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SHORT JUSTIFICATION

The Water Framework Directive1, which was adopted in 2000, stipulated a strategy to prevent 
and control the chemical pollution of water. With regards to surface waters, Member States 
were required to prevent the deterioration of the quality of surface waters, to achieve targets 
for environmental quality by 2015, and to reduce/ phase out the discharges, emissions and 
losses of "priority substances" and "priority hazardous substances" by 2025. However, at that 
time, the precise definitions of "priority (hazardous) substances" and of environmental quality 
were left out. In 2001, the Commission partly filled in this gap, by identifying the substances 
of particular concern2 (33 "priority substances", of which 25 potential hazardous).

This proposal aims at filling the remaining gap by establishing environmental quality 
standards (both a maximum limit to avoid short term irreversible consequences, and a 
maximum annual average to avoid long term and chronic effects), creating an inventory to 
check whether the objectives of reduction and/or cessation of discharges, emissions and losses 
of substances of particular concern are met, and establishing a list of 13 "priority hazardous 
substances".

Your draftsman welcomes this proposal. Water is an important natural resource, which is used 
for drinking water, and by industry and agriculture, and should be protected for present and 
future use. This proposal is expected to reduce the costs of drinking water treatment, and to 
increase opportunities for industries providing cleaner technologies. In addition, due to the 
repeal of 5 older directives, the proposal will reduce the administrative burden and simplify 
the legislation and therefore contribute to the “Better Regulation” objective of the European 
Union.

However, your draftsman believes that these positive aspects should be balanced with the 
pending huge challenge for industry due to the necessary additional investments.

Firstly, in the Water Framework Directive specific provisions were made to allow flexibility 
in and derogations from the above mentioned deadlines and environmental standards for 
reasons of technical feasibility, disproportionate costs, natural conditions or socioeconomic 
needs. The precondition for harvesting the double benefit of improved protection and 
economic development is further legal clarification of the use of these provisions within this 
Directive.

Furthermore, the list of priority substances includes substances that occur in nature. This 
poses a challenge for industrial production using raw materials, which will always contain 
traces of these substances, parts of which will eventually be released due to thermodynamical 
laws and limitations of available control technology. To this end references to the application 
of best available technology as provided in Directive 96/61/EC shall be strengthened. 

Your draftsman welcomes the fact that the proposal does not contain new emission controls 
and allows a maximum of flexibility for Member States in choosing the implementing 
measures to achieve the environmental objectives. However, in exceptional cases new 

  
1 OJ L 327, 22.12.2000, p. 1.
2 OJ L 331, 15.12.2001, p. 1.
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Community action might be more efficient. Such decisions should be based on an extensive 
consultation between the Commission, the Member States and stakeholders. The procedure 
foreseen in Article 12 of the Water Framework Directive could be used for that aim.

Protection and economic activity should be balanced. From this perspective, the setting up of 
environmental quality standards (EQS) being protective with respect to direct and indirect 
effect is welcome and will serve both the goals of protection and minimum burden for 
Member States and economy. Where such EQS can not yet be defined, the chosen concept 
should not be abandoned. In such cases and when the substances concerned exhibit 
bioaccumulative properties, instead of introducing EQS for the compartments possibly under 
risk, these should be monitored to avoid significant deterioration whilst work on overall 
protective EQS shall be continued. The unresolved questions of using EQS on sediments and 
biota in the combined approach, the intermediary nature of such EQS and the superiority of 
the concept of overall protective EQS, together call for corresponding readjustments in the 
proposal for this Directive.

Your draftsman objects to the absolute prevention of deterioration. This would exceed the 
concept of the prevention of deterioration as stipulated in the Existing Community legislation
and render sustainable water management impossible.

Finally, your draftsman welcomes the practical approach chosen by the Commission to set 
clear, harmonised and binding standards on Community level, avoiding market distortion. But 
this applies also to the assessment of the water quality status and to the use of allowable 
maximum concentrations within the combined approach of Article 10 of the Water 
Framework Directive. For both, several options of practical application exist, which could 
lead to different results. Without harmonised and compulsory methods a level playing field 
cannot be established. Special consideration has to be given to the cases where the proposed 
EQS are not matched by analytical methods with sufficient low limits of quantification.

