar.

38. The Task Force agreed that the Core Group shotlueiurefine the proposal for the
workshop.

VIIl.  OTHER BUSINESS AND CLOSING OF THE MEETING

39. Itwas noted that any changes to Focal Points dhmikent to the Joint Secretariat via
email.

40. The Chairperson closed the meeting on Friday, 1A£M2a008 at 4.30 p.m.
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