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INTRODUCTION  
 
 
 
 
 
 
One of the tasks of the EC Study on ‘evaluating and improving permitting procedures 
related to Natura 2000 required’ involved the compilation of a series of case studies 
on the practical implementation of the Article 6.3 permit procedure.  
 
A total of 12 such case studies are presented in this document, covering a range of 
plans and projects involving a variety of sectors in different countries. They were 
deliberately chosen to reflect the sheer diversity of plans and projects going through an 
appropriate assessment (from small localized projects to truly strategically nationally 
important infrastructures) as well as the range of approaches that have been used. 
 
In addition to presenting the plan or project and its AA procedure, each case study 
summarises the key strengths/weaknesses and lessons learnt of the approach taken. 
As such it should provide valuable ideas and food for thought for those seeking to 
improve their AA procedures.  
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CASE STUDY 1: 

ADOPTING A SYSTEMATIC APPROACH TO THE SCREENING AND 
APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT OF PLANS AND PROJECTS RELATED TO 

FOREST ACTIVITIES (IRELAND) 
 
 

  
 
 
 
Key words:  
Providing a consistent framework for 
assessments, reducing administrative 
burden of AAs, standardised forms for 
screening, training days for forest 
inspectors on AA procedure. 
 
 
 
© http://www.ireland-forestry.com 

 
 
 
Background 
 
The Forest Service of the Department of Agriculture, Food & the Marine is Ireland’s 
national forestry authority. It regulates key forest activities undertaken by both the 
private sector and the state owned forest company, Coillte Teoranta.  This includes, 
amongst others, the issuing of consents (with or without grant aid) for afforestation and 
forest road construction, felling licences regarding thinning, clearfelling & replanting 
and licences for the application of aerial fertilisation. 

The Forest Service is also a competent authority responsible for implementing the 
Article 6 permit procedure on forest activities as required. Until recently the screening 
and appropriate assessments have been done on a somewhat ad hoc basis. However, 
self-awareness of the need for improvement, and feedback from the EC, Irish NGOs 
and stakeholders, prompted a concerted effort to firm up the system and develop a 
consistent framework for implementation.  

A more systematic approach to the screening and appropriate assessment of plans 
and projects relating to forest activities should in turn help reduce the overall 
administrative burden associated with handling a large number of applications every 
year, both from the authority’s perspective and the applicants’. 

 
Steps taken   
 
To this end, the Irish Forest Service started with the development of a series of target 
notes on Appropriate Assessments under the so-called Forest Service Appropriate 
Assessment procedure (AAP). The first information note, which was adopted in March 
2012 following wide consultation with nature authorities, foresters and conservation 
NGOs, lays down a series of criteria to be used by the local District Forest Inspectors 
to determine whether a particular application should undergo screening for an 
Appropriate Assessment.  
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If certain conditions are met by the application then this triggers the inspector to apply 
the individual screening tests to those applications.  For example the screening needs 
to be carried out if a proposed afforestation site is: 
• within a SAC or SPA; 
• within the 0-0.5 km buffer zone of a SAC or SPA; 
• within the 3 km buffer zone, upstream of, and hydrologically connected to, a SAC or 

SPA; 
• within an area where the Forest Service Freshwater Pearl Mussel (FPM) 

Requirements apply;  
• within a section of a ‘Red Area’ extending outside a Hen Harrier SPA ; or  
• individual projects elsewhere, as deemed necessary by the Forest Service 

Procedure (AAP).  
 
Similar information notes containing screening triggers are now also in place for forest 
road construction, thinning, clear-felling and aerial fertilisation. This approach allows a 
high-level screening out of scenarios where it is agreed by all concerned, including the 
nature authorities, that the possibility of an impact just won’t arise.  
 
Where the above triggers indicate that individual screening is indeed needed, a system 
is now also in place to help the forest inspectors carry out this screening test using a 
standard form (computerised on iFORIS for afforestation files, hardcopy for roading, 
felling, aerial fertilisation files). The screening form takes the Inspector through a series 
of questions setting out the thought process to be followed as s/he assesses whether 
or not there is a likelihood of significant effects on a Natura site.  
 