AMENDMENTS

The Committee on Industry, Research and Energy calls on the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Food Safety, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the 
following amendments in its report:

Text proposed by the Commission1 Amendments by Parliament

Amendment 1
RECITAL 4

(4) There have been adopted numerous 
Community acts since 2000 which constitute 
pollution control measures in accordance 

(4) There have been adopted numerous 
Community acts since 2000 which constitute 
pollution control measures in accordance 

  
1 Not yet published in OJ.
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with Article 16 of Directive 2000/60/EC for 
individual priority substances. Moreover, 
many environmental protection measures 
fall under the scope of other existing 
Community legislation. Therefore priority 
should be given to implementation and 
revision of existing instruments rather than 
establishing new controls which may 
duplicate existing ones. 

with Article 16(6) of Directive 2000/60/EC 
for individual priority substances. Moreover, 
many environmental protection measures 
fall under the scope of other existing 
Community legislation. Therefore priority 
should be given to implementation and 
revision of existing instruments rather than 
establishing new controls which may 
duplicate existing ones. 

Justification

Reference should not be made to Article 16 in general but to Article 16 (6), that expresses 
explicitly the need for cost-effective and proportionate control measure. The substance lists of 
Annex I and Annex II contain naturally occurring substances (e.g. metals), whose traces are 
ubiquitous. To render the controls being called for operational, this aspect must be 
highlighted.

Amendment 2
RECITAL 5

(5) As regards emission controls of priority 
substances from point and diffuse sources as 
referred to in Article 16(6) and (8) of 
Directive 2000/60/EC, it seems more cost-
effective and proportionate for Member 
States to include, where necessary, in 
addition to the implementation of other 
existing Community legislation, appropriate 
control measures in the programme of 
measures to be developed for each river 
basin in accordance with Article 11 of 
Directive 2000/60/EC. 

(5) As regards emission controls of priority 
substances from point and diffuse sources as 
referred to in Article 16(6) and (8) of 
Directive 2000/60/EC, it seems more cost-
effective and proportionate for Member 
States to include, where necessary, in 
addition to the implementation of other 
existing Community legislation, appropriate 
control measures in the programme of 
measures to be developed for each river 
basin in accordance with Articles 10 and 11
of Directive 2000/60/EC.

Justification

This amendment seeks to avoid undermining the requirement from Article 10 of the water 
framework directive, which requires more stringent emission controls beyond best available 
techniques where this is necessary to comply with the environmental quality standards.

Amendment 3
RECITAL 5 A (new)

(5a) Where an issue which has an impact 
on the management of water cannot be
resolved by a Member State itself, that 
Member State may report it to the 
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Commission in accordance with Article 12 
of Directive 2000/60/EC. A Member State 
should also be able to report such an issue 
where Community measures seem to be 
more cost-effective or appropriate. In such 
a case, the Commission should launch an 
information exchange with all Member 
States and if Community action does 
appear to be the better option, the 
Commission should publish a report and 
propose measures. 

Amendment 4
RECITAL 9

(9) The aquatic environment can suffer from 
chemical pollution both in the short term and 
in the long term, and therefore both acute 
and chronic effects data should be used as 
the basis for establishing the EQS. In order 
to ensure that the aquatic environment and 
human health are adequately protected, 
annual average quality standards should be 
established at a level providing protection 
against long-term exposure, and maximum 
allowable concentrations should be 
established to protect against short term 
exposure.

(9) The aquatic environment can suffer from 
chemical pollution both in the short term and 
in the long term, and therefore both acute 
and chronic effects data should be used as 
the basis for establishing the EQS. In order 
to ensure that the aquatic environment and 
human health are adequately protected, 
annual average quality standards should be 
established at a level providing protection 
against long-term exposure, and maximum 
allowable concentrations should be 
established to protect against short term 
exposure. The application of maximum 
allowable concentrations, in accordance 
with the combined approach laid down in 
Article 10 of Directive 2000/60/EC, the 
treatment of outliers in particular, and the 
determination of emission controls should
be harmonised.

