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Abstract 

Recent developments within the framework of the European Green 
Deal have aimed at criminalization and an overhaul of regulatory 
frameworks to address environmental crime and its effects on the 
financial interests of the EU. This document was prepared by the 
Policy Department for Citizen’s Rights and Constitutional Affairs at 
the request of the Committee of Petitions. The study suggests that 
despite commendable efforts, the transnational nature of 
environmental crime and its convergence with organized crime, 
money laundering and corruption, have not been adequately 
integrated into current reforms. A proper categorization of 
environmental crime as a ‘serious crime’ is needed as an essential 
basis for policy reforms. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Just over a period of five years, the PETI Committee received an impressive number (57) of petitions 
that are classified under the heading of environmental crime even though it may be clear that many of 
the issues brought up in these petitions do not necessarily constitute environmental crime. While some 
of the petitions are handed in by individual petitioners, others represent more than 6.000 individuals 
or large NGOs. It is therefore difficult to draw definite conclusions based on the number of these 
petitions, but they can be considered clear evidence of a large societal concern as regards the 
environment. 

Environmental crime is seen as a major challenge in contemporary society. The crime is pernicious, 
harmful and may have multiple and multifaceted consequences that affect present generations and 
generations to come. Direct effects on the environment are commonly acknowledged, but other 
impacts on health, the economy, security and the rule of law are increasingly being emphasized. 
Depending on the area, this crime can involve a variety of offenders including individuals, companies, 
government, and informal criminal networks. 

Despite these challenges, environmental crime is growing in scale, questioning the effectiveness of the 
measures to reduce or even eradicate it. Environmental crime is indeed sustained by the general low 
risks and high profits perception. Moreover, even though the personal motivations of the perpetrators 
play an important role, weaknesses in institutional and legislative mechanisms and regulatory and 
enforcement failures are also significant drivers for environmental crime. Measures to tackle the 
phenomenon have constantly been confronted with difficulties which undermine their ability to rise 
to the challenge. First, there is no universally recognized definition of environmental crime. It covers a 
wide range of rather different offences. For the European Commission, 'environmental crimes' can be 
considered environmental infringements that are or can be addressed through criminal law. Secondly, 
environmental crimes are perceived as ‘victimless’ or ‘hidden’ crimes. They can also be qualified as 
“control crimes” because their detection rate is directly dependent upon the efficiency of the controls 
of national authorities. Thirdly, criminals often rely on “comingling” (i.e., mixing illegal products with 
their legal counterparts) early in supply chains, which makes it difficult to distinguish between 
legitimate and illicit financial flows. Fourthly, the illicit and clandestine nature of environmental crime 
contributes to difficulties to establish accurate statistics on environmental crime itself and the scale of 
involved financial flows. Estimates often rely on a variety of sources including published reports, UN 
statistics on legal trades and estimates from criminal intelligence through INTERPOL, based on 
reporting from National Central Bureaus in Member States. 

Regulatory efforts in recent decades have shown an evolving greening of criminal law. Green 
criminology enables to take into consideration the complexity of offences involving the environment, 
as well as the overlap of environmental offenses with many other areas of concerns such as corporate 
crime, organised crime, fraud or corruption, as well as actions of non-state criminal justice actors such 
as NGOs and civil society organizations. 

In this context, the EU has embarked on a path of systemic changes in line with the dynamics of current 
ambitions to drive Europe’s biggest transformation in more than a generation, evolving around a vision 
to build a fairer, healthier, greener and more digital society. Against this backdrop, the European 
Commission outlined various plans as part of a strategy with six headline ambitions. The European 
Green Deal, which was presented in December 2019 is one of these ambitions that are to be guided by 
the 2030 Agenda and its Sustainable Development Goals both internally and externally, as well as by 
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the Paris Agreement. The developments have led to putting the environment at the center of many 
policy documents including the European Green Deal. Current policies seek a balance between 
environmental protection and other objectives such as the protection of the financial interests of the 
EU. 

Within this framework, a revision of the Environmental Crime Directive (ECD), which remains the main 
instrument establishing criminal law measures to protect the environment, was proposed. In 2020, a 
review of the ECD confirmed many shortcomings and inconsistencies and revealed that the Directive 
has not kept pace with the evolution of EU environmental law and appears to be ill-equipped to 
respond to contemporary environmental and challenges. Due to the weaknesses, the ECD was found 
failing to yield the expected results on the ground. It has resulted in a very low number of successfully 
investigated and sentenced environmental crime cases. Sanctions levels are also too low to be truly 
dissuasive and the lack of systematic cross-border cooperation did not help advance the objectives of 
the Directive. 

The European Green Deal has indeed called for better implementation and enforcement of 
environmental laws, underlining that ineffectiveness in this field could jeopardize the attainment of its 
objectives. Since 2012, the Commission has been devoting more attention to the criminal law aspect 
of the protection of the EU's financial interests. This protection takes on new impetus in the context of 
the EU Green Deal through which the Commission will explore a more holistic strategic approach at 
different levels aiming at systemic changes to secure sustainability. The culmination of the various 
steps resulted in the adoption in 2017 of the Directive (EU) 2017/1371 on the fight against fraud to the 
Union’s financial interests by means of criminal law (the “PIF Directive”). Based on Art. 83(2) TFEU, the 
PIF Directive sets minimum rules concerning the definition of a number of criminal offences and 
sanctions with regard to combatting fraud and other illegal activities affecting the Union's financial 
interests, with a view to strengthening protection against criminal offences that affect those financial 
interests. Despite its wide-ranging scope, the PIF Directive does not specifically address environmental 
crime. The growing scale of environmental crimes is a major challenge that requires a consistent 
approach not only to fight against these crimes and to repress them consistently, but also ultimately 
reduce their impact on the financial interests of the EU, and hence the Green Deal. 

Environmental crime is also growing due to its transnational character. Whereas financial crime and 
green crime are often closely linked, current legislative frameworks do not adequately address this 
interconnectedness. Furthermore, current efforts do not sufficiently tackle the convergence of 
environmental crime with other crimes such as organized crime, money laundering and corruption that 
are major enablers of environmental crime. This lack of comprehensiveness contributes to undermine 
the efforts to investigate and prosecute perpetrators of environmental. Unlike environmental crime, 
both corruption and money laundering are specifically recognized in Article 83 TFEU among the so-
called ‘euro-crime’, i.e. particularly serious crimes with a cross-border dimension. 

Within the framework of the « new push for European democracy », one of the six headline ambitions 
defined by the Commission for the period 2019-2024, citizen science appears like a powerful tool for 
public engagement and empowerment in policy-making and for raising awareness with regard to 
environmental issues and policies. It might help fill the gap of limitations of traditional monitoring 
programmes and contribute to improved data collection. Furthermore, greater stakeholders’ 
involvement is essential to improve the detection of environmental crime and can increase deterrence 
and prosecution.  
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Taking into account all the intricacies involved in environmental crime and the fight thereof, calls for 
an EU green prosecutor are gaining momentum because of the belief that this would greatly 
compensate for the above-mentioned shortcomings and resolve some of the issues related to 
ineffective cross-border cooperation and heterogeneity across Member States. However, even though 
the Commission sees some added value for an EU Green Prosecutor, a recent address of the President 
of the Commission suggests that the establishment of such a prosecutor will not occur in the near 
future. 

While it is believed that a greater emphasis on the following, freezing and confiscation of proceeds of 
environmental crime will disincentives environmental crime, the Directive on the freezing and 
confiscation of proceeds of crime in the European Union was qualified a lost opportunity to address 
environmental crime and in particular, organised environmental crime. Even though this Directive was 
meant to regulate in accordance with the strategic priorities of the EU's fight against organised crime, 
it makes no reference to the Environmental Crime Directive. 

In view of these observations, the following recommendations are made: 

• Promote a common definition of environmental crime across EU Member States that would 
help develop guidelines on legislative frameworks and enforcement actions. 

• Like for other offenses, a proper categorization of environmental crime as a ‘serious crime’ 
should be considered as a fundamental basis for policy reforms.  

• Promote a greater harmonization of other key concepts of environmental criminal law across 
the EU Member States to ensure a more consistent approach.  

• Develop binding mechanisms on reporting on environmental crime and related infringements 
in order to improve data gathering. Reliable and more complete statistics are needed to guide 
regulatory actions consistent with the magnitude of the problem. 

• A European Green Prosecutor does not rank high on the short-term policy agenda of the EU. 
Consider the necessity for an intermediate solution aimed at empowering a supranational 
body to complement Member States’ enforcement efforts and facilitate cooperation and the 
investigation of cross-border environmental crimes. 

• A more holistic approach to tackling environmental crime is necessary to take account of the 
convergence of crime. In this regard, effective multidisciplinary cooperation is necessary and 
should also seek to reconcile competent administrative, law enforcement and judicial 
authorities.  

• Recognize environmental crime as a serious crime and a form of organized crime. This would 
broaden the range of investigative tools and facilitate cross-border cooperation. 

• Encourage, facilitate, and finance greater cooperation among Member States in order to ensure 
an effective response to the transnational nature of environmental crime. 

• Further promote the civil society involvement by raising awareness and increasing 
transparency.  

• Better monitor compliance of obliged entities with their due diligence obligations. This would 
also contribute to strengthen financial investigations and ultimately prosecutions. 
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 INTRODUCTION 

 Background of the study 

Over the last three decades, increased awareness about the intrinsic connection between environment, 
economic growth, public health, social cohesion, and security has led to a tremendous development 
of environmental laws. As of 2017, 176 countries have adopted environmental framework laws. At the 
same time, 150 countries have enshrined environmental protection or the right to a healthy 
environment in their constitutions whereas 164 countries have established cabinet-level bodies 
responsible for environmental protection.1 Evidently, implementation and enforcement of 
environmental laws and regulations of this wide range of instruments has not always followed the pace 
of this development, and major shortcomings remain in many jurisdictions, undermining the 
regulatory efforts that are being made. The lack of clear standards or necessary mandates, the 
inadequacy of some laws to national and local contexts, inadequate institutions, insufficient resources 
or political are some of the examples of the weaknesses that plague this area of legislation.2 Against 
this backdrop, environmental crime, a no less important issue, has been growing steadily in recent 
years in parallel with these regulatory efforts. In fact, these crimes, which affect both developed and 
developing countries, have become important bottlenecks that must be eliminated to hope for lasting 
success in the fight for the preservation of the environment. Combating environmental crime is an 
aspect of the ‘environmental rule of law’, which is a term used by the United Nations to describe a 
situation in which laws are widely understood, respected and enforced and the benefits of 
environmental protection are enjoyed by people and the planet.3 

Environmental rule of law is a challenge for all countries4 and it is receiving increased attention due to 
the recognition that environmental issues are not specific to a particular country, but sometimes have 
repercussions that extend beyond terrestrial borders. While some environmental damage has a local 
impact, other environmental damage is indeed more global in scope, highlighting the intertwining of 
all countries in the field of environmental governance. For instance, in recent years the MERCOSUR 
agreements have sparked debates within the EU as concerns have been raised about the possibility of 
contributing through these agreements to imported deforestation. Likewise, whereas some 
environmental offenses are of a local nature, other crimes such as trafficking in electronic waste have a 
transnational component involving several countries and can even extend to affect other continents.5  

The subsequent increase in global attention for environmental crime in the last decade also results 
from the recognition of its serious and deleterious impact not only on the environment and 
ecosystems, but also its significant damage to human health and economy, as well as its threat to 

                                                             
1 United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), Environmental Rule of Law. First Global Report. Nairobi, Kenya. Policy 

Department, Directorate-General for External Policies, 2019, p. 2. 
2 UNEP 2019, supra note 1, p. 2. 
3 European Commission, Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on stepping 

up the fight against environmental crime, COM(2021) 814 final, 2021, p. 1. 
4 UNEP 2019, supra note 1, p. 2. 
5 EFFACE, Environmental Crime and the EU. Synthesis of the Research Project “European Union Action to Fight 

Environmental Crime”, Berlin, Ecologic Institute, March 2016. 
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peace, security and development.6 Nowadays, environmental crimes go beyond mere iconic wildlife 
and rare wood species and have become an integral part of the larger global network of transnational 
organized environmental crimes, including «corporate crime in the forestry sector, illegal exploitation 
and sale of gold and minerals, illegal fisheries/fishing, trafficking in hazardous waste and chemicals and 
threat finance using wealth generated illegally from natural resources to support non-state armed 
groups and terrorism. »7 

Environmental crime has become one of the most profitable and fastest growing areas of international 
criminal activity, rising “by 5-7% annually” and “representing 2–3 times the growth rate of the global 
economy.”8 It was estimated in 2018 to be equivalent to US$110–281 billion annually.9 The background 
paper for the expert-level workshop on ‘International Environmental Crime: the Nature and Control of 
Environmental Black Markets’ rightly predicted in 2002 that international environmental crime will very 
likely continue to expand in the following decades.10 This crime area had increased in 2002 by 
approximately 14% (9%–20%) compared to the previous official estimate in 2016 and was 44% higher 
(32%–57%) than the first estimate in 2014.11 Owing to the rapid progress in this area, the cost impact 
made environmental crime move from fourth to third place among the largest criminal sector 
worldwide after drug trafficking (US$344 billion), counterfeit crimes (US$288 billion), becoming slightly 
more lucrative than human trafficking (US$157 billion).12 About 10% of the total amount 
(approximately US$9–26 billion) has been estimated loss of revenue to governments based on two 
hypotheses. The first hypothesis considers that the criminal activity generates an average profit of 30%, 
while the second hypothesis assumes that government tax revenues could be 30% of the profits, if the 
environmental crime activities had been legal and legitimate.13 This loss of revenue is equally a loss to 
society, considering that illegal commercial activities takes place in a parallel criminal illegitimate 
economy, thereby undermining governance, legal tax-influenced price levels, and particularly 
legitimate business.14 

                                                             
6 Nellemann, C., Henriksen, R., Kreilhuber, A., Stewart, D., Kotsovou, M., Raxter, P., Mrema, E. and Barrat, S. (eds.), The Rise of 

Environmental Crime – A Growing Threat To Natural Resources Peace, Development And Security. A UNEPINTERPOL Rapid 
Response Assessment. United Nations Environment Programme and RHIPTO Rapid Response–Norwegian Center for 
Global Analyses, 2016, p. 16. 

7 Nellemann et al. 2016, supra note 6, p. 7. 
8 UNEP, The State of Knowledge of Crimes that have Serious Impacts on the Environment. Nairobi, Kenya, 2018, p. 1. 
9 Nellemann, C., Henriksen, R., Pravettoni, R., Stewart, D., Kotsovou, M., Schlingemann, M.A.J, Shaw, M. and Reitano, T. (eds.), 

World atlas of illicit flows. A RHIPTO-INTERPOL-GI Assessment. RHIPTO -Norwegian Center for Global Analyses, INTERPOL 
and the Global Initiative against Transnational Organized crime, 2018, p. 15. 

10 Royal Institute of International Affairs (RIIA), International Environmental Crime. The Nature and Control of Environmental 
Black Markets. Workshop Report, 2002, p. 4. 

11 Nellemann et al., 2018, supra note 9, p. 15. 
12 Nellemann et al., 2018, supra note 9, p. 15. 
13 “For the USD 91–259 billion range, with a profit of USD 27–78 billion, the tax income, which is loss for government revenue, 

would be 8–23 billion, or 8.8% of the total amount. This is rounded up to 10% for ease of calculation, giving a loss of 
government revenue of USD 9–26 billion.” Nellemann et al. 2016, supra note 6, p. 18. 

14 Nellemann et al. 2016, supra note 6, p. 18. 
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Unlike any other known crime, environmental crimes are aggravated due to their additional cost, their 
impact on the environment and the subsequent cost to future generations.15 Likewise, these crimes 
might worsen – or be worsened by other longer-term issues, such as climate change.  

Being the largest trading block in the world, the European Union (EU) is a hub for the transit, origin and 
destination of illegal products and services from international environmental organised crime.16 
Acknowledging the deleterious effects of environmental crime and its ability to generate illicit financial 
flows and hindering the lawful economy, the European Commission has committed in recent years to 
step up efforts against environmental crime, as part of its priority objectives within the framework of 
European Green Deal. 

 Objectives  

The objectives of this study are, inter alia, the following:  

• Assessing a selection of the relevant petitions on the topic;  
• Assessing the legal framework on tackling environmental crime within the EU; 
•  Assessing to what extent the objectives of the Green Deal encompass the ability to address 

illicit financial flows resulting from environmental crime; 
• Assessing the legal framework addressing crime convergence in the area of environmental 

crime, particularly money laundering, organized crime corruption frameworks, as well as the 
framework aiming at the protection of the financial interests of the EU; 

•  Assessing the adequacy of these frameworks to accommodate effective stakeholders’ 
involvement;  

•  Assessing the appropriateness of current policy and legislative developments to cope with the 
increasing challenges in the field of environmental crime.  

 Scope  

In line with the objectives of the study, the research will more particularly focus on the possible 
recommendations that could follow from the analysis. The study will therefore have as main goal to 
analyse the regulatory frameworks that are related to illicit financial flows from environmental crime in 
order to assess their effectiveness to prevent environmental crime from affecting the financial interest 
of the EU, thereby undermining the economic recovery and the EU’s Green Deal objectives. In this 
regard, the study will also seek insights from the academic literature to support the analysis. 

In light of the analysis and its findings, the study intends to critically assess the current developments 
as regards the environmental crime directive and provide elements that could contribute to the 
ongoing reforms. Reforms and proposals will, for example, focus on the following questions:  

- The need to give a greater importance to environmental crime in the EU regulatory regime;  

                                                             
15 Nellemann et al. 2016, supra note 6, p. 7. 
16 European Environmental Bureau, Crime and Punishment, Brussels, March 2020, https://eeb.org/?p=101230, p. 3. 

https://eeb.org/?p=101230
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- The need to follow through with the measures envisaged by the recent proposal by expanding the 
scope of the environmental crime directive and strengthen the penalty regime;17 

- The need to adopt clearer and stricter corporate liability rules in the field of environmental crime; 

- The need to promote cross-sectoral due diligence, also to take account of the role of financial 
institutions and the implications of white-collar offenders;  

- The need to improve cross-border cooperation to address environmental crime challenges;  

The study aims at developing ideas, which could lead to recommendations and policy proposals with 
respect to the above-mentioned topics, thus stimulating the agenda setting with respect to this 
important contemporary topic.  

 Limits of the study  

While the study is based on the financial aspects of environmental crime, it will not be devoted to 
explicitly making an in-depth analysis of the Environmental Crime Directive. Numerous studies have 
made insightful comments on this Directive in recent years,18 and this study will have no added value 
in resuming all these analyses. Therefore, the study will only make comments on the Environmental 
Crime Directive to the extent necessary to advance the purpose of this particular analysis. 

 Approach/Method  

This study will largely rely on a legal analysis and will therefore study the current EU frameworks as 
sketched in the objectives of the study. Because the Green Deal is fairly recent and the changes it has 
triggered and continues to trigger are just as recent, the study will take advantage of all these 
developments and explore to what extent it could serve as a catalyst to advance ongoing debates. This 
study will attempt to provide relevant guidelines for the adoption of appropriate and effective criminal 
law measures to tackle environmental crime and its impact on the EU economy and the Green Deal’s 
objectives. 

Due to the transboundary nature of environmental crime, the study will, to the extent necessary, refer 
to the international framework, especially as regards crime convergence and the ability of the 
international regime to tackle it and be an addition to the EU framework.  

 Structure 

The second chapter will present a summary of the petitions that were considered relevant for this 
study. The third chapter presents the background to the analysis by trying to provide the common and 
legal understanding of environmental crime, its characteristics, as well as the challenges that are faced 
by various authorities and law enforcement to tackle the phenomenon. The fourth chapter delves into 
the topic of the protection of the financial interests of the EU, which it attempts to analyse from the 

                                                             
17 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the protection of the environment through 

criminal law and replacing Directive 2008/99/EC, COM(2021) 851 final, 15.12.2021. 
18 See inter alia Pereira, R., Environmental Criminal Liability and Enforcement in European and International Law, Leiden, Brill, 

2015 and Farmer, A., Faure, M. and Vagliasindi, G.M. (eds.), Environmental Crime in Europe, Oxford, Hart, 2017. 
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perspective of the European Green Deal. The fifth chapter devotes attention to the convergence of 
environmental crime with other crimes such as money laundering, corruption, and organized crime. 
This chapter examines to what extent current regulatory frameworks take account of this convergence 
and how effectively it is addressed. The sixth chapter explore the important role that various 
stakeholders can play with regard to the fight against environmental crime, focusing specifically on the 
relevance for the financial interests of the EU. Chapter seven provides some concluding remarks and 
recommendations. 
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 PETITIONS 

KEY FINDINGS 

Just over a period of five years, the PETI Committee received an impressive number (57) petitions 
that are classified under the heading of environmental crime even though it may be clear that many 
of the issues brought up in the petitions do not necessarily constitute environmental crime.  

It is hard to formulate any conclusions based on the number of petitions. Some petitions are handed 
in by individual petitioners, while others represent more than 6.000 individuals or large NGOs and 
therefore do represent a large societal concern.  

Some of the petitions relate to relatively small number of Member States. A relatively large number 
of petitions is also filed against countries like Italy, Germany, Bulgaria or Poland. Obviously, no 
normative conclusions can be drawn on the basis of these numbers. This is not necessarily indicative 
of a lack of compliance but could, for instance, be only an indication of a high degree of 
environmental activism among citizens and NGOs.  

Petitioners often seem to complain about operators (or public authorities) as regards potential 
violation of European law. From a legal perspective, many of these petitions can be interpreted as 
blaming incorrect transposition, potentially leading to an infringement by a Member State, but not 
necessarily to an environmental crime, as it is, at least as far as directives are concerned, the primary 
obligation of the Member State concerned to correctly transpose the EU environmental acquis.  

It is sometimes difficult for petitioners to make a distinction between a potential infringements by a 
Member State versus an environmental crime (potentially committed by operators).  

Many petitions dealing with large projects obviously raise major concerns with the population. but 
usually do not constitute environmental crime. At the same time, some of the petitions complain 
about serious environmental problems with alleged violation of national regulations and could 
indeed constitute environmental crimes.  

In some cases, petitioners would have already called on national Member State authorities with 
particular complaints and did not receive an adequate response Not all these concerns could qualify 
as ‘environmental crime’; some would rather violate public participation (and thus a potential 
violation of Aarhus obligations) or be failures within the administrative review system, or a lacking 
risk communication.  

Interestingly there are also several cross-border petitions, i.e. where the petitioners comes from a 
different Member State than where the environmental issue occurs. This is indicative of the fact that 
not only that European citizens apparently know the way to the particular instrument and the PETI, 
but also that they are not only concerned with the state of the environment in their own Member 
State, but also when the environment is endangered in other Member States. 
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 Overview 

The Committee of Petitions (PETI) of the European Parliament has received a variety of petitions listed 
as “environmental crimes”. An overview of the petitions received by PETI during a period of five years 
(2014-2018) was provided to us. A summary of these petitions is contained in annex. The list contains 
a total number of 57 petitions. The summary of the petitions provided to us provides information inter 
alia on the nature of the petitioners (whether it was an individual or an association); on the 
environmental issue at stake; on the Member State involved and, on the recommendations, made on 
how to handle the petition. 

From the outset it should be stated that even though these petitions are classified under the heading 
of “environmental crimes” in fact many of the petitions deal with issues of a much more general nature 
(such as for example the construction of an airport or of a harbour) which certainly may have 
environmental consequences but are not necessarily environmental crimes in the strict sense. As only 
information is provided on the way in which the petitioners have described the facts, even in the cases 
where potentially an environmental crime could be at stake, it is difficult to assess whether that is the 
case as that will obviously depend upon whether the specific facts would qualify as environmental 
crime under the legislation of the specific Member State concerned. In many cases there is a reference 
to the fact that EU environmental legislation may be breached. That could imply that there may be an 
infringement of EU law (assuming that the allegations are correct) and could potentially lead to an 
infringement procedure against the Member State concerned but does not necessarily make it an 
environmental crime in the strict sense. After all, given the legality principle in criminal law, something 
is only qualified “environmental crime” if the facts correspond with a specific legislative provision in 
national legislation that would qualify those facts as a crime. In most of the cases information is lacking 
to verify whether that would actually be the case. 

Even though many of the 57 petitions therefore do not necessarily deal with environmental crime, the 
information contained in the petitions is still interesting and relevant to this study. It first of all shows 
that there are, in the perception of the petitioners, still serious problems in (some) EU Member States, 
environmental problems which the petitioners may consider as environmental crimes (irrespective of 
whether that may be the legally correct qualification). In particular cases more details are provided on 
the basis of which (assuming the information provided in the petition is correct) there may indeed be 
an environmental crime, at least based on the Environmental Crime Directive (ECD) and, assuming a 
correct transposition of the ECD, under national Member State legislation as well. Finally, some of the 
petitions explicitly mention issues with respect to enforcement. Reference is in some case for example 
made to the fact that complaints were made, either to administrative authorities or to a public 
prosecutor and that, in the eyes of the petitioner, insufficient action was taken. Such a failure to enforce 
can obviously be of importance in the framework of this study. 

Obviously it is not possible to provide a detailed discussion of all of the petitions. That is why we provide 
a summary of the list of petitions in annex (noting that the petitions themselves often are substantially 
longer and may contain many annexes). We will generally discuss the petitioners (2.2), the issues to 
which the petitions relate (2.3), the relevance of the petitions for environmental crime (2.4) as well as 
the Member States involved (2.5) and the recommendations given (2.6). We conclude this chapter 
related to the petitions with a brief summary of the main findings (2.7). 
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 Petitioners  

In the overwhelming majority of cases (34 out of 56) the petitioners were individuals acting in their 
own interest. In many cases the names are included in the petition; in other cases, the petitioner did 
not agree to his name being entered on a public register as a result of which only initials (and the 
Member State of origin) were mentioned. 

It is mentioned that in particular cases, there were petitioners who repeatedly submitted petitions.19 
Some petitioners are clearly repeat-players.20 This shows that some individuals are apparently very 
active in petitioning, not only with respect to environmental, but also with respect to many other 
issues.  

There are a few remarkable individuals that acted as petitioners. For example, in some cases a mayor 
acted as petitioner.21 And in one particular case the petitioner was even a member of the European 
Parliament.22 

There is a second group where petitions are handed in by a larger number of petitioners varying from 
18223 to 53124 going up to 6.000 individuals having signed the petition.25 There were at least six cases 
where the petition was handed in (or signed by) more than one individual. 

The third type of cases concerned those where the petition is handed in by an individual on behalf of 
one or more (non-governmental) associations. That was the case for at least 13 petitions. 

The least one can draw from this is that apparently in various Member States both individuals and 
associations can find the way to the PETI and also make generously use of it. 

 Environmental issues 

The next question is for which particular environmental issues the right to petition is used. As already 
mentioned above, in many cases the petitions relate to relatively large projects that are either planned 
or undertaken and may potentially cause (environmental) harm, even though it is not always clear 
whether the issue at stake would constitute environmental crime (as that obviously depends on the 
definition of environmental crime in national legislation). 

                                                             
19 For example, in petition 0820/2017 it is mentioned that the “petitioner regularly submits petitions on various topics 

relating to daily life in Cyprus”. 
20 In petition 0812/2017 the petitioner had submitted 22 petitions to the Parliament; this was equally the case in petitions 

0364/2017, in 1327/2016 and in 0549/2015. 
21 This was the case in petitions 1086/2017 and 0906/2016. 
22 This concerns petition 0398/2017. 
23 In petition 1078/2018. 
24 In petition 0199/2018. 
25 Petition 0128/2015. 
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Many of the petitions relate to what one could qualify as large projects, such as the construction of a 
high-speed rail project,26 an expressway27 or a motorway.28 Other examples constitute the (planned) 
construction of a village29 of a port30, or of an airport31 or of a high voltage overhead line.32 Those large-
scale activities could potentially (again depending upon the formulation of the criminal provisions in 
national law) constitute environmental crime as there may be (potential) violations of the Birds or 
Habitat directives (and thus of Member State legislation transposing those Directives) or there could 
be a construction in a Natura 2000 area. As such these activities could potentially be considered an 
environmental crime. Article 3(h) of the Environmental Crime Directive forces the Member States to 
criminalise “any conduct which causes the significant deterioration of a habitat within a protected site” 
as well as Article 3(f) which addresses “the killing, destruction, possession or taking of specimens of 
protected wild fauna or flora species”. 

Many of these large projects like for example also the construction of a cruise liner terminal33 often 
either relate to transportation (airport, harbour, motorways or terminals) or to energy. Petitions are for 
example made concerning the construction of a dam,34 a biogas plant,35 a geothermal energy 
installation,36 hydrocarbon drilling,37 open-cast coal mining38 or the exploitation of an uranium mine.39 
Again, these activities can undoubtedly have an environmental impact and potentially constitute 
environmental crime as well (for example if they would take place without a permit or in violation of 
permit conditions); but the issues in the petitions usually rather refer to a potential violation of EU 
environmental legislation (which would rather point, if proven, at an infringement of EU law by the 
Member State concerned rather than at environmental crime (which would necessitate a violation of a 
national Member State environmental criminal statute). 

Of the specific environmental problems/areas mentioned in the petitions not surprisingly the Birds and 
Habitats Directive are very often mentioned.40 The same is true for the many references to Natura 
2000.41 Given the fact that the petitions often refer to large projects, this cannot come as a surprise. 

                                                             
26 Petition 1030/2018. 
27 Petition 0823/2018. 
28 Petitions 0626/2017 and 0280/2017. 
29 Petition 0045/2017. 
30 Petitions 0144/2016 and 0076/2016. 
31 Petition 0694/2015. 
32 Petitions 0906/2015 and 2704/2014. 
33 Petition 0198/2017. 
34 Petition 1086/2017. 
35 Petition 1105/2018. 
36 Petition 0614/2017. 
37 Petition 1327/2016. 
38 Petition 1099/2018. 
39 Petition 0809/2017 and petition 0174/2017. 
40 For example in petitions 0805/2017, 0245/2017, 1389/2015 and 0906/2015. 
41 This was mentioned in at least 10 of the petitions; too many to provide examples. 
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Petitions also relate to potential water pollution42 and the related potential violation of the Framework 
Water Directive.43 Petitions also often relate to air pollution,44 but often also relate to the broad 
category of waste,45 uncontrolled landfills46 or pollution created by sewage.47 

Petitions do not only relate to substantive pollution problems, but also to procedural issues, such as 
the fact that decisions would have been made without providing access to information to the public48 
or violating (other) rights under the Aarhus Convention, for example deciding on major projects 
without proper public participation.49 

Strikingly, some of the petitions might use environmental issues to in fact pursue particular economic 
interests. For example, in one particular petition a mayor expresses his concern concerning the 
construction of a dam and an artificial lake, as it could impose restrictions on the cultivation and life 
stock farming;50 in another petition there is a complaint about a violation of the principles of freedom 
of establishment and competition (by awarding a concession for the production of hydrocarbons).51 In 
yet another petition, a German farmer complains about the way in which German authorities would 
have dealt with the problem of chronic botulism.52 In those (and several other) petitions one notices 
that it is rather economic than environmental interests (let alone environmental crime) that is the 
subject of the particular petition. 

Finally, some petitioners point at potential negative health effects, for example of open-cast coal 
mining53 or of the construction of a biogas plant.54 Potential health damage created by heavy industrial 
river pollution55 or unsuitable waste disposal.56 Especially those cases where petitioners indicate 
potential negative health effects of (if proven) violations of environmental legislation could potentially 
constitute a serious issue. 