The form also enables feedback from referral bodies such as National Parks & Wildlife 
Service (NPWS), Fisheries, local authorities, etc. At the end of the form, the Inspector 
is required to conclude whether the application is likely to have a significant effect or 
not and must therefore undergo a full Appropriate Assessment. The advantage of this 
computerised screening test are multiple: not only does it ensure a consistent 
approach across Ireland, but it also speeds up the time it takes to do the screening test 
and so reduces the work load on the individual Forest inspectors. 
 
Various other in-house back-up activities have also been put in place to continue to 
support the Forest Service Appropriate Assessment procedure (AAP):  
• Training days for Inspectors were held, with further training planned.  
• Ongoing back-up support for Inspectors is provided via designated in-house 

personnel (including ecologist) within both Inspectorate and Administrative side.  
• Regular internal memos also sent to deal with bugs, to clarify interpretation, etc. 
 
 
The Outcome 
 
The guidance and procedure provide for a more consistent approach by landowners, 
forest owners, forestry consultants, contractors and companies, and the wider forest 
industry to the AA, especially as regards the specific issues affecting N2K sites in this 
sector. The requirement for AA has also been dovetailed into existing inspection 
activities of the State forestry service which should ensure it is better integrated into 
day to day operations.  
 
The Forestry Service is also looking at further facilitating the screening process by 
providing targeted guidance for forestry activities that might affect certain species such 
as Hen Harriers or Freshwater Pearl Mussels. 
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Figure 1. An example of the Screening ‘Form’ on the GIS-based “iFORIS” system. 
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Key strengths and weaknesses 
 
• The establishment of a robust and consistent framework for assessing individual 

applications for consents and licences in the forest sector should ensure that the AA 
permit procedure is implemented in a more systematic way across the country; 
 

• It should also help to speed up the process and reduce the overall administrative 
burden on all concerned since it leads to better recording of the Article 6.3 process 
in the forestry sector and helps increase the overall level of understanding and 
awareness of how to carry out an AA screening or full scale assessment correctly 
for activities in this sector; 

• The wide ranging consultations with other statutory authorities (especially NPWS) 
and NGOs could help pre-empt problems further down the line as well as address 
the potential cumulative impacts on Natura 2000 sites and their target features. For 
example, the Appendix on requirements regarding Hen Harrier SPAs and 
afforestation has allowed an Ireland wide cumulative approach to considering the 
maximum levels of afforestation for each Hen Harrier SPA. 

• There is however a need to ensure that the guidelines and new procedures are now 
fully and correctly implemented, and do not merely lead to a kind of ‘tick-box’ 
exercise in practice.  

• There is as yet no mechanism in place for an independent review of the process 
and its application. Nor are the AA procedures and associated tools (such as the 
iFORES system), or the screening and AA permit results readily available to the 
public. This would allow for better scrutiny of the procedures and greater public 
confidence that guidelines and AA procedures for forest activities are being correctly 
implemented in practice.  

• Hen Harrier and Fresh Water Pearl Mussel, two key species found in areas where 
forestry-related decision-making is important, continue to be seriously at risk, with 
the former in decline in SPAs and the latter no longer reproducing. It has yet to be 
demonstrated that forestry is being managed in a way that ensures the favourable 
conservation status of these species. Furthermore, the context in which the AA 
system operates remains incomplete as site management plans that would bring 
together the full range of actions needed to conserve these species are still in 
preparation. 

 
 
Further information  
 
Forest Service Appropriate Assessment Procedure: Information Note March 2012 
http://www.agriculture.gov.ie/media/migration/forestry/grantandpremiumschemes/sche
mecirculars/ForestServiceAppropriateAssessmentProcedureInfoNote140312.pdf  
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CASE STUDY 2: 
 

ASSESSING IMPACTS OF SMALL PROJECTS WITHOUT EXCESSIVE BURDEN 
TO THE PROPONENTS (BADEN-WŰRTTEMBERG, GERMANY) 

 

 
 
 
Key words:  
A well-designed screening form may help 
to save time and money when it comes to 
the AA of small projects; Lots of small 
projects can be a neglected risk for Natura 
2000;  
 
 
 

 
 
 
Background 
 
In Germany, the Appropriate Assessment is governed by federal law on nature 
protection but its execution lies with 16 provinces (Länder): each of them has its own 
legislation specifying the procedure, as well as different administrative structure for 
accomplishing the tasks ensuing from the Habitats Directive. Depending on the 
prevailing character of particular projects in the province, also the focus of nature 
authorities differs. 
 
