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Background

Bathing Waters Directive (2006)
New classifications: 2015

Immediate focus: healthy debates
across academic, policy & regulatory
boundaries ...

... but a more subtle yet equally

complex debate also taking shape Photo courtesy of Andy Cummins
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The debate?

‘The need for speed’? F

0.
i

New recreational water quality
criteria in the US

Translate technological innovation
into up-to-date regulation?

Delivering Healthy Water:
Working Group
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Overarching aim of DHW

Promote shared understanding of the
environmental & social science
evidence-base underpinning current &
emerging microbial quantification
techniques & wider implications of
their application
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1. Regulatory, policy & stakeholder needs
2. How science providers can align with these needs
3. Immediate & wider social & economic impacts




1) Direct cost implications:

investment, infrastructure & logistics

High upfront costs 1 L-‘-‘*-‘ ~ 3,
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long term & difficult to estimate
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2) Types of information:
the what, when & how

Long-term & macro-scale vs micro-decisions of individuals
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Public perception

Excellent — Good —
Sufficient

Log,, CFU/100mL

Beach-user acceptability
threshold?
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Water Quality Prediction

- Form, timing & method of rapid info provision

- Variability of effectiveness across different groups



3) How to measure & communicate risk
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Symbols for informing on bathing prohibition or advice against bathing

Adyvice . .
against bathing Bathing prohibited



http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-bathing/images/sign_against.jpg
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-bathing/images/sign_prohibited.jpg
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-bathing/images/sign_3.jpg
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-bathing/images/sign_2.jpg
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-bathing/images/sign_1.jpg
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-bathing/images/sign_poor.jpg

3) How to measure & communicate risk
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Acceptable Water Quality Classification

Water quality rather than health-based classifications are used



4) How to measure the success of rapld
methods?

Alternative interpretations &
measures against backdrop of
WQ results

Visitor behaviour & activities
Transfers of visitor spending

Other cultural & ecosystem
services




5) How to value a day at the beach &

the cost of illness
Does investment needed to deliver rapid methods

Large enough benefits over time ?

Healthcare savings &
reduction in lost working

days?

WTP of public for receiving
rapid info?
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6) Changes in Beach Visitor Behaviour

Reg | O N a I Va Il at | O N S IN Testing the waters: understanding DELIVERING
microbial pollution at the beach WATER |
f

local economic cate Scietfaue, ExeerProeni ateSar
structures & beach-user

attitudes

® Do you use the beach?

® Do you want better informétioﬁ
about water quality?

I—O Ca I awa re n eSS VS : 7 : 7 Av:“:': ° If_so, come _al,ong,share your
visitor knowledge R

Opportunities for novel participatory approaches
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A ‘culture’ change in beach management?

What |nformat|6n do people reqwre how qwckly do
they need it & how is it best distributed?

Does prediction of water quality have more value to
beach users than “real” water quality data?

Rapid methods don’t need to be lab-based
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http://www.deliveringhealthywater.net/