 Environmental crime 

As was made clear from the overview of issues brought forward by the petitioners, often petitioners 
base themselves on European environmental law, for example to argue against large projects that 
could potentially violate EU environmental law. However, as already mentioned, that does not 
necessarily constitute environmental crime. If national law would be in violation of EU environmental 

                                                             
42 Petition 0855/2017. 
43 Petitions 0626/2017 and 0614/2017 as well as 0721/2015 and 0692/2015. 
44 For example petitions 1100/2017 and 0951/2015. 
45 Petitions 0906/2016 and 0419/2016. 
46 Petition 0906/2016. 
47 Petitions 0040/2018 and 0398/2017. 
48 Petition 0635/2016. 
49 Petitions 0270/2016 and 0280/2017. 
50 Petition 1086/2017. 
51 Petition 0364/2017. 
52 Even filing a criminal complaint with the International Criminal Court (petition 0855/2016). 
53 Petition 1099/2018. 
54 Petition 1105/2018. 
55 Petition 1076/2017. 
56 Petition 0906/2016. 
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law, there might be an infringement by the Member State concerned, but not necessarily an 
environmental crime. However, in some cases there might indeed be environmental crime, even 
though it is obviously impossible to judge whether that is actually the case based on the limited 
information in the summary of the cases. For example, in one case (of open-cast coal mining) it is held 
that one of the mines is operating without valid permits.57 This could be considered as an operation of 
a plant in which a dangerous activity is carried out which, outside the plant is likely to cause serious 
injury to any person or substantial damage to the quality of air, the quality of soil or the quality of water, 
or to animals or plants. This should according to Article 3(d) of the Environmental Crime Directive be 
criminalised under national Member State law if committed unlawfully (as defined by Article 2(a) of the 
ECD). If the mine would operate without valid permit that might potentially be the case. The same 
could be argued about a biogas production plant of which petitioners argue that it would not comply 
with EU directives and regulations.58 That fact alone (violating EU law) would as such not make it an 
environmental crime, but it might if it would at the same time constitute a violation of national 
legislation that implemented EU environmental law. 

There were several other cases where there was at least a reference to situations that could potentially 
constitute environmental crime. One Italian case refers to a waste disposal site and uncontrolled 
landfills which would, according to an epidemiologically study, have increased the incidents of certain 
diseases.59 That is a case, if the allegations could be proven, which could potentially be interesting to 
examine under the perspective of environmental crime. The same could potentially be said about a 
Romanian case concerning a production plant of formaldehyde in the proximity of which the air would 
have become unbreathable, causing respiratory irritations.60 A final case that merits attention from the 
environmental crime perspective is a Bulgarian one concerning alleged violations of the air emission 
limits at a thermal power plant.61 Again, the petition is formulated as there being repeated violations 
of specific emission limit values, violating requirements of applicable Bulgarian and EU legislation. 
Assuming the presentation of the facts in the petition is correct, that could again potentially constitute 
environmental crime under national law implementing the Environmental Crime Directive. Article 3(a) 
of the ECD forces the EU Member States to criminalise the discharge, emission or introduction of a 
quantity of materials, which causes or is likely to cause death or serious injury to any person or 
substantial damage to the quality of air, the quality of soil or the quality of water, or to animals or plants. 

There are other references in the petitions, which are relevant for this study on environmental crime as 
they point at a potential enforcement deficit in particular Member States. This played inter alia a role 
in a Hungarian case where allegedly, the authorities would fail to take proper enforcement action;62 
also in a Polish case on the improvement of air quality, the petitioner argued a lack of control on 
different levels concerning air pollution standards.63 

                                                             
57 Petition 1099/2018. 
58 Petition 1105/2018. 
59 Petition 0906/2016. 
60 Petition 0128/2015. 
61 Petition 0004/2015. 
62 Petition 1254/2017. 
63 Petition 1100/2017. 
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Interestingly, in an Italian case related to the protection of national parks, the petitioner maintained 
that monitoring standards have slipped since the forest guards were made part of the carrabinieri, 
resulting in a failure to adequately protect the Italian national parks, according to the petitioner.64 In an 
Austrian case concerning potential pollution of drinking water by chloride and heavy metals, the 
petitioner argues legal and administrative complaints he has filed, with, according to the petitioner, 
unsatisfactory results.65 In yet another Italian case, the petitioner claims that the authorities have 
supported a permissive application of legislation with respect to natural habitats, wild flora and fauna.66 
Also in a Bulgarian case, the petitioner argued against the execution of an investment project for the 
construction of a new village, mentioning inter alia that the environmental impact assessment would 
not have been carried out in a proper way. Various complaints would have been sent to the Ministry of 
the Environment. These were, according to the petitioner, disregarded by the Ministry.67 Obviously it is 
not possible to assess whether in those particular cases there was indeed environmental crime. 
However, some of these (obviously selective) examples do show that apparently with particular 
petitioners, there is dissatisfaction with regard to the enforcement system at national Member State 
level, if there is a suspicion of a violation. 

 Member States involved 

It is interesting to briefly look at the Member States to which particular petitions relate. It is indeed 
striking that some of the petitions relate to relatively small number of Member States. On the top one 
can find Italy with more than 12 petitions, followed by Greece and Germany with an equal of 7 petitions. 
A relatively large number of petitions is also filed against Bulgaria (5) and Poland (6). Obviously, one 
has to be very careful with drawing any normative conclusions from these numbers. After all, it is only 
an indication of probably the environmental activism within particular Member States, but no 
indication whatsoever that there would be more infringements, let alone environmental crime in that 
particular Member State. For example, the mere fact that there is a substantial number of petitions 
regarding Germany can surely not be regarded as any indication of the compliance by Germany with 
EU environmental law, but probably rather indicates a high degree of environmental activism among 
German citizens and NGOs.  

There is also several Member States that receive just a few petitions, like for example the Czech 
Republic, France, Poland, Romania, Croatia, Hungary and Portugal (all having one petition). And several 
Member States are also missing from the list (like for example the Benelux countries, the Baltic 
countries, Ireland, Sweden and Malta). But again, that is no indication whatsoever on the state of 
environmental compliance within those Member States. 

Interestingly there are also several cross-border petitions, i.e. where the petitioners comes from a 
different Member State than where the environmental issue occurs. For example in one particular 
petition a German petitioner shows concern about heavy industrial pollution in Portugal;68 in yet 

                                                             
64 Petition 0755/2017. 
65 Petition 0626/2017. 
66 Petition 0228/2017. 
67 Petition 0045/2017. 
68 Petition 1076/2017. 
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another one a British national complaints about the potential failure of Cyprus to comply with its 
recycling responsibilities.69 And in yet another one, a Spanish petitioner condemns the deforestation 
of a forest in Poland.70 Also, in another case a German national asks action from the European 
Parliament to prevent waste fires on Crete.71 This shows not only that European citizens apparently 
know the way to the particular instrument and the PETI, but also that they are not only concerned with 
the state of the environment in their own Member State, but also when the environment is endangered 
in other Member States. 

 Recommendations 

At the end of the summary always a particular recommendation is formulated. The first issue regards 
the admissibility. 56 out of 57 petitions were declared admissible. The only one inadmissible (for a 
particular part) was a matter raised by the petitioner concerning shortcomings of the Italian political 
class, as this does not come within the EU’s competence.72 It is only in one particular case that the PETI 
informed the petitioner that the particular issues were not of the competence of the European 
Parliament, but of the national authority. It concerned the maintenance and management of parks and 
the protection of public health, which is the sole responsibility of the Greek authorities, the European 
Parliament having no power to intervene in that particular case.73 

A second common thread in all of the petitions was that it was also always recommended to “ask the 
Commission for information”. This obviously takes place because the Commission may be better placed 
to know whether indeed there may be a problem with a transposition of a particular directive as 
claimed in some of the petitions. 

Finally, some of the recommendations are to forward the information to other competent bodies, such 
as the ENVI and/or the TRAN. In particular cases where the petition is extremely brief, the petitioner is 
also asked more technical and administrative details.74 Moreover, in some cases the petitioner does not 
recognize the precise legal context of the petition. In those cases, PETI always mentions that there may 
be (another) directive or regulation applicable.75 

It can therefore be concluded that the PETI always tried to provide a proper answer to the petitioner or 
to refer the petitioner to a body that could do so. 

 Main findings 

There is, just over a period of five years, an impressive number (57) petitions that are classified under 
the heading of environmental crime, even though it may be clear that many of the issues brought up 

                                                             
69 Petition 0820/2017. 
70 Petition 0812/2017. 
71 Petition 0951/2015. 
72 Petition 1327/2016. 
73 Petition 0062/2018. 
74 See for example petition 0040/2018. 
75 See for example petition 0614/2017 where the petitioner complained about an exploitation of geothermal energy based 

on the Framework Water Directive, but ignored Directive 2009/28/EC which explicitly deals with geothermal energy. 
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in the petitions do not necessarily constitute environmental crime (or at least it is difficult to defer this 
from the information in the petition). Some petitions refer to for example a public waste project in 
Greece, which would lead to a too large environmental footprint.76 Assuming that that allegation is 
correct, it does obviously not necessarily constitute a crime. But there are other cases where there are 
alleged violations of European law77 which could constitute a crime. 

However, petitioners often seem to complain about operators (or public authorities) who would have 
violated European law. From a legal perspective, that construction is obviously problematic as it is, at 
least as far as directives are concerned, the primary obligation of the Member State concerned to 
correctly transpose the EU environmental acquis. Many of the petitions can therefore be interpreted as 
blaming incorrect transposition, potentially leading to an infringement by a Member State, but not 
necessarily to an environmental crime. The point is indeed that, given the legality principle in criminal 
law, a behaviour only constitutes a crime if there is a national legislation criminalising the particular 
behaviour in a statute. Obviously an important indication can be found in the Environmental Crime 
Directive as that indicates a minimum of activities and conducts that should be criminalised under 
Member State law if there is equally unlawfulness.  

The petitions show that it is difficult for petitioners to make a distinction between a potential 
infringement by a Member State versus an environmental crime (potentially committed by operators). 
It is in that respect striking that many of the petitions deal with large projects (like dam construction, 
airports, ports, highways) that obviously raise major concerns with the population. However, except for 
the (rare) cases where such a major activity would take place without the necessary permit or in 
violation of permit conditions, it usually does not constitute environmental crime. At the same time, 
some of the petitions complain about serious environmental problems, some even leading to an 
endangerment of human health and, at least according to the petitions, in violation of national 
regulations (such as emission standards). Those cases could indeed constitute environmental crimes. 
It is in that respect also important to notice that some of the petitioners have apparently already called 
on national Member State authorities with particular complaints concerning the situation, but found 
that the Member States did not adequately react. The mere fact that still quite a substantial number of 
citizens do feel that within the EU there are situations that are of such a serious damaging nature that 
they would qualify them as “environmental crime” is of course a reason for concern. However, one has 
to be cautious since it is not always criminal law that may provide an adequate remedy to those 
concerns. In some cases it may rather be lacking participation (and thus a potential violation of Aarhus 
obligations) that causes the dissatisfaction of the population or failures within the administrative 
review system. Potentially there may also be a lacking risk communication to explain the benefits of 
particular larger projects to the population or authorities may in some cases ignore justified concerns 
by citizens as a result of effective lobbying by industrial pressure groups to push forward the particular 
projects. Various petitions do indeed provide indications in that respect. 

It is hard to formulate any conclusions based on the number of petitions. One could (wrongly) argue 
that merely 57 petitions from the entire EU in a five-year period is not that large. But that would 
underestimate the fact that some petitions are not handed in by an individual petitioner, but represent 
more than 6.000 individuals or large NGOs and therefore do represent a large societal concern. 
Moreover, one can also not wrongly infer from a lack of petitions (for example with respect to particular 

                                                             
76 Petition 0419/2016. 
77 For example regarding the creation of an industrial port in Cyprus, petition 0076/2016. 
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Member States) that there would therefore not be any environmental issues. There may be a variety of 
reasons why in some Member States civil society has not yet found the way to the PETI or they may 
simply use other instruments (at national or EU level) to express their concern. One therefore has to be 
careful as the petitions could in fact only constitute the symbolic “tip of the iceberg” whereby there 
may be more hidden dissatisfaction concerning environmental issues that does not necessarily come 
to the surface. 

In interesting point for this study (and potentially also for policy action) is whether it would be possible 
to take further action based on some of the petitions. As indicated, not all of the petitions do indeed 
provide indications of environmental crime, but in some cases there are at least allegations of what 
could be environmental crime. Some examples were provided above (see 2.4). In that respect it would 
be interesting to examine whether there is a way of referring that information to the national Member 
State authorities (administrative or judicial) with a view on further action. To some extent, this may 
already happen today, but could otherwise certainly be encouraged. It may on the one hand be a way 
for the EU level to verify whether at Member State level indeed action is taken against environmental 
crime (assuming obviously that it constitutes a violation of legislation implementing the EU 
environmental acquis and therefore falls within EU competence); on the other hand it may also feel 
rewarding and satisfying towards the petitioners if they would notice that, as a result of their petition, 
further investigative action would be taken at the Member State level with respect to the concerns 
formulated in the petition. 
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 UNDERSTANDING ENVIRONMENTAL CRIME 

KEY FINDINGS 

There is no universally recognized definition of environmental crime. It covers a wide range of 
rather different offences. For the European Commission, 'environmental crimes' are 
environmental infringements that are or can be addressed through criminal law. 

Due to their illicit and clandestine nature, it is difficult to establish accurate statistics on 
environmental crimes and the scale of involved financial flows. Estimates often rely on a variety of 
sources including published reports, UN statistics on legal trades and estimates from criminal 
intelligence through INTERPOL, based on reporting from National Central Bureaus in Member 
States. 

Environmental crime is driven by an array of reasons ranging from personal motivations of the 
perpetrators, weaknesses in institutional and legislative mechanisms, to regulatory and 
enforcement failures. It is sustained by the general low risks and high profits perception.  

Depending on the area, different types of offenders are involved in environmental crime including 
individuals, companies, governments, informal criminal networks and organised crime groups. 

Criminals often rely on “comingling” (i.e., mixing illegal logs, precious metals and stones, and 
waste products with their legal counterparts) early in supply chains, which makes it difficult to 
distinguish between legitimate and illicit financial flows. 

Environmental crime has multiple and multifaceted consequences dependent on the nature of 
the crime, or the countries and sectors involved. Direct effects on the environment are commonly 
acknowledged, but other impacts on health, the economy, security and the rule of law are 
increasingly being emphasized. 

Environmental crimes are often considered ‘victimless’ or ‘hidden’ crimes. They can also be 
qualified as “control crimes” because their detection rate is directly dependent on the efficiency 
of the controls of national, mostly administrative agencies, often together with law enforcement 
agencies. 

Regulatory efforts in recent decades have shown an evolving greening of criminal law. Green 
criminology enables to take into consideration the complexity of offences involving the 
environment, as well as the overlap of environmental offenses with many other areas of concerns 
such as corporate crime, organised crime, fraud or corruption, as well as actions of non-state 
criminal justice actors such as NGOs and civil society organizations. 

 

The goal of this chapter is to find out what environmental crime exactly is. We will therefore look for 
definitions of environmental crime, but also at the available data on environmental crime also 
concerning the losses that are caused by environmental crime. The chapter will equally describe the 
drivers of environmental crime, the potential offenders as well as the consequences of environmental 
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crime. We equally pay attention to the domain of green criminology that has asked attention for the 
importance of environmental crime as a crime phenomenon. 

 Definition 

The absence of a universally recognized definition of environmental crime is one of the major 
challenges in the efforts to criminalize offences falling under this category of crime. The search for a 
collegial definition comes up against the complexity and diversity of the illegal activities involved. 
Environmental crime covers a wide range of rather different offences. Defining these offences is 
contextually dependent and based on criteria such as the harm inflicted, the actors involved, and the 
norms used in assessing the nature of these illegal activities.78 Offences can also be categorized by 
topics, focusing on specific priorities. For example, the EnviCrimeNet experts distinguish topics such as 
chemicals, endangered species, energy, pollution, waste and others (e.g. fires, biodiversity, costal and 
protected areas, or food safety). While there are other possibilities to categorise environmental crimes, 
it is important to acknowledge potential overlaps.  

The European Commission considers that in very simple terms, 'environmental crimes' are 
environmental infringements that are or can be addressed through criminal law. These infringements 
are contraventions of obligations aimed at protecting the environment and can also include ‘related 
infringements' such as (a) environmental infringements, which are addressed through means other 
than criminal law or (b) non-environmental infringements, such as fraud, which are connected to 
environmental infringements.79 

According to INTERPOL and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), ‘environmental 
crime’ can be considered «a collective term describing any illegal activity carried out by a criminal entity 
to generate profits, which results in harm to our ecosystem, by damaging environmental quality, 
hastening biodiversity loss, and depleting natural resources.»80 Common understanding also includes 
in this collective term « illegal activities harming the environment and aimed at benefitting individuals 
or groups or companies from the exploitation of, damage to, trade or theft of natural resources, 
including, but not limited to serious crimes and transnational organized crime.»81 For EUROPOL, 
environmental crime includes offences such as improper collection, transport, recovery or disposal of 
waste; illegal operation of a plant in which a dangerous activity is carried out or in which dangerous 
substances or preparations are stored; killing, destruction, possession or trade of protected wild animal 
or plant species; production, importation, exportation, marketing or use of ozone-depleting 
substances.82 

In general, the term environmental crime is used to refer to the illegal trade in wildlife, but it also 
designates forestry and fishery crimes, illegal dumping of waste including chemicals, smuggling of 

                                                             
78 White, R., Transnational environmental crime: toward an eco-global criminology. Routledge, London, 2011, p. 3. 
79 European Commission, 2021, supra note 3, p. 1. 
80 Nellemann et al. 2016, supra note 6, p. 7. 
81 Nellemann et al. 2016, supra note 6, p. 16. 
82 EUROPOL 2022, Environmental crime, https://www.europol.europa.eu/crime-areas-and-statistics/crime-

areas/environmental-crime  

https://www.europol.europa.eu/crime-areas-and-statistics/crime-areas/environmental-crime
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ozone depleting substances and illegal mining,83 as well as emerging crime type such as carbon trade 
and water management.84 A broader understanding of environmental crime also comprises “threat 
finance from exploitation of natural resources such as minerals, oil, timber, charcoal, marine resources, 
financial crimes in natural resources, laundering, tax fraud and illegal trade in hazardous waste and 
chemicals, as well as the environmental impacts of illegal exploitation and extraction of natural 
resources.”85 

From a legal perspective, environmental crime can be defined as a « deliberate evasion of 
environmental laws and regulations by individuals and companies in the pursuit of personal financial 
benefit. Where these activities involve movements across national boundaries, or impacts upon the 
world as a whole, they can be termed ‘international environmental crime’»86 When adopting a criminal 
law approach, environmental crimes can be considered « contraventions of pre‐existing laws 

sanctioning illegal conduct with criminal penalties, typically based on environmental management 
regulations. »87 

Other attempts to define this phenomenon suggest that a proper definition should also include 
activities which are “lawful but awful”, based on the assumption that many environmental disruptions 
are legal and take place with the consent of society.88 

Looking at this panoply of factors, it is clear that multiple considerations come into play when trying to 
define environmental crime. Yet, an appropriate definition is essential because it is decisive for effective 
regulatory and enforcement actions. Regulatory responses may indeed be flawed because of the type 
of definition chosen by the legislator, as well as the designation of the offence. A narrow interpretation 
can constrain environmental crime by limiting it only to activities prohibited by current criminal law or 
endangered species only, while a broader approach would extend it to administrative and regulatory 
sanctions thereby including any illegal activities or formal rule‐breaking.89 Similarly, the uncertainty in 
definition may also lead to difficulties in categorizing victims neatly by type of victim and type of 
damage suffered.90  
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 Importance of the issue  

Establishing accurate statistics on environmental crime and the scale of involved financial flows is 
rather challenging in several respects. Not only criminal activities do not lend themselves to statistical 
reporting, but the very nature of these crimes makes it difficult to make reliable estimates. Indeed, the 
illicit nature of clandestine markets means that it benefits participants to keep market operations 
opaque, limiting the amount and quality of data.91 

Grasping the impact of environmental crime proves difficult. The EFFACE project identified three ways 
to describe environmental crime. From a qualitative vantage point, the impact of environmental crime 
can be described without putting figures on the impact. Conversely, the impact can be described 
quantitatively by assigning figures that refer to the scale of the impact, such as tonnes of illegally traded 
waste. Lastly, estimates of the financial or monetary impact of environmental crime can be developed 
based on quantified data on impacts. The resulting monetary figures translate direct financial impacts 
such as loss of trade for legitimate businesses.92 Other estimates would be based on methods to assess 
the value of a certain function of nature or ‘service’. For example, “a healthy forest could provide an 
income to certain groups as well as reduce illness-related costs to the health system by providing 
cleaner air, cleaner water and a space for recreation.”93 

Uncertainties also exist « with regard to the delineation amongst the different crime groups and the 
commodity prices applied in the different sectors. For example, some agencies include only CITES 
registered species, others include fisheries and forestry but not the much larger trade in timber and 
wood fuel. Hence wide ranges are provided. »94 Due to these issues, estimates often rely on published 
reports, United Nations’ statistics on legal trades and estimates from criminal intelligence through 
INTERPOL, based on reporting from National Central Bureaus in Member States.95 Additionally, existing 
figures and estimates of the extent or profit of the black market related to environmental crimes are 
also dependent, to some extent, on extrapolations from actual seizures and partly on speculation and 
guesswork made to fill the data gap.96 Improved data collection enabled to extend estimates in 2018 
to illegal exploitation and theft of oil, which then accounted for 9% of the total value (about US$19–23 
billion).97 

Illicit proceeds from environmental crimes are also difficult to estimate because countries do not all 
collect data by crime type, and data that is available is not always comparable.98 This is a common trend 
for many crime areas, but these difficulties of quantification are exacerbated in the area of 
environmental crime due to differences in national definitions.99 Moreover, statistical problems may 
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arise because of some inherent difficulties in categorizing certain crimes. For example, environmental 
crime cases in which corporations are involved are often listed under the category economic crime, 
making it challenging to filter out cases of environmental crime and compare different national 
statistics.100 The level of sophistication of some crimes can bring an additional challenge to gathering 
reliable data on environmental crime. In some sectors such as the identification of ozone depleting 
substances or species protected by the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of 
Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), a high level of expertise is required for enforcement authorities, 
prosecutors, and judges. Oftentimes, this expert knowledge is lacking, and organised environmental 
crime may subsequently not be correctly determined.101 Similarly, the complexity of the environmental 
offences, especially when they are linked to the high degree of organisation of the criminals, 
necessitates a high level of time, financial and staff resources that are not always readily available for 
implementation and enforcement of relevant legislation. 

Table 1; Estimates of some environmental crimes by UNEP in 2018 

Table 1: Estimates of some environmental crimes by UNEP in 2018 

Illegal trafficking and dumping of toxic and electronic 
waste 

US$10–12 billion.  

Forestry crimes including illegal logging US$51–152 billion annually.  

Illegal fisheries US$11–24 billion 

Illegal mining US$12–48 billion.  

Illegal wildlife trade US$7– 23 billion. 

Forestry crimes, including corporate crimes and illegal 
logging 

US$51–152 billion. 

Source: Nellemann et al. 2018, p. 15. 

Loss of government revenue through lost tax income due to criminal exploitation is estimated to be 
equivalent to at least US$11–28 billion annually.  

As the world's leading economic and trading bloc, “the EU is one of the leading destinations or transit 
hubs for illegal trade linked with environmental crimes.”102 Certain intrinsic geographical peculiarities 
or specificities related to economic or regulatory features contribute to sustain this state of affairs. Clear 
examples of this are the unique natural resources of member states such as Romania or Poland, and 
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the significant demand for cheap waste disposal in countries such as Italy, Hungary and Germany, 
which make Europe an attractive platform for offenders.103 

EUROJUST reports that illegal trafficking in waste and in wildlife species, pollution crimes, and illegal 
trading in hazardous substances belong to the most serious environmental crimes within the EU.104 
According to recent estimates, the annual revenues derived only from the illicit waste market in the EU 
range between EUR 4 and EUR 15 billion.105 The illicit waste market has been growing for both 
hazardous and non-hazardous waste. This market is also known for the involvement of organized crime 
groups (OCG), particularly small, loosely structured groups typically involved in the international 
shipment of waste from the EU.106 These offenders operate in the illegal trading and disposal of waste 
outside of the regulatory frameworks set by national and international waste laws,107 often in 
conjunction with other forms of waste crime, such as deliberate misclassification of waste or operation 
of illegal waste management sites. 

As regards illicit wildlife, the insufficiency of data does not enable an estimate of the illicit market as a 
whole in Europe. Even though the revenues from the European eel market could be estimated to range 
from EUR 4.7 to a high of EUR 31.4 million, these estimates are considered « a vast underrepresentation 
of the extent of the phenomenon. »108 The illicit wildlife market harbours transnational OCGs that are 
involved in the illegal trafficking of glass eels from Europe to Asia and may cooperate with established 
eel traders to facilitate diversion from the legal supply chain. Likewise, networks of poachers also 
covertly fish in order to supply the illegal market. The increasing role of the internet in facilitating the 
trade in illegal wildlife products is an important feature of this market, given the relative ease it provides 
in connecting sellers to potential buyers.109 

In general, loss of resources results from illegal logging and trade, Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated 
fisheries, illegal extraction and trade in minerals/ mining, illegal trade and dumping of hazardous waste, 
illegal trade and poaching of plants and other wildlife. They include illegal revenue derived from 
environmental crime, the loss for legitimate business and loss of revenues to governments. Obviously, 
the impact of these losses for the economy and society in general is enormous, even though a rather 
indeterminate proportion will still make their way through the legitimate economy, for instance by way 
of laundering, or as consumption.110 In the specific area of illegal mining and illegal logging, most of 
the proceeds are ultimately reinjected into the international financial system.111 

The following table presents an overview of the results of some police operations that illustrate the 
losses that could be incurred due to environmental crime. 
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Table 2; Results of EU police operations 2018-2021 

Seizures: EUR 8.3 million worth in total 

167452 tonnes of waste Between 15 and 30% of waste shipments are 
thought to be illegal, amounting to EUR 9.5 billion in 
annual revenue from the illicit waste market in the 
EU. 

1174 tonnes of e-waste 1 tonne of smartphones contains 100 times more 
gold than one tonne of gold ore. E-waste trafficked 
from Europe is recycled manually, releasing strong 
toxins. 

32007 m3 of timber  Illegal logging accounts for 15-30% of global timber 
trade. Timber is used for construction and wood 
products. 

355 reptiles, worth EUR 800.000  Thousands of reptile’s species are threatened by 
trafficking. They are mostly used in the fashion 
industry or as pets. 

4.6 tonnes of glass eels 350 million European glass eels, worth EUR 3 billion 
are trafficked from the EU every year. They are 
mostly sold in Asia as food. 

639 ivory items Elephant poaching increases the risk of extinction. 
Ivory is mostly sourced from Africa and trafficked 
through Europe to Asia.  

829 people arrested 

European Council, Infographics – How the EU fights environmental crime112 

The costs of non-implementation of the environmental acquis in the EU are estimated at 50 EUR billion 
per year. The cost elements include, amongst others, environmental and health costs, unrealized 
benefits in the green industries, market distortions and administrative costs for industry.113 Of course 
one has to be careful with this number as the non-implementation of the environmental acquis is 
something for which the Member States are primarily responsible and it is therefore certainly not the 
same as environmental crime. 
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 Drivers of environment crime 

Environmental crime can be induced by an array of reasons ranging from the personal motivations of 
the actors involved to the weaknesses in the institutional and legislative mechanisms from which these 
actors take advantage. The basic economic approach to environmental crime is the one provided by 
Noble Prize Winner Gary Becker.114 A potential perpetrator is in that view conceived as a rational 
individual weighing the costs and benefits of the violation. Environmental crime would therefore be 
committed when the benefits (for example a postponed investment in a water treatment plant) would 
be higher than the potential costs (the probability of detection and conviction multiplied with the 
sanction). There are, however, also many environmental crimes which are not of the Becker-type 
rational decision-making. Many environmental crimes are in fact also committed out of ignorance or 
inadvertence. However, it is generally acknowledged that the low risks and high profits nature of these 
crimes are their primary roots causes. Environmental crime results equally from regulatory and 
enforcement failures, where many offenders take advantage of a lack of appropriate regulation, or 
enforcement issues with existing regulations.115 Institutional and regulatory failures sustain a sense of 
impunity among offenders. This feature is characterized by the permissive environment that stems 
from « poor governance and widespread corruption, minimal budgets to police, prosecution and 
courts, inadequate institutional support, political interference and low employee morale, minimal 
benefits to local communities and rising demand in particular in Asia. »116 Differences in regulatory 
approaches across countries can also incentivize illegal activities. For example, the difficulties to 
monitor and detect criminal conduct, the varying definitions or understandings from country to 
country of what constitutes 'waste', 'hazardous waste' and 'illegal shipments' of hazardous waste have 
created loopholes that criminals abuse to circumvent the rules and engage in illegal trade.117 
Regulatory gaps and deficiencies at the national and international levels mean that law enforcement, 
prosecution, and sentencing risks are lower compared to other criminal activities.118 

Beyond all these legal aspects, poverty is also a driving factor for environmental crime because it 
creates the conditions that facilitate recruitments of low-level perpetrators at the frontlines.119 

The interplay of supply and demand in the market may also be a root cause for environmental crime. 
One scheme can correspond to the existence of a demand for legal products that exceeds the existing 
supply. Another scheme is the existence of a demand for completely banned products where no legal 
alternatives exist. Environmental crime can equally emerge from differential costs either between legal 
and illegal products, or differences in compliance costs or consumer prices, in different countries, or 
alternatively to fill a demand for scarce products for which substitutes are not available or accepted.120 
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Similarly, environmental crime can be the result of differential values, translating « a lack of concern for 
or valuation of the environment. »121  

From the perspective of offenders, the primary motivation for environmental crime is the expected 
economic gain, especially when the returns are greater than for trade carried out in compliance with 
regulations.122 Moreover, offenders may see environmental crime as a means to avoid the costs related 
to compliance with regulations.123 

 Offenders 

In general, different types of offenders are involved in environmental crime including individuals, 
companies, government, and informal criminal networks. The area under consideration plays a large 
role in the categorization of these criminals. For example, actors in the illegal wildlife trade have a 
heterogeneous profile, varying by level of involvement in the supply chain and by species of wildlife 
trafficked. At the same time, specificities with this field require a certain level of skill and expertise to 
effectively capture or poach, transport and ship wildlife for illegal sale.124 This raises the suspicion that 
actors involved in illicit wildlife markets include the ones who also operate in the legal trade.125 
Similarly, white-collar professionals play an important role on the illicit waste market, taking advantage 
of their awareness of the complex waste management system and loopholes in regulations.126 

Environmental crime can also be perpetrated by organised crime groups who invest in national and 
transnational environmental crimes, as well as terrorist groups exploiting natural resources 
for financing purposes, such as illegal charcoal trade by al Shabaab and illegal oil trade by ISIS.127 

It is important to point out that some criminals specialise in one or more environmental crimes, and 
many of the offences occur within vast specialized networks that contribute to move the products and 
facilitate the financial flows. In fact, poly-criminality is on the rise as 40% of the organized criminal 
groups reported within the framework of the SOCTA 2021128 are involved in more than one criminal 
activity.129 These networks can vary in complexity and range from cash couriers to networks of front 
and shell companies to move funds. 130 Improvement as regards data collection also reveals that 
environmental crime is increasingly connected with organized crime. Diverse groups may engage in 
environmental crimes as part of a broader criminal enterprise engaged in diverse criminal activities 
such as human trafficking, drug trafficking, corruption and tax evasion.131 
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One of the key features across environmental crimes is the reliance by criminals on “comingling” (i.e., 
mixing illegal logs, precious metals and stones, and waste products with their legal counterparts) early 
in supply chains.132 The downside of this practice is the difficulty to distinguish between legitimate and 
illicit financial flows which often requires in-depth co-ordination between Anti-Money-Laundering 
(AML) authorities and specially trained environmental investigators, both domestically and across 
borders. A significant part is played by “politically exposed persons (often associated with bribery and 
corruption), the use of complex corporate structures, and intermediaries (e.g., accountants, lawyers, 
etc.). The use of offshore jurisdictions, to facilitate placement and/or layering of funds, also underscores 
the importance of identifying the underlying beneficial owners.”133  

Criminals are also increasingly finding sophisticated ways to circumvent existing regulations. They are 
becoming more advanced and are shifting from ivory to giant clams and pangolins, or moving from 
smuggling ozone depleting CFCs to HCFCs smuggling as HCFCs are phased out and become more 
scarce. Similarly, criminals seem to develop a preference for carbon credit fraud instead of regular VAT 
fraud, or get involved in laundering illegal tropical timber through pulp and paper when customs 
target round logs or furniture.134 These criminal networks are increasingly engaging « in “white collar”-
crimes, including corporate crimes, use of thousands of shell companies in tax havens, tax fraud, double 
counting, transfer mispricing, money laundering, internet crimes and hacking, phishing/identity theft, 
securities fraud, financial crimes, and fraudulent reclaiming of carbon credits, to mention a few, 
impeding and hindering development goals across sectors at both national and global levels. »135  

This transnational character has also been influencing to some degree policy actions. According to a 
study carried out in 2015 by INTERPOL among its member countries, environmental crime is a national 
priority for 80 per cent of the responding countries, whereas 60 per cent of the countries reported new 
crimes or new modi operandi, indicating growing sophistication and adaptation by transnational 
organized crime groups, and 84 per cent signalled a convergence between environmental crime and 
other serious crimes.136 

 Consequences of environmental crime 

The effects of environmental crimes can be multiple and multifaceted and are often dependent on the 
nature of the crime, or the countries and sectors involved. Direct effects on the environment are 
commonly acknowledged, but other impacts on health, the economy, security and the rule of law are 
increasingly being emphasized. 