Justification

Maximum allowable concentrations are prone to bias by outliers and do not refer to any kind 
of time period but are of discrete nature. Therefore, any attempt to estimate or predict such 
values, which is a necessity in emission permit procedures, will be strongly biased. To 
provide for a level playing field, harmonised rules for dealing with these issues shall be 
developed.
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Amendment 5
RECITAL 18 A (new)

(18a) Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 of the 
European Parliament and of the Council of 
18 December 2006 concerning the 
Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation 
and Restriction of Chemicals (REACH) 
and establishing a European Chemicals 
Agency1 provides for a review to assess the 
adequacy of the criteria for identifying 
substances which are persistent, 
bioaccumulative and toxic. The 
Commission should amend Annex X of 
Directive 2000/60/EC accordingly
immediately the criteria in Regulation (EC) 
No 1907/2006 are modified.
______________
1 OJ L 396, 30.12.2006, p.1.

Justification

The PBT criteria under REACH have been found to be deficient. They are so rigid that almost 
no PBT substances are identified. Unfortunately, the same criteria have been applied in the 
revision of Annex X of Directive 2000/60/EC. As soon as the criteria for PBT substances 
under REACH have been corrected, the Commission should review Annex X.

Amendment 6
ARTICLE 2, PARAGRAPH 2

2. Member States shall ensure, on the basis 
of monitoring of water status carried out in 
accordance with Article 8 of Directive 
2000/60/EC, that concentrations of 
substances listed in Parts A and B of Annex 
I do not increase in sediment and biota.

2. Member States shall monitor 
concentrations of substances listed in Parts 
A and B of Annex I, as appropriate, in 
biota, recent sediments or suspended solids, 
if these substances exhibit a significant 
accumulation potential in these 
compartments and if the environmental 
quality standards for the water phase as 
laid down in Parts A and B of Annex I do 
not sufficiently protect organisms from 
secondary poisoning or benthic organisms.
Member States shall ensure that the 
concentrations of the substances monitored 
do not significantly increase within the 
review period for a river basin management 
plan laid down in Article 13(7) of Directive 
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2000/60/EC.
Member States shall in any event monitor 
hexachlorobenzene, hexachlorobutadiene 
and methyl-mercury.

Justification

Overall protective EQS for the water phase serve the precautionary principle but keep costs 
for monitoring and compliance lower. Whilst such EQS are not available, for the same 
reasons as outlined before, a ban on “significant” deterioration (upward trend) shall apply, 
whilst the concentrations of priority substances in sediments, biota or suspended solids 
concerned are monitored. An “absolute” ban on deterioration would render sustainable 
water management impossible and is neither foreseen by the current EU water legislation nor 
the Water Framework Directive itself.

Amendment 7
ARTICLE 2, PARAGRAPH 4 A (new)

4a. The environmental quality standards 
referred to in paragraphs 1 to 3 are without 
prejudice to the requirements of Council 
Directive 98/83/EC or of Article 7 of 
Directive 2000/60/EC concerning bodies of 
water used for the abstraction of drinking 
water, which may be more stringent.

Justification

It is important to specify in the enacting clauses that the environment quality standards are 
without prejudice to specific Community requirements on water intended for human 
consumption.

Amendment 8
ARTICLE 2, PARAGRAPH 5

5. The Commission may, in accordance with 
the procedure referred to in Article 21(2) of 
Directive 2000/60/EC, set up the 
compulsory calculation methods referred to 
in the second paragraph of point 3 of Part C 
of Annex I to this Directive.

5. The Commission shall, in accordance 
with the procedure referred to in Article 
21(2) of Directive 2000/60/EC and within 
two years of the entry into force of this 
Directive, set up compulsory calculation 
methods at least for the matters referred to 
in Part C of Annex I to this Directive.

Justification

To provide the same level of protection and to avoid competition distortion across the 
Member States, a compulsory methodology is necessary. To complement the corresponding 
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provision of Article 8 (3) of Directive 2000/60/EC, a fixed timeframe to define these methods
is introduced.

Amendment 9
ARTICLE 3, PARAGRAPH 1

1. Member States shall designate transitional 
areas of exceedance, where the 
concentrations of one or more pollutants 
may exceed the relevant environmental 
quality standards as far as they do not affect
the compliance of the rest of the surface 
water body with those standards.

1. Member States shall designate transitional 
areas of exceedance, where the 
concentrations of one or more pollutants 
may exceed the relevant environmental 
quality standards as far as they do not 
compromise the compliance of the rest of 
the surface water body with those standards.

