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IMPLEMENTATION OF EUROPEAN ENVIRONMENTAL LAW

QUESTIONS TO THE COMMISSION FOR DISCUSSION
IN THE ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE MEETING ON 3 FEBRUARY 2005

GENERAL QUESTIONS

1. Strengthening DG ENVIs Legal Unit (Dagmar Roth-Behrendt)

Will the Commission offer the insurance that DG ENVI's legal unit will be strengthened in order 
to be able to deal with the increasing number of complaints regarding the implementation of 
environmental law? Will there be an increase of staff following the accession of 10 new member 
states?

2. Solutions to the High Number of Outstanding Infringement Cases (Chris Davies)

Given the very high number of outstanding infringement cases relating to environmental law, 
what is the Commission's estimate of the total number of staff hours likely to be required in 
order to bring these matters to a satisfactory conclusion and ensure the implementation of the 
laws in question? 
What conclusions does the Commission draw from this as regards the need to secure greater 
cooperation from member states, the reform and improvement in enforcement procedures, or the 
an increase in budgetary provision relating to infringement cases?

IMPLEMENTATION OF DIRECTIVES - HORIZONTAL

3. The Implementation of the Birds and Habitats Directives (Satu Hassi) 

The Birds and Habitats Directives are vital instruments for safeguarding Europe's wildlife. The 
full implementation of these Directives is crucial to ensuring the attainment of the EU's 
commitment to halt the decline of biodiversity by 2010. To date, many Member States are 
lagging behind when it comes to proper implementation of these Directives, e.g. 
the classification of Special Protection Areas (SPAs) under the Birds Directive or the adequate 
use of Article 6 of the Habitats Directive (protection of Natura 2000 sites). Does the 
Commission believe that it has the capacity to ensure proper and timely implementation of these 
Directives by Member States, including as regards the protection of the species listed in Annex 
II to the Habitats Directive and those covered by the Birds Directive?  What further action will 
the Commission take to ensure these Directives are properly implemented?

4. The French Overseas Territories: the Structural Funds and the Protection of 
Biodiversity (Marie Anne Isler Beguin)

The overseas departments of France hold more biodiversity than the whole of the EU put 
together (8 globally threatened bird species, four of which are endemic to Reunion island, one 
endemic to Martinique, French Guiana holds one of the last intact and extensive areas of tropical 



DT\550615EN.doc 2 PE 350.283

rain forest with 700 bird species more than in all the 25 countries of the EU, and this is 
equivalent to  the number of species in the entire Western Palaeartic region, BirdLife 
International (2004) Birds in the European Union : a status assessment page 23).  These 
departments receive significant EU structural funds, however, the Birds and Habitats Directives 
do not apply to these areas.

How does the European Commission ensure that structural funds do not damage important 
wildlife areas in the overseas departments of France? As only around 0.6% of structural funds 
(e.g. Reunion Island, Guadeloupe) to these areas is allocated to environmental activities, does 
the Commission intend to ensure increased funds to activities that assist the attainment of the 
objectives of the EU's Sustainable Development Strategy, in particular the commitment to halt 
the decline in biodiversity by 2010? 

5. Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC) Directive 1996 (John Bowis)

Whilst commending the Commission for producing its detailed report, Analysis of Member 
States’ first implementation reports on the IPPC Directive (EU-15) of June 2004, what steps is 
the Commission now taking to ensure all Member States have clear procedures for the updating 
of permit conditions and consistent implementation in other aspects of the Council Directive 
96/61/EC concerning Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC)? Has the Commission 
produced a Guidance Document clarifying the definition of "installation" and of Annex I (with a 
view to the determination of "production capacity") and clarification about the application of the 
Directive to municipal waste water treatment plants, as well as practical guidelines giving a 
clear definition of energy-efficiency requirements - as requested by the Parliament in its Report 
on Progress in Implementing the IPPC Directive: 2003/2125(INI)?