While a crime such as illegal logging would lead to deforestation, it also contributes to deprive forest 
communities of vital livelihoods, and is a major contributor to climate change due to its subsequent 
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ecological issues such as flooding.137 Similarly, illicit trade in ozone-depleting substances (ODS) brings 
about a thinning of the ozone layer, which, in turn, results in human health problems such as skin 
cancer and cataracts.138 On the other hand, a crime such as illegal fishing contributes to a wider array 
of consequences ranging from direct losses of revenues to indirect economic losses such as income 
and employment, as well as environmental impacts and socio-economic impacts such as reduction in 
livelihood and food security.139 

Environmental crime negatively affects water, air, soil, habitats, all of which also affect the physical 
health and well-being of people, and flora and fauna.140 This wide range of serious harms includes but 
is not limited to biodiversity loss; pollution of water and consequent public health problems; air 
pollution and the resulting increase in respiratory diseases, deterioration of buildings, and monuments; 
loss of soil fertility, desertification and famine, depletion of fishing resources, increase in skin cancers 
and eye diseases in certain areas due to ozone depletion and new diseases and more widespread 
disease vectors.141 

Beyond the impacts on environment and health, the entire economy suffers the effects of 
environmental crime. Illegal appropriation of natural resources, such as timber, gold, diamonds, 
fisheries, oil, or charcoal, undermines legal and sustainable businesses and governance. These types of 
illegal activities lead to unfair competition, diminish resources and opportunities for communities, 
companies and countries to make legitimate incomes, and can even lead to the non-payment of 
legitimate taxes. Reports estimate that approximately USD 8-23 billion of annual tax income are 
circumvented due to environmental crimes.142 These devastating effects are more acute in developing 
countries. According to estimates, these countries lose USD 91–259 billion every year due to 
environmental crime and are thus deprived of revenue that could have contributed to fulfil 
development needs such as schools, infrastructure investments, health care, sound and sustainable 
economic opportunities and business development.143 

However, the issue of environmental crime can result in even wider-reaching impacts and threats to 
human security and sustainable development, and some crimes such as illegal wildlife trafficking can 
even be a source of funding for non-state armed groups, terrorism, and other conflicts.144  

Environmental crime transcends regions and national borders and affects all sectors of society. It is 
often linked with the exploitation of disadvantaged communities, human rights abuses, violence, 
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conflict, money laundering, corruption and international criminal syndicates.145 This dimension 
translates in the involvement of organised crime groups and networks operating transnationally. 
Environmental crime is indeed vastly expanding in pervasiveness and sophistication.146 

It is worth mentioning that not every infringement of environmental regulation can be 
straightforwardly categorized as an environmental crime. In civil law jurisdictions minor infringements 
are called ‘contraventions’ and most often punished through an administrative procedure, usually a 
fine, whereas common law jurisdictions use similar methods to counter such ‘infractions’ or ‘summary 
offences’.147  

Despite the importance of the topic, most cases of non-compliance or infringements of environmental 
regulations fall below the threshold of a crime and will not result in criminal proceedings.148 Within the 
EU, transgressions to be addressed by criminal law include: « serious illegal pollution of air, water and 
soil; mismanagement of waste; illegal trade in wildlife; illegal extraction of minerals; illegal persecution 
of wild animals and birds; and land-clearance in wildlife sites. »149  

The diversity of infringements is an issue for the detection of environmental crimes, which usually lack 
an immediate victim, making them so-called ‘victimless crimes’.150 Yet, contrary to popular belief, 
environmental crimes are not victimless since the damage they cause to ecosystems and the 
environment brings about risk of disease, environmental disaster, irreversible climate change, the 
contamination of the food chain, reduced life expectancy, and may even lead to death of human 
beings.151 However, the absence of direct and obvious victim leads to a lack of crime reporting and 
evidence provided regularly in the area of traditional result crimes, such as robbery or murder, by 
victims or witnesses.152 As such, environmental crime qualifies as a “hidden crime”, which is not always 
perceived as a threat or a ‘real’ crime. This crime can be as lucrative as illegal drug trafficking and the 
damages it causes are often part of an accumulative process or not immediately visible, but mid- to 
long-term.153 Environmental crimes can also be qualified as “control crimes” because their detection 
rate is directly dependent on the efficiency of the controls of national, mostly administrative agencies, 
often together with law enforcement agencies (LEA).154  

 Green criminology  

Green criminology can be considered an umbrella term for a criminology concerned with the general 
neglect of ecological issues within criminology. As a field, green criminology « operates as a tool for 
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studying, analysing, and dealing with environmental crimes and wider environmental harms that are 
often ignored by mainstream criminology »155 Green criminology concerns the study of environmental 
crimes and harms that affects human and non-human life, ecosystems and the biosphere.156 It is 
interested in the « causes, consequences and prevalence of environmental crime and harm, the 
responses to and prevention of environmental crime and harm by the legal system (civil, criminal, 
regulatory) and nongovernmental entities and social movements, as well as the meaning and 
mediated representations of environmental crime and harm »157 

The concept of green criminology was first developed in 1990, adopting a political economic approach 
to define its boundaries as it was originally intended.158 Even after three decades, green criminology 
seems still marginalized within criminology, and is not recognized at its fair value as a discipline that is 
interested in the global concerns arising from the increased attention of a seeming global ecosystem 
collapse caused by adverse human activities.159 Yet, the scope of green criminology has broadened and 
is no longer merely limited to ecological harms (e.g., pollution) or explaining the origins of those 
harms.160 « Green criminology refers to the study by criminologists of environmental harms (that may 
incorporate wider definitions of crime than that provided in strictly legal definitions), environmental 
laws (including enforcement, prosecution and sentencing practices) and environmental regulations 
(systems of civil and criminal law that are designed to manage, protect and preserve specified 
environments and species, and to manage the negative consequences of particular industrial 
processes »161 As such, the concept of green criminology draws attention to the construction, 
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws and extends to the problem of 
environmental justice, as well as the ways in which all living beings are victimized by ecological 
harms.162 

 

To fully understand green criminology, five important points must be examined. First, the concept of 
green crime must be well-defined. Secondly, studying green crimes requires measuring them to 
legitimize these studies and give green crimes the rightful place they deserve among other areas of 
criminology. Third, the study of green crimes requires addressing legal statutes and law enforcement 
mechanisms that define and control green crimes. These crimes are defined in administrative, 
regulatory, and civil laws, as well as criminal laws, and at various levels of governance, and therefore 
depart from the traditional legal definition of crime as a violation of criminal law. This step also involves 
examining the social construction of green crimes whereby environmental laws and regulations 
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2. 
156 Brisman A. and South, N., Green criminology and environmental crimes and harms, Sociology Compass 2019, Vol. 13(1). 
157 Brisman and South 2019, supra note 156. 
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involve conflicts about representing scientific knowledge, corporate interests, and victims’ interests in 
those rules. The fourth area is concerned with devoting the right attention to green victims. A fifth 
concern with regard to green criminology relates to conducting more extensive quantitative research 
to further legitimize this field.163 

 

Green criminology has been analysed from various perspectives focused on the relationship between 
humans, the natural environmental and non-human animals. Respectively named anthropocentrism, 
biocentrism or ecocentrism, these approaches contribute to shape how green criminologists 
understand and define harm or crime, as well as how they appraise victimization (also referred to as 
environmental injustice) or determine the nature and scope of policies and regulatory practices.164 
Furthermore, these ecophilosophical orientations lay the foundations to define three interconnected 
justice-based approaches to harm that together constitute a broader eco-justice perspective.165 
Environmental injustice is therefore conceptualised in three broad areas. On the one hand, 
environmental justice lays its focus on differences within human populations, whereby social justice 
entails access to healthy and safe environments for all, and for future generations. On the other hand, 
ecological justice focuses on ‘the environment’ as such, seeking to conserve and protect ecological 
wellbeing, considering for example that forests are intrinsically worthwhile. Lastly, species justice 
mainly focuses on ensuring the wellbeing of both species as a whole such as whales or polar bears, and 
individual animals, which should be protected from abuse, degradation and torture.166 These 
considerations fit rightly with the current debates as regards the preservation of the environment that 
devotes a large attention to intergenerational equity, seeking a balance between the interests of 
present and future generations. 

Despite the interests of the various perspectives described above, scholars have not yet agreed on a 
common definition of green crimes. Defining green crime and its main is neither a simple nor a settled 
matter.167 Originally, green crime was defined as « (1) harms caused to living beings through the 
creation of environmental hazards; (2) existing at the local and global levels; (3) outcomes tied to 
corporate and state crimes; and (4) as the subject matter of radical criminology and political economic 
theory/analysis, and its concern with class analysis. »168 

Considering this large spectrum, it appears that green criminologists tend to take a broader view than 
traditional legal conceptions in defining environmental crime. A harm-based definition seems to better 
embrace the different challenges involved in fighting activities that are detrimental to the 
environment. Green criminology is not only concerned with illegal environmental harms, including 
environmental harms that are considered unlawful and therefore punishable. It also examines legal 
environmental harms that are currently condoned as lawful, but which are nevertheless socially and 
ecologically harmful. This leads to a more expansive definition of harm that includes: « (a) 
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transgressions that are harmful to humans, environments and non-human animals, regardless of 
legality per se ; and (b) environmental-related harms that are facilitated by the state, as well as 
corporations and other powerful actors, insofar as these institutions have the capacity to shape official 
definitions of environmental crime in ways that allow or condone environmentally harmful practices. » 
169 

Other scholars such as criminologists are wary about legal definitions that they consider to be too 
narrow, constraining our ways of thinking about and fighting environmentally harmful behaviour. A 
harm-based definition would accordingly consider any act that negatively affects ecological and/ or 
biological systems for the purpose of securing material gains an environmental crime. 

From the perspective of green criminology, environmental crimes and harms includes « industrial 
pollution, corporate criminality and its impacts on the environment, health and safety in the workplace 
where breaches have environmentally damaging consequences; involvement of organized crime and 
official corruption in the disposal of toxic waste, and the impact and legacy of military operations on 
landscape, water supply, air quality and living organisms populating these areas. »170  

All these aspects witness the differing perspectives among criminologists embedded in moral, 
philosophical or legalistic interpretations of harms as to what constitutes an environmental crime, and 
when the enactment of environmental harm becomes a crime.171 Analysing harm or crime from either 
vantage point has a definite influence on how the offences are to be ascertained and the regulatory 
responses that they may entail. Some criminologists adopt a strict legalistic approach, whereas others 
embrace a broader socio-legal definition.172 A heavy focus on unlawful activities may lead to 
overlooking practices and behaviours that are deemed environmentally irresponsible, negligent or 
destructive.173 

The interest of emphasizing the growing importance of criminology to nature lies not only in the 
increased involvement of criminal law in the regulation of environmental harm, but green criminology 
also enables to take into consideration the complexity of offences involving the environment, as well 
as the overlap of environmental offenses with many other areas of concerns such as corporate crime, 
organised crime, fraud or corruption. Moreover, green criminology encompasses the actions of non-
state criminal justice actors such as Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and civil society 
organizations and the role of the state as a major contributor to environmental harm.174 Also within the 
EU, regulatory efforts in recent decades have shown an evolving greening of criminal law, calling for 
stronger measures to deal with environmental offences. Exploring environmental offences through the 
lens of green criminology provides for the inter-disciplinary, and multi-disciplinary approach that 
seems required to tackle the contemporary intricacies inherent to environmentally harmful behaviour.  
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 PROTECTING THE FINANCIAL INTERESTS OF THE EU WITHIN 
THE CONTEXT OF THE EUROPEAN GREEN DEAL 

KEY FINDINGS 

The Environmental Crime Directive (ECD) remains the main instrument establishing criminal law 
measures to protect the environment.  

In 2020, a review of the ECD confirmed many shortcomings and inconsistencies and revealed that 
the Directive has not kept pace with the evolution of EU environmental law and appears to be ill-
equipped to respond to contemporary environmental and challenges. 

Due to the weaknesses, the ECD failed to yield the expected results on the ground. It has resulted 
in a very low number of successfully investigated and sentenced environmental crime cases. 
Sanctions levels are also too low to be truly dissuasive and the lack of systematic cross-border 
cooperation did not help advance the objectives of the Directive. 

Recent developments have led to putting the environment at the center of many policy 
documents including the European Green Deal. Current policies seek a balance between the 
environmental protection and other objectives such as the protection of the financial interests of 
the EU.  

The EU Directive 2017/1371 on the fight against fraud to the Union’s financial interest by means 
of criminal law does not directly address environmental crime.  

There are strong calls for a green EPPO that would solve the fragmentation and heterogeneity 
issues inherent to national legislations and lengthy judicial cooperation proceedings. Yet, these 
initiatives might not lead to results in the near future. 

The convergence of environmental crime with other crimes such as corruption, money laundering 
and organised crime is not appropriately addressed in relevant legislation. 

Directive 2014/42/EU on the freezing and confiscation of proceeds of crime in the European Union 
does not address environmental crime and, in particular, organised environmental crime. It also 
makes no reference to the Environmental Crime Directive. 

The year 2020 witnessed the beginning of systemic changes in line with the dynamics of current 
ambitions to drive Europe’s biggest transformation in more than a generation, evolving around a vision 
to build a fairer, healthier, greener and more digital society.175 Against this backdrop, the European 
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Commission outlined various plans as part of a strategy with six headline ambitions.176 The European 
Green Deal is one of these ambitions that are to be guided by the 2030 Agenda and its Sustainable 
Development Goals both internally and externally, as well as by the Paris Agreement. In its 2021 
Commission work programme,177 the European Commission committed for a “shift from strategy to 
delivery” aimed at putting an emphasis on new legislative initiatives and revisions of existing 
legislation.  

This chapter intends to explore the measures that enable the protection of the financial interest of the 
EU within the context of the European Green Deal. It will first examine the policies defined by the 
European Commission within the framework of the headline ambitions that will guide EU actions for 
the coming years (4.1). The second section is devoted to the changes envisaged to strengthen the 
current Environmental Crime Directive (4.2). The third section will examine how the financial interests 
of the EU can be protected through addressing environmental crime (4.3). The last section (4.4) offers 
some concluding remarks. 

 Delivering on the six headline ambitions: The European Green Deal 

The blueprint for this transformational change is set out by the European Green Deal. Presented in 
December 2019 as a fundamental pillar of these policies, the European Green Deal acknowledges that 
climate change and environmental degradation are an existential threat to Europe and the world and 
determined to address these challenges through the transformation of the EU into a modern, resource-
efficient and competitive economy.178 Through the Green Deal, the European Commission committed 
to climate neutrality by 2050, laying the foundations for an overhaul of relevant climate and energy 
legislation to align with the target to reduce emissions by at least 55% by 2030, as compared to 1990 
levels. This policy will be implemented through the all-encompassing ‘Fit for 55 Package’ “which will 
cover from renewables to energy efficiency first, buildings, as well as land use, energy taxation, effort 
sharing and emissions trading and a wide range of other pieces of legislation.” Through the Green Deal, 
the Commission plans to review every EU law and regulation for an alignment with the new climate 
goals. In this context, the Commission endeavored to write the 2050 climate neutrality target into 
binding legislation and adopted in March 2020 the European Climate Law, which entered into force in 
June 2021. 

The comprehensive vision of the European Green Deal recognizes the importance of the environment 
as an essential resource and therefore goes beyond the single aspect of cutting emissions to embrace 
a path fitting with the EU biodiversity strategy for 2030 and farm to fork strategy, to enable the 
protection, the preservation and restoration of natural resources and ecosystems. The Green Deal 
communication and the biodiversity strategy set out a whole range of environmental protection 
measures that reinforce and influence each other, bringing them together in a holistic approach. 
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Criminal law measures come in as a last resort when other measures have not sufficed to ensure 
compliance.  

In line with these developments, the European Commission adopted Decision (EU) 2022/591 on a 
General Union Environment Action Programme to 2030.179 This Decision which entered into force on 2 
May 2022 laid down the ‘8th Environment Action programme’ or ‘8th EAP’, as the EU’s legally agreed 
common agenda for environment policy until 2030. Decision 2022/591 sets out a general action 
programme in the field of the environment for the period up to 31 December 2030 that establishes the 
priority objectives of the 8th EAP and identifies the enabling conditions necessary to attain them.180 
Building upon the European Green Deal, the 8th EAP aims to accelerate the green transition to a 
climate-neutral, sustainable, non-toxic, resource-efficient, renewable energy-based, resilient and 
competitive circular economy in a just, equitable and inclusive way, and to protect, restore and improve 
the state of the environment by, inter alia, halting and reversing biodiversity loss. It supports and 
strengthens an integrated policy and implementation approach.181 Achieving the priority objectives as 
laid down in the 8th EAP requires that the Commission, Member States, regional and local authorities 
and stakeholders, as appropriate, ensure effective, swift and full implementation of Union legislation 
and strategies on the environment and the climate, among others, by providing sufficient 
administrative and compliance assurance capacity, as well as supporting and cooperating with 
networks of practitioners, such as the European Network for Environmental Crime.182 Guidance and 
recommendations should also be improved, including on effective, dissuasive and proportionate 
penalties to reduce the risks of non-compliance with Union environmental law, as well as stepping up 
action in the area of environmental liability and responses to non-compliance, and strengthening 
judicial cooperation in the area of, and law enforcement against, environmental crime as laid down in 
relevant Union legislation, such as Directive 2008/99/EC.183 

The European Green Deal has indeed called for better implementation and enforcement of 
environmental laws, underlining that ineffectiveness in this field could jeopardize the attainment of its 
objectives. In this regard, the review of the ECD was clearly emphasized for the ability of this legislation 
to counteract the rise in environmental crime. Carrying out this strategy necessarily involves the 
adoption of better regulation, policymaking, implementation, and enforcement of EU law. Therefore, 
the European Commission endeavors to step up efforts in this regard by sustained support to Member 
States and, where applicable, initiate infringement procedures to uphold EU law.184 

As part of the EU Security Union Strategy and the EU Strategy to tackle Organized Crime 2021-2025, 
the assessment and revision of the 2008 Environmental Crime Directive emerged as key actions to fight 
environmental crime through criminal law.185 
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 Delivering on the recovery plan 

As a response to the economic slowdown resulting from the Covid-19 pandemic, the European Council 
agreed on a EUR 672.5 billion recovery and resilience facility on 21 July 2020. This facility is the central 
part of NextGenerationEU, the EU instrument for economic recovery from the COVID-19 crisis. 
NextGenerationEU intends to help rebuild a post-COVID-19 Europe by making the EU greener, more 
digital, more resilient, and better fit for the current and forthcoming challenges. 

 Delivering on the revision of the Environmental Crime Directive 

Directive 2008/99/EC was adopted in 2008 and established measures relating to criminal law in order 
to protect the environment more effectively.186 The ECD aimed at providing common minimum rules 
to supplement administrative sanctions regime with criminal law penalties. It listed a broad range of 
offenses that fall under environmental crime when they are unlawful and committed intentionally or 
with at least serious negligence. This comprises illicit activities such as discharge, emission or 
introduction of substances into air, soil or water; collection, transport, recovery or disposal or shipment 
of waste when these activities are performed in contravention of relevant laws and cause or are likely 
to cause death or serious injury to any person or substantial damage. For effective implementation, 
Member States are required to establish effective, proportionate and dissuasive criminal penalties for 
the relevant offences. The ECD equally foresees liability of both natural and legal persons; the liability 
of legal persons can be of a criminal or non-criminal nature.187 

Criminalization under the ECD focuses on unlawful conduct, which refers to infringement of 
obligations set out in the 72 pieces of EU legislation listed in the two annexes to the Directive or in any 
act of the Member States giving effect to such legislation. Article 3 of the ECD lists the conducts that 
are criminalized when committed ‘unlawfully’.  

Published in October 2020,188 the findings of the review of the directive, confirmed the shortcomings 
and inconsistencies that have repeatedly been reported in the literature. On the one hand, the report 
underlined that the Environmental Crime Directive has not kept pace with the evolution of EU 
environmental law and appears to be ill-equipped to respond to contemporary environmental and 
challenges. In this regard, important offenses related to areas such as illegal timber trade or illegal ship 
recycling fall outside the scope the ECD. On the other hand, the ECD has, in some respects, not been 
clear enough to elicit the appropriate response in terms of implementation and enforcement. While 
the Directive requires Member States to include in their national provisions criminal sanctions that are 
effective, proportionate and dissuasive, the regulatory response of the Member States has not been up 
to the challenges at stake. This results from the rather general formulation in the ECD itself and the lack 
of precision as regards the levels and types of sanctions, and the failure to include issues related to the 
detection or prosecution of environmental crime.189 Consequently, the ECD failed to yield the expected 
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results on the ground. It has indeed led over the last decade to a very low number of environmental 
crime cases successfully investigated and sentenced. Sanctions levels were also too low to be truly 
dissuasive and the lack of systematic cross-border cooperation did not help advance the objectives of 
the Directive. Moreover, the report pointed out significant enforcement gaps in all Member States and 
at all levels of the enforcement chain (police, prosecution and criminal courts), as well as deficiencies 
in terms of resources allocation, as well as the absence of overarching national strategies to combat 
environmental crime that involves all levels of the enforcement chain and a multi-disciplinary 
approach.190  

The lack of a clearer definition of environmental offences and key concepts used in the Directive, such 
as ‘substantial damage’ is also at the origin of the differences of interpretation among policymakers 
and judges, and can equally be one of the sources of disparities in the implementation across Member 
States.191 The coordination and exchange of information within and across Member States, especially 
between administrative authorities and law enforcement bodies, was also found insufficient.192 

The inability to prosecute criminally corporations for environmental crimes is also identified as a major 
shortcoming of the 2008 ECD. In principle, the ECD provides that Members States must ensure that 
legal persons (companies) are held liable where an offence has been committed for their benefit by a 
person with a leading position within the company. Member States have so far failed to define the 
application of this provision. The complexity of corporate criminal liability is further complicated by the 
transnational nature of many illegal businesses and criminal activities, translating in limited liability 
companies, offshore companies, subsidiaries, holdings, incorporations, all in different countries but 
formally under the control of a single business.193 Splitting up a company structure between countries 
and in different forms is not only a common way to benefit from generous corporate tax regimes, but 
also create the opportunity to shield the parent company from its responsibilities.194 Note, however, 
that the case law of the Court of Justice of the EU has developed a variety of techniques to pierce the 
corporate veil in the related domain of competition law, inter alia by holding parents companies liable 
for fines imposed as a result of competition law infringements committed by a subsidiary and vice 
versa. The different companies are then considered as a single economic unit, precisely with the aim to 
prevent the parent company to abuse the limited liability of the corporation.195 
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Furthermore, there is a major deficit in terms of collecting complete and reliable data. This lack of 
reliable statistics is also a major hurdle for tackling environmental crime.196 It is for that reason that the 
December 2021 Proposal for a new Environmental Crime Directive explicitly prescribes that the 
Member States shall collect statistical data to monitor the effectiveness of their systems to combat 
environmental crime offences.197  

Already in February 2017, the Commission noted during the first round of the Environmental 
Implementation Review (EIR)198 that the methodological approaches for assessing Member States’ 
implementation performance were inadequate, and that relevant data and information enabling a 
comparison between Member States on environmental governance were not readily available.199 
Various studies committed by the European Commission200 also confirmed that statistics in most 
Member States are “insufficient, fragmented and based on multiple individual statistical sources, as 
they are collected separately by each individual authority involved in preventing and combating the 
forms of crime, with no interlinking or integration among them.”201 

This insufficiency of consolidated data equally hinders analysis on the extent of illicit activities in the 
environmental field and contributes to gaps in the adoption of appropriate strategies to tackle 
criminality. Similarly, the lack of reliable, accurate and complete statistical data on environmental crime 
proceedings in Member States is a major impediment not only for Commission’s evaluation, but also 
for monitoring the effectiveness of national measures by policy-makers and practitioners.202  

Despite the increased attention for environmental concerns, early regulatory activities by the EU did 
not dedicate a specific focus to the issue of environmental crime until the past decade. Environmental 
offences were only considered in relation to other offences and the 2008 ECD has only partially 
addressed this issue on the EU level, whereas at the domestic level, only some Member States adopted 
specific instruments, focusing mostly on selected topics.203 Moreover, the lack of coordination between 
administrative and criminal law enforcement and sanctioning often hinders effectiveness.  
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 Ex post evaluations/fitness checks of existing legislation  
Four main criteria guided the ex post evaluation of the ECD, including effectiveness, efficiency, and 
relevance, while taking into account social and economic impacts for different stakeholder groups. As 
a result, six main shortcomings were pointed out:  

“1. The Directive’s scope is outdated and is defined in a complex way, hindering effective investigations, 
prosecutions and cross-border cooperation.  

2. The Directive contains several unclear definitions used for the descriptions of environmental criminal 
offences, which may hinder effective investigations, prosecutions and cross-border cooperation.  

3. Sanction levels are not sufficiently effective and dissuasive in all Member States under the current 
Directive.  

4. Insufficient internal and cross-border cooperation and coordination on environmental crime among 
Member States hinder effective investigations and prosecutions.  

5. The lack of reliable, accurate and complete statistical data on environmental crime proceedings in the 
Member States prevents national policy-makers and practitioners from monitoring the effectiveness of their 
measures.  

6. Ineffective enforcement chain: environmental crime is not effectively prioritized, detected, investigated, 
prosecuted and sanctioned due to ineffective operation of the enforcement chain.”204 

 Exploring new ways to strengthen criminal measures 
The Commission recognized that environmental crime is a complex phenomenon. Therefore, it 
ascertained that Directive 2008/99/EC should be replaced and a more holistic strategic approach at 
different levels should be embraced to effectively address the shortcomings identified. The new 
proposal intends to take account of new developments and trends in environmental crime, and 
support key demands from practitioners. It will update and refine the list of criminal offences, 
strengthen the provisions on criminal sanctions, as well as recognize and strengthen the enforcement 
chain and the role of citizens and civil society.205 

This proposal is accompanied by a Communication explaining the six policy objectives to address the 
problems identified:  

BOX 1; Policy objectives proposal to revise the 2008 ECD 

1. Improve the effectiveness of investigations and prosecution by updating the scope of the Directive.  

2. Improve the effectiveness of investigations and prosecutions by clarifying or eliminating vague terms 
used in the definitions of environmental crime.  

3. Ensure effective, dissuasive and proportionate sanction types and levels for environmental crime.  

4. Foster cross-border investigation and prosecution.  

5. Improve informed decision-making on environmental crime through improved collection and 
dissemination of statistical data.  
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6. Improve the operational effectiveness of national enforcement chains to foster investigations, 
prosecutions and sanctioning.  

Source : COM(2021) 851 final, pp.1-2 

The revision will increase legal certainty by providing specific and clear descriptions of criminal 
offences. 

BOX 2; New categories of offences proposed in the new Environmental Crime Directive 

New categories of offences proposed in the new Environmental Crime Directive include:  

• illegal timber trade;  

• illegal ship recycling;  

• illegal water abstraction causing substantial damage to water resources; 

• serious breaches of EU chemicals legislation causing substantial damage to the environment or human 
health;  

• placement on the market of products which, in breach of mandatory requirements, cause substantial 
damage to the environment or people’s health because of the product’s use on a larger scale;  

• source discharge of polluting substances from ships;  

• serious breaches of legislation on invasive alien species with Union concern;  

• serious circumvention of requirements to get a development consent and to do environmental impact 
assessment causing substantial damage;  

• serious breaches related to dealing with fluorinated greenhouse gases. 

Source: COM(2021) 814 final, p. 3. 

To cope with the weaknesses identified, the Commission explored some legislative and non-legislative 
policy options such as repealing the 2008 ECD or addressing the problems solely through non-binding 
measures, such as EU guidance on the interpretation of definitions and levels of sanctions. In view of 
the findings of the assessment, the revision of the 2008 ECD was considered the only suitable option 
for achieving the specific objectives identified.206 

Despite the commendable efforts that can be traced through these processes, there remains one 
aspect of environmental crimes that seems often overlooked. Indeed, most of these processes do not 
sufficiently, or clearly integrate, the financial interests of the European Union which are harmed by 
environmental crimes. Attaining the objectives of the European Green Deal is an integral part of the six 
ambitions defined by the EU, and each of these components is just as important as the others in order 
to fit into the holistic vision. It is now evident through the weaknesses identified that the protection of 
the environment through criminal law has not borne the expected results. It seems equally obvious 
that this fight has not succeeded in securing the financial interests of the EU which, depending on the 
nature of the environmental crimes described above, can be considerably called into question and be 
an instrument of imbalance in the pursuit of the objectives of the Green Deal. The following section 
aims to explore the avenues available for the European Union to protect its financial interests with 
regard to the incidence of environmental crimes. 
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 Delivering on protecting the financial interests of the EU: the 
environmental crime perspective 

 Framework on the protection of EU’s financial interests 

Ensuring an effective budgetary control is of paramount importance in the EU policy agenda. This 
budgetary control is based on two principles. First, it intends to strengthen the confidence of citizens 
in a sound financial management of EU funds. Secondly, budgetary control entails the protection of 
the financial interests of the EU and combating fraud. First formalised in 1988 with the creation of the 
‘Anti-Fraud Coordination Unit’ (UCLAF) task, the fight against fraud and corruption and the protection 
of the EU’s financial interests has undergone several legislative developments, including many anti-
fraud mechanisms such as the Hercule programmes207 or the current EU Anti-Fraud Programme that 
was developed in the context of the multiannual financial framework (2021-2027). 

In 2012 and 2013, the Commission devoted more attention to the criminal law aspect of the protection 
of the EU's financial interests by adopting two proposals. In 2012, the European Commission submitted 
a first proposal on the fight against fraud affecting the Union’s financial interests by means of criminal 
law, with the aim of strengthening administrative and criminal law procedures.208 This proposal would 
contribute to remove loopholes in Member States' anti-fraud legislation that impede the effective 
prosecution of fraudsters. The second proposal was adopted in July 2013 and concerns a regulation on 
the establishment of a European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO). 

The proposal for a directive on the fight against fraud by means of criminal law aims to “defend 
taxpayers' money in the most efficient way, making use of all possibilities offered by the Treaty on 
European Union.” Through this proposal, the Commission intends to take action to ensure equivalent 
and effective protection of the Union's financial interests, including criminal law commensurate with 
the damage to the EU budget. The proposal indeed pointed out the diverging rules in Member States, 
and consequently often diverging levels of protection within their national legal systems as regards 
fraud, corruption and money laundering. These divergences were evidence that the level of protection 
of the Union's financial interests was not equivalent across the EU and that measures against fraud had 
not reached the necessary level of deterrence. Similarly, differences in levels of sanctions and national 
criminal proceedings show some discrepancies with regard to effectiveness and success in prosecution 
across Member States. 

The culmination of these various steps resulted in the adoption on 5 July 2017 of the Directive (EU) 
2017/1371 on the fight against fraud to the Union’s financial interests by means of criminal law (the 

                                                             
207 The Hercules programmes aimed at protecting the EU’s financial interests by combating irregularities, fraud and 

corruption affecting the EU budget. The first one was introduced in 2004, followed by Hercule II (2007-2013) and by 
Hercule III (2014-2020). 

208 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the fight against fraud to the Union's financial 
interests by means of criminal law, COM/2012/0363 final – 2012/0193 (COD) 
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“PIF Directive”).209 For the Member States bound by it210 , the PIF Directive replaced the 1995 
Convention on the protection of the European Communities’ financial interests and its protocols (‘the 
PIF Convention’)211 . 

Based on Art. 83(2) TFEU, the PIF Directive sets minimum rules concerning the definition of a number 
of criminal offences and sanctions with regard to combatting fraud and other illegal activities affecting 
the Union's financial interests, with a view to strengthening protection against criminal offences that 
affect those financial interests.212 

The common standards established by the PIF Directive aims to protect the EU’s financial interests by 
harmonising not only the definitions, but also the sanctions, jurisdiction rules, and limitation periods 
of the criminal offences it covers. Commonly referred to as the “PIF offences”, these criminal offences 
encompass: (i) fraud, including cross-border value added tax (VAT) fraud involving total damage of at 
least €10 million; (ii) corruption; (iii) money laundering; and (iv) misappropriation.  

