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SECTION EUROPEENNE DE CITES ET GOUVERNEMENTS LOCAUX UNIS

The Secretary General

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, 04 May 2005

To: the members of the European Parliament 

Re: Draft Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning the quality of bathing water (COM/2002/0581) (rapporteur: Jules Maaten) – Potential implications for local authorities of extension to recreational waters 

Dear Member of the European Parliament,

Two weeks ago, on 20th April, members of the responsible Committee on Environment and Consumer Protection adopted the report on the proposal of the European Commission for a directive on bathing water, which will be on the agenda for adoption at the plenary session of the European Parliament for second reading on 11th May. 

Local authorities play a substantial role in managing bathing waters and ensuring high levels of public safety at bathing sites. The 1976 Bathing Water Directive has had a significant impact on the quality of beaches and bathing sites throughout the EU, and as a result has made many bathing areas cleaner and more prosperous. Local government fully supports the revision of the directive to further improve safety standards and ensure better information of the public.

CEMR actively followed the first reading in the European Parliament and lobbied amendments that were in favour of our position. In the follow-up of the decision making process, we consider the Council’s Common Position being a good compromise between feasibility and public health protection. 

However, we have identified some of the modifications adopted in the second reading report of the Environment Committee as having potential negative impact for local and regional authorities. Therefore I would like to draw your attention to the aspects outlined on the attached document and kindly ask you to take our considerations into account at the voting in Strasbourg.

Yours Sincerely,

(signed)

Jeremy Smith

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.
Draft Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning the quality of bathing water (COM/2002/0581) (rapporteur: Jules Maaten) – Potential implications for local authorities of extension to recreational waters

CEMR Comments for the voting in the plenary session on 11th May 2005
Recreational waters 
At the first reading in 2004, the European Parliament extended the scope of the directive to recreational waters. The Council in the Common Position did not accept this modification. In its second reading report, the Environment Committee of the Parliament is trying to indirectly reintroduce recreational waters into the scope. 

<Article></Article>CEMR recommends not adopting amendment 18, concerning Article 12, paragraph 1, point (f a) (new): (fa) information concerning the quality of water in which other recreational activities are traditionally practised, provided that such waters are at particular risk of pollution from urban waste water and/or other sources of pollution.
Justification: 

CEMR believes that the success of the Directive could be jeopardised if the Parliament supported the proposal to extend aspects of the Directive to recreational waters. This indirectly amounts to local authorities having to monitor the quality of recreational waters. The monitoring requirements would be disproportionate to the public health risk of recreational waters, and moreover would prove very costly to monitor. Local authorities and environmental regulators do not have access to the type of information and to do so would involve disproportionate costs in the future. 

Please find attached further argumentation against the inclusion of any recreational aspects in the scope. 

Implementation deadline

CEMR recommends not adopting amendments 6 and 7
Justification:
CEMR supports article 5 (2) and article 5 (3) of the Common Position, which envisages the year 2015 as deadline for the implementation of the directive  (in line with the Water Framework Directive), whereas amendments 6 and 7 seek to have 2011 as deadline for implementation. 
Emergency plans

CEMR recommends not adopting amendments 1, 3 and 14 

Justification:
CEMR supports the warning system as contained in the Common position; it would bring the same results at lower costs. Article 7 of the Common Position would provide a high level of safety to users and is realisable at the local level; it is more practical and proportionate to operate bathing bans. The provisions as requested in amendments 1, 3, 14 are not necessary.

Information to the public

CEMR recommends not adopting amendments 16 and 20
Justification:
There is no need to produce new symbols. The Commission should work with local authorities first analysing the use and understanding of existing symbols rather than produce new symbols. The subsidiarity principle calls for the use of language not to be imposed at EU level.
Attachment 

Other points on the quality monitoring of recreational waters and on the costs of such monitoring 

· In the UK, the Department for the Environment Food and Rural Affairs has estimated in 2003 that the annual monitoring and management costs in England and Wales alone would amount at £106 million over 25 years based on the Commission proposal. The extension to recreational waters means that the number of sites that would have to be monitored would increase approximately 100-fold, suggesting a very significant rise in monitoring and management costs.

· Recreational activities such as surfing or jet skiing have different characteristics than bathing. The impact of contaminated aerosols
 on the user’s health has to be considered. Pathogen organisms like enteric viruses have the ability to attach themselves to particulate matter or aerosols. With these small aerosol particles (1-2µm) viruses can pass directly to the pulmonary alveoli and infect them. Hence the system of water quality monitoring would have to be reviewed in order to take into account these characteristics. Also, the recreational season is much longer than the bathing one; sampling points would have to be multiplied, because e.g. the surfing area is different than the swimming area. All these factors would very significantly raise the costs of quality monitoring. 

· No impact assessment has been undertaken to identify the costs and benefits of the extension. The Parliament is proposing to create additional administrative burden in Member States with no analysis of their implications.

� Aerosols are generated when water is atomized e.g. at natural or artificial waterfalls or where the surface of the water is exposed to airflows (more than 50km/h), for instance during surfing or other water sport activities.
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