In Baden-Württemberg, the province bordering France and Switzerland, there are 
relatively few “large-scale” developments but quite frequently people, especially 
farmers, apply for permits to build small constructions which are needed for their daily 
work. Such small constructions rarely have any long-distance impact on nature but, if 
situated in or next to a Natura 2000 site, they have a potential – especially through 
their cumulative effects – to deteriorate the site integrity.  
 
Issuing Article 6.3 permits for lots of small projects can place a non-negligible 
administrative burden on the authorities but a well-designed screening form can help to 
save significant time and money for all concerned. 
 
 
Steps taken 
 
A part-time farmer intended to construct a woodshed in the outer zone of a village in 
the western Allgäu in order to store fuelwood coming from his own forest. The shed 
would be made mainly of wood, with a roof made from roofing cardboard. The water 
running from the eaves would run directly into the nearby brook and an outer light 
would be installed to allow the farmer to cut-down logs in the immediate vicinity. 
 
The proponent submitted an application for a construction permit to the municipal (City 
of Wangen/Allgäu) building authority. This authority realized from the accompanying 
map that the project was planned adjacent to the SAC, probably partly within the SAC.  
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Thus, it informed the proponent that his project would need to be screened for any 
potential negative impacts on the SAC under Article 6.3 of the Habitats Directive, and if 
necessary undergo a full AA.  
 
The brook “Schwarzenbach” is a part of a SAC (DE 8324-342 “Obere Argen und 
Seitentäler”) designated above all for the protection of the priority habitat type 91E0* 
Alluvial forests. The alluvial forest here consists of two narrow (about 7 to 10 m wide) 
stretches of trees bordering the brook on both its sides. This type of alluvial forest is 
quite typical for the region.  
 
The brook itself is a very important habitat for the Thick Shelled River Mussel (Unio 
crassus) because of the richness of structure of the riverbed and the good quality of 
water. The conservation status of the Thick Shelled River Mussel for Germany is 
“unfavourable-bad”, which makes the “Schwarzenbach” of particular importance for the 
overall conservation status of this species. Furthermore, the brook is also a habitat for 
the Bullhead (Cottus gobio), another target feature of the SAC. 
 
The provincial expert body – Landesanstalt für Umwelt, Messungen und Naturschutz 
Baden-Württemberg – has published guidelines for each Natura 2000 habitat type and 
for each Natura 2000 species in Baden-Württemberg which describes the type of 
projects and activities which may have adverse effects on the target features.  
 
From this it was evident that, in theory, the “woodshed” project could affect the priority 
habitat type 91E0* if it is built within the location of that habitat type or if its building 
interferes with the ground water level (even if situated outside the SAC). Rainwater 
coming from the roof could also cause hydraulic stress in the brook or reduce the water 
quality through dissolved substances from the roofing material. Finally the outside light 
could cause a local decline in insects (“vacuum-cleaner effect”) which could in turn 
cause changes in species diversity of the entire habitat. 
 
 
The outcome 
 
Especially for such small projects the province of Baden-Württemberg has created a 
form sheet for the screening stage as the first step of the AA-procedure. The screening 
form has a logical structure and leads those filling them in through all potential steps 
which could indicate possible deterioration of the Natura 2000 site(s) in question. 
 
The proponent hired an expert to carry out the screening and fill in the form. The expert 
found that the woodshed would be definitely built outside the SAC site. So it became 
evident that the shed would not interfere with the priority habitat type 91E0. 
Furthermore, he recommended that, in order to avoid hydraulic stress, the rainwater 
coming from the roof should not be discharged directly in the brook but in a drainage 
shaft (mitigation measure). By this measure, any input of potentially harmful 
substances coming from the roof can be avoided.  
 
Concerning the outside light the expert recommended to plan a short-time lighting 
combined with a motion detector (mitigation measure). Thus, the insect fauna would 
not be significantly affected by the light. The expert's opinion was that with realisation 
of his recommended mitigation measures the project would have no significant impact 
to the SAC.  
 
This conclusion was recorded in the screening form and submitted to the municipal 
building authority who in turn consulted the competent nature conservation authority at 
the district administration (Landratsamt) for an opinion. The nature conservation 
authority’s opinion – which is legally binding for the authority being competent for 
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granting the permit to the project – confirmed the expert´s claim that there would be no 
adverse effects from the project on the SAC on condition that the proposed mitigation 
measures would be realized. Based on that opinion, the municipal building authority 
integrated the above mitigation measures as a condition into the final building permit 
and the construction of the shed was allowed to proceed without the need for a full AA.  
 
