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CONSEIL DES COMMUNES ET REGIONS D’EUROPE

SECTION EUROPEENNE DE CITES ET GOUVERNEMENTS LOCAUX UNIS

The Council of European Municipalities and Regions (CEMR) is the representative organisation of some 100,000 local and regional authorities federated through 46 national associations of local government across Europe.
 Brussels, 14 April 2005

To: the members of the Environment Committee of the European Parliament 

Re: Draft Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning the quality of bathing water (COM/2002/0581) / amendments for second reading (rapporteur: Jules Maaten)

Dear Member of the European Parliament,

The second reading of the above-mentioned draft directive has started in the Committee on the Environment, Public health and Food Safety, of which you are a member. The vote on the rapporteur’s recommendations and on the amendments will take place on April 20-21 in the Committee. We would like to draw your attention to the importance of this draft proposal for local and regional authorities, as they are directly concerned with the implementation of the future directive.  

CEMR generally welcomes the overall thrust of the European Commission’s proposal but is concerned that it could prove onerous for local authorities to implement and result in a negative impact on local economies and communities, notably those that rely on tourism. We believe that the directive must allow local authorities to comply with bathing water standards by adopting a flexible management approach. 

   

At the first reading, the Parliament’s extended the scope of the directive to recreational waters, which would prove untenable for local government. Local authorities already undertake significant measures to ensure public safety in accessing and using recreational waters, including provision of amenities. The wide dispersion of recreational waters means that monitoring on the scale of the directive would prove very costly and impracticable
We thus call on you to support the text as amended by the Council in the Common Position on this issue (article 1), and to reject amendment 9 of the rapporteur, which would indirectly amount to local authorities having to monitor the quality of recreational waters.  

In the attachment to this letter, you will find other CEMR voting recommendations. 

Thank you for your attention and support. For further questions, please do not hesitate to contact us; Sylvain Chevassus is the policy officer in charge of environment policy:

 sylvain.chevassus@ccre-cemr.org   Tel. 02 500 05 35. 
Yours Sincerely,

(signed)

Angelika Poth-Mögele

Head of Policy, CEMR

	No Amendment
	Voting 
recommendation
	Justification

	Recital 8
	
	

	Amendment 1
	support
	

	Amendment 21
	reject
	Recreational waters and activities should not be included in the scope of the directive. It would be too costly for local and regional authorities to implement.

	Recital 14
	
	

	Amendment 23
	reject
	See amendment 21

	Article 1
	
	

	Amendment 25
	reject
	See amendment 21

	Amendment 26
	reject
	See amendment 21

	Amendment 28
	reject
	See amendment 21

	Amendment 29
	reject
	See amendment 21

	Article 2
	
	

	Amendment 30
	reject
	There is no need to introduce provision for emergency plans. Bathing ban is sufficient to protect users. 

	Amendment 31
	reject
	See amendment 21

	Amendment 32
	reject
	It is unnecessary to have 2 different time schedules for monitoring when pollution occurred and when bathing applies.

	Article 3
	
	

	Amendment 34
	support
	

	Article 5
	
	

	Amendment 2
	reject
	2011 is too early and 2015 is more coherent with Water Framework Directive.

	Amendment 3
	reject
	same as above

	Amendment 4
	support
	

	Amendment 5
	support
	

	Amendment 38
	reject
	See amendment 2

	Amendment 42
	support
	

	Amendment 45
	reject
	The provisions of the common position are enough. Provision for bathing ban must be kept in text.

	Article 6
	
	

	Amendment 48
	reject
	Establishing bathing water profiles can take longer than 3 years, especially if incidents occured.

	Article 7
	
	

	Amendment 6 
	reject
	This provision would be too complicated to implement. It is easier and less onerous to organise bathing ban.

	Article 11
	
	

	Amendment 7
	support
	

	Article 12
	
	

	Amendment 8
	reject
	There is no need to produce new symbols. There is already the Blue Flag symbol set. The Commission could endorse these symbols.  

	Amendment 9
	reject
	It would be too onerous to regional and local authorities and it would end up in an obligation to monitor recreational water quality.

	Amendment 10
	reject
	Amendment 4 is enough.

	Amendment 11
	reject
	The use of language should not be imposed at EU level (subsidiarity).

	Amendment 12
	reject
	To change the data in a shorter time than currently practiced is not necessary (if the results are bad a bathing ban can be introduced to prevent health risks).

	Amendment 13
	reject
	Omits local and regional authorities in the list of stakeholders. See also amendment 8.

	Amendment 49
	reject
	See amendment 8

	Amendment 50
	reject
	This information, one year after the event occurred, could be unnecessary and irrelevant.

	Amendment 51
	reject
	See amendment 11

	Amendment 53
	reject
	See amendment 8

	Article 14
	
	

	Amendment  14
	reject
	It could lead to a lack of certainty and ability for local authorities to plan effectively. See also amendment 2. If the first classifications shall be completed by 2015 it makes not much sense to review the Directive 5 year later.

	Article 17
	
	

	Amendment 58
	reject
	See amendment 2

	Amendment 59
	reject
	Many Member states would not be able to implement the revised directive in two years only.

	Annex I
	
	

	Amendment 15
	reject
	CEMR supports distinction between inland and coastal waters introduced by Common position.

	Amendment 16
	reject
	see above on amendment 15

	Annex II
	
	

	Amendment 73
	reject
	See amendment 21

	Amendment 74
	reject
	CEMR supports article 3 (6) of the common position. 

	Annex III
	
	

	Amendment 77
	reject
	See amendment 21

	Annex IV
	
	

	Amendment 84
	reject
	No possibility of delay should be allowed.

	
	
	


We therefore call on you to support amendments: 1, 4, 5, 7, 34, 42.

We call on you to reject amendments: 2, 3, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 21, 23, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 38, 45, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 58, 59, 73, 74, 77, 84. 

Thank you.
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