Justification

It must be clearly expressed that compliance with the targets of Directive 2000/60/EC has 
priority. The wording “compromise” is already used in the comparable rule of Article 4, 
paragraph 8 of that Directive.

Amendment 10
ARTICLE 4, PARAGRAPH 1

1. On the basis of the information collected 
in accordance with Articles 5 and 8 of 
Directive 2000/60/EC and under Regulation 
(EC) No. 166/2006, Member States shall 
establish an inventory of emissions, 
discharges and losses of all priority 
substances and pollutants listed in Parts A 
and B of Annex I for each river basin or its 
part within their territory.

1. On the basis of the information collected 
in accordance with Articles 5 and 8 of 
Directive 2000/60/EC and under Regulation 
(EC) No 166/2006, Member States shall 
establish an inventory of emissions, 
discharges and losses of all priority 
substances and pollutants listed in Parts A 
and B of Annex I for each river basin or its 
part within their territory, including the 
sources of the emissions, discharges and 
losses and relevant maps.
Member States shall include all emission 
control measures taken following the 
emissions, discharges and losses of priority 
substances and pollutants listed in the 
inventory.

Justification

It should be clearly specified that the inventory shall indicate the sources of the emissions, 
discharges and losses of the priority substances and other pollutants. These should be 
mapped for better transparency. 
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Given the reduction or cessation obligations on Member States concerning emissions, 
discharges and losses of priority substances as laid down in Article 4(1)(a)(iv) of Directive 
2000/60/EC, Member States should include information about such measures in their 
inventory.

Amendment 11
ARTICLE 4, PARAGRAPH 2, SUBPARAGRAPH 2 A (new)

In preparing their inventories Member 
States may use information on emissions, 
discharges and losses that has been 
collected since the entry into force of 
Directive 2000/60/EC provided that such 
information meets the same quality 
requirements as apply to the information
referred to in paragraph 1.

Justification

Member States should be allowed to demonstrate results from “early actions”. When 
evaluating progress, the Commission should take this additional information into 
consideration.

Amendment 12
ARTICLE 4, PARAGRAPH 5, SUBPARAGRAPH 1 A (new)

When carrying out this verification the 
Commission shall take into consideration:
- technical feasibility and proportionality;
- the application of best available 
techniques;
- the existence of natural background 
concentrations.

Justification

When evaluating the progress of Member States towards the objective of Article 4(1)(a)(iv) of 
Directive 2000/60/EC  the Commission shall take into consideration conditions, which limit 
the scope of possible measures.

Amendment 13
ARTICLE 4, PARAGRAPH 6 A (new)

6a. Where measures to achieve the 
objective mentioned in Article 4(1)(a)(iv) of 
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Directive 2000/60/EC are technically 
unfeasible or disproportionately expensive, 
Member Sates may apply the relevant
provisions of Article 4(4) and (5) of that 
Directive.

Justification

Due to the current wording the application of Article 4 paragraphs 4 and 5 of Directive 
2000/60/EC for the achievement of the objective of Article 4 paragraph 1, a, iv of that 
Directive shall be clarified.

Amendment 14
ARTICLE 4 A (new)

Article 4a
New community emission controls

1. Where, pursuant to Article 12(1) of 
Directive 2000/60/EC, a Member State
reports an issue which cannot be dealt with 
at Member State level, or reports that
Community measures seem to be the more 
cost-effective or appropriate way of dealing 
with such an issue, the Commission shall 
organise an information exchange with all 
Member States and relevant stakeholders in 
order to evaluate whether Community 
action is necessary or would be more cost-
effective and appropriate and shall publish 
a report thereof which it shall submit to the 
European Parliament and to the Council.
2. If the Commission's report confirms the 
need for or cost-effectiveness or 
appropriateness of Community action, the 
Commission shall within two years of 
publication of the report propose adequate 
measures.

Justification

The decision by the Commission not to propose new Community emission controls according 
to Article 16 paragraph 6 of Directive 2000/60/EC in this Directive is welcome. Nevertheless 
the procedure foreseen in Article 12 of Directive 2000/60/EC shall be an additional option for 
specific problems. This amendment emphasizes this option and provides specifications for 
that procedure.
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