Article 2 of the PIF Directive defines the Union’s financial interests as “all revenues, expenditure and 
assets covered by, acquired through, or due to: (i)The Union budget; (ii)The budget of the Union institutions, 
bodies, offices and agencies established pursuant to the Treaties or budgets directly or indirectly managed 
and monitored by them.” 

These revenues cover serious offences against the common VAT systems, i.e. where they are linked to 
the territory of two or more Member States and involves losses totalling at least EUR 10 million. Other 
criminal offences defined by the PIF Directive include intentionally committed active and passive 
corruption, as well as the misappropriation of funds.  

The PIF Directive establishes obligations for Member States to lay down minimum penalties ensuring 
liability of a legal person, including effective, proportionate and dissuasive sanctions that cover 
criminal or non-criminal fines, as well as, where applicable, other sanctions.213  

  

                                                             
209 Directive (EU) 2017/1371 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 July 2017 on the fight against fraud to the 

Union's financial interests by means of criminal law, OJ L 198, 28.7.2017, pp. 29–41. The PIF Directive replaces the 1995 
Convention on the protection of the European Communities’ financial interests and its Protocols (the “PIF Convention”). 

210 In accordance with Protocol 22 to the Treaties, Denmark did not take part in the adoption of the PIF Directive and is 
therefore not bound by it or subject to its application. However, Denmark remains bound by the PIF Convention. Ireland, 
on the other hand, did exercise its right to take part in the adoption and application of the PIF Directive in accordance 
with Protocol 21 to the Treaties. See COM/2021/536 final. 

211 Convention drawn up on the basis of Article K.3 of the Treaty on European Union, on the protection of the European 
Communities’ financial interests, OJ C 316, 27.11.1995, pp. 49-57. 

212 Directive 2017/1371, Article 1. 
213 Directive 2017/1371, Article 9. Other sanctions may include exclusion from entitlement to public benefits or aid; temporary 

or permanent exclusion from public tender procedures; temporary or permanent disqualification from the practice of 
commercial activities; placing under judicial supervision; judicial winding-up or temporary or permanent closure of 
establishments which have been used for committing the criminal offence. 



IPOL | Policy Department for Citizens' Rights and Constitutional Affairs 
 

 52  PE 737.869 

BOX 3; Main aspects of the PIF Directive 

The Directive obliges the Member States: 

•to criminalise fraud affecting the EU’s financial interests, both in respect of any act or omission relating to: 
(i) procurement-related expenditure and non-procurement-related expenditure; and (ii) revenue arising 
from VAT own resources and revenue other than that arising from VAT own resources (Article 3); 

•to criminalise other offences affecting the Union’s financial interests (money laundering, corruption and 
misappropriation) and to define ‘public official’ with a view to protecting Union funds adequately from 
corruption and misappropriation (Article 4); 

•to criminalise: (i) incitement, aiding and abetting of any of the offences referred to in Articles 3 and 4; and 
(ii) the attempt to commit those offences referred to in Articles 3 (fraud) and 4(3) (misappropriation) (Article 
5); 

•to provide for the liability of, and sanctions for: (i) legal persons for any of the criminal offences referred to 
in Articles 3, 4 and 5 committed for their benefit by other persons having a leading position within the legal 
person; or (ii) due to the lack of supervision or control of these other persons, by any person under their 
authority (Articles 6 and 9); 

•to draw up minimum rules on criminal penalties for natural persons, including minimum-maximum 
sanctions for the criminal offences referred to in Articles 3 and 4 when these offences involve considerable 
damage or advantage (Article 7); 

•to take the necessary measures to ensure that, where a criminal offence referred to in Articles 3, 4 or 5 is 
committed within a criminal organisation, this will be considered to be an aggravating circumstance (Article 
8); 

•to: (i) establish their jurisdiction over the criminal offences referred to in Articles 3, 4 and 5 where the offence 
is committed in whole or in part within their territory or the offender is one of their nationals, and where the 
offender is subject to the Staff Regulations at the time of the criminal offence; and (ii) avoid making the 
exercise of jurisdiction over PIF offences committed abroad by their nationals subject to certain conditions 
(Article 11); 

•to: (i) prescribe limitation periods for a sufficient period of time after committing the criminal offences 
referred to in Articles 3, 4 and 5, in order for those criminal offences to be tackled effectively, with minimum 
limitation periods applying to those offences that are punishable by a maximum sanction of at least 4 years 
of imprisonment; and (ii) take the necessary measures to enable penalties to be enforced (Article 12); and 

•to provide statistical data on criminal proceedings for the criminal offences referred to in Articles 3, 4 and 
5, and their outcome (Article 18(2)). 

Source: COM/2021/536 final. 

 Offences affecting the financial interests of the Union  

The definition of VAT fraud in Article 3(2)(d) of the PIF Directive, read in conjunction with Art. 2(2), 
targets the most serious forms of VAT fraud, such as VAT carousel fraud, Missing-Trader Intra-
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Community (MTIC) fraud or fraud committed within a criminal organisation.214 Such a broad definition 
is intended to capture all of the possible forms of VAT fraud, even though there are concerns that the 
definition of VAT fraud in the Directive is not precise enough and would call for a careful scrutinization 
of the transposition and implementation process.215 The added value of the PIF Directive seems 
weakened by its limited scope of application, but it is also weakened by the extensive leeway left to 
the Member States in defining the offences affecting the financial interests of the Union.216 This 
discretion left to MSs can undermine the minimum harmonisation objective targeted by the Directive.  

As regards sanctions, Article 7(3) stipulates that “Member States shall take the necessary measures to 
ensure that the criminal offences referred to in Articles 3 and 4 are punishable by a maximum penalty 
of at least four years of imprisonment when they involve considerable damage or advantage. While 
clarity was given with regard to what damage should be deemed ‘considerable’, the other 
circumstances that require a maximum sanction are also left to the discretion of Member States. 

Article 4 of the PIF Directive addresses other criminal offences than fraud affecting the Union’s financial 
interests. Specifically, Article 4(1) includes an updated reference to money laundering offences, which 
it defined by reference to Directive 2015/849 on the prevention of the use of the financial system for 
the purposes of money laundering or terrorist financing (the “4th AML Directive”). It is important to 
underline that despite the ongoing legislative process to revise the 4th AML Directive, the PIF Directive 
will remain untouched as lex specialis as regards money laundering related to the financial interests of 
the Union.217 

Furthermore, the PIF Directive brings the offence of active and passive corruption (Art. 4(2)) in line with 
best practices and the United Nations Convention against Corruption by removing – compared to the 
PIF Convention – the element of “breach of duties” from the definition.218 This “breach of duties” 
provision that was introduced by many Member States for both active and passive corruption « 
significantly narrowed down the scope of the PIF Directive’s definitions of corruption and makes its 
prosecution dependent on proving such a breach of duty. »219 

 Obligation to cooperate 

The PIF Directive includes an obligation for the Member States, Eurojust, the European Public 
Prosecutor's Office and the Commission to cooperate with each other in the fight against the criminal 
offences.220 In fact, it lays down the legal basis for the powers of the EPPO by defining its competences. 
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The establishment of the EPPO is one of the two main components of the 2019 Commission’s Anti-
Fraud Strategy (CAFS), an internal policy document that aims at enhancing action to protect the EU 
budget. This policy instrument is binding for the Commission services and executive agencies in their 
fight against fraud and corruption affecting the EU’s financial interests. 221  

The EPPO has been adopted by virtue of article 86 TFEU.222 It has the mandate to investigate, prosecute 
and bring to judgment crimes against the EU budget such as fraud, corruption or serious cross-border 
VAT fraud. The EPPO started operating in June 2021 in the participating 22 EU countries and is the EU’s 
first independent and decentralised prosecution office. This body should help compensate for the 
limitations in previous legislative schemes where the power to investigate and prosecute fraud against 
the EU budget were only conferred to national authorities with obvious shortcomings related to the 
confinement to national borders, as well as limited powers and tools to fight large-scale financial fraud. 
By contrast, as a Europe-wide body, the EPPO should be able to exercise its competences swiftly across 
borders without being hindered by long-lasting judicial cooperation proceedings. As such, this body is 
intended to be an effective European response to the fragmentation and heterogeneity of the EU’s 
judicial and prosecutorial space in the PIF area.223 

Indeed, the EPPO, as agreed by the Council in 2017 is its structure, consists of both a central and a 
decentralized level, whereby the central level (with an office in Luxembourg) comprises the European 
Chief Prosecutor and European Prosecutors, forming the EPPO College. Their operational work is 
organised in Permanent Chambers that will direct and supervise the European Delegated Prosecutors 
(EDPs) located in the participating Member States.224 

Unlike Eurojust, which has no judicial powers of its own, the European Public Prosecutor’s Office has all 
powers to investigate and carry out acts of prosecution and exercise the functions of prosecutor in the 
competent courts of the Member States within its area of competence.225 The EPPO is also an important 
complement to the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) that carries out administrative investigations 
involving irregularities and fraud affecting the EU's financial interests, in all EU countries. While EPPO is 
devoted to criminal investigations, its mandate does currently not include environmental crimes.  

 Delivering on the environmental crime perspective of EU’s financial 
interests? 

Recently, some Members of Parliament have taken upon themselves the mission of pushing for an 
extension of EPPO’s activities to environmental crimes to account for the links between these 
infringements and financial crimes, as well as the rising trends of environmental crimes.226 In a letter to 
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MEPs in August 2021, the Commission President Ursula von der Leyen stated: “In accordance with 
Article 86(4) TFEU, the European Council can decide to extend the mandate of the EPPO to other serious 
crime having a cross-border dimension, after obtaining the consent of the European Parliament and 
consulting the Commission. […] The Commission stands ready to explore, in close cooperation with 
the European Parliament, the need and feasibility to extend the EPPO’s competence in the medium 
term so as to cover serious cross-border environmental crime.”227 

Providing background to this statement, it is important to underline that article 86(1) TFEU lays down 
the material competence of the EPPO, whereby the EPPO may be established in order to combat crimes 
affecting the financial interests of the Union. This body must be set up by the Council, by means of 
regulations adopted in accordance with a special legislative procedure within the framework of a 
unanimous decision following the consent of the European Parliament.228 Even though the focus is on 
the crime affecting the financial interests of the EU, pursuant to Article 86(4), the competence of the 
EPPO can be extended to include serious crime having a cross-border dimension. This can be analyzed 
from two perspectives. First, the mandate of the EPPO can be extended to environmental crime by 
virtue of the seriousness of the crime and its cross-border dimension. Secondly, environmental crime 
may fall under the competences of the EPPO when a given criminal offence is inextricably linked to 
criminal offence affecting the interests of the Union.229 

The TFEU did not provide clarity as regards the conditions that would ascertain the serious character 
of crime under Article 86. Following a broad and negative interpretation of Articles 83 and 85 TFEU, no 
crime which is considered ‘not serious’, i.e ‘wrongdoing which only amounts to petty offences and 
administrative offences’ would fall under the competence of the EPPO. By contrast, any crime which is 
serious enough to not qualify as ‘not serious’ may fall within the competence of the EPPO.230 
Environmental crime can therefore be considered serious “if the fundamental interest protected by the 
law is greatly harmed and the crime is not a petty offence.”231 If analysed from a literal and functional 
perspective, a ‘cross-border dimension’ should also be broadly defined: within the context of Article 
86(4), a serious crime having a cross-border dimension is considered a crime affecting more than one 
Member State. It ensues that the competence of the EPPO may include not only environmental crime, 
which are transnational by nature such as trafficking in endangered species, but also crimes having a 
cross-border dimension resulting from the impact of the offence, such as soil, water or air pollution.232 
These crimes are indeed committed in one Member State, but they generally affect more than one 
country. From the perspective of such a definition of cross-border crime, “any environmental crime 
which has been committed on the territory of one MS and has effects on the territory of more than one 
MS can therefore be included within the competence of the EPPO.” 233 In the mid-eighties, 
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environmental protection has already been considered by the case-law of the Court of Justice of the 
European Union (CJEU) to be ‘one of the Community’s essential objectives’.234 Article 83(1) TFEU does 
not include environmental crime in the list of so-called “Euro-crimes” which are considered particularly 
serious crime with a cross-border dimension due to the nature or impact of such offences or from a 
special need to combat them on a common basis. However, owing to recent developments, 
environmental crime has been propelled as a priority in the policy agenda of the EU. 

Taking into account the nature of environmental crimes and the procedural rules established by Article 
86 TFEU, the extension of competence of the EPPO to serious environmental crime having a cross-
border dimension is both legally possible and feasible in practice, even if the EPPO is established by 
enhanced cooperation. This extension is moreover highly desirable to attain a stricter enforcement of 
environmental rules in several respects : “the current system, where the MSs are solely responsible for 
investigating and prosecuting the perpetrators of environmental crime, is not efficient in tackling 
effectively cross-border environmental crime mainly because of discrepancies of national provisions 
on environmental crime, scarce coordination between enforcement authorities and limited powers of 
Eurojust and Europol.”235 The EPPO is meant as “an effective European response to the fragmentation 
and heterogeneity of the EU’s judicial and prosecutorial space in the PIF area.”236 An EPPO relying on a 
common set of substantive and procedural rules would greatly contribute to address the 
fragmentation of the legal framework on the protection of the environment and the weaknesses of the 
current enforcement system, whereby contributing to an effective prosecution of perpetrators of 
environmental crime.”237 

According to the European Public Prosecutor, Frédéric BAAB, a Green European Public Prosecutor’s 
Office is necessary for three main reasons:  

(1) To provide effective protection for the environment through criminal law:  
While this protection is currently provided by the national judicial authorities, the latter invest 
little in this field that is deemed to be too technical and complex. He pointed to the fact that 
environmental crime represented less than 1% of Eurojust's activity between 2014 and 2018 
and underlined that for example in the Dieselgate case involving Volkswagen, Eurojust’s 
intervention could not prevent unsatisfactory coordination between the judicial authorities of 
the countries concerned  
 

(2) To ensure a harmonized criminal response in all Member States: The proposed revision of the 2008 
ECD, including a definition of a “European Criminal Policy” remains essentially “part of a classic 
intergovernmental framework”, which despite promoting cross-border investigations in 
transnational cases, only deals with “Coordination and cooperation within the Member States” 
and “National Strategy”. A green Prosecutor is therefore necessary to go beyond this objective 
of harmonizing national legislation in order to move towards harmonizing criminal 
prosecution in the field of environmental crime in all Member States.  
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(3) To make environmental protection through criminal law strategically and politically visible by 
creating a “European Environmental Public Order” 238 

A green Prosecutor “would solve the problem of having a patchwork of multiple and different national 
laws, environmental crime falling within the EPPO’s competence would be clearly and uniformly 
defined at the EU level, the risk of forum shopping would be eliminated, as would the obscurity of 
current legislation and the consequent lack of legal certainty. The definition at the EU level of sanctions 
having a uniform threshold would also facilitate the utilization of instruments of mutual recognition. 
The precise definition at the EU level of the EPPO’s investigative powers would facilitate the gathering 
of evidence and, thus, ensure more effective investigations of perpetrators of environmental crime. 
Finally, the problems associated with the limited powers of Eurojust and Europol and the unwillingness 
of MSs to ask for support of the two EU agencies would be overcome by the EPPO, which would have 
the power of autonomously initiate investigations and prosecute perpetrators of serious and cross-
border environmental crime.”239 

Article 4 of the PIF Directive establishes several other criminal offences than fraud that are also likely to 
affect the Union’s financial interests. Although these offenses do not directly affect the budget of the 
EU, their indirect effects could be harmful for the financial interests of the EU, or they might affect these 
interests due to their linkage with fraud.240 

 Concluding remarks 

The EU's ambition for a greener Europe has not remained an empty word. The Commission has indeed 
undertaken to explore all the avenues necessary for the implementation of its strategy aimed at leading 
the European Union towards climate neutrality by 2050. This strategy cannot be effective without 
adequate protection of financial interests of the EU. In this context, the growing scale of environmental 
crimes is a major challenge that requires a consistent approach not only to fight against these crimes 
and to repress them consistently, but also ultimately reduce their impact on the financial interests of 
the EU, and hence the Green Deal. 

The revision of the 2008 ECD, even if it promises quite a host of regulatory changes and constitutes a 
notable advance, still does not manage to garner the legislative resources necessary to tackle certain 
intrinsic characteristics of environmental crimes such as the aspects linked to transnationality. An 
inadequate dynamic in relation to these characteristics is also likely to diminish the results 
contemplated, given that they would not adequately resolve the current difficulties linked to the lack 
of cooperation between LEAs across MSs. The establishment of a Green Prosecutor which could have 
somewhat compensated for these problems does not seem high on the current political agenda even 
though certain political currents try to push the Commission towards a bold leap in this direction. 

As far as the protection of the financial interests of the EU is concerned, criminal measures have not 
contributed so far to yield the results expected from the ECD. This suggests that the issue must be 
analysed from a broader perspective, taking into account other crimes that contribute to sustain 
environmental crime. 
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 CONVERGENCE WITH OTHER CRIME AREAS 

KEY FINDINGS 

Financial crime and green crime are often closely linked.  

Despite multiple regulatory efforts, environmental crime seems to continue to grow, and is 
worsened by the transnational character of environmental crime that contributes to crime 
convergence. 

Organized crime, money laundering and corruption are major enablers of environmental crime 
and undermine efforts to investigate and prosecute perpetrators.  

Current legislative frameworks do not adequately tackle the convergence of environmental crime 
with other crimes. 

Unlike environmental crime, both corruption and money laundering are specifically recognized in 
Article 83 TFEU among the so-called ‘euro-crime’, i.e particularly serious crimes with a cross-border 
dimension. 

Financial crime (including fraud, money laundering, theft, bribery and corruption, cybercrime and 
modern slavery) and green crime (including wildlife trafficking and environmental crime) are often 
closely linked. In fact, these offenses are part of intricate mechanisms that criminal networks frequently 
exploit to conceal their activities within complex customer or third-party supplier, vendor and partner 
networks.241 

The nature of “crime convergence” has been cited by officers from environment and policing agencies 
at regional and international investigative meetings as one of the greatest challenges due to its 
complexities and challenges in all phases of enforcement, from detection and disruption to the 
dismantling of criminal syndicates.242 Within the context of environmental crime, an internal review 
carried out by INTERPOL in 2015 of all operational activities undertaken in response to pollution, 
wildlife, forestry and fisheries crime revealed that the complexity associated with other involved crime 
types is indeed a major hurdle for law enforcement and environmental authorities to stop 
environmental crime.243 In many cases, enforcement agencies are not always dealing with a breach of 
national or international laws specifically in relation to environmental crime, but authorities are rather 
confronted « with criminals who have committed other offences such as those relating to murder, 
money laundering, tax evasion, corruption, piracy, forgery, corporate fraud, and the trafficking of drugs 
or firearms – but with the primary driver being the exploitation of the environment. »244 Additional 
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complications arise when these cross-over offences occur transnationally and involve multiple 
jurisdictions under different legal frameworks.245 Current developments indeed highlight that 
environmental commodities are smuggled not only transnationally, but also transcontinentally. Even 
though the flows are intrinsically connected to the nature of the commodity, identified trends reveal 
large criminal supply chains, involving a variety of actors, ranging from Africa to Asia and including 
important ports in Europe such as Antwerp (Belgium), Hamburg (Germany), or Rotterdam (the 
Netherlands).246 

Despite multiple regulatory efforts, environmental crime seems to continue to grow. Propelling it into 
the priorities at the level of the European Union is a major step in line with the magnitude of the 
phenomenon. However, all the resources that are deployed must take account of a major aspect of 
these crimes which lies in the relentless search for easy gain and the entrenched belief that the criminal 
systems put in place are sufficiently skilful and organized to escape detection, and hence punishment. 
A clear example of these key themes across environmental crimes is the reliance by criminals on 
“comingling” (i.e., mixing illegal logs, precious metals and stones, and waste products with their legal 
counterparts) early in supply chains, which makes it difficult to distinguish between legitimate and 
illicit financial flows.247 In these intricate networks, the involvement of politically exposed persons 
(often associated with bribery and corruption), and intermediaries (e.g., accountants, lawyers, etc.), as 
well as the use of complex corporate structures provide fertile ground and contribute to perpetuating 
environmental crimes.248 While much ‘traditional’ actions to combat environmental crime focused on 
control mechanisms aimed at detecting the crime and seizing the resources that have been looted, 
modern instruments have understood the need to tackle the root causes of the phenomenon. 
Environmental crime will continue to grow as long as the perceived or actual ‘benefits’ outweigh the 
risks. Transnational crime in general will continue to grow as long as the paradigm of high profits and 
low risks is challenged.249 Whereas the interdiction of illegal commodities is important, profit-
motivated crimes, such as environmental offenses require a greater emphasis on the money that would 
enable to slash the profits and intensify the risks.250 

Enforcement responses can no longer address environmental crime in isolation from other crimes but 
must acknowledge that environmental crime is a cross-cutting criminal activity.251 There are many 
other illegalities which accompany, facilitate, or result from environmental crime, highlighting the 
convergence of crimes as a major enabler of environmental crime.252 

This interconnectedness demonstrate that traditional lines of separation are not suited anymore to the 
increasing complexities of environmental crime and its convergence with other crimes.253 It is evident 
that environmental crime can be related for example to fraud and money-laundering. On the one hand 
the Commission of Environmental Crimes can equally imply money-laundering, organised crime and 
other serious crimes (such as tax fraud). However, on the other hand, the proceeds of various organised 
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crime activities could also be laundered into environmental crime. Criminal networks apparently 
launder the proceeds of their mafia-type activities, also in environmental enterprises such as waste 
trafficking, illegal operation of quarries, wildlife crime or even the erection of windfarms. 

This chapter intends to examine the main areas of convergence of environmental crime with other 
crimes. It aims to explore the frameworks provided by the EU in this regard and whether these 
frameworks could contribute to tackling environmental crime and prevent negative spillovers on the 
financial interests of the EU. The first section will focus on organized crime (5.1). The second section will 
examine money laundering (5.2) and the third section will explore corruption (5.3). 

 Convergence with organized crime 
The characteristics of environmental crime make it an ideal breeding ground for organized crime. 
Environmental crime can, as was mentioned above, be attractive for organised criminal networks. So 
far in legislation, the link between environmental crime and organised crime is often neglected. The 
literature, however, recognises that the fact that organised criminal networks can be involved in 
environmental crime creates specific challenges.254 Perpetrators engage in illegal activities mainly to 
gain illicit profits. According to INTERPOL, all forms of environmental crime are organized and global in 
nature.255 The intricacy related to trafficking in environmental commodities suits the nature of 
organized crime groups because they possess the means to bring together large-scale trafficking 
operations across continents from both a financial and logistical standpoint.256 Besides, in addition to 
being a high profit, low risk offense, environmental crime, unlike other crimes (drug crime, fraud), offers 
growing opportunities in a wide range of sectors, from waste trafficking to illegal logging.257 In 2015, 
the waste industry was considered one of the biggest European business areas which was particularly 
easy for criminals to infiltrate and undercut honest competitors. This generates criminal proceeds that 
can be as high as in illegal drugs trafficking, while the sanctions incurred and the detection rate are 
significantly lower.258 In the EU, annual revenues from illicit non-hazardous waste trafficking are 
estimated to range between EUR 1.3 billion and EUR 10.3 billion, and for hazardous waste trafficking 
between EUR 1.5 billion and EUR 1.8 billion.259 

Alongside waste and electronic waste related crimes, organized crime is also involved in many other 
activities such as trafficking in endangered species (TES), trafficking in hazardous chemicals/fuels, 
illegal logging and illegal fishing.260 

Unlike environmental crime, “Organized criminal group” has been defined at the international level 
since the year 2000. This internationally shared definition provided by the United Nations Convention 
against Transnational Organized Crime considers that “Organized criminal group” shall mean «a 
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structured group of three or more persons, existing for a period of time and acting in concert with the aim of 
committing one or more serious crimes or offences […] in order to obtain, directly or indirectly, a financial 
or other material benefit »261 The substance of this definition was also adopted in the EU’s Council 
Framework Decision 2008/841/JHA of 24 October 2008 on the fight against organised crime.262 While 
this definition still forms the core of law enforcement authorities’ conceptualisation of organised crime 
worldwide, it appears to conceal the complex and flexible nature of modern organised crime 
networks.263 Modern day criminals are flexible and quickly adapt to exploit new victims, to evade 
countermeasures or identify new criminal opportunities. 264 Organised crime groups are present across 
all Member States and « operate in a criminal economy dictated by the laws of supply and demand and 
are favoured by social tolerance for certain types of crime such as the trade in counterfeit goods and 
specific frauds against public authorities or large companies. »265  

Contemporary organised crime has been qualified an « international enterprise » due to its intrinsic 
transnational character.266 According to EUROPOL, over the past few years, while criminals of more than 
180 nationalities were involved in serious and organised crime in the EU, 60% of the suspects involved 
in serious and organised crime in the EU are EU nationals.267 The 2021 SOCTA also highlighted that 
organised crime groups are present across all Member States. 

Transnational OCGs are intrinsically businesses that are overwhelmingly motivated by financial gain 
and seek out opportunities that offer high profits and low risks/costs.268 The transnational character is 
deemed to be one of the key reasons preventing full and effective action against environmental crime. 
In a “globalized world and in an open-border Europe”, most environmental crimes are transnational or 
contain at least a transnational element, as they are perpetrated by international companies or pushed 
by interests in a different country than where the crime is taking place.269 Transnationality brings along 
a host of complexities that make it even harder to address environmental crimes. Transnationality adds 
more difficulties to coordination among member state institutions, considering that such a 
coordination is already challenging at domestic level and is further complicated by the often very 
heterogeneous national legislations.270  

It is however important to underline that while transnational environmental crime shares some 
features with traditional organized crime, such as drugs smuggling or human trafficking, it also 
possesses some distinctive features that are important to acknowledge to design effective 
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countermeasures.271 “TEC is a multifaceted enterprise crime, operating alongside a licit market, 
involving a range of actors, which is perceived as victimless despite potentially drastic 
consequences.”272 Policies commensurate to this conceptualisation should consider TEC as a ‘serious 
crime’, giving it the priority that it requires. At the same time, environmental crime is known for being 
facilitated and reinforced by many other crimes such as corruption and money laundering. This, in turn, 
call for a rightful consideration of this broader perspective. Tying TEC to the broader TOC problem by 
informing enforcement authorities of the links between the two may be useful in order not to prioritise 
one over the other and recognize TEC instead as an integral part of transnational organized crime.273 

At the same time, the connection of TEC with many different crimes “is reflected by their multiple 
foundations in international law, with separate treaties for each issue, instead of one in the case of 
traditional forms of TOC, such as drugs and people smuggling”274  

Another difference resides in the fact that as regards TEC, the illicit market operates along the licit one 
as there is not a total prohibition. In the traditional TOC scheme, there is a total prohibition on the 
product or activity involved. By contrast, the coexistence of both licit and illicit markets makes it difficult 
for investigative authorities to distinguish between legal and illegal activities. For instance, “whereas 
drugs and human trafficking are prohibited and criminalised, certain species under CITES may only be 
criminalised if originating in specific countries, or illegally timber may come from a supplier that also 
logs timber legally.”275 Thirdly, as regards TEC, there are numerous different types of perpetrators 
involved, including “large-scale criminal organizations, loosely organized networks, small and ad hoc 
groups of associates, opportunistic criminals, corrupt officials and corporations.”276  

Regulatory responses should be tailored to the magnitude of the effects of TEC, considering that these 
effects are not only damaging, but are also often definitive, long-lasting and even permanent. For 
example, while the supply of narcotics is potentially unlimited, the stock of an endangered species is 
intrinsically finite: once an animal is poached, it is gone forever; once pristine rainforest is illegally 
logged, it is irreplaceable, and when ozone-depleting substances are released, they can no longer be 
stopped from damaging the atmosphere.277 

Due to the opaque nature of its activities, organised crime is considered a significant threat to European 
citizens, business, and state institutions, as well as to the economy as a whole.278 Moreover, the lack of 
statistics and of consolidated information undermines the ability to establish a complete picture of the 
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often interconnected issues among member states, whereas national interests in the exploitation of 
fragile resources, such as fish stocks, also often result in underreporting of illegal activities.279 

Both the European Parliament and the Council recognize that organised crime causes enormous 
damage and call for strong EU action to counter all forms of organised criminal activity. Against this 
background, the European Parliament acknowledged in the EU Security Union Strategy that 
environmental crime is one of the main threats to security.280 Similarly, the Council underlined the need 
to strengthen efforts against environmental crime, building on the results of the Envicrime priority 
within EMPACT (2018-2021) and in view of the results of the 8th round of mutual evaluations on 
environmental crime.281 Environmental crime (specifically illicit waste trafficking and illicit wildlife) is 
identified as one of the nine main criminal markets in the European Union. Criminal revenues from 
these markets as a whole amounted to EUR 139 billion in 2019, corresponding to 1% of the Union’s 
Gross Domestic Product.282 

Environmental crime has been qualified in the 2013 SOCTA report as an ‘emerging threat’ in the EU.283 
This does not mean that the threat is new, but the statement has to be analysed from the perspective 
of increased awareness of the evolving damage caused to Europe and its citizens, including damage to 
business, economy or public health.284 Quite unsurprisingly, the 2008 Environmental Crime Directive 
made no mention of either organized crime or environmental organised crime.285 Improvement in data 
collection as regards environmental crime contributed to highlighting its seriousness and its 
importance for law enforcement. Thanks to these developments, environmental crime has been 
included in the priority list of the Council conclusions enhancing financial investigations to fight serious 
and organised crime of June 2020.286 

The legal basis for adopting provisions aiming at including organized environmental crime instruments 
is provided by the Lisbon Treaty reform of the TFEU, since article 83, which also addresses organised 
crime, enables the possibility to “establish minimum rules with regard to the definition of criminal 
offences and sanctions in the areas of particularly serious crime with a cross-border dimension resulting 
from the nature or impact of such offences or from a special need to combat them on a common 
basis.”287 The lack of an explicit mention of environmental offences gives large space for interpretation 
on how to address organised environmental crime, depending on the EU approach of considering, at 
the same time, environmental crime as a kind of organised crime, and vice versa.288 Article 83 indeed 
confers on the Union the competence to address organised crime with the ordinary legislative 
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procedure, even though organised environmental crime would require unanimity since it is not 
included in the list but could be added by Member States.289 

The existing legal framework to fight against organised crime in Europe, given by the Council 
Framework Decision 2008/841/JHA of 24 October 2008 on the fight against organised crime has raised 
serious doubts about its capacity to cope with the issue. Disparities in the implementation of both the 
environmental law and the Organised Crime Framework Decision have triggered enforcement issues 
resulting in the increase of organised crime in Member states with low sanctions and with the lowest 
level of human and economic resources dedicated to fight this lucrative criminal area.290 The lack of a 
uniform level of penalties for environmental crime in the EU, coupled with differences in the definitions 
of offences and its components in the various national legal systems create room for ‘forum shopping’ 
by criminals and de facto prevent a harmonised approach to tackling environmental crime across the 
EU.291 

The EFFACE study on Organised crime and environmental crime in the EU pointed out that the revision 
of the Directive on the freezing and confiscation of proceeds of crime in the European Union292 adopted 
in December 2013 was a lost opportunity to address environmental crime and in particular, organised 
environmental crime. While this Directive was meant to regulate in accordance with the strategic 
priorities of the EU's fight against organised crime, it makes no reference to the Environmental Crime 
Directive in its description of the term “criminal offence”.293 Similarly, in the Strategic priorities of the 
EU’s fight against organised crime, the Council equally discarded environmental crime, which it still 
underrates in comparison with the other serious organised crimes.294 

It is worth mentioning that the EU legal framework to fight organised crime is supplemented by several 
non-binding instruments that have contributed to shape the working definitions of organised crime, 
criminal organisation and criminal groups as well as the priorities for the fight against serious organised 
crime.295 
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BOX 4; Non-binding instruments on organised crime 

The EU legal framework to fight organised crime is also supported on non-binding instruments such as:  

•  Council Conclusions,  

•  Communications of the Commission,  

•  Programmes such as:  

- the Stockholm Programme establishing the European Union’s priorities for developing an area of 
justice, freedom and security during the period 2010-14. Despite the fact that there is no specific 
reference to environmental crime or to environmental organized crime, there are measures that 
indirectly refer to them, such as in its fourth part where it is reaffirmed that “focus should not only be 
placed on combating terrorism and organised crime but also cross-border wide-spread crime that 
have a significant impact on the daily life of the citizens of the Union.” This statement allows crimes 
that are not expressively mentioned in the programme such as environmental crime to be covered.296 
This Programme is also important because it stated that administrative measures should be used as 
part of the overall response to combat organised crime. 