6. Implementation of the Air Quality Directive 1999/30/EC (Johannes Blokland)
Under Directive 1999/30/EC, the Member States have until 1 January 2005 to comply partially 
with the air quality requirements set out in the directive and until 1 January 2010 to comply 
fully. In the Netherlands the interpretation of this directive has resulted in the courts prohibiting 
a number of projects (roads, industrial areas, etc) because insufficient account has been taken of 
the fact that air quality in the locations concerned would exceed the levels that would apply as at 
1 January 2005 or 1 January 2010 respectively, despite the fact that there are still several years 
ago until 2010 and the methods that can be used to reduce the emission of nitrogen dioxides, 
sulphur dioxides and suspended particulates have still not been fully developed.

Can the Commission indicate whether any other Member States apply a strict interpretation of 
the directive or are the bans referred to above attributable specifically to implementation of the 
directive in the Netherlands?
Does the Commission consider that Member States have adequate means of ensuring that the 
directive is implemented, even in densely populated areas, and does it intend to take further 
initiatives, for example imposing more stringent standards for vehicle emissions, which would 
make its easier to comply with the objectives of the directive?

7. Implementation of the Air Quality Directives (Richard Seeber)

The implementation of directives to maintain or improve air quality, in particular Directive 
1999/30/EC, in certain instances requires measures to reduce emissions of pollutants. What 
progress has been made in implementing EU air quality legislation in the Member States? What 
approach will the Commission take to implementation in future where measures introduced by 
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Member States to reduce emissions when implementing air quality directives affect, for 
example, heavy goods vehicles? How does the Commission intend to deal with a clash between 
environmental protection objectives (clean air) and internal market objectives (free movement 
of transport operators)?

IMPLEMENTATION OF DIRECTIVES - SPECIAL CASES

8. Waste Management in the Area of Kouroupitos (Dimitrios Papadimoulis) 

Following the closure of the Kouroupitos waste dump, the Mesomouri site was selected as a 
provisional solution for the storage of waste (by means of bundling) and the neighbouring site at 
Korakia as the final landfill site for waste from the area, on condition that a mechanical 
recycling and composting plant was built so that the unit at Mesomouri could cease operation.

In the meantime, pending completion of the Korakia landfill site, Mesomouri has developed 
from a storage site for waste bundles into a waste disposal site because of the glut of bundled 
industrial waste and because of the existence of many damaged and contaminated waste 
bundles.

It should be noted that Greece has given the EU a commitment that it will rehabilitate the 
Kouroupitos ravine and this is a precondition for avoiding a fine and for payment of the final 
instalment of the grant for the Korakia plant.

What progress has been made in the rehabilitation of the Kouroupitos ravine? Is the 
Commission aware whether appropriations from the Ministry of the Environment, Regional 
Planning and Public Works have been approved for this project? Is there a risk of further action 
in the European Court of Justice and of fines again being imposed on Greece either because of 
failure to rehabilitate the Kouroupitos waste tip or because of the excessive accumulation of 
waste at Mesomouri? Is there a risk of the final payment for the Korakia plant being forfeited?

9. Enforcement of the Birds Directive in Malta (Caroline F. Jackson)

During EU Accession negotiations, the Maltese Government undertook to implement measures 
for improved law enforcement in relation to bird hunting. Given the serious incidences of 
shooting of protected birds such as buzzards, falcons, harriers and storks, in spring and autumn 
2004, how is the Commission assisting the Maltese Government to ensure adequate levels of 
law enforcement in relation to the Birds Directive?

10. Protection of Amvrakikos Gulf - Natura 2000 site (Carl Schlyter)

In October 2003 the European Commission received two complaints concerning the massive 
destruction of priority habitats and extensive dumping in several wetland areas in Amvrakikos 
gulf. The area in question is considered one of the most significant wetland complexes of 
Greece and is part of the Natura 2000 network. The site has yet to be designated as a protected 
area at national level and suffers from severe degradation due to illegal dumpings and drainage 
channels in violation of the article 6(2) of the Habitats Directive. Given that the European 
Commission has allocated funds (Life project) for the conservation management of Amvrakikos 
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wetlands, what steps will the Commission take to secure the proper implementation of Directive 
92/43/EEC?

11. The Habitats Directive – Ume River Delta and the Bothnian Link (Carl Schlyter)

According to Articles 6.3 and 6.4 of the Habitats Directive, Natura 2000 sites cannot be 
exploited unless there are no alternatives and there is an overriding public interest for the 
suggested project. The ‘Bothnian Link’ railway project will significantly harm the Ume River 
Delta Natura 2000 site in northern Sweden. 

