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I. Strategy Concerning Mercury
On 14th of February 2006 the European Parliament took a vote on the Communication from the European Commission to the Council and the European Parliament – „Community Strategy Concerning Mercury” (SEC (2005) 101, COM (2005) 20 final), forwarded to the EP on 28th of January 2005.
A key aim of the Strategy is to reduce mercury level in the environment and human exposure, especially from methylmercury (the most toxic form of mercury) in fish.

The strategy has the following objectives:

· reducing mercury emissions,

· reducing the entry into circulation of mercury in society by cutting supply and demand,

· resolving the long-term fate of mercury surpluses and societal reservoirs (in products still in use or in storage),

· protecting against mercury exposure,
· improving understanding of the mercury problem and its solutions,
· supporting and promoting international action on mercury.
On voting on 14th of February 2006 MEPs want the European Union to take a series of specific measures to tackle the problems caused by the substance, of which the EU is the world's largest exporter.  They want an export ban in place by 2010 at the latest, one year earlier than initially proposed in the strategy. They also supported measures to enforce safer mercury storage by the chlor-alkali industry and to apply the 'polluter pays' principle in cases of pollution from the toxic heavy metal.

MEPs went further than the Commission in saying bans should be applied to "all measuring and control equipment for both consumer and professional uses".

The NGOs welcomed with delight the EP decision to faze out the mercury from its multiple applications both in healthcare sector and in daily household environment even one year earlier then initially proposed. According to those organisations this proves a serious concern the European legislator had with regard to risks caused by the mercury on peoples health.

Information from the websites:

European Commission:

http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/chemicals/mercury/pdf/com_2005_0020_en.pdf
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/chemicals/mercury/index.htm
http://europa.eu.int/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/05/30&format=HTML&aged=0&language=en&guiLanguage=en
http://europa.eu.int/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/05/114&format=HTML&aged=0&language=en&guiLanguage=en
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/chemicals/mercury/pdf/q_a_mercury.pdf
European Parliament:

http://www.europarl.eu.int/omk/sipade3?SAME_LEVEL=1&LEVEL=4&NAV=X&DETAIL=&PUBREF=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P6-TA-2006-0078+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
Euractiv:

http://www.euractiv.com/Article?tcmuri=tcm:29-134881-16&type=PolicyNews
European Environmental Bureau (EEB):

http://www.eeb.org/press/NGOs-PR-mercury-plenary-140306.pdf
II. Transport
Pursuant the research made by the European Environment Agency (EEA) concerning interactions between transport and environment, a report was prepared and published on 28 March 2006 entitled “Transport and environment 2005: facing a dilemma”. Authors of the report have chosen as their objective to show the challenges the European policy makers are facing and will be facing in the future with regard to the transport sector.

Demonstrating the current state of affairs, the report indicates the following problems:

· freight transport volumes grow with no signs of decoupling from GDP;

· passenger transport volumes have increased with economic growth;

· greenhouse gas emissions from transport are growing;

· although transport has become cleaner in general, the increased traffic is leading to serious air quality and health problems;

· while greenhouse gas emissions from other sectors decreased, those from transport increased in the EEA countries by more than 22 % between 1990 and 2003;

· new alternative and cleaner fuels (such as biofuels) are starting to be developed, but they remain marginal;

· new technology developments can cut emissions and consumption but more efforts are needed to cut greenhouse gases;

· the external impact of transport is not reflected in the prices.

After having made this analysis, the authors of the report conclude that the European Union has undertaken in recent years a number of activities, aiming at preventing and reducing the impact of those problems. Stricter requirements in emission standards and insistence on employing new, improved technologies may serve as an example. However, those activities turn out to be insufficient in the context of evergrowing demand for transport services, which counterbalances the positive effects of the aforementioned activities. As a result, continuing with the current state of affairs would lead to i.a. problems in complying with the obligations under the Kyoto protocol.

In the context of the report some latest initiatives, elaborated by the European Commission, should be mentioned, such as a proposal to include the transport sector in its greenhouse gas emissions trading scheme (ETS). The Commission has also identified "sustainable transport" as one of the main priorities of the reviewed sustainable development strategy (SDS).

The Commission is working on a proposal to include the transport sector in its greenhouse gas emissions trading scheme (ETS). It has also identified "sustainable transport" as one of the main priorities of the reviewed sustainable development strategy (SDS).