- or the new Seventh Environment Action Programme,297 which does not refer to organised crime or 
environmental crime expressly.  

•  Reports, such as the EUROPOL EU Organised Crime Reports.  

•  Joint Strategies of the EU institutions ;298  

•  EUROPOL Organised Crime Threat Assessment and more recently renamed as Serious Organised Crime 
Threat Assessment (OCTA and SOCTA). 

•  The Handbooks on “Complementary approaches and actions to prevent and combat organised crime – 
A collection of good practice examples from EU Member States” adopted during the Hungarian and 
Lithuanian Presidencies 

Source: Fajardo del Castillo, EFFACE 2016, supra note 271, pp.18-19 

But the fight against TECs faces several difficulties. First and foremost, the lack of a shared EU-wide 
definition of organised crime is a major stumbling block for effective enforcement actions. As reported 
above, EU’s Council Framework Decision 2008/841/JHA on the fight against organised crime adopted 
the internationally shared definition provided in 2000 by the United Nations Convention against 
Transnational Organized Crime. Whereas most EU countries use this loose definition, others adopt 
stricter approaches, and these narrower definitions have reportedly hampered the understanding of 
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the links between environmental crime and organised crime.299 For instance, due to the absence of a 
definition of organised crime in German law, organized crime has been monitored using a narrow 
definition. As a result, even though enforcement authorities confirm the involvement of OCGs in 
environmental crimes, national statistics do not reflect a valid picture of the extent of this 
phenomenon.300 The second obstacle lies in the differences in the nature of organised crime groups 
across EU Member States, ranging from mafia-type groups that can operate nationally or 
internationally, to less sophisticated groups of three or more people or companies pursuing a criminal 
activity.301 The complex structure of OCGs allows them to take advantage of the lack of coordination 
and the frequent overlaps among domestic and international institutions on environmental crimes, 
which may be worsened by the transnational nature that provides the opportunity to avoid 
prosecution by slipping through different definitions of environmental and organised crime across 
member states.302  

Despite these important challenges, as mentioned above, Directive 2008/99/EC makes no mention of 
organised crime. Environmental crime is only incorporated to a “very small extent into organized crime 
legislation at the international, European and national level (with the exception of Italy).”303 In doing 
so, Directive 2008/99/EC overlooks some of the character pertaining to the nature of environmental 
crime. Similarly, just like the concept of environmental crime, there is no unanimous and precise 
definition of organized environmental crime in international, EU and national instruments.304 
“Environmental crime often lacks the single-event character typical or ordinary localized crime, and 
consequently may be much about process than a one-time occurrence.”305 “This may make it 
challenging to identify damage in a global system, thereby impeding recognition that a grave social 
harm is at stake. While crimes against the environment may be committed gradually, the criminal law 
traditional looks to an identifiable event (an actus reus) and, more often than not, clearly and relatively 
immediately ascertainable damage (e.g. bodily harm, death, or damage to property). The problem that 
this presents for the criminalization of environmental harm is magnified when the damage is not only 
geographically but also temporarily diffuse. In some cases, for example, the existence of harm may only 
be ascertainable with a substantial passage of time and might only affect future generations.”306 

Labelling an environmental crime as an organized crime can be beneficial for taking more effective 
enforcement actions. Categorization as organized environmental criminality rather than 
environmental crime per se can have many practical consequences because national prosecution and 
police authorities could therefore deal with such crimes as forms of organized crime.307 Penalties for 
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organized crimes are usually higher than those for environmental crimes. As a result, “the possibilities 
to refuse the execution of mutual recognition instruments significantly decrease and national 
authorities can adopt more intrusive and effective investigation measures.308  

Neither the Palermo Convention on Organized Crime nor the Council Framework Decision 
2008/841/JHA on the fight against organised crime deals directly with organized environmental crime. 
Even though both instruments give the possibility to accord relevance to environmental crime in the 
light of ‘serious crime’, this option is hindered by the fact that “most States Parties do not provide 
maximum penalties of four years imprisonment for environmental crimes; the latter is required by both 
instruments for the crime to be considered ‘serious’”309 

 Convergence with Anti-Money Laundering  

The European Commission acknowledges that risks of money laundering and the financing of terrorism 
remain a major concern for the integrity of the financial system of the EU and the security of its 
citizens.310 A relatively stable political environment seems indeed to offer a fertile ground that makes 
the EU an attractive destination for laundering the proceeds of crime. Illicit activities in the EU 
generated about €110 billion in 2010,311 whereby the EU loses up to €1 trillion each year in tax evasion 
and tax fraud.312 EUROPOL reported in 2017 that between 0.7-1.28% of annual EU GDP is detected as 
being involved in suspect financial activity.313 However, only 10% of suspicious transaction reports 
(STRs) are further investigated after collection, and EUROPOL reported in 2017 that this trend remained 
unchanged since 2006.314 The Commission is strongly committed to ensure zero tolerance for illicit 
money within the EU, and its regulatory initiatives cover far-reaching rules that stretch even beyond 
the international standards adopted by the Financial Action Task Force (FATF).315 Yet, the EU seems to 
perform poorly with regard to confiscating and returning looted assets.316 Between 2010 and 2014, 
only 2.2% of the estimated criminal proceeds in the EU were provisionally seized or frozen, and only 
1.1% of the criminal profits were finally confiscated at EU level.317  

Over thirty years, the EU has developed a regulatory framework for preventing and combatting money 
laundering and terrorist financing. EU anti-money laundering directives are issued on a periodic basis 
by the European Parliament to take account of the changing landscape of criminal intelligence and 
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activities. These regular changes include new additions in the law or update the regulatory obligations 
that Member States must transpose into their domestic legislation. 

The EU adopted the first anti-money laundering Directive in 1990 in order to prevent the misuse of the 
financial system for the purpose of money laundering. It provides that obliged entities shall apply 
Customer Due Diligence (CDD) requirements when entering into a business relationship. CDD entails 
that these obliged entities must have some knowledge of their clients and understand the nature of 
the business in which the latter are involved.318 The anti-money laundering legislation has been 
constantly revised in order to mitigate risks relating to money laundering and terrorist financing. 

With the view of strengthening the existing legal framework, the EU adopted a modernised regulatory 
framework in 2015 encompassing the 4th Anti-money Laundering Directive (Directive 2015/849)319 and 
Regulation 2015/847 on information on the payer accompanying transfers of funds.320 Both 
instruments are designed to align EU policy with AML/CFT guidelines from the 2012 recommendations 
of the FATF, while going further on a number of issues to promote the highest standards for anti-money 
laundering and to counter the financing of terrorism.321 Under the Fourth Anti-Money Laundering 
Directive, Member States were required to create central registers of beneficial ownership information 
aimed to enhance transparency on capital flows and better tackle money laundering and terrorism 
financing.322 

After the Panama Papers revelations of April 2016,323 the necessity to further improve the regulatory 
framework emerged, leading to the adoption in 2018 of the 5th Anti-money Laundering Directive.324 
Members States were to transpose the 5th AML into national law by January 2020. This revision 
amended the 4th AML and was meant to increase transparency about who really owns companies and 
trusts to prevent money laundering and terrorist financing via opaque structures; improve the work of 
Financial Intelligence Units with better access to information through centralised bank account 

                                                             
318 CDD involves many steps such as the identification and verification of clients or their representatives, identification of 

corporate customers’ beneficial owners and checking their identity, running background checks, monitoring transactions, 
and reporting suspicious transactions. 

319 Directive (EU) 2015/849 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 May 2015 on the prevention of the use of the 
financial system for the purposes of money laundering or terrorist financing, amending Regulation (EU) No 648/2012 of 
the European Parliament and of the Council, and repealing Directive 2005/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the 
Council and Commission Directive 2006/70/EC, OJ L 141, 5.6.2015, p. 73. 

320 Regulation (EU) 2015/847 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 May 2015 on information accompanying 
transfers of funds and repealing Regulation (EC) No 1781/2006 (Text with EEA relevance), OJ L 141, 5.6.2015, pp. 1-18. This 
Regulation aims at making fund transfers more transparent to help law enforcement authorities to track down terrorists 
and criminals. 

321 COM(2019) 360 final, p. 2. 
322 Communication from the commission to the European Parliament and the Council. Communication on further measures 

to enhance transparency and the fight against tax evasion and avoidance, COM/2016/0451 final, 2016, p. 3. 
323 This scandal revealed that more than 140 public officials were using more than 214,000 offshore entities to hide the 

ownership of assets. 
324 Directive (EU) 2018/843 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 May 2018 amending Directive (EU) 2015/849 

on the prevention of the use of the financial system for the purposes of money laundering or terrorist financing, and 
amending Directives 2009/138/EC and 2013/36/EU, OJ L 156, 19.6.2018, p. 43. This development is also part of the Action 
Plan for strengthening the fight against terrorist financing adopted in February 2016 (Communication from the 
Commission to the European Parliament and the Council on an Action Plan for strengthening the fight against terrorist 
financing, COM/2016/050 final). 
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registers; tackle terrorist financing risks linked to anonymous use of virtual currencies and of pre-paid 
instruments; improve the cooperation and exchange of information between anti-money laundering 
supervisors and with the European Central Bank; and broaden the criteria for assessing high-risk third 
countries and ensure a common high level of safeguards for financial flows from such countries.325 

In addition, the Commission adopted Directive 2018/1673 on combating money laundering by criminal 
law326 to complement this preventive framework by harmonising the definition of the criminal offence 
of money laundering and related sanctions. This Directive entered into force in December 2018 and 
Member States had until December 2020 to transpose it. Unlike the Anti-Money Laundering Directives, 
the purpose of Directive 2018/1673 is not to address money laundering prevention, but it is the first 
Directive aimed at achieving an approximation of the criminal offence of money laundering in the 
different Member States of the EU.327 This Directive is therefore a completely new directive that exists 
alongside the Anti-Money Laundering Directives.328 Directive 2018/1673 establishes minimum rules 
concerning the definition of criminal offences and sanctions in the area of money laundering.329 It 
specifically excludes from its scope money laundering as regards property derived from criminal 
offences affecting the Union’s financial interests, which must be subject to specific rules laid down in 
Directive (EU) 2017/1371.330  

Defined in Article 2(1) of Directive 2018/1673, ‘criminal activity’ means “any kind of criminal involvement 
in the commission of any offence punishable, in accordance with national law, by deprivation of liberty or a 
detention order for a maximum of more than one year or, as regards Member States that have a minimum 
threshold for offences in their legal systems, any offence punishable by deprivation of liberty or a detention 
order for a minimum of more than six months.”  

Even though this definition relies largely on the national legislation of Member States, the Directive 
also specifically draws up a list of offenses that must always be considered a criminal activity, including 
among others participation in an organised criminal group, corruption, fraud, as well as environmental 
crime (including any offence set out in Directive 2008/99/EC331 or Directive 2009/123/EC332). 

Directive 2018/1673 also emphasizes the intentional nature of the conducts that are defined in its 
Article 3, and which Member States are obliged to ensure that they are punishable as a criminal offence, 
when committed intentionally.333 

                                                             
325 European Commission, Strengthened EU rules to prevent money laundering and terrorism financing, Factsheet, 2018. 
326 Directive (EU) 2018/1673 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2018 on combating money 

laundering by criminal law; PE/30/2018/REV/1; OJ L 284, 12.11.2018, pp. 22–30. 
327 Kert 2019, p. 225. 
328 Idem. 
329 Directive 2018/1673, Article 1(1). 
330 Directive 2018/1673, Article 1(2). 
331 Directive 2008/99/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 November 2008 on the protection of the 

environment through criminal law, OJ L 328, 6.12.2008, pp. 28–37. 
332 Directive 2009/123/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 October 2009 amending Directive 2005/35/EC 

on ship-source pollution and on the introduction of penalties for infringements, OJ L 280, 27.10.2009, pp. 52–55. 
333 These money laundering offences include: (a) the conversion or transfer of property, knowing that such property is derived 

from criminal activity, for the purpose of concealing or disguising the illicit origin of the property or of assisting any person 
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In 2019, Directive 2019/1153 facilitating the use of financial and other information334 further 
strengthens the criminal law framework by speeding up the access to financial information for law 
enforcement authorities and by enhancing the exchange of financial information between law 
enforcement authorities and Financial Intelligence Units. This is the result of the acknowledgement 
that traceability of financial information can play a major deterrent role and help prevent the misuse of 
the financial system for the purpose of money laundering. 

Also in 2019, the Commission noted that despite the continuous improvement of the anti-money 
laundering framework through regulatory adjustments, major divergences in the application of the 
framework remained and are contributing to a structural problem in the Union’s capacity to prevent 
that the financial system is used for illegitimate purposes.335 This is partly due to the fact that money 
laundering schemes detected by law enforcement have not kept pace with the changing face of 
criminality, with significant threats stemming from new technologies, and are still largely characterised 
by traditional techniques, in particular the use of cash.336 

On 20 July 2021, the European Commission presented an ambitious package of legislative proposals 
to further strengthen the EU's anti-money laundering and countering the financing of terrorism rules 
("AML Package"). The AML package consists of four legislative proposals: a regulation establishing a 
new EU AML/CFT Authority (the AMLA Regulation) ; a new regulation on AML/CFT, establishing 
detailed directly-applicable rules, including in the areas of customer due diligence and beneficial 
ownership, the so-called obliged entities (both financial and non-financial institutions) (the AML/CFT 
Regulation) ; a new Regulation to establish detailed and directly applicable rules for a sixth directive on 
AML/CFT (6AMLD) to replace the existing 4AMLD, containing provisions that will be transposed into 
national law, such as rules on the powers and obligations of national supervisory bodies and Financial 
Intelligence Units ; a revision of the Regulation on transfers of funds to trace transfers of crypto-assets 
(Regulation 2015/847/EU).  

The changes brought about by the AML Package primarily aim at improving processes for detecting 
suspicious transactions and activities to close the loopholes that enable criminals to launder illicit 
proceeds.  

The 6th Anti-Money Laundering Directive, 6AMLD, implements the commitments in the EU’s Action 
Plan for a comprehensive Union policy on preventing money laundering and terrorism financing which 
was adopted by the Commission on 7 May 2020.337 It came into effect on 3 December 2020 and had to 

                                                             

who is involved in the commission of such an activity to evade the legal consequences of that person’s action; (b) the 
concealment or disguise of the true nature, source, location, disposition, movement, rights with respect to, or ownership 
of, property, knowing that such property is derived from criminal activity; (c) the acquisition, possession or use of property, 
knowing at the time of receipt, that such property was derived from criminal activity. 

334 Directive (EU) of the European Parliament and the Council of 20 June 2019 laying down rules facilitation the use of financial 
and other information for the prevention, detection, investigation or prosecution of certain criminal offences, and 
repealing Council Decision 2000/642/JHA, OJ L 186, 11.7.2019. 

335 COM(2019) 360 final, p. 5. 
336 Europol Financial Intelligence Group, supra note 313, p. 5. 
337 Communication from the Commission on an Action Plan for a comprehensive Union policy on preventing money 

laundering and terrorist financing 2020/C 164/06, C/2020/2800, OJ C 164, 13.5.2020, pp. 21–33. 
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be implemented by financial institutions by June 3, 2021. The 6 AMLD aims to strengthen anti-money 
laundering rules and place higher responsibility on regulated entities to fight financial crime. 
Importantly, it includes environmental crimes as one of the 22 predicate offences connected to money 
laundering in Europe. Criminal activity in the AML is defined broadly as any kind of criminal 
involvement in the commission of serious crimes including fraud affecting the Union's financial 
interests or corruption. It also includes “all offences, including tax crimes relating to direct taxes and 
indirect taxes and as defined in the national law of the Member States, which are punishable by 
deprivation of liberty or a detention order for a maximum of more than one year or, as regards Member 
States that have a minimum threshold for offences in their legal system, all offences punishable by 
deprivation of liberty or a detention order for a minimum of more than six months”338 

The extensive scope of predicate offenses provides a leeway to include a range of environmental 
offences, as long as they meet the required thresholds.339 The inclusion of environmental crime as a 
predicate offence is valuable to overcome differences in national legal approaches to the 
criminalisation of environmental law and can contribute to focus “the mind of investigative and 
prosecutorial authorities on pursuing the proceeds of environmental crime”340 

BOX 5; Improvements brought by 6 AMLD 

Harmonized definition and predicate offences: The 6th AML Directive aims to harmonize the definition 
of predicate offences against money laundering by all Member States. The 22 predicate offences for money 
laundering now includes cybercrime and environmental crime.  

Expanded regulatory scope: The new Directive defines initiators, facilitators and inciters of crimes as 
accomplices, “aiding and abetting” and self-laundering now also constitute criminal acts.  

Extended criminal liability: the 6AMLD will extend criminal liability to allow for the punishment of legal 
persons, such as companies or partnerships. Companies may be criminally liable for the actions of 
employees who engage in criminal activity.  

Tougher punishment: The sentence for money laundering crimes increased to minimum of 4-year 
imprisonment. 

Member States’ cooperation: 6AMLD addresses the issue of dual criminality, requiring EU Member States 
to criminalize certain predicate offences whether they are illegal in that jurisdiction or not. 

 

Source: REFINITIV, Anti-money laundering Directives341 

                                                             
338 Directive (EU) 2015/849, Article 3 (4)(f). 
339 Mitsilegas and Giufrida 2017, supra note 307, p. 50. 
340 Mitsilegas and Giufrida 2017, supra note 307, p. 50; citing Mitsilegas, V., Contribution to conclusions and recommendations 

on environmental crime: Harmonisation of substantive environmental criminal law at the EU level, Study in the framework 
of the EFFACE research project (Queen Mary University of London 2016). 
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The EU framework against money laundering also includes the regulation on the mutual recognition 
of freezing and confiscation orders,342 the directive on combating money laundering by criminal law,343 
the directive laying down rules on the use of financial and other information to combat serious 
crimes,344 the European Public Prosecutor's Office, and the European system of financial supervision.345 

According to Article 4(1), Member States must take the necessary measures to ensure that money 
laundering as described in Article 1(3) of Directive 2015/849 (4th Anti-Money Laundering Directive), 
involving property derived from the criminal offences covered by the PIF Directive constitutes a 
criminal offence. As mentioned above, the 4th AMLD has since been amended by the 5th AMLD 
(Directive (EU) 2018/843). 

While the intentional character is determinative in the AMLD, awareness by the offender that the 
property was derived from criminal activity is not an essential prerequisite in the PIF Directive. As long 
as the property derives from one of the offences it covers, the PIF Directive requires that money 
laundering be punished. Under the PIF Directive, infringements are punishable as a criminal offence 
where the offender is suspected or ought to have known that the property was derived from criminal 
activity.346 

Unlike the AMLD, the PIF Directive also extends to “misappropriation” according to Art. 4(3) PIF 
Directive. Pursuant to the AMLD, Member States are obliged to prohibit money laundering but are not 
under the obligation to criminalise it. Conversely, the PIF Directive contains an obligation not only to 
prohibit but also to criminalise money laundering with regard to property that derived from a PIF 
offence.347 Likewise, while Article 4(1) of the PIF Directive does not place any limit as regards the 
seriousness of the offence, the AMLD relates criminality to the seriousness of the offense. This broader 
scope of the PIF Directive could have a deeper impact with regard to tackling money laundering as it 
relates to environment-related offenses considering that the PIF Directive established environmental 
crime as one of its predicate offenses.  

 Convergence with Corruption 

Corruption has been broadly defined as the misuse of entrusted power for private gain.348 It is deeply 
embedded in the facilitation of environmental crimes, including across all levels of the supply chains 
and has in fact been categorized as the most important enabling factor for illegal wildlife and timber 

                                                             
342 Regulation (EU) 2018/1805 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 14 November 2018 on the mutual recognition 

of freezing orders and confiscation orders, PE/38/2018/REV/1, OJ L 303, 28.11.2018, pp. 1–38. 
343 Directive (EU) 2018/1673 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2018 on combating money 

laundering by criminal law, PE/30/2018/REV/1, OJ L 284, 12.11.2018, pp. 22–30. 
344 Directive (EU) 2019/1153 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 June 2019 laying down rules facilitating the 

use of financial and other information for the prevention, detection, investigation or prosecution of certain criminal 
offences, and repealing Council Decision 2000/642/JHA, PE/64/2019/REV/1, OJ L 186, 11.7.2019, pp. 122–137. 

345 Introduced in 2010, the European system of financial supervision (ESFS) is a specific supervisory authority consisting of 
the European Systemic Risk Board and 3 European supervisory authorities.  

346 PIF Directive, Article 3(2). 
347 Kert 2019, p. 227. 
348 Corruptie.org 2021, What is corruption, accessible at http://www.corruptie.org/en/corruption/what-is-corruption/. 
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trade.349 According to the European Commission, corruption costs the EU economy approximately EUR 
120 billion per year in terms of lost tax revenue and investments.350 EUROPOL underlined that almost 
60% of the criminal networks reported engage in corruption.351 Given this importance, corruption is 
also recognized as a particularly serious threat to the Union's financial interests.352 

Corruption varies in nature and extent from one country to another, but it affects all Member States.353 
The use of corruption to commit environmental crimes is not only detrimental for enforcement efforts, 
the rule of law, stability, and development, but profits from illicit trade are injected into local economies 
to finance violence, instability, other illicit traffics, and even more corruption.354 In order to really 
address the problem of corruption in its fullness, it is important to realize that its pernicious presence 
must be perceived throughout the whole supply chain, including source, destination and transit 
countries alike. Organized environmental crime is indeed facilitated by corruption « within state offices 
(high-level and local political officials, police, border and customs control, harbour officials, licensing 
authorities and regulators) as well as the private sector (shipping companies, freight forwarding 
companies, brokers, exporters) »355 in all the countries involved. 

Current actions of the EU as regards corruption are in line with the United Nations 2030 Agenda for 
Sustainable Development, which aims to reduce corruption and bribery substantially in all their forms 
(Sustainable Development Goal 16.5). In June 2011, the Commission adopted the Communication on 
Fighting Corruption in the EU356 through which it established the EU Anti-Corruption Report to monitor 
and assess Member States’ efforts so as to strengthen political engagement to address corruption 
effectively. In 2014, the first EU anti-corruption report was published to follow-up on this commitment. 
The 2014 Anti-Corruption Report revealed a wide variety of corruption-related problems, as well as of 
corruption control mechanisms, some of which have proved effective and others have failed to 
produce results.357 In the area of criminal law, the report noted that law against corruption is largely in 
place, meeting the standards of the Council of Europe, UN and EU legislation, even though one Member 
State did not ratify UNCAC, mainly due to the lack of criminal liability for elected public officials for 
bribery.358 The need for more efficient and speedier procedures was underlined, as well as reinforcing 
tools to tackle corruption, including better – or higher – definition of offences, and fast-track provisions. 

« Under the current EU anticorruption rules, Member States are required to criminalise both active and 
passive corruption of public officials, establish adequate sanctions and ensure that entrepreneurs 
corrupting officials are held criminally liable. However, these instruments do not cover certain 
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corruption-related offences, such as trading in influence, abuse of power, illicit enrichment, 
misappropriation or other diversion of property by a public official. »359  

With regard to the Framework Decision 2003/568/JHA360 on combating corruption in the private sector, 
the report revealed an uneven transposition, particularly the provisions on criminalisation of all 
elements of active and passive bribery, as well as liability of legal persons. At the same time, 
transposition of the Framework did not translate in availability of information on its enforcement. 

In 2016, through a resolution on the fight against corruption,361 the European Parliament called inter 
alia for the adoption of a European action plan to eradicate organised crime, corruption and money 
laundering, with the view to strengthen the legal framework and for better cross-border judicial 
cooperation. Recent legislative initiatives to combat corruption at EU level include the 2014 Directive 
on the Freezing and confiscation of proceeds of crime, the 2018 5th Anti-money laundering 
Directive,362 the Public Procurement Directives363 and the Directive on the Use of financial information 
to fight certain criminal offences.364 

Unlike environmental crime, both corruption and money laundering are specifically recognized in 
Article 83 TFEU among the co-called ‘euro-crime’, i.e particularly serious crimes with a cross-border 
dimension.  

 EU Agencies’ contribution to enforcement 

Multiple agencies contribute at EU level to the area of freedom, security and justice. The Justice and 
Home Affairs (JHA) Agencies’ Network connects these EU Agencies which support the EU and its 
Member States in the implementation of the EU’s objectives in various fields such as migration, asylum 
and external border management, the fight against serious organised crime and terrorism, as well as in 
the promotion of gender equality and respect for fundamental rights.365 The JHA Agencies’ Network 
includes nine agencies, among which Europol and Eurojust. 
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 EUROJUST 

Eurojust is a unit established as a body of the European Union, which has legal personality.366 This body 
was set up following the recognition of the necessity to improve judicial cooperation between the 
Member States further, in particular in combating forms of serious crime often perpetrated by 
transnational organisations.367 The mission of Eurojust is “to support and strengthen coordination and 
cooperation between national investigating and prosecuting authorities of the Member States when 
they deal with serious cross-border and organised crime, including environmental crime. By virtue of 
its unique role, Eurojust has built up an institutional knowledge of reoccurring legal and practical issues 
and solutions that can improve the effectiveness of international judicial cooperation in environmental 
crime cases.”368 In recent years, EUROJUST contributed through various instruments and tools to 
judicial cooperation between Members, including Mutual legal assistance (MLA), European 
Investigation Order (EIO),369 Spontaneous exchange of information and Joint Investigation Teams 
(JITs).370 371 

 EUROPOL 

EUROPOL is the law enforcement agency of the EU aimed at supporting EU Member States in their fight 
against a variety of crimes, including, among others, serious and organised forms of crime. Europol is 
intended to supplement traditional law enforcement measures which can show limitations in front of 
the resilience and the resourcefulness of criminal networks. Europol supports investigations by law 
enforcement in MSs, mainly through analysis. The agency gathers police and law enforcement 
information from national authorities with the aim to provide strategic and/or operational analyses372. 
Launched in 1998, Europol’s activities frequently involved environmental offenses, but a better 
definition of the priorities within the EU gave this body a new dimension. Environmental crime was 
recognised as a serious threat in the 2014–2017 EU Policy Cycle. Moreover, environmental crime was 
acknowledged as one of the crime priorities in EMPACT 2018-2021, leading to the establishment by 
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Europol of its Analysis Project (AP) EnviCrime.373 This project “plays a significant role in coordinating the 
fight against environmental crime within and beyond the European Union. The AP EnviCrime supports 
national law enforcement agencies in their criminal investigations, following a multidisciplinary and multi-
agency approach and complementing respective EMPACT activities. The AP EnviCrime improves the 
operational cooperation through effective information and intelligence flow, brings its expertise and advice 
and presents the overall crime picture according to intelligence-led findings at Europol.”374 

Europol and Eurojust are important forms of coordination and support for the enforcement chain.375 
Most organized environmental crimes tends to be transnational in nature, and the involvement of 
these agencies can help reduce some of the obstacles inherent in cooperation between members. The 
primary competence of national authorities is established by the TFEU which affirms in its Article 85(2) 
that “formal acts of judicial procedure shall be carried out by the competent national officials” (on 
Eurojust). Similarly, Article 88(3) TFEU (on Europol) states that ‘the application of coercive measures 
shall be the exclusive responsibility of the competent national authorities’. Therefore, the two agencies 
are only called upon to help domestic bodies in their investigations and prosecutions concerning 
transnational crimes.376 

In principle, neither Europol, nor Eurojust can get involved in a case on their own initiative. Cases 
treated by these agencies are referred to them by the Member States. In fact, the two agencies do not 
have the coercive powers of national judicial authorities, such as the powers to arrest people, to search 
houses, to launch their own investigations or prosecutions.377 In practice, due to the importance of the 
support that the two bodies can provide for the success of domestic investigations and prosecutions 
in the environmental crime area, the boundaries between the ‘coercive’ powers of national authorities 
and those of the EU agencies can appear to be quite blurred in practice.378 Moreover, especially with 
regard to Europol, the lack of coercive power is sometimes questionable due to the essential 
significance of its contribution to the measures adopted on the ground by national authorities.379 

It is worth mentioning that whereas Eurojust is focused on facilitating the coordination of national 
prosecutors, the core activity of Europol is dedicated to the analysis of data that are relevant for the 
ongoing investigations at the national level.380 

Despite this obvious relevance, the contribution of EUROJUST, for example, in the field of 
environmental crime, is to be put into perspective. Between 2014 and 2018, only 57 environmental 
crime cases were submitted to EUROJUST, which represents merely one percent of all the cases treated 
by this body during that period. However, in more recent years, the number of environmental crime 
cases have been increasing. In 2018, EUROJUST handled 38 cases against 62 cases in 2021.381 
Furthermore, the importance of EUROJUST for tackling the convergence of crime deserves to be 
underlined. Based on the 57 cases submitted to EUROJUST between 2014 and 2018, 38 cases revealed 
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the involved of other crimes that were associated with environmental crime. The following table 
presents an overview of these cases. 

Table 3; Other crimes associated with environmental crime (2014-2018) 

Type of crime Number of cases 

Environmental crime only 19 

Environmental crime plus other 
crime (38) 

Organised crime 17 

Fraud 17 

Document forgery 16 

Money laundering 11 

Concealment of evidence and false 
statements 

2 

Tax fraud 1 

Grievous bodily harm 1 

Illegal business activity 1 

EU sanctioning legislation 1 

Source: Eurojust, Report on Eurojust’s Casework on Environmental Crime, 2021, p. 9. 

At the same time, even though the Europol regulation did not clearly specify that the crimes covered 
by its areas of competence have to be of cross-border nature, “this seems obvious, in the light of the 
history and powers of the two agencies, created with the aim to support and coordinate the authorities 
of different countries dealing with cross-border cases.”382  

 Concluding remarks 

The specificities surrounding environmental crime make it particularly challenging to ensure a proper 
law enforcement in this area. Actions against these crimes are known to be hindered by the complexity 
of the criminal supply chain. As pointed out earlier, offenders perceive a highly attractive area because 
they rely on low or weak enforcement, encouraged by the ‘low risk, high profit’ character and the 
complexities of the criminal chain, which are major hurdles for tracing the criminal activities back to 
them. 
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Specific features of environmental offences make them less visible and more difficult to address than 
other crimes because they are less detectable than most personal or property offences. Moreover, 
these infringements are in some instances the result of an accumulative process or have effects that 
are visible only some time after the offence has taken place.383 For example, opaque practices, such as 
the use of intermediate actors and third-party log yards that are unable to trace timber origin, enable 
the laundering of illegal logs that are subsequently placed on the timber market. This issue of timber 
traceability is an essential obstacle for an effective corporate accountability and liability.384 

Given the challenges of the phenomenon and the commitment of the EU to the resilience of our planet, 
the European Council has in recent years recognized environmental crime as one of the main threats 
to security for the EU. The 2021 EU serious and organized crime threat assessment, presented by 
Europol led Member States to identify environmental crime as one of the 10 crime priorities. This 
necessity is reiterated “to combat criminal networks involved in all forms of environmental crime and 
in particular those with a capability to infiltrate legal business structures or set up own companies to 
facilitate their crimes.”385 
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384 Colantoni and Bianchi 2020, supra note 102, p. 22. 
385 European Council, Fight against organised crime: Council sets out 10 priorities for the next 4 years, 2021, available at 

https://www.pubaffairsbruxelles.eu/eu-institution-news/fight-against-organised-crime-council-sets-out-10-priorities-
for-the-next-4-years/. 

https://www.pubaffairsbruxelles.eu/eu-institution-news/fight-against-organised-crime-council-sets-out-10-priorities-for-the-next-4-years/
https://www.pubaffairsbruxelles.eu/eu-institution-news/fight-against-organised-crime-council-sets-out-10-priorities-for-the-next-4-years/


IPOL | Policy Department for Citizens' Rights and Constitutional Affairs 
 

 80  PE 737.869 

 STAKEHOLDERS’ PERSPECTIVE 

KEY FINDINGS 

A « new push for European democracy » is one of the six headline ambitions defined by the 
Commission for the period 2019-2024. 

Within this framework, citizen science appears to be a powerful tool for public engagement and 
empowerment in policy-making and for raising awareness with regard to environmental issues 
and policies. 

Citizen science might help fill the gap of the limitations of traditional monitoring programmes and 
contribute to improved data collection. 