The Swedish government argues that a 4-minute difference in arrival time for passenger traffic 
(for goods it takes longer with the proposed route) to the planned new station means that there 
are no alternatives. The European Commission has accepted this argument. 

Given that there are clear alternatives to the proposed route, some even cheaper to build, will the 
Commission undertake to refer the issue to the European Court of Justice in order to clarify 
whether this interpretation of Articles 6.3 and 6.4 is correct? Was the Commission satisfied with 
the quality of data provided by the Swedish authorities as regards the alternative route?

12. Implementation of Directive 85/337/EC (Assessment of the Effects of Certain 
Projects on the Environment) (Guido Sacconi)

In July 2004 the Italian government received a reasoned opinion concerning the law on 
environmental impact assessments, with reference to strategic infrastructure and plants of 
national interest. The Italian law concerned (443/2001) in fact establishes a procedure for 
environmental impact assessment which differs from the standard procedure in that it covers the 
preliminary plans for the work to be carried out rather than the final plans. Where it emerges 
that the final plan is significantly different, it is up to the Minister for the Environment to decide 
whether to update the environmental impact assessment and republish it. This procedure is in 
breach of the EIA directive because it leaves it up to the discretion of the Minister for the 
Environment to decide whether or not to order a full environmental impact procedure if the final 
plans differ from the preliminary plans. Because the Minister is able to dispense with a full 
assessment, substantial modifications can be made to projects without being subject to any 
environmental impact assessment.

Furthermore, on 1 August 2003 the Italian government approved the preliminary plans for a 
bridge over the Straits of Messina on the basis of law 443/2001 and this project has been 
included among the priority projects for the trans-European transport networks.

What measures has the Italian government taken to comply with the reasoned opinion and how 
does the Commission intend to proceed?

What measures does the Commission intend to take to ensure that the final project for the 
Bridge over the Straits of Messina complies fully with Community EIA rules?

13. National allocation plan (NAP) for greenhouse gas allowances (Alfonso Andria)

In July 2004 the Commission sent the Italian government a reasoned opinion requiring it to 
implement the directive for greenhouse gas emission allowance trading (2003/87), which was to 
have been transposed by 31 December 2003. Italy also failed to present by 31 March 2004 a 
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national plan indicating the number of greenhouse gas emission allowances that it intends to 
allocate to Italian firms to enable them to participate in the Community emission trading scheme. 
Because of this infringement, the Commission has also sent the Italian government a letter of 
formal notice.
This directive has still not been transposed and although the national allocation plan (NAP) for 
greenhouse gas emission quotas has been presented, it has not yet been approved by the 
Commission.

What further measures does the Commission intend to take to ensure that the Italian government 
implements the directive concerned?

Why has the Italian NAP not yet been approved and what measures does the Commission intend 
to take to allow the emissions market to operate normally in Italy too?

14. Implementation of the Directive on Landfill of Waste in Italy (Giovanni Berlinguer)
In July 2004 the Commission sent the Italian government a reasoned opinion asking it to bring its 
legislation into line with Directive 99/31 on landfill of waste. The provisions of the directive 
relating to new landfill sites should have been applied by 16 July 2001 when in fact they did not 
become operative until 27 March 2003 (decree law No 36 of 13 January 2003). Consequently, all 
the Italian landfill sites authorised between 16 July 2001 and 27 March 2003 have escaped the 
provisions of the directive regarding checks on their environmental impact.

It emerges from the data provided by the national waste monitoring centre that between 2001 and 
2003 several new landfill sites were authorised in Italy, namely 3 in Matera; 2 in Cuneo and 
Modena; 1 in Alessandria, Ascoli Piceno, Asti, Biella, Bologna, Cagliari, Foggia, Latina, Lecce 
and Pistoia.

In the light of this, what measures has the Italian government taken to comply with the reasoned 
opinion and how does the Commission intend to proceed?

What measures has the Commission taken or does it intend to take to ensure that new landfill sites, 
authorised in the period between the deadline for implementation of the directive and its 
transposition in Italy, comply with the relevant Community rules?