 
Summary of strengths and weaknesses 
 
Many small projects can have negative impacts on Natura 2000 sites but in the eyes of 
the public small projects mostly are not regarded as a “problem” for nature. The 
screening form (containing detailed explanations) is a good tool to bring also the small 
cases through the Article 6.3 procedure. Because the form is quite succinct (5 pages) it 
does not represent a major burden for the proponents, and helps to streamline the 
work of the authorities. 
 
The present example illustrates that in some cases involving small local scale projects, 
simple mitigation measures introduced already at the screening stage can help to avoid 
adverse effects on a Natura 2000 site.  This makes it unnecessary to undergo the full 
AA– a process which would probably lead to identical outcomes but for much higher 
costs and more time involved. 
 
Another advantage is that the authorities gain records of particular small constructions 
in a standardized and comparable form, which enables them to i) take into account 
cumulative effects of such constructions in the future and ii) to get inspiration from the 
gradually growing “pool” of proposed mitigation measures for their future decision-
making practice. 
 
 
Further information  
 
Authority’s website on Natura 2000 and with information on AA procedure (including 
screening forms : http://www.natura2000-‐bw.de 
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CASE STUDY 3:   
 

CARRYING OUT AN AA OF A MAJOR INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT:  
CONTRUCTION OF THE EGNATIA MOTORWAY (GREECE) 

 

 
Key words:  
Lack of correct AA leads to significant delays 
and extra costs. Active dialogue between 
developers and NGOs helps to identify 
appropriate technical mitigation measures. Ex 
ante and ex post monitoring programmes 
crucial for resolving problems that arise. Win-
win solutions can be found even for major 
strategically important infrastructure projects 
 
 

 
Background 
 
The 670-km Egnatia motorway is one of the most strategic and challenging civil 
engineering projects in present-day Europe. It runs across northern Greece and links 
the western port city of Igoumenitsa to the eastern border town of Kipi, thus facilitating 
international road transport between Western Europe and Asia. The motorway follows 
the footsteps of the ancient Via Egnatia, which used to connect the Adriatic and 
Aegean seas from Rome to Constantinople. It was given its name in honour of Gnaeus 
Egnatius who built it during his tenure as Roman governor of Macedonia.  
 
The Egnatia motorway, which is a closed dual carriageway with a central reserve, two 
traffic lanes and one emergency lane in each direction, goes through an area that is 
very complex from a geomorphological and geological point of view, traversing 
important mountain ranges, such as the Pindos range, forested areas, ravines, as well 
as river areas and plains.  
 
The main motorway from Igoumenitsa to Kipi involves a very large number of technical 
works, namely 63 road interchanges, 135 bridges, 390 entrances/exits with 
overbridges and underpasses, 73 twin-bore tunnels, 43 river crossings and 11 railway 
crossings. In addition to the main motorway, there are 7 separate vertical motorways 
towards the north which connect the Egnatia motorway to road infrastructure in 
Albania, FYROM, and Bulgaria, and consequently to pan European corridors (Berlin-
Sofia-Thessaloniki, Helsinki-Alexandroupolis, Vienna-Belgrade-Thessaloniki), and 2 in 
the south aiming at improving Greek transport networks. 
 
The cost of the main motorway, whose construction started in the 1990’s and has now 
been completed, is approximately 6.5 billion euro (VAT excluded). The project has 
been funded by the Greek Government, the European Union (50 %), the European 
Investment Bank and the Community Support Framework. The construction of the 
vertical motorways is still ongoing.  
 
In total, the motorway crosses 17 Natura 2000 sites, some of which are prime large 
carnivore habitat, such as the Pindos range, which is transected by it. This mountain 
range hosts the largest of the two Greek nuclei of brown bear (Ursus arctos), with an 
estimated population of a minimum of 350 - 400 animals.  
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Thanks to conservation efforts of the last ten to twenty years, the country is witnessing 
increases in the brown bear population, with indications of newly-colonised areas. The 
Panagia-Grevena section of the main Egnatia motorway as well as the vertical 
motorway of Siatista-Krystalopigi in particular go through bear territories; the most 
recent population censuses put the brown bear subpopulation around those two 
segments to about 135 individuals. 
 
