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Internal News

· New Secretary General Approved by General Assembly
At the extraordinary General Assembly on 18 February EEB members approved of the candidate proposed to them by the Board as new Secretary General.
Jeremy Wates got unanumous approval and a warm welcome by the president and the members.

All members received the minutes of the meeting with a summary biography of Jeremy attached. If you missed it please let me know and I’ll resend it to you. Regina.schneider@eeb.org 
· New interns in waste and communications unit
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Angeliki Malizou was born in Ioannina, Greece in 1986. She has studied national and European Law in Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, Greece and Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium. She is fluent in English and Spanish and has a good understanding of French. She works as an intern at the EEB's  Product and Waste Policy Office.

See article in the ‘waste section’ of this IB.

Dear members,

As the new Communications assistant at the EEB, I am glad to e-meet you.

I joined the organisation one week ago and I will be staying here at least 3 months.

Originally trained as a translator, I now want to explore the communication aspect within an NGO. My objective here is to gain a broad overview and a hands-on approach of the various communications tasks at EEB.

I will be happy to be in contact with you all.

Feel free to contact me at pauline.constant@eeb.org
Members section

This is a google translation to inform you about the activities of our Polish member ISD, if you wish to get further information please contact Agnieszka Tomaszewska at the Institute for Sustainable Development (ISD) a.tomaszewska@ine-isd.org.pl 

Climate protection during the Polish Presidency of the European Union 
- Workshops for NGOs 

What are the goals put in front of Polish Presidency in matters relating to the protection of climate? What will happen in the area of energy policy, the negotiation of a new EU budget and the international climate conference COP17 in South Africa, which will represent the Union? How can NGOs get effectively involved in the process of the Presidency? 
These and other questions will provide answers workshops for Polish NGOs interested in issues of climate protection, organized jointly by the Polish Green Network, Bankwatch Network and the Climate Change Coalition. 

March 9, 2011, 11.00 - 16.30, ul. Sapieżyńska 10a, Warsaw 
11.00 - 12.45 - How can NGOs get effectively involved in the process the Presidency? - The experience of other countries 
Ulriikka Aarnio, Senior Policy Officer, Climate Action Network Europe (Eng) Jiri Jerabek, Climate Campaign Coordinator, Greenpeace Central and East, formerly the Centre for Transport and Energy, the Czech Republic (Eng) Alexa Botar, Friends of the Earth Hungary (Eng) 
13.00 - 14.30 - Priorities and action plans of the Polish Presidency in the field of climate, cooperation with NGOs in their implementation 
Lorkowski Arthur, Deputy Director of Economic Policy Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs Anna Serzysko, the Department of Climate Change and Atmospheric Protection, Ministry of Environment Mariusz Kawnik, Department of EU and International Cooperation, Department of Energy, Ministry of Economy 
14.45 - 16.30 - Discussion on how to join the Polish organization NGOs in the work of the Polish Presidency climate protection 
Applications accepted until 07.03.2011 at the address urszula.stefanowicz@gmail.com . 
EU Policies

For those who missed it:

Environment Council on 14 March and EEB’s input of February 18, 2011 

Input to the EU Environment Council Meeting, 14 March 2011
News from eeb’ s eu policy unit

· Noise
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Project on the Environmental Noise Directive (END): implementation and review

A questionnaire is currently being prepared on the implementation of the Environmental Noise Directive in light of its current review. Questions will assess how the Directive has been implemented on the ground across Europe and what the perceptions of members are, in order to contribute to developing a set of recommendations made by the EEB for the improvement of the Directive. The anticipated date for sending to members is 15th March.

The results will be presented at a Noise Working Group Meeting, likely to take place on 26th May, and will be discussed in terms of recommendations for future EU noise policy.

This will primarily be sent to Noise members, but it would be useful to know of any other contacts who could make a contribution by completing the questionnaire. 

If you could make a contribution by completing the questionnaire, or know of any other organisations/contacts that it may be useful to know about, please get in touch with Laura Fairclough, laura.fairclough@eeb.org
· Product environmental information 

Product environmental information : Avoiding creating confusion in NGO initiatives and collaboration with retail industry.