Information from the websites:

Euractiv:

http://www.euractiv.com/Article?tcmuri=tcm:29-153734-16&type=News&Ref=mail
European Environmental Agency:

http://org.eea.eu.int/documents/newsreleases/term2005-en
http://www.eea.eu.int/
III. GMO
The Third Meeting of the Parties (MOP 3) to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety met in
Curitiba, Brazil from 13 to 17 March 2006. 

On 17 March 2006 MOP3 adopted a landmark decision on detailed documentation requirements for genetically modified organisms in the international trade of agricultural commodities (agreement on Article 18.2(a), on the detailed requirements for how to identify and document shipments of genetically modified commodities). The European Commission negotiated on behalf of the European Union and played an important role in brokering the final compromise.

In addition to the documentation requirements, MOP3 took decisions on a range of other issues that will enhance the effective implementation of the Protocol, including:

· biosafety capacity-building activities in developing countries, 

· risk assessment for GMOs, 

· the operation of the web-based information exchange portal established by the Protocol.

The Cartagena Protocol is the only international treaty governing the cross-border transport of genetically modified organisms. The Protocol is a supplementary agreement to the 1992 Convention on Biological Biodiversity. The rules set out in the Protocol are intended to promote the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity and protect the public from the potentially harmful effects of GMOs. It entered into force on 11 September 2003. Currently it has 132 Parties.

Information from the websites:

Convention on Biological Diversity:

http://www.biodiv.org/doc/meeting.aspx?mtg=MOP-03
http://europa.eu.int/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/06/335&format=HTML&aged=0&language=EN&guiLanguage=en
European Commission:

http://europa.eu.int/comm/environment/waste/pdf/directive_waste_en.pdf
http://europa.eu.int/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=SPEECH/06/208&format=HTML&aged=0&language=EN&guiLanguage=en
IV. Waste
On 21st on December 2005 the European Commission presented a Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council On Waste (COM (2005) 667 final, SEC (2005) 1681).
The overall aim of this proposal is to optimise the provisions of Directive 75/442/EEC, the Waste Framework Directive whilst maintaining its essential structure and key provisions. What is suggested is a refinement of the Directive, rather than a root and branch overhaul.
The Thematic Strategy on the prevention and recycling of waste has identified three principal reasons for undertaking a revision of Directive 75/442/EEC:
1) a certain number of definitions in Directive 75/442/EEC are not sufficiently clear (principally the definition of waste and the distinction between recovery and disposal), leading to variation and uncertainty in the interpretation of these key provisions in particular Member States;

2) the Waste Framework Directive should be adapted to a new approach to waste policy introduced by the Thematic strategy on the prevention and recycling of waste;

3) simplifying the existing legal framework.
The main proposed amendments to the Waste Framework Directive are as follows:

· the introduction of an environmental objective, which focuses the Directive on the reduction of environmental impacts from waste generation and management, taking into account the whole life-cycle;

· the revision of ‘collection’ definition to clarify that it covers the act of collecting the waste and bringing it together in order that such waste may be transported to the appropriate waste treatment site, but not the waste treatment operations involved with mixing or sorting the waste;

· the addition a definition of recycling (article 3). ‘Recycling’ means the recovery of waste into products, materials or substances whether for the original or other purposes. It does not include energy recovery;

· the clarification of the notions of recovery and disposal. Recovery (article 5.1) means operations that “result in waste serving a useful purpose in replacing, whether in the plant or in the wider economy, other resources which would have been used to fulfil that function, or in it being prepared for such a use”. However, where recovery in accordance with Article 5.1 is not possible, all waste undergoes disposal operations” (article 6.1);
· the clarification of the conditions for the mixing of hazardous waste (article 16.1);

· the introduction of a procedure to clarify when a waste ceases to be a waste for selected waste streams (chapter III);

· the introduction of minimum standards or a procedure to establish minimum standards for a number of waste management operations; 

· the introduction of a requirement to develop national waste prevention programmes.

This proposal strives to simplify the existing legal framework. It would repeal the Directive 75/439/EEC on the disposal of waste oils and integrate Directive 91/689/EEC on hazardous waste into the Waste Framework Directive.

Information from the website:

European Commission:

http://europa.eu.int/comm/environment/waste/pdf/directive_waste_en.pdf
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