I am glad to be joining this conversation and have general remarks as well as some points to make in specific reply to previous postings.
As a participant in all the negotiations leading up to the Protocol, I can testify that this Article is yet another example of the struggle between certain countries (mainly non-Parties currently) to have the weakest possible protocol and that vast majority of countries (most of the current Parties) to provide for reasonable protection to biodiversity and human health.  

One irony is, of course, that a major player in the Miami Group, my own country (USA) which opposed any consideration of SEC has a long history of thousands of such studies having been performed (at the state and municipal levels as well as nationally) since the federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was signed into law by President Richard M. Nixon on New Years Day 1970.  So, while there is plenty of reason for other countries to have a healthy skepticism about actions of the USA, in this instance the discussants on this list need not pretend that we are inventing the wheel.  Many thousands of our colleagues have produced a rich trove of examples for us.  And these studies have not been esoteric academic exercises gathering dust in libraries, but have directly affected governmental policies and decisions.  And they have been controversial, so we should not pretend that the implementation of Art 26 would be without controversy!
In addition, the US Congress had an Office of Technology Assessment for over 20 years  (1972-1995) which produced hundreds of assessments about the impacts (including the social/economic/environmental/health effects) of the future implementation of myriad technologies.  There is nothing mysterious, in 2011, about how to do such evaluations.

And, of course, such studies involve projections, future scenario explorations and a host of techniques to look at possible future impacts; there is a vast literature on such methodologies (to which, I have contributed).

And “environmental assessment” in the jurisprudence of the USA includes all impacts reasonably flowing from the subject action (i.e., in our Protocol context, the importation, transit, use etc of LMOs).  Impacts (or consequences) must be understood as direct as well as indirect (also called “second and higher order effects”).  
So for example, the recent tsumani in Japan had as a direct effect the damaging of nuclear power plants; a second-order effect would be the release of radioactivity into the air; a third order effect would be the increasing radioactivity in water supplies as far away as Tokyo; a fourth order would be the announcement in today’s news that residents are urged to use only bottled water for babies and their formula milks; and the fifth order is the effects of radiation on human (baby) health.
Since I presume no one on this list would argue with what the Japanese government has done to protect its children, we can all agree that countries have an absolute right (and, indeed, a responsibility to their citizens) to follow out “impact chains” and when an impact of significant possible harm/interest is uncovered—no matter if it is “indirect”-- use that information in governmental decision-making (e.g., such as whether or not to issue an AIA).

The practical problem is that so little research has been done on establishing baseline data or investigating the possible impacts of LMOs   ( presumably because of lack of funding, since it is not in the interest of the developers or the exporting countries to risk uncovering major negative consequences). The recent court decisions in the US mandating the development  of environmental impact analyses for both GE alfalfa and GE sugar beets reflect both the lack of interest by the governments promoting genetic engineering and the industry in developing such data or doing such assessments—despite society’s need for such information in order to lead to rational decision-making.  And doing SEC studies will involve costs, another reason why the proponents of this technology drag their heels and resist doing the studies.  But the situations in these cases also reaffirm the wisdom of having the precautionary approach embedded in the Protocol (as it is in the NEPA and much other US legislation, the protestations of US delegations to the contrary notwithstanding!) 
The negotiations of the Protocol were filled with discussions of trade issues and the WTO (what our colleague Vandana Shiva called, at the time, “the socio-economic considerations of interest to the wealthy and powerful”). That is reflected in the otherwise opaque phrase “consistent with their other international obligations”. The adoption of the rest of Art 26 was to make sure that the SECs of the humble would also be evaluated, insofar as they relate to the environment (i.e., biodiversity) and health.
So the “answer” to theme 1 must be understood as “any and all” that will have a significant effect on biodiversity and/or human health, whether directly or indirectly; and the evaluation of what is “significant” is a sovereign right of the party doing the assessment.