In the perspective of transforming consumption patterns, the information provided to consumers has been identified as one of the important factor to pay attention to. This often refers to environmental information associated to products at selling point and/or on the websites promoting products. Such an information aims ultimately at driving consumers towards best performing products (for example energy using appliances) or less harming products for the environment (for example food products). 

But providing product information has also been identified by manufacturing and retail industry as a way to advert their products and differentiate in the competition field. This has lead to proliferation of green claims and messages on sustainability (which are also referred as “green washing”). These claims and messages are most often not based on harmonized, internationally or nationally approved methodologies. They are very often difficult to verify and they do not enable sound comparisons between products and brands. As a consequence, consumers tend not to pay the appropriate attention to officially approved information and a feeling of saturation and lack of credibility occur.

In their strategy to raise awareness and contribute to change consumption patterns, NGO may consider collaborating with local manufacturers and retailers (for example, by leading shared action with local supermarkets). These initiatives may be pursued, but NGO should consider with reserves any initiative by manufacturer or retailer to raise communication or awareness campaigns based on own developed or business scheme for providing information (e.g Tesco Carbon footprinting, Leclerc carbon footprinting). One of our goal is to help consumers make the right choice, but not to contribute to more green claims proliferation.

If they ever wish to collaborate with retail and manufacturing industry, NGO can always focus on key prevention message (reduce useless consumption and waste, extend life time, increase resource efficiency), and on incentives for driving consumers towards best choices (fiscal incentives, pricing policy, specific vouchers for green products, choice editing for retailers…). But any incentive scheme should be associated to EXISTING officially approved label and certification (Ecolabel or organic label for example).

The short term opportunity to raise awareness by collaborating with industry should definitely not lead to medium and long term confusion regarding environmental information.
For further information on this issue, please contact Stephane Arditi stephane.arditi@eeb.org
· Waste 

In early February the EEB launched a project on waste, aimed on assessing the current level of progress on waste management and waste policy implementation among the Member States of the EU.  One of the key positions of the European Commission on waste is the implementation and enforcement of the already existing EU waste legislation. Seen through that prism, the project will be, amongst other tools, supported by an on line survey, addressed to the EEB Members around the EU, on the transposition and implementation of the Waste Framework Directive 2008/98/EC.  It will be conducted by Angeliki Malizou under the supervision of the Product and Waste Policy Officer of the EEB, Stephane Arditi and is expected to be completed with the generation of a report in the end of September 2011. The collaboration and synergy of all EEB Members will be needed in order to meet a high level of precision and reliability on the result. The Members are encouraged to provide any additional information which they consider helpful for this goal, other than the requested. In the following weeks the EEB Members will receive an analytical guide on how they could commit their input to the project.

For further information please contact 
Angeliki Malizou angeliki.malizou@eeb.org  and 

Stephane Arditi stephane.arditi@eeb.org   

Tel.  +32 (0)2 289 10 97  Fax. +32 (0)2 289 10 99 

· Agriculture
EEB together with various Brussels NGOs have drafted two core amendments to be included in the own initiative report of MEP Albert Dess (EPP) on the Commission Communication. (see report http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+PE-458.545+02+DOC+WORD+V0//EN&language=EN ) and will send them to key MEPs. This report and its amendments should be voted in May in COMAGRI and June in Plenary.

The Environmental Council of March (14th) will have a discussion on the CAP and a presentation from the Commission and the AGRI Council should adopt it conclusions on the Commission Communication on the 17th-18th of March. Some EEB members have contacted their Environmental Ministries in order to highlight the importance of a real and meaningful greening of the CAP (first and second pillar).

The Commission is still working on the Impact Assessment and will present its legislative proposals in the second semester of this year.

For further information on this issue, please contact Faustine Defossez: Faustine.defossez@eeb.org

· Bioenergy
The ENVI Committee ILUC report http://ec.europa.eu/energy/renewables/biofuels/doc/land-use-change/com_2010_811_report_en.pdf   should have been presented in ENVI Committee but this has been cancelled.