An inclusive approach towards the fight against environmental crimes is increasingly calling for the 
involvement of various stakeholders. In addition to EU agencies such as EUROPOL or EUROJUST, civil 
society has been active to varying degrees in combating environmental crimes across Member States. 
In recent years, civil society has benefitted from the strengthening of awareness and interest in 
environmental protection among the population following the rise in EU climate ambitions, the 
adoption of the Green Deal and the emergence of popular international movements centred on 
environmental protection.386 

This chapter explores on the one hand the contribution of citizen science to combatting environmental 
crime (6.1). It further explores the protection offered to whistle-blowers (6.2). 

 Citizen science 

Citizen science can be defined as « the non-professional involvement of volunteers in the scientific 
process, commonly in data collection, but also in other phases, such as quality assurance, data analysis 
and interpretation, problem definition and the dissemination of results. »387 Giving a stronger role to 
citizens in the decision-making process and a more active role in setting the Union’s priorities are the 
key objectives of the « new push for European democracy », one of the six headline ambitions defined 
by the Commission for the period 2019-2024.388 Within this framework, citizen science appears to be a 
powerful tool for public engagement and empowerment in policy-making and for raising awareness 
with regard to environmental issues and policies. Citizen science initiatives across the EU enable the 
collection of environmental knowledge and can contribute to the attainment of the ambitions, 
strategies and plans laid down in the European Green Deal and other EU (and global) priorities.389 The 
complexity of the information sometimes requires a certain level of expertise or qualifications, 
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depending on the nature of the initiative, and may involve instruction or training of specific knowledge 
for the volunteers. This variety also leads to a diversity in the ways the scientific community defines 
citizen science.390 

Citizen science has been ascertained for its policy value owing to its contribution to various phases of 
the policy-making cycle by identifying problems or issues, increasing societal support to policy 
(‘ownership’), helping government agencies and other organisations to implement policies that are 
meaningful to society, helping to evaluate the impacts of policy decisions through scientific 
observations and investigations on the ground, or supporting the monitoring of policy implementation 
and compliance.391 ICT developments in the past decade and the increased calls for public involvement 
and transparent policy-making led to a greater and more organised citizen science community, both 
nationally and internationally, thereby demonstrating its value also for public authorities at all levels, 
as part of their commitment for strengthened accountability and knowledge-based policy-making.392 
In later stages of the policy process, citizen science monitoring programmes have proven of value in supporting 
policy implementation. For instance, these initiatives contributed to inform the designation of protected areas 
or a better understanding of environmental issues and the means that can facilitate changes in practices (e.g., 
eBird, Seasearch; Smart Citizen, Pan-European Common Bird Monitoring Scheme (PECBMS)).393 Citizen 
science may also complement centralized data reporting by reducing costs in data collection, validation and 
verification,394 and help fill the gap of the large-scale data limitations of traditional monitoring programmes.395 

Despite all these proven and potential advantages, citizen science is also challenged by several factors 
such as the institutional resistance, data quality and management, the lack of awareness by public 
bodies as well as social inequalities. 396 Moreover, the capacity of citizen scientists to deliver high-quality and 
reliable data which lends themselves to comparability and interoperability remains questionable, especially 
when taking into account the standards for official and mandatory statistics.397 

Beyond these challenges, many studies have shown successful citizen science experiences at national, regional 
and local levels, that could be the basis for an integrated approach at the supranational level.398 Within the 
current context of the European Green Deal, there is an increased need for sources of information to 
complement the knowledge base for environment policy development and monitoring.399 

As the analysis of the petitions that gave rise to this study has shown, civil society is increasingly 
involved with environmental issues. The involvement of civil society is not only concerned with the 
preservation of the environment, but members of the public are also determined to raise their voice to 
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demand accountability, stricter laws and better enforcement of said laws. Even if many petitions did 
not directly target environmental crimes, it is clear that this involvement will ultimately help advance 
the fight against this gradually preponderant crime. But beyond the petitions, civil society has been 
involved in various ways in the efforts to tackle environmental crime. The important contribution of 
NGOs has become essential in the detection and reporting of illegal activities. For instance, in the area 
of illegal logging, the EU framework has afforded civil society actors and non-governmental 
organizations the opportunity to be involved in the enforcement of the timber regime by submitting 
substantiated concerns. These concerns are an important pillar in the fight against illegal logging. The 
work of the Environmental Investigation Agency in this regard is quite noticeable, as this ENGO 
conducts regular (undercover) investigations in both EU countries and third countries. The work of 
these organizations has been contributing to decision-making and enforcement actions and has 
helped address EU and global illegal logging challenges. In general, NGOs contribute to provide expert 
opinions and information during investigations, offer training on specific subjects to LEAs and the 
judiciary, contribute to increase the public debate on the relevant issues and, in countries where this is 
allowed by the law, participate in proceedings for public surveillance and represent the citizens’ 
interest.400  

With regard to the protection of the financial interests of the EU, various stakeholders can play an 
important role, for example as regards the prevention and detection of money laundering. The anti-
money laundering framework applies to so-called obliged entities which are required to report 
suspicious activities. These entities include not only credit and financial institutions, but also other 
natural or legal persons acting in the exercise of their professional activities, including auditors, 
external accountants and tax advisors, notaries and other independent legal professionals, trust or 
company service providers, real estate agents, other persons trading in goods to the extent that 
payments are made or received in cash in an amount of EUR 10 000 or more, and providers of gambling 
services.401 

Moreover, the 4th AML Directive also laid down provisions to account for weaknesses in third countries. 
Article 9(1) indeed stipulates that “third-country jurisdictions which have strategic deficiencies in their 
national AML/CFT regimes that pose significant threats to the financial system of the Union (‘high-risk third 
countries’) shall be identified in order to protect the proper functioning of the internal market.” Such a 
provision is quite important, especially in the context of financial crimes, which are most often 
transnational in nature, many of these crimes involving countries with a high prevalence of corruption, 
as well as weak and poorly enforced legal systems. In the context of high-risk third countries, obliged 
entities are required to implement enhanced CDD, whereby supplementary monitoring measures 
must be carried out to reduce the risk of money laundering to the extent possible. With the advent of 
the 4th AML Directive, a shift from the rule-based approach to the risk-based approach was a 
considerable breakthrough: whereas the rule-based approach required professionals to file STRs 
whenever pre-defined criteria were met, these professionals enjoy more leeway under the risk-based 
approach.402 Following this approach, obliged entities are required to assess the level of risk presented 
by transactions, implement according customer due diligence, and decide when to file STRs, 
depending on whether they deem transactions suspicious or not. The resulting reform process thus 
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introduced will enable enhanced beneficial ownership transparency, thanks to improvements 
regarding the identification of the beneficial owner and cooperation between public authorities.403 

 Protection of whistleblowers 

Recently, the EU introduced new legislation protecting whistleblowers and requiring the creation of 
safe channels for reporting corrupt practices.404 On 16 December 2019, the EU Directive 2019/1937 on 
the protection of whistleblowers entered into force.405 

The whistleblower Directive, rests on the assumption that the actors who work for a public or private 
organisation or are in contact with such an organisation in the context of their work-related activities 
are often the first to know about threats or harm to the public interest which arise in that context. The 
contribution of these stakeholders in reporting breaches of Union law that are harmful to the public 
interest is valuable in exposing and preventing such breaches of EU law and in safeguarding the welfare 
of society. The whistleblower Directive intends to provide balanced and effective protection to 
potential whistleblowers so that the latter are not discouraged from reporting their concerns or 
suspicions due to fear of retaliation. 

Directive 2019/1937 aims at enhancing the enforcement of the law and policies of the EU in specific 
areas by laying down common minimum standards providing for a high level of protection of persons 
reporting breaches of Union law.406 The material scope is defined in Article 2 and includes reporting of 
the following breaches of Union law: (a) breaches falling within the scope of the Union acts set out in 
the Annex that concern among others financial services, products and markets, and prevention of 
money laundering and terrorist financing and the protection of the environment; (b) breaches affecting 
the financial interests of the Union as referred to in Article 325 TFEU and as further specified in relevant 
Union measures; (c) breaches relating to the internal market, as referred to in Article 26(2) TFEU. 

The impact assessment on the proposed directive revealed that the protection of whistleblower was 
very limited and sectorial and did not cover all the key areas where insufficient whistleblower 
protection leads to under-reporting of breaches of EU law. Similarly, most Member States offer 
protection only in a piecemeal way and the level of protection varies. The lack of sufficient and 
consistent protection at EU and national level results in underreporting by whistleblowers which in 
turn translates into ‘missed opportunities’ in detecting and preventing breaches of EU law and weakens 
the effectiveness of its enforcement.407 

The impact assessment was based on the assumption that EU action to introduce whistleblower 
protection was necessary in areas where i) there is a need to strengthen enforcement, ii) 
underreporting by whistleblowers is a key factor affecting enforcement, and iii) breaches of EU law may 
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cause serious harm to the public interest. Following this sectoral approach, a number of areas was 
singled out, among which environmental protection. 

The Directive focuses on the protection of ‘reporting persons’, which it defines as “a natural person who 
reports or publicly discloses information on breaches acquired in the context of his or her work-related 
activities.”408 Protection is granted to these persons under the Directive provided that: (a) they had 
reasonable grounds to believe that the information on breaches reported was true at the time of 
reporting and that such information fell within the scope of the Directive; and (b) they reported either 
internally, externally, or made a public disclosure following the rules laid down in relevant provisions 
of the Directive. Through this latter provision, the Directive adopted a three-tiered approach whereby 
information should first be reported through internal reporting channels, or directly through external 
reporting channels, before referring it to a regulator. When no appropriate reaction is given to the 
information, the reporting person can proceed with public disclosure. 

Two fundamental concepts seem to emerge through these conditions laid down by the directive. First, 
whistleblowers are protected from retaliation provided they acted in “good faith” and on “reasonable 
grounds.”409 This provision is “an essential safeguard against malicious and frivolous or abusive reports 
because it ensures that those who, at the time of the reporting, deliberately and knowingly reported 
wrong or misleading information do not enjoy protection. At the same time, the requirement ensures 
that protection is not lost where the reporting person reported inaccurate information on breaches by 
honest mistake.”410 Disclosing information that they believed to be true also assumes that ‘reporting 
persons’ are in a position by virtue of which they have privileged access to information on the breaches 
they intend to report. However, this requirement does not restrict the personal scope of the 
whistleblower Directive. In fact, protection from retaliation under the Directive applies to a broad range 
of reporting persons working in the private or public sector who acquired information on breaches in 
a work-related context including not only employees, but also persons having self-employed status, 
shareholders, volunteers and paid or unpaid trainees and other persons involved in an undertaking, or 
persons working under the supervision and direction of contractors, subcontractors and suppliers. 
Protection from retaliation also extends to reporting persons in a work-based relationship which has 
since ended, or job applicants having acquired information on breaches during the recruitment 
process or other pre-contractual negotiations. Protection should also be provided against retaliatory 
measures taken not only directly vis-à-vis reporting persons themselves, but also those that can be 
taken indirectly, including vis-à-vis facilitators, third persons who are connected with the reporting 
persons and who could suffer retaliation in a work-related context, such as colleagues or relatives of 
the reporting persons, as well as legal entities that the reporting persons own, work for or are otherwise 
connected with in a work-related context .411 The second essential concept is the ability of the reported 
information to cause serious harm to public interest.  

The Directive established obligations for Member States to ensure that legal entities in the private and 
public sector establish internal channels and procedures that would enable reporting of wrongdoings 
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and follow-up. In the private sector, this obligation applies to legal entities with 50 or more workers.412 
Public sector institutions and authorities as well as municipalities with 10,000 or more inhabitants are 
also required to set up suitable internal reporting channels. Similarly, Member States shall, for the 
purpose of external reporting, designate the authorities competent to receive, give feedback and 
follow up on reports, and shall provide them with adequate resources.413 

In the developments leading to Directive 2019/1937, the term ‘public interest’ was included in the title 
of the second resolution (October 2017, 206/2224 (INI)), 414 introduction as a significant shift, whereby 
whistleblowing is merely admitted as legitimate exception to secrecy. 415 

 Whistleblowers’ protection and protection of EU’s financial interests 

The European Court of Auditors expressed concerned with regard to complexity of the material scope 
and the implications this might have in practice for the effective protection of whistleblowers. Recital 
106 of Directive 2019/1937 acknowledged that the material scope is based on the identification of areas 
where the introduction of whistleblower protection appears justified and necessary on the basis of 
evidence available at the time of adoption of the Directive. As such, this recital laid down that the 
material scope of the Directive “could be extended to further areas or Union acts, if that proves 
necessary as a means of strengthening their enforcement in the light of evidence that may come to the 
fore in the future, or on the basis of the evaluation of the way in which this Directive has functioned.” 
Member States are encouraged to consider such extension as needed to ‘ensure a comprehensive and 
coherent framework at national level’.416 The ECA argued that failure to implement such voluntary 
scope extension in national law would result in a situation where end-users would be faced with 
making complex assessments requiring expert knowledge which they might not always possess. 
Within the context of the PIF Directive, potential whistleblowers might not know whether EU funds are 
involved with the information they consider disclosing.417 Whistleblowers might also not be certain 
that the involved breach is covered by the Directive and that protection could be extended under the 
Directive and the national transposing legislation. This complexity can undermine the legal certainty 
and thus deter potential whistleblowers from reporting on breaches of Union law.418 

A proper implementation of the Directive should be promoted because “where a reported breach 
concerns the EU's financial interests, whistleblowing has the potential to generate savings for the EU 
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budget through the recovery of sums unduly paid.”419 It is worth mentioning that the EU budget 
funding is often mixed with national, regional, or private funding. This interrelation can lead to a 
confusing legal situation, whereby some “Member States may decide to apply one whistleblower 
regime to the national part of funding in accordance with existing national legislation (if any exists), 
whilst the EU whistleblowing regime would apply to only the EU part of the funding”.420 At the same 
time, other Member States may consider the whistleblowing Directive to apply to the entire funding 
even if this would not correspond to the financial interests of the EU, as currently defined by the 
legislation.421 

As underlined by the European Commission, “providing for strong whistleblower protection beyond 
the protection already granted to EU Staff can make it easier to detect, prevent and deter fraud, 
corruption, malpractices and other illegal activities affecting the EU’s financial interests, thus 
strengthening the relevant enforcement system.”422  

 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

At the end of 2019, the European commission laid the foundations for a new growth strategy for Europe 
aiming at addressing the existential threat of climate change. Within this framework, the European 
Green Deal occupies a prominent position and paves the way for changes for a modern, resource-
efficient and competitive EU economy. As part of the actions towards climate neutrality in 2050, the 
importance of protecting the financial interests of the EU has been emphasized. In that context, the 
European commission endeavoured to strengthen the fight against environmental crime, especially by 
the adoption of more stringent criminal law measures. Environmental crimes are known for their 
devastating effects on the environment, human health or the economy, but are also increasingly 
pointed out due to their growing scale. As rightly underlined by the Environmental Investigation 
Agency, environmental crime “is at least as serious as any other crime affecting society today. In 
contravention of numerous international treaties, the principal motive for environmental crime is, with 
rare exception, financial gain and its characteristics are all too familiar: organised networks, porous 
borders, irregular migration, money laundering, corruption and the exploitation of disadvantaged 
communities.”423 

The proposed new criminal law measures are meant to reinforce existing measures to ensure a greater 
compliance and ultimately, a better protection and improvement of the status of the environment. The 
impact assessment of the 2008 ECD indeed revealed many shortcomings that must still be addressed 
for an effective enforcement of the criminal law measures. Among others, the 2008 ECD is outdated 
and contains many unclear definitions that hamper effective investigations, prosecutions and cross-
border cooperation. Sanction levels were deemed not sufficiently effective and dissuasive in all 
Member States, and the enforcement chain was found equally ineffective. In addition, despite efforts 
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to improve data collection, systematic data on environmental crimes, their enforcement and their 
sanctioning is still piecemeal, incomplete and inconsistent across the European Union.424 

The lack of a clear definition of environmental crime itself is indeed at the origin of the differences of 
interpretation and can also be one of the sources of disparities in the implementation across Member 
States as regards investigation and prosecutions, and may also hinder cross border cooperation. This 
absence of clarity hinders predictability and legal certainty. In the new proposal, the Commission 
“proposes to carry over the list of offences included in Article 3 of the 2008 ECD, with the necessary 
precisions and modifications, that includes: serious pollution offences; illegal waste management and 
waste shipments; the operation of installations in which dangerous activities are carried out or 
dangerous substances are stored or used; offences related to manufacture, production, processing, 
handling, use, holding, storage, transport, import, export or disposal of radioactive material; wildlife 
crimes, including illegal killing, destruction, possession or taking of specimens of wild fauna and flora 
species, illegal wildlife trafficking and habitats deterioration; illegal production, placing on the market, 
import, export, use, emission or release of ozone depleting substances.”425 From the perspective of a 
comprehensive strategy, the necessity to tackle these offence categories by means of criminal 
sanctions was confirmed by the Council conclusions setting the EU’s priorities for the fight against 
serious and organized crime for the European multi-disciplinary platform against criminal threats 
(EMPACT) 2022-2025.426  

The PIF Directive establishes common rules to protect EU’s financial interests by harmonising not only 
the definitions, but also the sanctions, jurisdiction rules, and limitation periods of the criminal offences 
it covers. However, the “PIF offences” do not include environmental crime.  

Besides, despite commendable regulatory efforts, most processes do not sufficiently, or clearly 
integrate, the financial interests of the European Union which are harmed by environmental crimes. 
Furthermore, the revision of the 2008 ECD, which will bring about a lot of positive regulatory changes 
stills fails to tackle adequately certain intrinsic characteristics of environmental crimes such as the 
aspects linked to transnationality. Yet, this transnational nature of environmental crime is an inherent 
feature of most environmental offenses and is also linked to other crimes that contribute to sustain 
green criminality. The convergence of crimes involves not only corruption as a major enabler of 
environmental crime, but also money laundering and organized crime. While the EU has specific 
legislation on each of these crimes, clear links with environmental crimes are often missing, even 
though environmental crime has been defined as a predicate offense for money laundering in the 
proposal for the 6th Anti-money laundering Directive.  

Unlike corruption and money laundering, environmental crime itself has not been specifically 
recognized in Article 83 TFEU among the so-called ‘euro-crime’, i.e particularly serious crimes with a 

                                                             
424 Wyatt, T., Tackling environmental crime in Europe, A LIFE-ENPE Capitalisation and Gap-filling Report, Matthew Hall, 

University of Lincoln, LIFE14 GIE/UK/000043, 2017. 
425 COM(2021) 851 final, p. 3. 
426 Council conclusions setting the EU's priorities for the fight against serious and organized crime for EMPACT 2022 – 2025, 

8665/21, 12 May 2021. The aim of the priority on environmental crime is: “to disrupt criminal networks involved in all forms 
of environmental crime, with a specific focus on waste and wildlife trafficking, as well as on criminal networks and 
individual criminal entrepreneurs with a capability to infiltrate legal business structures at high level or to set up own 
companies in order to facilitate their crimes”. 
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cross-border dimension. All these limitations may contribute to undermine the effective enforcement 
of measures aiming at combating environmental crime. 

From this perspective, calls for an EU green prosecutor are gaining momentum because of the belief 
that this would greatly compensate for the above-mentioned shortcomings and resolve some of the 
issues related to ineffective cross-border cooperation and heterogeneity across Member States. 
However, even though the Commission sees some added value in a EU Green Prosecutor, a recent 
communication of the President of the Commission suggests that the establishment of such a 
prosecutor will not occur in the near future.427 From another standpoint, while it is believed that a 
greater emphasis on the following, freezing and confiscation of proceeds of environmental crime will 
disincentivize environmental crime, the Directive on the freezing and confiscation of proceeds of crime 
in the European Union was qualified a lost opportunity to address environmental crime and in 
particular, organised environmental crime. While this Directive was meant to regulate in accordance 
with the strategic priorities of the EU's fight against organised crime, it makes no reference to the 
Environmental Crime Directive. 

In view of these observations, the following recommendations are made: 

• Promote a common definition of environmental crime across EU Member States that would 
help develop guidelines on legislative frameworks and enforcement actions. 

• Like for other offenses, a proper categorization of environmental crime as a ‘serious crime’ 
should be considered as a fundamental basis for policy reforms.  

• Promote a greater harmonization of other key concepts of environmental criminal law across 
the EU Member States to ensure a more consistent approach.  

• Develop binding mechanisms on reporting on environmental crime and related infringements 
in order to improve data gathering. Reliable and more complete statistics are needed to guide 
regulatory actions consistent with the magnitude of the problem. 

• A European Green Prosecutor does not rank high on the short-term policy agenda of the EU. 
Consider the necessity for an intermediate solution aimed at empowering a supranational 
body to complement Member States’ enforcement efforts and facilitate cooperation and the 
investigation of cross-border environmental crimes. 

• A more holistic approach to tackling environmental crime is necessary to take account of the 
convergence of crime. In this regard, effective multidisciplinary cooperation is necessary and 
should also seek to reconcile competent administrative, law enforcement and judicial 
authorities.  

• Recognize environmental crime as a serious crime and a form of organized crime. This would 
broaden the range of investigative tools and facilitate cross-border cooperation. 

• Encourage, facilitate and finance greater cooperation among Member States in order to ensure 
an effective response to the transnational nature of environmental crime. 

• Further promote civil society involvement by raising awareness and increasing transparency.  

                                                             
427  https://www.politico.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/08/Letter-Ursula-VdL-on-environmental-crimes-and-

EPPO_August-2021.pdf. 
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• Better monitor compliance of obliged entities with their due diligence obligations. This 
would also contribute to strengthen financial investigations and ultimately prosecutions.  
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ANNEX 

LIST OF PETITIONS ON ENVIRONMENTAL CRIMES 

2014-2018 

1030/2018 

Petition No 1030/2018 by Raffaella Scattolon (Italian) on cancellation of the BresciaVerona high-speed 
rail project 

The petitioner is calling for the Brescia-Verona high-speed rail (TAV) project to be halted, since she 
believes it to be uneconomic and harmful to spatial development and the environment. She wishes a 
number of cost-benefit analysis to be carried out, in which the first option to take into consideration 
should be the upgrading of existing railway lines. Finally, she asks the European institutions to ascertain 
whether EU legislation has been infringed. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward for information to the TRAN and 
ENVI committees. 

Or. it 

1078/2018 

Petition No 1078/2018 by Velichka Velichkova (Bulgarian), bearing 182 signatures, on the violation of 
the environmental legislation at a biogas plant in Tsarevets village, Mezdra Municipality, Bulgaria 

The petitioner complains that the biogas plant in Tsarevets village, which processes about 164 tons of 
waste daily, does not comply with EU law. It is alleged that during the planning and the construction 
of the plant, the requirements for environmental protection have not been complied with and that a 
public health impact assessment has been deliberately avoided. 

Information 

Treat together with Petition No 1091/2018 concerning similar issues. 

The petition makes reference to the following EU legislation as being potentially applicable: Directive 
2008/50/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner air for Europe; Directive 2012/18/EU on the control of 
major-accident hazards involving dangerous substances; Directive 2008/98/EC on waste (Waste 
Framework Directive); Directive 1069/2009 laying down health rules as regards animal by-products and 
derived products not intended for human consumption; Directive 2010/75/EU on industrial emissions, 
Directive 2009/28/EC on the promotion of the use of energy from renewable sources; Directive 
2014/52/EU on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the environment. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward for information to the ENVI 
committee. 

Or. en 

1099/2018 

Petition No 1099/2018 by J6zef Drzazgowski (Polish), bearing 531 signatures, on the environmental 
disaster caused by opencast coal mining in eastern Wielkopolska 
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The petitioner represents residents of municipalities on the border of Wielkopolska and Kujawy who 
have been warning of the threat to the environment posed by lignite mines in the region for more than 
10 years. A complaint was made to the Commission in 2008 concerning an improperly conducted 
environmental impact assessment. Calls for compliance with environmental regulations, e.g. in the 
case of Lake Goplo, have not been acted upon by the Polish Government; one of the mines is operating 
without valid water permits, and the active mines are having an increasingly negative impact on the 
environment. Hydrological conditions, water resources and water quality are deteriorating, while 
numerous NATURA 2000 protected areas, valuable species and habitats protected by the Birds and 
Habitats Directives are under threat. Drought and heavy metal pollution are not the only effects of this 
extensive exploitation of lignite. Moreover, despite community protests, lignite mining remains a 
priority for the Polish Government, in spite of the damage and losses to citizens and the environment, 
and the spatial planning programmes introduced by central and local authorities diminish the role and 
the ability of local communities to participate in decision-making relating to spatial planning and 
mining activities in the region. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward for information to the ENVI 
committee. 

Or. pl 

1105/2018 

Petition No 1105/2018 by Kremena Petrova (Bulgarian), on behalf of the Association "Nova Zagora 
wants to breathe" ("H0Ba 3aropa ncKa ma nnma"), bearing 1176 signatures, on a biogas production 
plant in Nova Zagora, Bulgaria 

The petitioner complains that the construction of the biogas plant in the town of Nova Zagora does 
not comply with EU Directives and Regulations on health and environmental protection. The petitioner 
points that this has had a largely negative impact on environmental pollution as well as the health of 
the citizens. 

Information 

• Petitions 1091/2018 and 1078/2018 concerned similar issues. 

• Directives potentially concerned in the petition are: 

Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality and cleaner air for Europe; Directive 2012/18/EU on the 
control of major-accident hazards involving dangerous substances; Directive 2008/98/EC on waste and 
repealing certain Regulations and Directives; Regulation 1069/2009 laying down health rules as regards 
animal by-products and derived products not intended for human consumption and repealing 
Regulation (EC) No 1774/2002 (Animal by-products Regulation); Directive 2010/75/EU on industrial 
emissions (integrated pollution prevention and control); Directive 2009/28/EC on the promotion of the 
use of energy from renewable sources and amending and subsequently repealing Directives 
2001/77/EC and 2003/30/EC•, Directive 2014/52/EU on the assessment of the effects of certain public 
and private projects on the environment. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward for information to the ENVI 
committee;  treat together with Petitions 1091/2018 and 1078/2018. 

Or. en 



Environmental crime affecting EU financial interests, the economic recovery and the EU’s Green Deal objectives 

PE 737.869 101 

0823/2018 

Petition No 0823/2018 by A.S. (Polish) on the alleged infringement of EU environmental law due to the 
construction of an expressway within a Natura 2000 site 

The petitioner and other inhabitants of a commune located in the Bobrza river valley provide 
information on a possible infringement of the rules governing the authorisation procedure regarding 
the construction of the S-74 expressway running through a Natura 2000 site. The environmental permit 
for the project was drafted on the basis of an environmental impact report that included six different 
route options. Ultimately, due to public pressure, the Regional Director for Environmental Protection 
selected an option that runs through the Bobrza river protected area, as well through the habitats of 
protected animal and bird species. Furthermore, the petitioners claim that the project may degrade 
the environment and result in an increase in noise and exhaust emission levels. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission  forward for information to ENVI and TRAN. 

Or. pl 

0722/2018 

Petition No 0722/2018 by Libor Fleischans (Czech) on damage to the environment as a result of the 
amendments to Act No 56/2001 and Decree 302/2001 

The petitioner alleges that the legislation in question is not efficient in emission control of motor 
vehicles in the Czech Republic. He believes that a range of fraudulent methods of control exist in which 
control data is manipulated. This has resulted in increased emissions from vehicles, which is harmful to 
public health. The petitioner further alleges that the contested legislation violates competition rules. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward to ENVI and TRAN for information. 

Or. en 

0262/2018 

Petition No 0262/2018 by Lutz Rittmeier (German) on a complaint against the Federal 

Republic of Germany for non-compliance with the Environmental Noise Directive (Directive 
2002/49/EC) 

The petition concerns claims of non-compliance by the city of Eckernfoerde with Directive 2002/49/EC 
on Environmental Noise and other Union legislation, including Directive 2003/4/EC on Public Access to 
Environmental Information, as well as breaches of the Aarhus Convention. The petitioner details the 
legal provisions which he claims have been violated, including in particular those relating to mandatory 
periodic revision of environmental noise action plans, public consultation and participation rights in 
related decision-making, and access to information. The petitioner claims that certain violations date 
back as far as 2007, and that the public authorities have repeatedly denied the admissibility of 
complaints on the procedure and the ensuing delays. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward to ENVI  

Or. en 

0062/2018 
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Petition No 0062/2018 by E. A. (Greek) on the environmental disaster taking place in the Antonis Tritsis 
Park in Athens, and the risks to public health 

The petitioner points out the environmental disaster taking place in the Antonis Tritsis park, in Ilion, 
Athens, and its potential consequences to public health. She notes that the singularity of this park is 
based on a lake system that houses both fish and several species of birds (herons, cormorants, etc.). The 
water has not been recycled for years and the lakebed has been destroyed; as a result, hundreds of 
mice are flooding the areas where the lake has dried out, creating a source of contamination. She 
complains about the fact that the competent agencies have not done anything in this matter, although 
they have been officially committed for about a year. The petitioner asks the EP to investigate the above 
situation and enforce accountability among those responsible. 

Recommendations 

 declare admissible;  inform the petitioner that the maintenance and management of parks, and the 
protection of public health is the sole responsibility of the Greek authorities, therefore the EP has no 
power to intervene in this case;  refer the petitioner to the Park Managing Body, the Region of Attica 
on public health issues and possibly the Greek courts;  send to the petitioner Parliamentary Question.  

Or. el 

0040/2018 

Petition No 0040/2018 by Alberto Malagoli (Italian) on an alleged infringement of Directive 91/271/EC 
for sewage pollution 

The petitioner alleges an infringement of Directive 91/271/EEC by a sewerage system that discharges 
waste water from an industrial zone without a purifier into a privately owned ditch, thus turning it into 
a swamp of putrid, unhealthy water. 

Information 

The text of the petition, which is extremely brief and has no annexes, does not provide any details of 
the type or stage of the procedure for implementing the project in question. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission  ask the petitioner to send more technical and 
administrative details. 

Or. it 

1254/2017 

Petition No 1254/2017 by T, P, (Hungarian) on alleged violations of the Natura 2000 Directive in the 
forest of Sajohidveg, Hungary 

The petitioner owns a Natura 2000 forest in Hungary. According to him the Hungarian authorities fail 
to comply with EU nature legislation by adopting inadequate national laws and administrative 
measures and failing to take proper enforcement action. In particular, the national legislation does not 
require the national authorities to make any regional forestry plans. Therefore, the authorities can 
oblige forest owners to implement certain projects (e.g. reforestation) without any existing forestry 
plan, which is detrimental to the areas concerned. He submitted a complaint on this issue to the 
European Commission but considers that its reply wrongly takes for granted the information provided 
by the Hungarian authorities. 

Recommendations 
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Declare admissible; ask-the-Commission-for-information;  forward to the ENVI committee for 
information. 

Or. en 

1218/2017 

Petition No 1218/2017 by J.K, (Polish), on behalf of the 'Ekologiczna Gmina' association, with two 
signatures, on the construction, part-funded by the EU, of a viewing tower (Kleista tower) in Slubice 
natural park 

The petitioner is lodging a complaint against the decision on EU co-funding for the construction of a 
viewing tower and accompanying infrastructure in the only natural park in Slubice. According to the 
petitioner, this constitutes a threat to the natural habitats of protected bird species in particular, as well 
as a number of other protected species. Furthermore, the petitioner raises the issue of the lack of 
support for the project among residents of the town and the area surrounding the site on the Polish 
side. Many people fear that it will reduce the value of neighbouring plots and harm owners of nearby 
properties. The petitioner is seeking to have the decision relating to this investment set aside by the EU 
institutions, or by recourse to the EU judicial authorities (as the association itself is not entitled to bring 
a case before the ECJ). 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission  forward for information to ENVI. 

Or. pl 

1100/2017 

Petition No 1100/2017 by R. P. (Polish) on the improvement of air quality in Poland 

The petitioner expressed his concerns about air quality in Poland. He asked the Committee on Petitions 
to pressurise the Polish government ,which, in his opinion, does not implement properly the EU 
programme Clean Air For Europe (CAFE) and Directive 2002/91/EC on the energy performance in 
buildings. He explained that the smog observed in Poland in the last years is due to the increase in the 
number of cars and the extensive use of coal in the furnaces for heating houses. He especially 
incriminated the permissive nature of local and national authorities, the lack of control on different 
levels and the non-respect of norms. 