The lush forests of Pindos and its mosaic landscape of traditional agricultural areas 
also host a very high number of protecged habitat types, a large variety of endemic 
flora, rich avifauna including raptors, as well as other large mammals including the wolf 
Canis lupus.  
 
 
The permitting procedures 
 
The design of the main motorway project started in the early 1990’s, however without 
taking properly into account the fact that a 40-km section of the Panagia-Grevena 
segment would go through Ursus arctos habitat. The Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) that was elaborated by the Greek public authorities in 1993 for the 
main motorway did not assess appropriately the impact of the project on the bear and 
its habitats, and did not provide sufficient mitigation measures for large fauna in order 
to ensure that the motorway would not act as a barrier to the species and that it would 
not deteriorate significantly habitat connectivity.  
 
The ecological importance of the Panagia-Grevena segment for Ursus arctos had been 
confirmed by the findings of a LIFE-Nature project that was ongoing at that time. The 
project beneficiary, the NGO Arcturos, had officially highlighted the shortcomings of the 
EIA to the competent authorities, and had also proposed a 28-kilometer by-pass to this 
critical segment of the motorway.  
 
Despite its shortcomings the EIA was approved by the national authorities in 1995 
through a Joint Ministerial Decision (JMD) of the Ministries of Environment and 
Agriculture. The following measures suggested by the EIA Study were incorporated in 
the Environmental Terms Approval Decision: Construction of ca 2.5 km additional 
length of tunnels and ca 750m additional length of valley-bridges, as well as prohibition 
of illuviation of torrents and rivers with special attention to Venetikos river and 
Koutsafiras and Stavropotamos gullies which are used by the bears for getting water, 
food etc.  
 
These mitigation measures were considered insufficient by environmental NGOs for a 
25.3 km-long critical section of Panagia-Grevena, and within the same year, three 
NGOs (Arcturos, WWF-Greece, Hellenic Society for the Conservation of Nature) 
submitted to the Supreme Court of Greece a joint petition for the cancellation of the 
JMD. The Supreme Court’s 1997 decision annulled the 1995 JMD by which the initial 
design had been approved; the decision also recommended the creation of a large 
bypass and imposed the implementation of a monitoring programme before the 
project’s construction.  
 
Subsequently, Egnatia Odos SA, which became the project developer, elaborated a 
second EIA which proposed a different alignment for the critical segment of the main 
motorway and included mitigation measures such as tunnels and bridges covering  
44.5 % of the segment in question, as well as fauna underpasses and a “green bridge.” 
There followed a lively debate between the developer, the NGOs, the national 
authorities, independent experts and the EU over the next two years due to the fact 
that the developer maintained its position against the 28-km bypass recommended by 
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the NGOs because of its increased cost and because this detour would negate the 
concept of providing a direct link between western and central Greece.  
 
Despite the ongoing debate and the scientifically-based objections raised by the 
NGOs, the second EIA was approved in 2000 by the competent authorities. At this 
point, the EU sent a Letter of Formal Notice and the NGOs made a second petition to 
the Supreme Court of Greece against what they considered to be limited mitigation 
measures of the second routing proposal of Egnatia SA; this petition however was 
withdrawn by the NGOs, given that common agreements were finally made.  
 
In 2001 a new round of deliberations started between Egnatia SA, the NGOs and the 
local and regional authorities, under the auspices of the EU, in order to find a 
sustainable solution, given that the political elements had de facto excluded the 
solution of the 28-km bypass due to the substantially increased cost. These extensive 
deliberations led to an agreement for the expansion of the technical works to 13.2 km 
of tunnels and 3.7 km of bridges within the total 25.3-km sensitive segment of Panagia-
Grevena.  
 
Furthermore, Egnatia S.A. in collaboration with the NGO Arcturos set up a monitoring 
programme in order to monitor the project’s impact on large carnivores (especially 
bears) and other large mammals before, during and after the project construction, as 
set out in the environmental terms of the project. The first two phases lasted from 2001 
to 2009, while the third phase of the monitoring scheme, i.e., the post-project 
completion, is still pending due to lack of funding. 
 