The biomass consultation (sustainability criteria)  is open until 29 March (link) 
 EEB will be part of the World Biofuels Market event in Rotterdam (March 24th)

For further information on this issue, please contact Faustine Defossez: Faustine.defossez@eeb.org

News from other eeb units

· Preparations for the Fourth Meeting of Parties to the Aarhus Convention start now!!! 

The Fourth meeting of Parties to the Aarhus Convention (MOP-4) will take place in Chisinau (Moldova) on June 29th – July 1st, 2011. The pan-European NGO meeting to finalise our input for the MOP- 4 will be on 26th June.  Potential other events will be organised prior the MOP-4 and information will be provided at the later stage. 

As part of preparations for the MOP-4, the EEB (European ECO Forum) is developing a review of implementation of the Aarhus Convention in the UNECE region as well as in individual UNECE Member States. The objective is to prepare an assessment to be presented in Chisinau that gives an environmental NGOs’ view on progress made by Parties to the Aarhus Convention regarding its implementation, bottlenecks, and, that could lead to conclusions on what individual Parties and the Convention should do in the future.

I would like to invite you to take an active part in this process by responding to the enclosed questions. These questions touch upon both the reporting process under the Aarhus Convention and the status of implementation of the Convention’s three pillars. I hope that these questions would help you to look critically on what has been done after the 3rd MoP in Riga (2008) and evaluate the progress in the implementation of the Convention in your country. General conclusions will be drawn based on your responses, further discussed at the European ECO Forum Strategy meeting in Chisinau and will be reflected in the joint NGO statement on the status of implementation of the Aarhus Convention in Pan-European region.

I used the same questions as for the previous assessment in 2008 – so, if nothing has changed in your country, please indicate that. Basically all questions could have very simple, ‘yes’ or ‘no’, answers, meanwhile I would very much appreciate the more detailed feedback from you. Smaller questions in brackets will help you to provide additional information, should you wish to do so, and will lead to more inclusive responses on general issues. You are also welcomed to provide other information and data which you consider relevant and important for reaching the objective of this report. 

Please send your responses to Mara Silina at EEB <mara.silina@eeb.org> by TUESDAY, 10 MAY 2011.  If you are not dealing with issues related to the Aarhus Convention in your organisation, please forward this message to the right person or provide me with contact details for the right person.

THIS IS YOUR CHANCE TO EXPRESS YOUR ORGANISATION’s OPINION REGARDING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE AARHUS CONVENTION IN YOUR COUNTRY AND HAVE YOUR GOVERNMENT FACE IT IN FRONT OF THE MOP IN CHISINAU.  PLEASE USE IT!!!

PS. Not all countries have circulated or posted on the website their National Implementation report and, if you do not have one, please let me know. I have received all reports which were sent to the Aarhus Secretariat by the end of last week. So, will send them to you immediately. (see Annex 1)
· Zero Mercury Campaign 

1. 26th Session of the UNEP Governing Council

The UNEP Governing Council meeting was held in Nairobi 21 – 24 February 2011. Below are the highlights on some of the issues touching on mercury that were part of the discussions by the working group on chemicals and wastes management and the corresponding decisions adopted by the Committee of the Whole (CoW):

· It was agreed that inclusion of Lead and cadmium within the mercury treaty at this time will detract on the ongoing work on mercury; in addition, it was agreed that the existing scientific knowledge on lead and cadmium is not sufficient to warrant/support the development of a legally binding instrument on these two heavy metals. To address them, a global partnership on lead and cadmium in cooperation with Governments and intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations was proposed.

 

· With regards to the current mandate of the INC, Mexico had asked certain issues that had an implication on the current mandate of the INC such as:

a) The need to improve the content of the national inventories,

b)  the need to improve the language of the decision on mercury and the need to update the information of the draft decision in view of the INC 2 to take note of the progress made (some indication of how the negotiation has made progress by the secretariat) as well as

c) Consideration of the socio-economic aspects associated with emissions.