Information 

CAFE documentation: 

https:/fiwww.eea.europa.eu/themes/air/links/research-projects/clean-air-for-europeprogramme-cafe 

The Member States must apply minimum requirements as regards the energy performance of new and 
existing buildings, ensure the certification of their energy performance and require the regular 
inspection of boilers and air conditioning systems in buildings (Directive 2002/91 /EC). 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  forward for information to ENVI;  ask the Commission for information. 

Or. en 

1086/2017 
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Petition 1086/2017 by Georgios Kapentzonis (Greek), on behalf of the municipality of Dorida, on the 
impact of a dam and an artificial lake on the environment and on the economic and social life of local 
residents in Mornos (Greece) 

In his capacity as Mayor of Dorida, the petitioner expresses concern at the adverse impact on 

the local community in Mornos of a dam and an artificial lake, which is the main source of drinking 
water in Attica. According to the petitioner, the impact of these major projects have not to date been 
assessed by the Greek Government, since  approval has yet to be issued for the project. 
He expresses great concern at the restrictions imposed on cultivation and livestock farming, the 
destruction of infrastructures, including roads, the adverse environmental impact on the community, 
the financial cost to local residents, who are not supplied by the lake, the adverse social and economic 
effects suffered by them resulting from the change in land use around the lake and the absence of any 
ecological benefits downstream of the dam. Finally, he claims that a total ban of activity within 1 500 
metres around the lake means that 1 000 hectares of land are being left unused, detracting from the 
vitality of the area as a whole. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward to the ENVI committee for 
information. 

Or. el 

1076/2017 

caused by insufficient action from the government side 

The petitioner is very concerned by the heavy industrial pollution of the river Tagus (Tejo) near Vila 
Velha de R6däo in Portugal, which has been taking place for several years. The petitioner notes that, 
despite the fact that the pollution is very well documented by river activists, the Portuguese 
government has failed to take action to address the situation. She further stresses that the Tagus river 
waters are used for agriculture and for domestic water provision, and that the ongoing pollution is 
therefore putting the health of the public at risk and destroying the ecosystem in an irreversible 
manner. The petitioner urges the EU to put pressure on the Portuguese government to swiftly take 
action to address this situation. 

Information 

The applicable legislation is the Water Framework Directive (Directive 2000/60/EC of 23 October 2000). 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward for information to ENVI. 

Or. en 

0855/2017 

Petition No 0855/2017 by N.F. (Italian) on the protection of the Spöl River in Livigno 

The petitioner expresses concern at the drying-up of the Spöl River in Livigno in the province of 
Sondrio, attributing this to disruptions of the original ecosystem, the hydrological and morphological 
equilibrium and the microclimate naturally occurring in alpine valleys rich in watercourses. He argues 
that this is an infringement of European legislation, in particular Directive 2000/60/EC establishing a 
framework for Community action in the field of water. The petitioner is accordingly seeking action by 
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the European Parliament to ensure that the Italian authorities put an end to this dangerous situation 
for the river ecosystem. 

Information 

The petitioner has attached a number of documents to the petition. 

The petitioner is acting on his own behalf and as President of the 'L'acqua tua' water quality association. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward to the ENVI Committee for 
information. 

Or. it 

0820/2017 

Petition No 0820/2017 by D.R. (British) on Cyprus' potential failure to comply with recycling 
responsibilities as a Member State of the EU 

The petitioner complains of the apparent non-compliance with EU recycling rules by Cyprus. He 
describes a situation in which residents are informed that all household waste, even if correctly sorted, 
ends up in landfills. He claims that this is true regardless of whether the waste disposal services are 
handled by public authorities or private subcontractors. The petitioner is therefore asking the European 
Parliament to investigate whether Cyprus complies with relevant EU legislation on recycling or whether 
all waste in Cyprus illegally ends up in landfills. 

Information 

The petitioner regularly submits petitions on various topics relating to daily life in Cyprus 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  inform the petitioner he can access 
further information on the applicable recycling targets as well as compliance reporting by Member 
States under the Waste Framework Directive and the Commission Decision 2011/753/EU under the 
following link: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/framework/targets.htm forward for 
informationto the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety 

Or. en 

0812/2017 

Petition No 0812/2017 by Patricio Oschlies Serrano (Spanish) on Bialowieüa forest in Poland  

The petitioner condemns the deforestation of Bialowie±a forest and the indiscriminate felling of trees, 
and requests that this forest area be placed under protection as soon as possible. 

Information 

The petitioner regularly submits petitions on a very wide variety of issues. To date, he has submitted 
22 petitions to the Parliament. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  consider this petition together with other 
petitions on Bialowieza. 

Or. es 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/framework/targets.htm
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0809/2017 

Petition No 0809/2017 by Jose Ramon Barrueco Sanchez (Spanish) on the uranium mine in Salamanca 

The petitioner is complaining about the environmental impact of an open pit uranium mine in the 
Natura 2000 network (the Yeltes river). He is not satisfied with the environmental impact assessment, 
which he claims does not consider the radioactivity of the mining waste nor its impact on livestock 
farming in the area. He is also concerned about the indiscriminate felling of holm oaks. 

Information 

Petition No 174/2017 concerned a similar issue. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward to the Committee on the 
Environment, Public Health and Food Safety for information. 

Or. es 

0805/2017 

Petition No ()8()5/2()17 by Radoslaw élusarczyk (Polish), on behalf of seven Polish NGOs, on non-
compliance of Polish legislation on forest management with EU environmental law 

The petitioners, a group of seven Polish NGOs, claim that the new legislation on forest management 
adopted by Poland in 2016 circumvents the environmental safeguards provided in the EU Birds 
Directive and Habitats Directive and has a massive destructive effect on invaluable forest ecosystems. 
Firstly, according to the petitioners, the new law establishes a blanket presumption that all forest 
management activities comply with the two European directives, as long as they observe the 
"requirements of good forestry practice," which have not yet been defined or regulated by any law. 
Consequently, forestry operations are now conducted in a legal vacuum, outside the scope of EU 
environmental legislation. Secondly, the petitioners argue that the law allows forest managers to 
disregard the safeguards provided in the two directives for the protection of wild animals of protected 
species if their forest management activities are carried out based on Forest Management Plans (an 
extension of a provision already found incompatible with EU law and due to expire on 1 January 2017) 
or if they decide to use technologies deemed to render the protection of wildlife impossible. The 
petitioners urge the European Parliament to ensure compliance with EU environmental legislation, 
given that intensive logging has already been carried out in the past months in three major Polish 
forests, threatening the existence of several species of endangered birds. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward for information to the. the 
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food safety 

Or. en 

0755/2017 

Petition No 0755/2017 by M.N.M. (Italian) on the protection of Italian national parks 

The petitioner expresses concern regarding the new Italian legislation on protected areas, arguing that 
it fails to protect the 23 Italian national parks effectively. According to the petitioner, the new law 
amending Law 394/91 will allow the national parks to be ruined by hunting and hydrocarbon 
prospecting activities and fail to ensure natural heritage protection and wildlife conservation. She also 
maintains that monitoring standards have slipped since the forest guards were made part of the 
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carabinieri. Finally, she calls for action by the European Parliament to have the new national parks 
legislation withdrawn. 

Information 

The signatory is a member of the National Parks Conservation Committee.  Law 394/91 is known 
as the framework law on conservation areas. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward to the ENVI Committee for 
information. 

Or. it 

0626/2017 

Petition No 0626/2017 by Josef Kipperer (Austrian) on the non-application of the EU Water Framework 
Directive and other EU legislation 

The petitioner complains of a situation of continuous non-application and repeated breaches of the EU 
Water Framework Directive by certain Austrian authorities. The main allegations pertain to a road-
building project, namely the construction of the A2 South motorway (Mooskirchen-Pack). The 
petitioner claims that the regional authorities of Styria, amongst others, have knowingly permitted the 
deterioration and pollution of up to 20 drinking water sources in the area, as well as other 
environmental damage, from 2007-2015, during the completion of the motorway. The water pollutants 
include chloride and heavy metals. The petitioner refers to a 2014 assessment of drinking water 
samples which showed high levels of these pollutants. The petitioner describes the legal and 
administrative complaints he has filed with Austrian authorities and reports of unsatisfactory results. 

Information 

The petition is written in a repetitive and incoherent manner. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward to ENVI for information. 

Or. en 

0614/2017 

Petition No 0614/2017 by Marco Santini (Italian), on behalf of 'Meet-up of Casciana T. Lari in 
Movimento', against the exploitation of geothermal energy in an area with thermal baths 

The petitioner describes two projects searching for geothermal fluids, entitled 'Soiana' and 'La fornace', 
in the land belonging to several municipalities in the province of Pisa, including Casciana Terme Lari, 
where there is a thermal spa treatment centre. The petitioner specifically cites Tuscan regional law No 
52/2016, which on the subject of localisation and construction of geothermal plants envisages seeking 
an agreement between the region and the municipalities concerned by the localisation of a plant. In 
this regard, the petitioner underlines that the municipal administration of Casciana Terme Lari has on 
several occasions expressed that it is opposed to authorising geothermal plants, as they could 
potentially be dangerous to the area. In fact,he considers that these projects: - would be incompatible 
with the provisions of the Water Framework Directive, which requires Member States to take measures 
to prevent the deterioration of bodies of groundwater (i.e. groundwater pollution); - fail to take into 
account the actual environmental situation of the landscape concerned (a thousand year-old thermal 
basin); and - constitute a microseismic hazard, as they do not take the geomorphological processes on 
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the slopes into account. For these reasons, and based on the precautionary principle, the petitioner 
requests that the entire municipal territory of Casciana Terme Lari be identified as an area unsuitable 
for any type of geothermal energy exploitation. 

Information 

The petitioner has attached 4 technical/adminisfrative documents to substantiate the grounds for his 
request. 

The petitioner cites the Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC), but omits Directive 2009/28/EC, 
which defines geothermal energy as follows: 'energy stored in the form of heat beneath the surface of 
solid earth'. Low-enthalpy geothermal reservoirs constitute a renewable source of energy, and as such 
are included in the 2020 Strategy. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information; 

Or. it 

0398/2017 

Petition No 0398/2017 by Laura Ferrara (Italian) on the treatment of urban waste water in Calabria 

The petitioner complains about the chronic deficiencies of the waste water treatment system in 
Calabria, which led to two infringement procedures before the Court of Justice of the European Union 
(the first ending with a ruling against Italy on 19 July 2012) for infringement of Directive 91/271/EEC on 
the treatment of urban waste water. According to the latest water census (2012 data), only 51.5% of 
waste water meets European standards. Furthermore, some plants are undcr-uscd and two thirds do 
not appear to be subject to annual checks. The effects of that neglect can be seen in the data recorded 
by the Goletta Verde on bathing waters in Calabria in the 2016 summer season: more than two thirds 
of the locations, where there are a high number of bathers, were very polluted (in particular on the 
coast around Reggio Calabria). The petitioner stresses that the entire regional sewage system needs to 
be monitored, and that waste water needs to be treated before it is discharged. Recalling TFEU articles 
on health (Article 6(a)) and on the environment (Article 4(e)), the precautionary principle and 
preventive action relating to the environment (Article 191 (2)), she calls for the EU to exert pressure on 
the Calabrian regional authorities to carry out a census of all sewage systems and to address the 
deficiencies of sewage plants, and to draw up a special action plan to rectify the critical state of the 
urban waste water treatment system. 

Information 

Annexes to the petition: l) ECJ Judgment in case C-565-10 of 19/7/12; 2) Infringement procedure 
2014/2059 — Implementation in Italy of Directive 1991/271/EEC; 3) Legambiente report of July 2016 
on waste water treatment in Calabria; 4) 2016 monitoring data by the Green Schooner in Calabria; 5) 
ARPA in Calabria (Regional Agency for the Protection of the Environment) data on bathing waters 
(2016). 

The Commission has opened three infringement procedures on violations of Directive 91/271/EEC by 
Italy in more than 800 urban centres: the first procedure resulted in the ECJ ruling of 19 July 2012 in 
case C-565/10; the second procedure resulted in the ECJ ruling of 10 April 2014 in case C-85/13; in the 
third procedure, the Commission delivered a Reasoned Opinion on 26 March 2015 (see the answer 
given by Commissioner Vella of 10 May 2015 to question E-006241/2015). 

The petitioner is a Member of the European Parliament. 



Environmental crime affecting EU financial interests, the economic recovery and the EU’s Green Deal objectives 

PE 737.869 109 

There are cases undergone by the EC before the ECJ notably the case C85/13 (the second case based 
on directive 91/271) where Italy has been condemned for not respecting the urban water directive. As 
the petition indicates the issue of bathing waters in touristic areas, it could be opportune to make 
reference to the...bathing waters directive (2006/7) for which 3 infringement proceedings have been 
initiated against Italy by the EC (2006/2017, 2008/2295 and all closed, the latest (2011/2217) at the 
reasoned opinion stage. If issues continue, the EC should. be questioned on the outcomes of these 
infringements (access to documents based on Regulation 1049/2001) 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward to ENVI for information. 

Or. it 

0364/2017 

Petition No 0364/2017 by Simon Baraldi (Italian) on the infringement of Directive 94/22ÆC in Italy in 
relation to concessions for the prospection, exploration and production of hydrocarbons 

The petitioner complains that Italy has breached European law regarding the conditions for granting 
and using authorisations for hydrocarbon prospection, exploration and production. Italian 
environmental law states that 'licences that have already been issued shall be preserved for the 
duration of the life of the mine, in compliance with safety and environmental standards ' . Thus the law 
enables companies, and all other holders of qualifying licences, to continue prospecting for, exploring 
for and producing liquid and gaseous hydrocarbons at sea even after concessions have expired. 
According to the petitioner, that practice entails a breach of the principles of freedom of establishment, 
non-discrimination and protection of competition. The petitioner therefore requests that a reprimand 
be sent with regard to respecting the free market and competition in Italy, as enshrined in EU 
legislation, and that, if the infringement persists, an infringement procedure be initiated against the 
Italian State. 

Information 

The petitioner has already submitted eight petitions in 2017 on a variety of subjects. 

Directive 94/22/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 May 1994 concerns the 
conditions for granting and using authorizations for the prospection, exploration and production of 
hydrocarbons. 

directive on concession contracts (2014/23) on the Award of Concession Contracts 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward for information to the ITRE, IMCO 
and ENVI committees. 

Or. it 

0280/2017 

Petition No 0280/2017 by A. T. (Italian) on alleged breaches of Community law in the extension of a 
motorway 

The petitioner lists a number of gaps and possible incidences of non-compliance with Community 
legislation as a result of the widening from two to three lanes of part of the A4 Venice-Trieste motorway 
within Friuli, which is entirely managed by Autovie Venete. In particular, the petitioner complains about 
the failure to consult the community concerned, either before or during the execution of the work. That 
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failure disregards the Aarhus Convention on access to information and public participation in decision-
making and infringes both Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and 
programmes on the environment and Directive 2000/60/EC establishing a framework for Community 
action in the field of water policy. Among other reasons for the complaint were the following: the 
absence of environmental compensation for land contamination and increased traffic, the lack of an 
expropriation plan resulting in unlawful occupation, and the lack of a passover and cycle and 
pedestrian lanes. The petitioner also included the environmental impact suffered by birds and 
migratory amphibians, the impact of anti-noise barriers (along long stretches of highway and which 
are four to five metres high), disturbances of hydro-geological equilibrium and last but not least the 
lack of a review by an independent observatory used for environmental monitoring. Instead, for the 
current project, the company carrying out the work did the review. For those reasons, the local 
community calls for the establishment of a permanent observatory which would involve citizens in the 
most critical aspects of site work (air pollution, surface and groundwater, soil and subsoil, flora and 
fauna, noise, vibration and protection of the landscape). 

Information 

The petitioner is the president of the Committee for life in rural Friuli, as stated in the petition. 

Recommendation 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for inforrnation  ask the petitioner for more detailed 
inforrnation on the most important aspects of the project;  forward to EN V I and TRAN for 
inforrnation.Or. it 

0245/2017 

Petition No 0245/2017 by H.A. (German), on behalf of Steinbruchfreunde e.V., on the filling of the 
Steinbruch Dettelbach quarry and the allegedly resultant damage to a protected ecosystem 

The petitioner is writing on behalf of an environmental association, Steinbruchfreunde e. V. ("Friends 
of the Quarry"), in relation to the granting of a permit by local Bavarian authorities for the partial filling 
of a quarry in Dettelbach, Kitzingen. The association argues that this permit is in breach of EU law as 
regards the protection of endangered species under the Habitats Directive (Council Directive 
92/43/EEC), as the filling process would lead to the destruction of both primary and secondary habitats 
of a number of endangered amphibian and bird species. The petitioner argues that these species ought 
to receive protection under EU law, pursuant to Annexes Il and IV of the Directive. 

Information 

The petitioner states that the association has already submitted petitions and appeals against the 
granted permits to local authorities, to no avail. 

Similar petition to 0229/2017 (Spain) in the same series. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward for information to the ENVI 
Committee. 

Or. en 

0228/2017 

Petition No 0228/2017 by Fabio Tosi (Italian) on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild flora 
and fauna in the Liguria region 
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The petitioner complains about the infringement in the Liguria region of European law on the 
conservation of natural habitats and of wild flora and fauna. He claims that the Liguria region and the 
competent bodies have supported a permissive application of the above legislation on a number of 
occasions by limiting the impact assessment procedure exclusively to actions that come formally 
within the scope of Sites of Community Interest (SCI). He calls on the competent EU institutions to 
consider opening an infringement procedure against Italy. 

Information 

Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna 
and flora; 

The petitioner has attached a large number of documents to the petition. 

The cases referred to by the petitioner include: landfill site No 6 at Sanremo, the replenishing of the Bay 
of San Michele at Rapallo, the dredging/refilling work in the Bay of Levanto, and the dredging of the 
final stretch of the Magra, Cave Monte Parodi and Fornace. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  forward to the ENVI Committee for 
information. 

Or. it 

0212/2017 

Petition No 0212/2017 by V.D. (Romanian) on the deforestation problem in Europe 

The petitioner is asking whether deforestation endangers Europe as a large number of trees are being 
cut for furniture production and construction. He also refers to illegal cutting of wood in Romanian 
natural reserves. He adds that when a tree is cut negative energy is released into the Earth. The 
petitioner urges the use of altemative materials to replace the extensive use of wood pellet and insists 
that legislation be modified to enhance that. 

Information 

The petitioner has asked for a confidential treatment of his petition. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  thank the petitioner for his thoughts and infom him that the Members have taken 
due note;  inform the petitioner of the position expressed on the matter by the EP (lastly on 6 July 
2017 in the occasion of the adoption of the Report conceming the EU Action for Sustainability. 

Or. en 

0198/2017 

Petition No 0198/2017 by Ian Blore (British) on alleged breach of the EU environmental legislation as a 
consequence of the permission to construct a cruise liner terminal in London 

The petitioner is concerned about alleged breach of the EU environmental legislation as a consequence 
of the decision of the competent authorities to grant pennission to construct a cruise liner tenninal in 
London. The petitioner explains that such decision was taken without proper environmental impact 
assessment. The proposed development is within Air Quality Management Area which covers the 
whole of the London boroughs of Greenwich and Tower Hamlets. Both boroughs suffer from increased 
air pollution levels which exceed permissible limits on main roads. 
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In the view of the petitioner the UK is infringing both the Directive 2011/92/EU on the assessment of 
the effects of certain public and private projects on the environment and Air Quality Directive 
2008/50/EC. The cruise ports should consider mitigation measures recommended by Article 4 (5) of 
Directive 2014/94/EU on the deployment of alternative fuels infrastructure. The petitioner claims that 
there will be a continuing infringement of permitted air quality limits should the permitted 
development take place without adequate mitigation. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for infon•nation;  send to ENVI for information. 

Or. en 

0174/2017 

Petition No 0174/2017 by Ismael Antonio L6pez Perez (Spanish) on the uranium mine in Retortillo and 
Villavieja, Salamanca 

The petitioner is complaining about the environmental impact of an open-cast uranium mine in a 
Natura 2000 network areas (the River Yeltes) close to Retortillo and Villavieja. He is unhappy about the 
incorrectly conducted environmental impact assessment, which, he maintains, did not assess the 
radioactivity of mining waste or its impact on livestock farming in the local area. He is also concerned 
about the indiscriminate manner in which holm oak trees are being felled. 

Recommendations 

 Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information. 

Or. es 

0130/2017 

Petition No 0130/2017 by Maria Vanesa Catalan Gonzalez (Spanish) on Canary Islands 

Government laws 2/2016 and 6/2002 on land management laws for tourism on El Hierro, 

La Gomera and La Palma, which are allegedly violating EU environmental standards 

The petitioner complains that Canary Islands Government laws 2/2016 and 6/2002 breach EU 
environmental standards. The Canary Islands Government allegedly claims that the Special Tourism 
Planning Tools are solely intended to give them the final say on planning decisions and authorising 
'Strategic Structuring Projects' — in reality, such building projects are 'independent' from planning. 
However, those planning tools were not presented as such during the Strategic Environmental 
Assessments (SEA) mandated by EU directives when adopting plans and programmes. 

Information 

 The Spanish Supreme Court, in its ruling of 18 May 2015, stated that the entirety of the 'Tourist 
Planning Plan' was approved without the due SEA in contravention of Article 7 and Temporary 
Provision I(a)(2) of State law 9/2006 of 23 April 2006 and Directive 2001/42/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 27 June 2001 on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and 
programmes on the environment, and it declared void the Canary Islands Government's decree 
123/2008 of 27 May 2008 on the permanent partial approval of the Special Territorial Tourism Planning 
Plan for La Palma (PTEOTI). 

Petitions 0131/2017 and 0134/2017 refer to the same subject and were processed as shown below. 

Recommendations 
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Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  treat jointly with petitions 0131/2017 and 
0134/2017. 

Or. es 

0045/2017 

Petition No 0045/2017 by Zornitsa Stratieva (Bulgarian) on the non-implementation of EU Directives by 
the Bulgarian Ministry of Environment and Waters 

The petitioner complains about a violation of EU law in connection with the preliminary execution of 
an investment project for the construction of a new village on the border of Plana SCI, within an area 
forming the corridor for woodland species, such as bear (Ursus arctos) and European wolf (Canis lupus), 
between the "Vitosha" SCI (BGOOOOI 13) and "Plana" SCI (BG0001307), which are on the national 
Natura 2000 sites list. The petitioner insists that the environmental impact assessment of the 
investment project has not been carried out properly and informs of having sent complaints to the 
Ministry of Environment and Waters (MoEW) to stop the investment project. Such complaints were 
disregarded by the Ministry. The petitioner also informs of not being able to challenge the Ministry's 
actions before the Supreme Administrative Court, because in preceding cases the Court had taken the 
position that citizens have no legal right to complain about administrative acts of MoEW and ordered 
to pay high sums for judicial costs. The petitioner requests the European Parliament and the 
Commission to guarantee the right of the citizens in Bulgaria to appeal illegal environmental acts of 
MoEW with reasonable judicial procedural costs and to urge MoEW to develop and adopt special 
methodology for cumulative assessments of projects and plans under the Environmental Protection 
Act and Biodiversity Act. 

Information 

The petitioner addressed the matter in the form of a letter also directly to President Tajani, signed by 
co-petitioner Alexander Dountchev. The letter specifies that the violation of EU law has occurred "due 
to the fact that the Ministry of Environment and Waters has decided for an investment project in the 
cited Natura 2000 area to be enacted even though the procedures for environmental impact 
assessment have not been carried out properly. Namely, the SEA and Assessment of Compatibility 
Report have been accepted without full assessment of cumulative impacts, which are according to the 
explicit requirements of the Bulgarian Biodiversity Act and the Environmental Protection Act, as well as 
the relevant EU Directives. In the same time, the MoEW allowed preliminary execution of the 
investment project in violation of the precautionary principle and the findings and recommendations 
of the Aarhus Convention Compliance Committee with regard to communication ACCC/C/2012/76 
concerning compliance by Bulgaria."  

The petitioner attached all relevant complaints as well as Bulgarian court decisions to the petition, the 
latter as relevant precedent, to support her claims. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  send to ENVI for information. 

Or. en 

1477/2016 

Petition No 1477/2016 by •J.M.M.E. (Portuguese) on a dispute with the European Commission over the 
exploitation of a river basin 
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The petitioner, principle shareholder and director of a fish farm in Portimao in the Algarve, criticises 
infrastructure work financed by the Cohesion Fund. He maintains that the works are in breach of 
European and international legislation, which protects the site on which his business operates. He also 
complains of a number of infringements of environmental protection legislation. His action for non-
contractual liability against the Commission (and application for compensation) and request for legal 
aid were rejected by the General Court of the European Union. 

Information 

The petitioner's French is somewhat confused. He also makes allegations of intimidation tactics and 
corruption, but provides no evidence. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for further information on the matter;  explain to the 
petitioner that Parliament is not a judicial body and is therefore unable to intervene in a judicial matter; 
suggest that he bring his case for potential maladministration at EU level before the European 
Ombudsman. 

Or. fr 

1327/2016 

Petition No 1327/2016 by Mario Cavaliere (Italian) on a request for intervention with a view to ending 
the drilling of land in Italy 

The petitioner denounces the experimental and corrupt practices of the Italian political class, which is 
accused of allowing large areas of land to be destroyed as a result of the desecration of the subsoil and 
unchecked drilling. The petitioner claims that this has seriously harmed the environment, leading to 
easily avoidable tragedies, such as earthquakes, and other natural disasters. The petitioner calls for a 
permanent end to the drilling and extraction of hydrocarbons (both onshore and offshore), effective 
immediately, and requests the enforcement of any legal action that could put an end to the impunity 
of the guilty parties, thereby ensuring that compensation is provided for the damage. 

Information 

The petitioner has already submitted several petitions on a range of topics, generally written in a 
passionate tone with insults directed at the Italian political class and a few specific individuals, as is the 
case here. 

The petition was removed from List 3 at the request of MEP Margrete Auken. 

Recommendations 

Declare inadmissible: the matter raised by the petitioner (shortcomings of the Italian political class) 
does not come within the European Union's fields of activity;  inform the petitioner that Parliament is 
very sensitive to the issue of the environmental impact of shale gas and shale oil extraction, as 
highlighted by its resolution of 21 November 2012.  

Or. it 

0906/2016 

Petition No 0906/2016 by Andrea Chemello (Italian) concerning environmental protection in the 
Valledora area (Piedmont, Italy) 

The petitioner expresses concern at the serious environmental damage sustained in recent years by 
the Valledora area of the provinces of Biella and Vercelli in Piedmont. Although the area is manifestly 
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unsuitable for waste disposal, a number of such sites are located there, alongside numerous quarries. 
The petitioner regards them as major health hazards. He objects to the approval given in June 2016 by 
the Biella Services Conference for the enlargement of one of the landfill sites in the area. He fears that 
the project could adversely impact on an area of great natural value and would therefore meet with 
opposition from local residents, who are highly sensitive to environmental conservation and the quality 
of life. The petitioner therefore asks the European Parliament to monitor the situation in Valledora and 
consider what action should be taken in response to the concerns of local residents regarding health, 
biodiversity and landscape protection. 

Information 

The petitioner is the Mayor of Tronzano Vercellese, one of the municipalities of the 'Valledora' area, 
which has been designated under the Regional Water Protection Plan as a replenishment source of 
groundwater for human consumption. 

In May 2016, the municipalities of Tronzano Vercellese, Santhia and Alice Castello, in a bid to enhance 
and conserve their highly valuable human and environmental heritage sites set up a 'Permanent Inter-
Municipal Observatory for the Protection of the Valledora Area'.  In 2015, these three municipalities 
launched an epidemiological study, whose preliminary findings reveal increases in the incidence of 
certain diseases, linked also to the proximity to uncontrolled landfills. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  inform the petitioner that the 
European Parliament has on a number of occasions been called on to consider environmental 
protection and waste disposal issues. As a result of petitions, the Committee on Petitions drafted an 
own-initiative report, which was adopted in the Plenary in 2012 (European Parliament resolution of 2 
February 2012 on the issues raised by petitioners in relation to the application of the Waste 
Management Directive, and related directives, in the Member States of the European Union 
(2011/2038(INI)));  inform the petitioner that, following his petition, Parliament has now 
requested information from the Commission concerning the matter. 

Or. it 

0855/2016 

Petition No 0855/2016 by K. W. (German) on behalf of the Interessensgemeinschaft Botulismus und 
Clostridiose geschädigter Tier und Landbesitzer e. V. (interest group representing livestock owners and 
landowners affected by botulism and clostridium — IG Botulismus), on botulism and the actions of 
local German authorities that caused damage to his farm and to public health 

The petitioner maintains that individual representatives of the German authorities at state and federal 
level act in an intrinsically unlawful way when dealing with chronic botulism. He refers to the case of 
six farms which have been damaged by the unlawful conduct and negligence of the authorities, whose 
wrongdoing has, moreover, made people fall ill. Regarding his own farm, he says that findings were 
falsified, expert reports were inaccurate and tampered with, the authorities refused to carry out their 
official duties, the precautionary principle was ignored, and numerous laws were broken. Because of 
the malpractice by the Ministry of Agriculture the petitioner was compelled to give up his farm and, in 
spite of the compulsory sale, assessed for tax. He set up a new farm, but the tax office blocked his 
account and appropriated all his land as collateral — making it impossible for him to continue in 
business as a farmer. In addition, the tax office is claiming subsidies back. The petitioner has even filed 
a criminal complaint with the Hague-based International Criminal Court. 

Information 
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Botulism (from the Latin word botulus, meaning 'sausage'), or botulism poisoning, is a potentially fatal 
intoxication caused by the botulinum toxin, which is produced by the bacterium Clostridium 
botulinum. The intoxication is caused mainly by rotten meat or by vegetables that have not been 
properly preserved. In the food processing industry the growth of the bacterium is prevented by means 
of salting or pickling or by heat sterilisation. The disease can occur both in humans and in cattle. 

IG Botulismus submitted an earlier petition, No 1194/2011. See Commission communication of 27 June 
2012 regarding this petition. 

Relevant act: Directive 2003/99/EC on the monitoring of zoonoses and zoonotic agents. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for an information update;  forward for information to the 
Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety and the Committee on Agriculture and 
Rural Development;  recommend that the petitioner approach the Petitions Committee in the Land 
concerned. 

Or. de 

0635/2016 

Petition No 0635/2016 by H.M. (German) on alleged non-compliance with Directive 2003/4/EC on 
public access to environmental information and repealing Council Directive 90/313/EEC in Germany 

The petitioner reports on four requests to different German authorities where he demanded access to 
files relating to environmental matters. He takes the view that German authorities do not or not 
thoroughly act according to Directive 2003/4/EC on the freedom of access to information on the 
environment. 

He proposes random checks in the Member States with regard to whether or not Directive 90/31,3/EEC 
is implemented and where applicable why it is not implemented. Moreover, he emphasises that the 
introduction of citizen rights as a school subject in the Member States could improve the EU's image. 

Information 

Additional information from the petitioner was sent on a similar matter. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information. 

Or. en 

0588/2016 

Petition No 0588/2016 by G.R. (German) on behalf of Oberweser — Bramwald e.V. regarding the 
dumping of industrial saline solutions in the Oberweser River in Germany and the resulting 
environmental burden 

The petitioner is concerned about the manner in which saline solutions generated by the production 
process at a major multinational company in the area of Oberweser in Germany are being disposed of. 
He complains that the local prosecutor has previously filed charges for contamination of drinking 
water, as the company injects the discarded solutions at a great depth underground and that the same 
company plans to build a pipeline through which the solutions will end up in a high concentration in 
the waters of the Oberweser River. The last plan directly violates the prohibition on the deterioration 
of the Weser River dictated by the relevant EU law. At the same time, the company concealed the fact 
that the planned disposal of solutions in the river had been reduced to one sixth by decisions of local 
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parliaments, so as to not ban the disposal concerned altogether, given the large amounts of the 
disposal which will continue in any case. He considers the disposal in the river system an unsustainable 
solution, whilst it is not possible to reduce the condensation of the discarded solutions due to the 
limited sediment they contain. He asks the local parliaments and the German Federal Government to 
force the company to prepare a plan for the disposal of the saline solutions at its own expense. He 
stresses that any fines that may be imposed by the EU on the grounds of a breach of the relevant 
legislation should not be borne by citizens and that the company must generally bear the disposal cost. 
Lastly, he states that there is the possibility the company [may move] its headquarters and production 
to countries in North and South America. 

Information 

The petitioner has not consented to the inclusion of his name in a public register. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information. 