However the general consensus was that there is no need to reopen the mandate of the INC and that some of these issues could be dealt with within the mercury global partnership forum/framework.

 

· Extending the global mercury assessment to soil and water was highlighted and the secretariat expressed that this is part possible where UNEP has already requested a global assessment of mercury in water. With regards to soil, it came out that it is difficult to have an assessment ready within the mandate of the INC – it’s beyond UNEP’s reach at this point.

 

· With regards to enhancing cooperation and synergies within the chemicals ad wastes cluster it was agreed that a global and coordinated approach to coherent chemicals and wastes management should be developed – this is probably being proposed to take over after the 2020 expiry date of SAICM, (I wonder it would be a legally binding framework because the indication from some of the governments was that it does not have to be legally binding just like SAICM, which was quite weak as we all know). In addition, need for extra-budgetary resources to implement these decisions was highlighted thanks to the insistence of the African group.

  

In addition, a global partnership on waste was also requested from UNEP. The waste decision was merged with the chemicals decisions and a decision to prioritize e-waste within waste management as an emerging issue was agreed upon.

 

 Please find attached the draft decisions on chemicals and wastes as adopted by the COW during the 26th Session of the just-concluded GC meeting in Nairobi. You can also find these documents on the following weblink: http://www.unep.org/gc/gc26/in_L-docs.asp
 

The chair for the COW was the deputy environment minister for environment – Indonesia, while the chair for the chemicals and wastes contact group was John Roberts from the UK.

  

In addition, here is the link on the UNEP website where all the statements/messages and interventions are posted. 
http://www.unep.org/gc/gc26/in_Statements.asp 

And on the civil society website: 
http://www.unep.org/civil-society/GlobalMajorGroupsStakeholdersForum/GMGSF12/tabid/5461/Default.aspx
 
See also reporting from IISD (ENB) - http://www.iisd.ca/unepgc/26unepgc/
2. Public consultations on Restrictions on Mercury in measuring devices  

The public consultation on restrictions on mercury in measuring devices is still open UNTIL 24 MARCH 2011. It was opened towards the end of 2010 from the European Chemicals Agency (ECHA) asking for more information in view of restricting mercury in measuring devices. 

Following this up, now the Annex XV report on mercury in measuring devices has been published and is available for comments until 24 March 2011. http://echa.europa.eu/reach/restriction/restrictions_under_consideration_en.asp 

(On the same webpage you can also find the Annex XV for Phenylmercury compounds) 

Further to the Annex XV publication – which is the main background document for the ECHA to draft their decision, the two committees under ECHA involved the Risk Assessment Committee (RAC) and the Socio Economic Committee (SEAC) have now drafted their opinion.  Please find as separate document with this mailing the latest draft – but I am not sure if this is a public document so it is good to handle with care! 

In this document it looks like the direction this is going is generally good. Please see our comments on the draft attached as well as our summary below: 

DRAFT Restrictions/Exemptions are proposed as below 

1. Mercury containing barometers, hygrometers, manometers, sphygmomanometers, tensiometers, thermometers and other non-electrical thermometric applications shall not be placed on the market after [18 months of the entry into force].  This applies also to measuring devices placed on the market empty intended to be filled with mercury. 

2. The restriction in paragraph 1 shall not apply to: 

(a) Sphygmomanometers to be used (i) in epidemiological studies which are on-going at entry into force; (ii) as reference standards in clinical validation studies of mercury-free sphygmomanometers.

(b) Thermometers exclusively intended to perform tests according to standards that require the use of mercury thermometers until [5 years after the entry into force].
(c) Mercury triple point cells that are used for the calibration of platinum resistance thermometers.

3. Plethysmographs designed to be used with mercury strain gauges, mercury pycnometers and mercury metering devices for determination of the softening point shall not be placed on the market after [18 months of the entry into force]. 

4. The restrictions in paragraphs 1 and 3 shall not apply to measuring devices more than 50 years old on 3 October 2007. 

However, NO restrictions are proposed for POROSIMETERS and MERCURY ELECTRODES – because the information available is not sufficient – so here info is needed. 