Or. el 

0419/2016 

Petition No 0419/2016 by T. M. (Greek) on excavation waste management at a public works project on 
islands in the Cyclades (Greece) 

The petitioner complains that in a grid upgrade project currently underway in Lavrio, Attica, as well as 
in Syros, Paros and Mykonos in the Cyclades, the contractor generates large amounts of excavation 
waste which it then takes to a quarry at a great distance from the project site for backfilling, while part 
of that waste is deposited inside the project site on a shoreline and beach area. In his opinion, the 
confractor is in breach of Greek and Union legislation, as it does not take the waste generated to a 
recycling unit but rather transports it over a long distance, leaving a larger environmental footprint and 
causing greater damage to the environment (as the waste is transported through Syros' capital, 
Ermoupoli). The contractor also wastes natural resources, as that waste could be recycled, which would 
generate substantial savings. He calls on the European Parliament to look into the case and points out 
that this practice gravely affects the habitat on Syros and the Cyclades islands in general. 

Information 

The petitioner has not consented to discussion of the petition in public and does not want his name to 
appear on a public register. 

A question was put to the Greek Parliament on this matter. No answer had been received by the 
competent minister by the time that the petition was lodged. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  inform the Greek Permanent 
Representation to the EU about the petition. 

Or. el 

0270/2016 

Petition No 0270/2016 by Stoyan Kanev (Bulgarian) bearing 337 signatures, on the need to close a 
quarry causing environmental and health damage in the protected area of Besaparski Ridove (Bulgaria) 
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The petitioner is complaining about the establishment of an allegedly illegal quarry in Bulgaria which 
has caused severe ecological damage to an EU protected area for birds and damaged the health of the 
local residents. He asks for the Parliament to assist in getting the pit shut down. 

The quarry was, it is alleged, established without any formal tender and constitutes unregulated state 
aid in breach of EU law. The protected area of Besaparski Ridove was granted "special protected area" 
status in 2007 by the Bulgarian government and this was followed by a series of prohibitions and 
designations by the Minister of Environment and Water, which included a ban on new concessions for 
quarries. However, in 2012 the Bulgarian Ministry of Economics granted a new concession to operate 
the pit. The operation has caused disruption to the endangered birds' breeding cycles and nesting 
areas. The area is particularly significant for the globally threated Imperial Eagle as well as several other 
endangered species. In addition to the damage caused to the bird population, the local residents have 
suffered damage to their crops and seen a huge increase in air pollution caused by the quarry dust. 
They are losing income and seeing their health being damaged. 

The petitioner states that the villagers were not properly consulted about the quarry pit. The petitioner 
states that as the consultation was not formally announced by the authorities then this is in violation 
of the Arhus Convention, which has been ratified by Bulgaria. 

Information 

There have been a considerable number of Bulgarian petitions on environment damage caused by 
quarries, including 1985/2012 on limestone quarrying and its impact. In that case the petition was sent 
to the Commission for information. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information. 

Or. en 

0126/2016 

Petition No 0126/2016 by C.Q. (British) on local residents' right to complain about consent to 
construction of a gas storage facility with an impact on the environment 

In July 2015 Halite Energy Group Ltd was granted consent to inject, store and remove gas from 19 
underground salt caverns at Preesall, Lancashire, in the UK. The caves are situated less than half a mile 
from the population of the village of Preesall, and close to the densely populated area of Fleetwood. 
Since the consent was granted, local residents have not had any effective means of seeking to amend 
the decision. The only possibility would have been a short (sixweek) legal review, which was too 
expensive for the local residents to afford. 

The firm's application for consent had earlier been refused, starting in 2003, at all levels, including two 
Secretaries of State, on grounds of geology, environmental impact, safety and the fact that the 
advantages would not outweigh the impact on the local community. The petitioner takes the view that 
the granting of consent is contrary to the Århus Convention, under which the individual has the right 
to access to justice in environmental matters, and the process should be fair, equitable, timely and not 
prohibitively expensive. At the same time he considers that the consent procedure breached the EU 
Environmental Impact Assessments Directive. 

Information 

The petitioner does not wish his name to be published or to appear on the internet. 

Recommendations 
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Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information. 

Or. fi 

0144/2016 

Petition No 0144/2016 by E.K. (Cypriot), on behalf of Citizens of Larnaca, Aradippou, Krassas, on the 
creation of an industrial port in Larnaca, Cyprus and the alleged violations of European law 

The petitioner is expressing her frustration about the lack of response from the European Commission 
to a complain submitted more than one year ago against the government of Cyprus, reporting 
breaches of Community law regarding environmental protection and citizens' safety from heavy 
industry installations in the Lamaca Port. This was done with total disregard for health, zoning, the 
environment, law and process. These constitute utter violations of Human Rights and the Aarchus 
Convention. The citizens have also taken local legal action which is pending. In the meantime, the 
situation appears to deteriorate further as the risk to the residents is greater, and recently two more 
factories emerged in the same area, a gold refinery and a bio-energy plant. The citizens consider this to 
be proof of the efforts of the central and local government to convert the area illegally into a heavy 
industry zone. She underlines that time is of the essence, and asks for the immediate intervention of 
the EU. 

Information 

The subject of the petition refers to the creation of an industrial port in Larnaca, Cyprus, to deal with 
the products of oil and gas extraction in Cypriot waters off the coast. Petitions submitted on the same 
subject: 1540/2014, 1541/2014, 1542/2014, 1543/2014, 1544/2014, 1644/2014, 1662/2014, 1665/2014, 
1666/2014, 1667/2014, 1668/2014, 1829/2014, 

1.830/2014 and 0076/2016. The European Commission in its communication of 25.11.2015 to the 
above petitions found that it has no reason to assume that EU legislation is not being correctly applied 
in the framework of the planning of an industrial port (presumably also including Seveso 
establishments) in Larnaca, and that the national administrative and/or judicial bodies in charge of the 
implementation of the Seveso and the EIA Directives are primarily responsible to verify specific national 
situations of noncompliance and have the appropriate means to address the problem if the concerns 
are found justified. In the light hereof, it will not give further follow-up to this petition." 

The petitioner has included several attachments to the petition, among others the report of the Cypriot 
Ombudsman on the matter, which also identifies shortcomings, such as 1. the lack of strategic planning 
to balance the profits and drawbacks of the project, 2. the public consultation that was limited to the 
economic impact, and did not extend to the environmental and social effects of such a large scale 
project and did not allow for the opinion of the citizens to be heard, thus violating the Aarhus 
Convention, 3. the justified concerns of the citizens due to an activity entailing high noise levels, 
possible radioactivity and environmental degradation at such small distance from residential areas, 4. 
the lack of the required permit for such activity, despite its particular character, excluded the possibility 
of public consultation and that consequently "an obscure, hasty and concerted procedure was 
followed by departments of the public sector to achieve the pinning of the development project in the 
port of Lamaca, irrespective of its character". 

The above petitions will be discussed in the meeting of the Committee on Petitions of 02.06.2016; if 
the petition will have been adopted by that date, it will also be included in the agenda for discussion. 

Recommendations 
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Declare admissible as to the substance of the case;  declare inadmissible as to the request to 
investigate the delay in the reply of the European Commission in replying to a complaint submitted to 
it; 

Explain to the petitioner that the Committee on Petitions cannot investigate the actions or omissions 
of the European Commission and point her to the website of the European Ombudsman;  forward to 
the petitioner the view of the European Commission on petitions 1540/2014, 1541/2014, 1542/2014, 
1543/2014, 1544/2014, 1644/2014, 1662/2014, 1665/2014, 

1666/2014, 1667/2014, 1668/2014, 1829/2014 and 1830/2014; 

Or. en 

0076/2016 

Petition No 0076/2016 by Maria Papadopoulou (Cypriot) on behalf of LarnacaAct, on the creation of an 
industrial port in Larnaca, Cyprus and the alleged violations of European law 

The petitioner is expressing her frustration about the lack of response from the European Commission 
to a complain submitted more than one year ago about the alleged breaches of EU law regarding 
environmental protection and citizens' safety from major accidents resulting from oil and gas storage 
facilities in a residential area, and in particular in the port of Larnaca, which fall under the Seveso 
Directive. Furthermore, the petitioner requests that the Committee on Petitions deals with the 
substance of the case, which involves the permissibility of supportive work for oil exploration being 
carried out near residential areas and within a Seveso zone and without public consultation, thus 
without taking into account citizen's concerns about their health and well-being according to the 
Aarhus Convention. She underlines that time is of the essence, as the companies that are active in the 
above facilities have requested an extension of their permit for activities within the Larnaca port, 
despite the fact that some of the permits required for their activity have not been issued. Finally, she 
alleges that there might be a connection between the aforementioned request of extension and the 
delay in the response of the EC and that further delay may lead to the companies covering irregularities. 

Information 

The subject of the petition refers to the creation of an industrial port in Larnaca, Cyprus, to deal with 
the products of oil and gas extraction in Cypriot waters off the coast. Petitions submitted on the same 
subject: 1540/2014, 1541/2014, 1542/2014, 1543/2014, 1544/2014, 1644/2014, 1662/2014, 1665/2014, 
1666/2014, 1667/2014, 1668/2014, 1829/2014 and 1830/2014. The European Commission in its 
communication of 25.11.2015 to the above petitions found that it has no reason to assume that EU 
legislation is not being correctly applied in the framework of the planning of an industrial port 
(presumably also including Seveso establishments) in Larnaca, and that the national administrative 
and/or judicial bodies in charge of the implementation of the Seveso and the EIA Directives are 
primarily responsible to verify specific national situations of non-compliance and have the appropriate 
means to address the problem if the concerns are found justified. In the light hereof, it will not give 
further follow-up to this petition." 

The petitioner has included several attachments to the petition, among others the report of the Cypriot 
Ombudsman on the matter, which also identifies shortcomings, such as 1. the 

lack of strategic planning to balance the profits and drawbacks of the project, 2. the public consultation 
that was limited to the economic impact, and did not extend to the  environmental and social effects 
of such a large scale project and did not allow for the opinion of the citizens to be heard, thus violating 
the Aarhus Convention, 3. the justified concerns of the citizens due to an activity entailing high noise 
levels, possible radioactivity and environmental degradation at such small distance from residential 
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areas, 4. the lack of the required permit for such activity, despite its particular character, excluded the 
possibility of public consultation and that consequently "an obscure, hasty and concerted procedure 
was followed by departments of the public sector to achieve the pinning of the development project 
in the port of Larnaca, irrespective of its character". 

The above petitions will be discussed in the meeting of the Committee on Petitions of 02.06.2016; if 
the petition will have been adopted by that date, it will also be included in the agenda for discussion. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible as to the substance of the case;  declare inadmissible as to the request to 
investigate the delay in the reply of the European Commission in replying to a complaint submitted to 
it;  explain to the petitioner that the Committee on Petitions cannot investigate the actions or 
omissions of the European Commission and point her to the website of the European Ombudsman;  
forward to the petitioner the view of the European Commission on petitions 1540/2014, 1541/2014, 
1542/2014, 1543/2014, 1544/2014, 1644/2014, 1662/2014, 1665/2014, 1666/2014, 1667/2014, 
1668/2014, 1829/2014 and 1830/2014  invite the petitioner to follow the meeting of 02.06.2016.Or. 
en 

1389/2015 

Petition No 1389/2015 by R.K. (Greek) bearing seven signatures, on the co-financed project which is 
being executed in the stream of Pikrodafni (Attica), a stream of major environmental importance, and 
allegedly violates Union legislation 

The petitioners complain that a project which is co-funded under the ERDF, executed in a stream in 
Attica, Greece (Pikrodafni stream) and involves flood protection works following the fires in 1998, 
seriously violates Union legislation because it degrades the environment, does not comply with the 
rules on funding under the European Regional Development Fund and because the citizens were not 
consulted. They list specific pieces of legislation which they believe are violated, and argue that the 
project was illegally exempted from environmental licensing based on the reasoning that it involves 
underground floodwater drains which are part of an approved urban plan, when the drains actually 
flow into the Pikrodafni stream, tripling flood flow at the point where they flow into it. They underline 
that the project in question creates serious flood risks, extensive risks of corrosion of the bed and the 
banks and possible collåpse of the banks, and increases the water level downstream from the point 
where the drains flow into the Pikrodafni stream. All this causes irreparable damage to a sensitive 
ecosystem which is home to protected wild birds and wildlife in general, and has been recognised as a 
stream of particular environmental interest and a Priority B wetland. The project also does not allow 
the flow of water to another nearby stream whose mouth is a protected wetland. As a result, this project 
substantially alters the terrain, the natural form of the streams and the landscape in the areas through 
which those streams flow. They also argue that no hydrological, hydraulic and geotechnical design has 
been conducted as part of this project for the Pikrodafni stream to show that the stream could take a 
triple flow along its entire length. Lastly, they call on Parliament to ensure the immediate cessation of 
the works until the petition has been examined, to discuss the petition as soon as possible and to take 
action to definitively stop the execution of the project. 

Information 

The petitioners have included detailed annexes with related documents which are available for 
consultation at the Secretariat of the Committee on Petitions. 

Some of the petitioners brought action against this project before the Council of State, which ordered, 
in March 2015, the immediate interruption of the works. However, their action was rejected at the 
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hearing of the application for annulment on the grounds that it was out of time, without examining 
the merits of the legality of the project, resulting in the resumption of the project works. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  inform the Greek Permanent 
Representation to the European Union about the petition. 

Or. el 

1278/2015 

Petition No 1278/2015 by P.V. (Greek) on air pollution from the cement factory in Volos (Greece) 

The petitioner says that the cement factory in the city of Volos systematically and repeatedly pollutes 
the atmosphere with large quantities of dust and micro-particles, significantly exceeding the limits set 
by European and national legislation. The petitioner complains of inaction on the part of the national 
authorities, and asks the Commission to intervene in order to protect the health of citizens. 

Information 

The petitioner has not agreed to his name being entered on a public register. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  send a letter to the Central Greece region 
requesting information about any measurements and measures that may have been taken on this 
issue; 

Or. el 

1210/2015 

Petition No 1210/2015 by P.L. (Italian) on beach concessions in Italy and Directive 2006/123/EC 

The petition concerns the application of the Services Directive 2006/123/EC to the sector of beach 
establishments by the Italian State. In this context, the authorities have allegedly failed to take any 
practical steps to protect the 30 000 beach facilities currently operating in the country. The petitioner 
claims that the Italian tourism industry — which is heavily reliant on family-run small and medium-
sized enterprises — would be hit particularly hard if state concessions were to be auctioned off, as is 
planned by 31 December 2020 at the latest. 

Information 

Petition similar to 1517/2012, 0365/2014, 0044/2015, 1150/2015, 1160/2015, 1171/2015, 1201/2015, 
1206/2015. 

The possible extension of beach concessions in Italy is currently being considered by the Court of 
Justice (C-458/14 and C-67/15). 

Rccommcndntions 

Declare admissible;  send the petitioner the most recent Commission Communication of January 
2016;  consider jointly with petitions 15 17/2012, 0365/2014, 0044/2015, 1 150/2015, 1 160/2015, 
1171/2015, 1201/2015, 1206/2015. 

Or. it 

0951/2015 

Petition No 0951/2015 by D.R. (German) on air pollution through the burning of rubbish in Moires, Crete 
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The petitioner is requesting action from the European Parliament in preventing and terminating the 
practice of garbage fires in Moires. According to the petitioner, the local authorities have informed the 
press that there is no money to transport rubbish to Heraklion and the rubbish is therefore being 
burned at night. This is serving to poison the environment and the population of Moires, as the burning 
plastic produces dioxins which can cause cancer. 

The petitioner states that protests have been made to the authorities in Moires over the past four 
months but to no avail. The petitioner refers to EU Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality 
assessment and management and states that the standard of air in Moires is below that required by EU 
law. 

Information 

EU Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality assessment and management sets objectives for air 
quality and sets out requirements for measuring air quality (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A31996L0062)The petitioner does not consent to the inclusion of his 
name in a public register. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information;  send for information to the Greek 
Permanent Representation to the EU. 

Or. en 

0906/2015 

Petition No 0906/2015 by N.B. (French) on behalf of the 'Haute Durance Avenir' association, on an 
electrical upgrading project in breach of EU law 

The French Government has approved the construction of two high-voltage overhead lines in the 
Hautes-Alpes department to upgrade the electricity network. The petitioner believes this to be in 
breach of several provisions of EU law (such as Directives 2003/4/EC and 2011/92/EU and the 'Habitats' 
and 'Birds' directives). 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information. 

Or. fr 

0721/2015 

Petition No 0721/2015 by Otto Löwer (German) on behalf of the Bund für Umwelt und Naturschutz 
Deutschland e.V., supported by 3212 co-signatories, on drainage of saltwater in the federal state of 
Hesse 

The petitioner asks the European Parliament to investigate the agreement between the government 
of the federal state of Hesse and a large undertaking. According to the petitioner, this agreement 
infringes Directive 2000/60/EC (the Water Framework Directive). The agreement provides for a four-
stage plan for the drainage of saltwater. The petitioner states that the measures provided for in the 
agreement will destroy valuable nature, that the agreement distorts competition, that certain 
environmental limits (LAWA) are exceeded and that the agreement cannot be altered in the light of 
amendments to environmental law until 2075. The petitioner requests an investigation and, if possible, 
the launch of infringement proceedings. 

Recommendations 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A31996L0062
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A31996L0062
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Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information. 

Or. nl 

0694/2015 

Petition 0694/2015 by Efstratias Kambouri (Greek), bearing 108 signatures, on alleged infringements of 
EU law and European agreements regarding the award of a contract for the development of a large 
area of land on the site of the former Ellinikon Airport in Attica 

The petitioners express concern regarding breaches of EU and international law with regard to the 
award of a contract for development of the former Ellinikon Airport site in Attica. In particular, they 
allege infringement of: (a) State aid legislation, the investor having received favourable treatment in at 
least six areas, (b) the Aarhus Convention through alleged failure to inform those concerned of the 
details of a project that will directly impact on their quality of life, (c) the European Landscape (Florence) 
Convention since the projected works and construction activity will detract from the coastline, the 
marine ecosystems and the urban landscape, (d) Directive 92/43/EEC and the Barcelona Convention, 
under which Posidonia meadows are identified as a priority habitat at risk, which will be further 
endangered by coastal and seabed operations, (e) Directive 2001/42/EC on assessment of the effects 
of certain plans and programmes on the environment through the enactment of a special law 
regarding the project, since the requisite strategic environmental assessment (SEA) procedures were 
not followed for consultation and information of the public and taking account of its views for decision-
making purposes. The petitioners identify seven areas where public input would be of great value. They 
conclude by pointing out that almost half the population of Greece is resident in Athens and is 
therefore directly affected. They also observe that, although the purpose of signing the contract was 
repayment of Greek debt, this objective will probably not be achieved since, on the one hand, the 
contract price is far below the actual value of the property, which includes including expensive Olympic 
installations, while, on the other, the State is assuming much of the cost. 

The petitioner also calls for the application of a CJEU judgment in a similar environmental case, C-
473/14, also regarding non-compliance with Directive 2001/42. He indicates that an MEP belonging to 
the Committee on Petitions has lodged a complaint with the Athens Public Prosecutor's Office. Expert 
investigators have uncovered evidence of an excessively low sale price with zero risk to the investor, as 
well as irregularities in the draft contract between the Greek Government and the contracting 
company. 

Information 

The petition is referring to the privatisation of the site of the former Ellinikon Airport, situated near the 
coast in Athens, which is the largest transaction of its kind in the history of Greece, the largest urban 
regeneration project in Europe and one of the largest in the world. It covers an area of 620 567.7 
hectares located near the coast in Athens. The contract was signed in November 2014 between the 
Greek HRADF (Hellenic Republic Asset Development Fund) and Lamda Development, controlled by the 
Latsis family, leading a consortium consisting of an Abu Dhabi real estate firm and the Chinese 
investment firm Fosun International Ltd, with European backing, following the signing of a deal for a 
99-year lease. This consortium submitted the only binding offer. 

According to press reports, the project will involve the construction of at least one multifunctional 
high-rise tower building (containing a hotel, a conference centre, a shopping centre, etc.) and a large 
aquarium. The investors are particularly interested in opening a casino, together with an exhibition 
centre, and hotel and conference facilities, with a view to creating a resort that will attract more tourists. 
In addition a 200-hectare park is being planned park containing many public utilities, as well as four 
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five-star hotels, a large shopping centre, an oceanographic museum for educational, research and 
technological development purposes, conference centres etc. The local marina will also be improved 
to accommodate, in more and bigger vessels.  

However, the Court of Auditors has raised objections to the initial version of the contract, which was 
amended prior to signature. Strong opposition is still being expressed by local residents. In 2014, 
objections to the award of the contract were repeatedly voiced from the Opposition benches.  

From the supporting documentation, it emerges that the petition enjoys the support of various 
associations, organisations and action groups. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  request information from the Commission;  forward for information to the 
Committee on Environment, Public Health and Food Safety and the Committee on Internal Market and 
Consumer Protection;  forward for information to the Permanent Representation of Greece to the 
European Union. 

Or. el 

0692/2015 

Petition No 0692/2015 by U.B. (German) on the Water Framework Directive and the Floods Directive 
not being adhered to in Hamburg 

The petitioner alleges that the City of Hamburg is not following directives 2000/60/EC (Water 
Framework Directive) and 2007/60/EC (Floods Directive) and that his property (and that of his 
neighbours) has been expropriated. He demands that the City of Hamburg operate transparently with 
regard to informing those affected by matters coming under the Water Framework Directive relating 
to river basin management plans in accordance with Article 14 paragraph 1. He also claims that the City 
of Hamburg is routinely neglecting its duty to involve those affected in areas prone to flooding in 
accordance with the Floods Directive. He asserts that on the City of Hamburg's website under 
"Implementation of the Water Framework Directive: Public Participation" no information exists from 
before the year 2014. He says that the land on which he lives is to be reclaimed in future for the 
retention of water after heavy rainfall. He states that in 2007 the City of Hamburg started to implement 
these directives, publishing the necessary charts, for example. Despite the status of the Berner Au 
(where he lives) being certain, he claims that when he and his wife bought their house in 2011 , no 
mention of these issues was to be found in the home reports etc. that were carried out at their expense 
in order to complete the purchase. 

Information 

It is not particularly clear what exactly the petitioner expects as an outcome apart from the directives 
being "applied correctly". 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information. 

Or. en 

0549/2015 

Petition No 0549/2015 by Jens Genzer (German) concerning the adoption of a framework Directive on 
soil in the EU 
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The petitioner notes the alarming situation of soil in Europe which is affected by erosion, loss of organic 
elements, a reduction the biological diversity of habitats, salinisation, the penetration of harmful 
substances, progressive sealing and compaction, all of which are leading to the progressive 
degradation of the soil. Many of these problems are caused by inappropriate land use and climate 
change and have cross-border impacts. Furthermore, sealed soils can no longer provide natural flood 
protection and contaminated soil in turn contaminates the groundwater. He calls on the EU Council to 
resume negotiations on the adoption of the framework directive on soil, which had been broken off, 
and proposes nine specific objectives as cornerstones of the Directive. 

Information 

The petitioner has submitted 14 petitions in 2015, many on environmental issues. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible; 

Thank the petitioner for submitting the petition and explain that the text will be forwarded to the 
Presidency of the EU Council for information;  request information from the Commission;  forward 
for information to the Presidency of the EU Council;  forward for information to the Committee on the 
Environment, Public Health and Food Safety. 

Or. el 

0501/2015 

Petition No 0501/2015 by R. S. (Polish) on behalf of 8 Polish environmental NGOs, on the construction 
of a motorway in central Poland and the resultant environmental consequences 

In its detailed petition the petitioner raises the issue of permission having been granted by the 

Polish authorities for the construction of the S7 motorway in central Poland (on the border of Mazovian 
Voivodeship - railway junction Skaüysko - Kamienna) and how it will affect wildlife in the Ostoja 
Skaüyska Natura 2000 protected area. The construction of the road already resulted in cutting down of 
48 ha of forest, including the Natura 2000 habitats. A particular concern lies in the planned construction 
of the Skaüysko-P61noc road junction in an area earmarked to be a wildlife crossing, which is claimed 
will cause serious environmental damage to the Lasy Skarzyskie site and its butterfly and large 
mammals habitats. In view of the petitioner, an associated logistics site proposed by the local 
municipality will further contribute to the destruction feared. It is alleged that the project contravenes 
the Habitats Directive and the Environmental Impact Awareness Directive. 

Information 

Submitted by post mail. 

The petition is submitted by 8 Polish environmental NGOs: Association Workshop for All Beings, CEE 
Bankwatch Network, Frank Bold, Greenmind Foundation, Wild Poland Foundation, The Society for 
Earth, EKO-UNIA, Ecological — Cultural Association "Common Earth". 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information. 

Or. en 

0128/2015 
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Petition No 0128/2015 by Cristian Onet (Romanian), accompanied by 6000 signatures, on the alleged 
pollution caused by a company in Sebe (Alba County, Romania) 

The Petitioner reports that the town of Seb" has been suffering for over seven years because of 
pollution, as a consequence of an environmental permit issued by the Alba Environmental Protection 
Agency for the construction of a new formaldehyde production plant with a capacity of 60 000 tonnes 
per year. People living several hundred metres away from the company complain that there are days 
when the air is unbreathable, and that the choking smell causes respiratory irritations. Furthermore, 
formaldehyde has been classified by the World Health Organisation as a carcinogenic and mutagenic 
substance and, in addition, the emissions contain numerous other harmful substances. The company's 
entire chemical division is a SEVESO facility, and its location is confrary to the relevant EU rules, as the 
adequate distance from residential areas was not observed. The gas emissions in the Seb" air are not 
verified by the Environmental Guard. When they receive complaints, the Romanian authorities (in 
particular the Alba Environmental Guard) do not have the necessary equipment for dealing with them. 
The cumulative flow rates of all the exhaust installations exceed 1 488 000 cubic metres per hour. 

The petitioner asks the European Parliament and the European Commission to investigate in detail the 
existing pollution in Seb", to order verifications and controls, and to ask questions to the Romanian 
authorities and require the adoption of concrete provisions on the compliance with the strictest EU 
environmental protection rules. 

Afile containing the signatures of the persons supporting the campaign entitled ' Stop pollution in 
Seb"' is annexed to the petition. 

Information 

The petitioner also presents other important details, such as: the file submitted for approval by the 
company in question contains a health impact study from 2007, containing data for years 2005 and 
2006, which is irrelevant for the current situation. The polluting company has been repeatedly fined by 
the Environmental Guard for violations of the environmental legislation. No guarantees are offered in 
case of serious chemical accidents, and the documentation submitted does not include the security 
report regarding the storage of huge quantities of chemicals, which poses a major conflagration risk 
for the inhabitants in the company's immediate vicinity; the company has a history of cover-ups in 
relation to an accidental leak of 800 litres of formaldehyde, which was not reported in the due term set 
out by the relevant legislation. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  request information from the Commission. 

Or. ro 

0041/2015 

Petition No 0041/2015 by I.G. (Croatian) on request to stop oil and gas drilling in the Adriatic Sea 

The petitioner protests against the oil and gas drilling project which Croatian government decided to 
launch in the Adriatic Sea. Such project in view of the petitioner will seriously damage the environment 
and negatively affect people's life in the region. Oil and gas exploration will damage the tourism 
industry and economy of the Croatian Adriatic. 

Information 

The petitioner has not consented to discussion in public. 
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The replies to parliamentary questions E-003746-15 and E-001043-15 of' April and May 2015 contain 
the Commission's position on the issue. The Commission monitors the application of Union law and 
may take action if a Member State is suspected of breaching EC law. At this stage the Commission does 
not have evidence of a possible breach of EU environmental legislation with regard to the offshore 
drilling activities in the Croatian part of the Adriatic Sea. 

The Croatian authorities have decided to carry out a strategic environmental assessment (SEA) of the 
Outline plan and programme for exploration and exploitation of hydrocarbons in the Croatian Adriatic; 
this procedure is ongoing. At this stage, the Commission does not have evidence of a possible breach 
of the EU environmental legislation with regard to the procedure for the exploration and exploitation 
of oil and natural gas in the Croatian Adriatic. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information on recent situation with effect of the project 
on environment and local population. 

Or. en 

0035/2015 

Petition No 0035/2015 by Andrea Atzori (Italian) on environmental protection for the marine area of Su 
Pallosu, Sardinia 

The petition challenges a series of measures proposed by the Municipality of San Vero Milis (in the 
province of Oristano), for the Natura 2000 (SIC ITB 030038) area of Su Pallosu, an area which features, 
amongst other things, a feline colony. The local authorities are alleged to have put forward these 
measures with no prior consultation of the populace or local public organisations, in contravention of 
Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the 
environment; 

Information 

The petitioner is President of the Friends of Su Pallosu Association. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information. 

Or. it 

0004/2015 

Petition No 0004/2015 by Petar Penchev Trojanski (Bulgarian), on behalf of the 'Anna Politkovskaya' 
Association for Free Speech, on the alleged violation of the air emissions limits at the "Bobov DOI" 
thermal power plant (Bulgaria) 

The petitioner is concerned about the situation with air pollutants at the thermal power plant (TTP) 
"Bobov dol" in Bulgaria. Operation of this power plant has to comply with provisions of the Directive 
2001/80/EC on the limitation of emissions of certain pollutants into the air from large combustion 
plants. However, the power plant continuously emits pollutants exceeding limits previsioned in the 
Bulgarian and EU legislation. Despite of the long standing violations of the requirements of the 
Directive 2001/80 / EC on emissions of sulphur dioxide and dust, the TTP "Bobov DOI" is not equipped 
with the necessary installations to prevent permanent ongoing air pollution. The petitioner explains, 
that the state authorities (the Ministry of Envirumnent and Watel as well as the Energy and Water 
Regulatory Commission) have informed the power plant operator of repeated violations of the 
specified emission limit values violating requirements of applicable Bulgarian and EU legislation and 
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imposed sanctions on the power plant. But in December 2014, despite of the serious violations of 
environmental legislation, the authorities allowed the extension of the operation of the power plant. 

Information 

The petitioner regularly submits petitions on environmental issues. 

Directive 2001/80/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2001 on the 
limitation of emissions of certain pollutants into the air from large combustion plants aims to limit the 
emissions into air of sulphur dioxide (S02), nitrogen oxides (NOx) and dust from combustion plants 
with a rated thermal input of 50 megawatts (MW) or more. To this end, the Directive sets out emission 
limit values for these plants as well as monitoring and reporting obligations. For existing plants the 
emission limit values apply since 1 January 2008: 

http ://eur-lex. N /TXT/'?uri=celex:32001 L0080 

TPP 'Bobov dol' had a derogation from the requirements of Directive 2001/80/EC under the Accession 
Treaty for two units until 31 December 2011 and 31 December 2014, respectively; the third unit should 
have complied with the requirements of Directive 2001/80/EC from 1 January 2008 on. Further 
derogation was rejected by the Commission on 4 May 2010: 

Information about monthly sanctions imposed on the power plant by the Bulgarian Energy and Water 
Regulatory Commission (in Bulgarian, on p.5) in 2014: 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information. 

Or. en 

2704/2014 

Petition No 2704/2014 by Miroslaw Przyborowski (Polish) on behalf of Stowarzyszenie Zdrowa Gmina 
(English: the Healthy Municipality Association) with 246 signatures regarding improprieties when 
localising the 2x400 kV cross-border electricity line Elk Alytus (Poland - Lithuania) 

The construction of an over-head cross-border electricity line with a voltage of 2x400 kV connecting 
the electricity systems of Poland and Lithuania was planned in the past. However, on the basis of an 
administrative decision recently taken at municipality level, circumventing the relevant procedures, its 
direction was changed, extending the disputed section from 7 to 19 kilometres. According to the new 
variant, the line passes through valuable nature areas, including Natura 2000 areas and areas 
designated for residential construction. 

The project is to be performed with the use of European funds under the Infrastructure and 
Environment Operating Programme. 

Recommendations 

Declare admissible;  ask the Commission for information; 
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Recent developments within the framework of the European Green Deal have aimed at 
criminalization and an overhaul of regulatory frameworks to address environmental crime and its 
effects on the financial interests of the EU. This document was prepared by the Policy Department 
for Citizen’s Rights and Constitutional Affairs at the request of the Committee of Petitions. The study 
suggests that despite commendable efforts, the transnational nature of environmental crime and 
its convergence with organized crime, money laundering and corruption, have not been adequately 
integrated into current reforms. A proper categorization of environmental crime as a ‘serious crime’ 
is needed as an essential basis for policy reforms. 
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