IF you have information and supporting documents for the issues addressed, or any other comments, please send them to – rachel.kamande@eeb.org with a copy to Elena.lymberidi@eeb.org -  BEFORE March 20 !!! 

We have already passed these remarks (attached) to our expert, and whatever additional information we get from you we can then pass this information to the EEB representative sitting at the committees to address these issues. 

Many thanks for your input and looking forward to hearing from you. 

3. Finally on the review of the EU strategy, 

On the 16th February 2011, we sent a letter to the EU Member States Experts and Environment Attaches - on the Council Conclusions on the revised EU Mercury Strategy. 

A similar letter was also sent to all Environment Ministers vis a vis the Council scheduled to meet on14th March.  Ecologistas en Accion also sent the letter to their authorities. 

NGOs letter to MS - Input to the Working Party on Environment, 18 February 2011 – Need for strong Council conclusions on the revised Community Strategy Concerning Mercury
Also in ES  , 16 February 2011
We still need your help pushing at least some of the big EU Member States so that they support the stronger proposals for conclusions put forward by a few other Member States. 

The situation is as follows - mainly SWE, DK, BE, have been proposing stronger text from what the PRESidency has been putting forward supported most  probably by NL and AT .  However if only these countries stay in support of stronger wording as you can imagine it is difficult to have this text staying in the conclusions. 

On the other hand we have UK, who is supported by most others, who do NOT want to ask anything extra and are ok with soft language. 

The current conclusions draft is little bit better than earlier drafts and our main priorities are now mentioned one way or another- chloroalkali, dental, emissions, batteries. However the wording needs to be stronger!  (sun set date, deadlines, bans etc) 

To that end, we would appreciate if you can call your National Ministry experts and/or the Permanent representation Environment Attaches – and ask them to support stronger wording along the lines of our letter-  you could also translate the letter and send it again to whoever you think is relevant.   

WE WOULD ESPECIALLY CALL ON THE NGOS FROM 

GERMANY 

FRANCE 

ITALY 

ROMANIA

FINLAND

BUT ALSO AUSTRIA,   IRELAND, and even UK, and PL and the HU PRES in case we could soften their approach. 

These draft conclusions will be discussed by the Ministers in the upcoming environmental council meeting on the 14Th of March 2011.  

Many thanks in advance for Calling your MS experts before the end of this week (11th March 2011 and keep us posted. 

For more information please contact Rachel.kamande@eeb.org 

· Collective Redress 

Public consultation: Towards a Coherent European Approach to Collective Redress

http://ec.europa.eu/justice/news/consulting_public/news_consulting_0054_en.htm 
From the Commission’s Justice web site:
Target group(s) – wider public
Period of consultation - 4 February 2011 - 30 April 2011

“Objective of the consultation:
The purpose of this consultation is, inter alia, to identify common legal principles on collective redress. The consultation should also help to examine how such common principles could fit into the EU legal system and into the legal orders of the 27 EU Member States. The consultation also explores in which fields different forms of collective redress (injunctive and /or compensatory) could have an added value for improving the enforcement of EU legislation or for better protecting the rights of victims. The resulting set of principles should guide any possible initiative for collective redress in EU legislation.”
The consumers’ federation BEUC (Bureau Européen des Unions de Consommateurs) has been following the issue already for years and is the lead organisation. They look for partners and support to have a broader platform. Collective redress should be considered as a democratic right and the aims are very close to EEB’s work on access to justice in the context of the Aarhus Convention. BEUC will do the main work by preparing a draft open letter to the Commission and draft replies to the consultation, so it will not require a lot of extra work for you.

The schedule is as follows:

- a basic template for the response to consultation with the main arguments in favour of European collective redress – prepared by BEUC by end of March;

- coordinated response to the question no.33 (broadening the scope to other areas) – we will send a suggestion around for your comments;

- a draft open letter to the College (to be sent after the close of consultation, in the beginning of May) - prepared by BEUC by end of March;

- joint press action – beginning of May?

Please let me know if you are interested in being informed on this initiative (regina.schneider@eeb.org)

Or contact Augusta Maciulviciute, Legal Officer at BEUC AMa@beuc.eu 
	Forthcoming events

	2011 dates
	EEB EVENTS
	OTHER EVENTS
	INSTITUTIONS

	22-23 March

Brussels
	EEB Energy Saving WG
	
	

	13 April pm

Brussels at EP

Public Hearing
	
	EU FUNDS: Assets or Liabilities? Is the EU putting citizen’s money where it is most needed?

	24-27 May

Brussels
	
	Green Week: Resource Efficiency - Using less, living better (programme not out yet)

	8 July Poland
	Seminar on CAP and climate change (to be confirmed)
	
	

	9 July Poland
	Board
	
	

	13-15 October
Brussels
	EEB’s annual events
Conference on resource efficiency + AGM
	
	


The next EEB energy saving working group meeting will take place Tuesday 22nd and Wednesday 23rd March at the EEB Office, Brussels. If you are interested, please contact

Christian Debono  Christian.debono@eeb.org  
Publications and press releases

	
	EEB Press Releases –  2011 (www.eeb.org)

	Feb 18th
	EEB pays tribute to Hontelez and unveils successor

	Feb 28th
	Repeated failure of the EU on energy savings

	Feb 28th
	Company cars costing Europeans billions and harming environment

	March 8th 
	Ecodesign policy: stop talking, start acting

	March 8th 
	Little direction and no action on energy efficiency


	
	EEB Recent Publications – 2011 (www.eeb.org)

	Feb 1st
	EEB priorities regarding the conciliation on Novel Foods and the inclusion of specific provisions for nanotechnologies used in food

	Feb 1st
	All Purpose Cleaner and Hand Dishwashing Detergents - EEB and BEUC Comments

	Feb 16th
	Letter to member states on need for strong Council conclusions on the revised Community Strategy Concerning Mercury

	Feb 18th
	Input to the EU Environment Council Meeting, 14 March 2011

	Feb 22nd
	Position of European Environmental NGOs on the endorsement of voluntary initiatives under the EU Ecodesign directive

	Feb 22nd
	Letter to Environment Ministers concerning: Calling for your involvement in improving the OECD Green Growth Strategy

	Feb 28th
	Position Paper LIFE for Nature and Biodiversity 2014-2020

	March 8th
	NGOs Recommendations future financing N2K


All EEB publications and press releases are on the web (if you are missing one, please let us know!):  http://www.eeb.org/Index.htm 

Websites

· EEB in the Media
Water, Business and Sustainability
EurActiv 7/3/2011
According to the European Commission, water consumption at EU level is ... the WWF said in a joint statement with the European Environmental Bureau (EEB). ...
University hosts 29th annual environmental law conference
Oregon Daily Emerald 7/3/2011
Wates is also the incoming Secretary General to the European Environmental Bureau, a coalition of 143 organizations representing 15 million advocates across ...
Hot Tags | european environmental bureau | newsTag | 05-March-2011 ...
european environmental bureau Hot Topics dated on 2011-03-05 http://www. commodityonline.com/news/Europe-to-take-global-lead-in-recycling-36962-3-1.html.
www.commodityonline.com/.../European-Environmental-Bure...
Europe urged to take global lead on recycling
EurActiv 2/3/2011
... product and waste policy officer at the European Environmental Bureau (EEB), an NGO. Only then should Europe seek to intensify commercial exchanges to ...
NGO calls for renewed action against mercury
Chemical Watch 2/3/2011
This will have a significant effect on the market, but the European Environmental Bureau (EEB) is calling for member states to do much more to reduce the ...
NGO: EU should take global lead on recycling
EurActiv 2/3/2011
Stéphane Arditi is product and waste policy officer at the European Environmental Bureau (EEB). What is your assessment of the Commission's new ...
Parliament group to dig up raw material issues
EurActiv 1/3/2011
The European Environmental Bureau (EEB), a green NGO, says Natura 2000 sites represent an obvious "reserve" of raw materials in the EU and is concerned that ...
Raw materials: Are they truly scarce?
EurActiv 28/2/2011
Stéphane Arditi from the European Environmental Bureau (EEB), an NGO, noted however that "legal drivers" such as ambitious targets for recycling need to be ...
Will Europe lead the way on green computers?
Business Green 24/2/2011
Environmental campaigners are now pinning their hopes on a relatively unknown but ... of the European Environmental Bureau, a Coolproducts campaign partner. ...
EU Parliament wants stricter rules for recycling electro-waste
TMCnet 17/2/2011
The European Parliament announced Thursday a proposal for stricter rules on ... Stephane Arditi of the European Environmental Bureau in Brussels said the ...

EU to ban toxic chemicals in household plastics
Jordan Directions 17/2/2011
"We are pleased this has finally happened, but the pace is far too slow," said Christian Schaible of the European Environmental Bureau, which published the ...
· Miscellaneous

Improving Knowledge and Communication for Decision Making on Air Pollution and Health in Europe  
Project shows that life expectancy and monetary benefits increase significantly when

levels of fine particles are reduced further in European cities; it reveals that living

near busy roads substantially increases the total burden of disease attributable to air

pollution; and it underscores the benefits from regulating pollution near busy roads

beyond the achievements of current EU legislation
http://www.aphekom.org/c/document_library/get_file?uuid=02813a31-3bc5-47dc-9341-6c57494ef6fc&groupId=10347 

www.aphekom.org
Annex 1 

AARHUS

ASSESSMENT OF THE NATIONAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORTS – 2010/2011
Objective: An assessment report to be presented in Chisinau giving our view on progress made in Parties regarding the implementation of the Convention, bottlenecks, and, leads to conclusions on what individual Parties should do and what the Convention as such should do.

Format: A one page summary per each Party and conclusions.

The conclusions will be then discussed at the Chisinau European ECO Forum Conference leading to demands in our statement.

Setup of the national reports:

1. Involvement of NGOs in the reporting process 

2. Comments on the quality of the report: realistic, false, incomplete [clarifications]. If there is no report, this is to be mentioned.

3. NGO assessment of the state of implementation of the Convention [weaknesses, ambition level (spirit or just minimum transposition), level of “penetration” to local/regional authorities, the judiciary

4. Lessons/Conclusions/Demands for the National level

5. Demands for the Convention process: regarding clarification, improvement of the Convention etc.

The full individual reports will be put on the Participate Website. 
The part on conclusions:

a. NGO involvement in the process: compare with requirements 

b. Systemic issues in the national reports:

a. State of implementation of pillar 1 
b. State of implementation article 6

c. State of implementation articles 7 and 8

d. State of implementation pillar 3

c. Conclusions with regards to the agenda for the Convention’s work from Chisinau [could include comments on strengthening compliance committee etc.]

Questions to the NGOs

I. Your comments on the national reporting process under the Aarhus Convention:

a. Was the process of the National Implementation Report (NIR) development in your country participatory in general (was it more participatory than the process of the previous NIR development in 2007-2008)?


b. Was it difficult for you to address the national authority, responsible for the NIR development (was it hard to find their contact information, were they responsive, did they actively disseminate information on the reporting process or provided it only upon your request)?

c. At what stage of the reporting process have you become involved in it (prior to the development of the first draft; during the follow-up consultations on the first (second) draft report, etc.)?

d. Have other stakeholders been involved in developing/discussing the NIR and at what stage? 

e. Have you been asked by the national authority, responsible for the NIR development in your country, to actually draft the text of the NIR or a part(s) of it?

f. How effective was your participation (did you manage to provide comments on the structure of the NIR and/or its content; have those comments been reflected in the final text; have you been explained why your comments had not been reflected)?

g. Has the final text of the NIR been disseminated between those stakeholders who have participated in its development in your country?
h. Do you think the reporting procedure under the Aarhus Convention needs changes? What would you have changed in it then (time and size limits; stages of the NIR development; requirements on other stakeholders involvement, etc.)?

i. Are you interested to participate in the next national reporting cycle under the Aarhus Convention and onwards?

j. Have your or any other NGO in your country made an alternative report(s)? If yes, please provide a link to this report

II. You comments on the content of the NIR:
a. In general, does the NIR provide a complete picture and reflect the real situation with the implementation of the Aarhus Convention in your country?

b. In general, have your government managed to establish and maintain a clear, transparent and consistent framework to implement the provisions of the Aarhus Convention? Have the provisions of the Aarhus Convention been properly transposed into your national legal framework (both on the level of laws, bylaws and regulations)? If not all three pillars have been properly transposed, - which, if any, have been and what is the status of transposition of the other pillars? Has the implementation of the Aarhus Convention in your country reached the local (community) level and has it made a difference with access to information, public participation in decision-making and access to justice in environmental matters at this level?

c. Does your government promote effective implementation of the Aarhus Convention (do the officials and authorities in your country assist and provide guidance to the public in seeking access to information, in facilitating participation in decision-making and in seeking access to justice in environmental matters; does your government promote environmental education and environmental awareness among the public on issues to which the Convention relates; does your government provide for appropriate recognition of and support to associations, organizations or groups promoting environmental protection or working on issues to which the Convention relates; does your government promote the application of the principles of the Convention in international forums and within the framework of other MEAs, including better interagency communication and coordination on the national level)?
d. Does the public have real access to environmental information in your country? Do you consider your country to be in compliance with the first pillar of the Aarhus Convention (does the person seeking information have to state an interest; is the information supplied in time and in the form requested; are the copies of the actual documentation containing or comprising the requested information made available; how often environmental information is not provided on grounds of confidentiality; do public authorities in your country charge for supplying information and is the amount reasonable; do public authorities in your country possess and update environmental information which is relevant to their functions and make it available to the public in a transparent way; is appropriate information disseminated by public authorities without delay in cases of emergency; does your government publish the national report on the state of the environment and how often; which types of environmental information should have been disseminated more actively and on a regular basis by the public authorities and business in your country)?

e. How effective is the implementation of the public participation provisions of the Aarhus Convention in your country, in particular Article 6 (have there been special regulations enacted in your country detailing out procedures for public participation in decision-making on separate types of environmental issues; within the public participation procedures is the public informed in an adequate, timely and effective manner at early stages of the decision-making process; does the public participation procedure include reasonable time-frames for the different phases, allowing sufficient time for informing the public for it to prepare and participate effectively; does the public concerned have access  to all information relevant to the decision-making; do the public participation procedures ensure the right of the public to submit comments and opinions on the proposed decisions; is due account taken of the outcome of the public participation in final decision; does the public have access to the text of the decision taken along with the reasons and consideration on which the decision is based)?

f. What is the status of implementation of the Almaty amendment on public participation in decisions related to GMOs in your country (give reference) (have the provisions of the amendment been transposed into your national law; has there been a national biosafety framework established in your country; have there been real opportunities for the public in your country to participate in decisions related to GMOs)?

g. Has your country made sufficient efforts to involve the public into adoption of plans, programmes and policies relating to the environment (Article 7)?
h. Does the public have real opportunities to participate in the Strategic Environmental Assessment procedures? Does the public have a possibility to effectively participate in the law drafting process (Article 8) – please give examples of such regulations or other legally binding normative instruments adopted on the national/regional/local level? 

i. Do you consider your country to be in compliance with the third pillar of the Aarhus Convention (Article 9)? (If not, what are the main obstacles in access to justice in your country, such as standing, financial barriers, timeliness?)

j. In what way the implementation of the Aarhus Convention in your country and in all UNECE region could be improved (list three the most urgent needs/activities which should be addressed/undertaken as part of the implementation effort; who should take the lead in addressing those the most urgent needs)?

k. Should the current text of the Convention be amended and in what part in particular?
l. Any other specific comments you would like to make concerning NIR and implementation of the Convention in general.
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