The pre-construction monitoring programme, which started in 2001 and was funded by 
Egnatia S.A., proved to be of crucial importance, as it identified critical sections within 
the Panagia-Grevena segment which were not well catered for by the foreseen 
technical works. The NGO Arcturos made a set of further recommendations, which 
included new overpasses and underpasses, the translocation of existing underpasses 
and overpasses to more suitable points, the increase of the width of the green bridge 
and the translocation of a toll area. Egnatia S.A. agreed to all of these modifications.  
 
The second phase of the monitoring during the construction works also revealed a 
negative impact on the fauna from construction noise, landscape changes and water 
resources contamination, as well as the need for reinforced fencing. Furthermore, in 
2004, the NGOs Arcturos and Callisto, both of whom were involved in the monitoring 
programme during the construction works, highlighted the problem of inadequate 
fencing of critical segments of the motorway, and the high collision risk between large 
carnivores and oncoming traffic.  
 
In collaboration with Egnatia S.A. a new set of specific recommendations of fencing 
characteristics were provided. However, despite this, and due to forthcoming elections, 
the Panagia-Grevena segment was delivered hurriedly for use in 2009 without 
reinforced fencing, thus resulting in a significant number of accidents with bears. Some 
priority sections were fenced in 2009 and no accidents with bears have occurred in that 
section since. For the remaining sections of the Panagia-Grevena segment, as well as 
other points of the main motorway where a presence of the brown bear is being 
reported in the last years, a new type of reinforced fence which is insurmountable for 
bears has started to be constructed since early 2013.  
 
Concerning the vertical motorway of Siatista-Kristalopigi, the first 50-km long section 
Siatista-Koromilia does not include mitigation measures specifically designed for large 
mammals (although there are 146 standard hydraulic works which can be used as 
passages by smaller fauna). Traffic accidents involving bears started to occur since its 
operation in 2009.  
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In the context of a LIFE-Nature project, the NGO Callisto elaborated a survey on the 
use and appropriateness of the smaller technical works for larger mammals and 
recommended improvements.  Egnatia Odos S.A. was willing to adapt them so that 
larger mammals can also use them. But for the reinforced fences it had to look for extra 
financing (10 million €) which finally became available only in 2012 via the National 
Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF).  
 
The reinforced fence is now being constructed with the proposed specifications by the 
NGOs, with expected completion date September 2013. As a temporary measure until 
completion of the reinforced fencing, the NGOs Arcturos and Callisto recommended a 
reduction in the speed limit in critical sections, as well as the installation of warning 
signs. Egnatia Odos S.A. has followed up on this recommendation and in addition 
distributes warning leaflets to the drivers at the toll stations. 
 
As for the northern section of another vertical motorway, Koromilia-Krystallopigi, which 
is 20 km long and whose construction is ongoing, technical works specifically designed 
for large mammals as well as a reinforced fence is being integrated from the outset, 
thanks to the prior experience with the main motorway and to the inputs of the LIFE 
project. Egnatia Odos S.A. has already budgeted these works in the section’s 
construction costs.  
 
 
Final outcome  
 
The aforementioned year-long deliberations between Egnatia S.A., the environmental 
NGOs and the responsible Greek and EU authorities led to the incorporation of a 
significant number of much needed technical mitigation works in the main Egnatia 
motorway, which were specifically designed for the enhancement of habitat 
connectivity of large carnivores, namely Ursus arctos and the wolf Canis lupus, as well 
as other large mammals, such as wild ungulates.  
 
Thanks to those deliberations and the results of the pre-construction monitoring 
system, the technical works at the main motorway were considerably improved; they 
were increased from just 1.3 km of tunnels initially foreseen in the first motorway 
design to additional 13.2 km of tunnels, 3.7 km of bridges, one 50-meter wide green 
bridge, nine underpasses and numerous overpasses.  
 
Though not initially foreseen as a mitigation measure in the Joint Ministerial Decision 
approving the main motorway and setting the environmental terms, Egnatia S.A. and 
the NGOs Arcturos and Callisto, under the auspices of the Hellenic authorities, came to 
an agreement for the need of reinforced fencing in certain segments in order to 
decrease the bear crossings over the motorway. However, despite this agreement, 
fences were set up only partially and in some segments the technical requirements did 
not meet those recommended by the NGOs.  
 
As a result, there have been many cases of collisions between bears and oncoming 
traffic, posing a direct threat to both humans and Ursus arctos populations. Though so 
far there have been no human casualties, since the beginning of the motorway’s 
operation out of a total of 44 collisions with bears on national level since 1996, 50% of 
those have occurred in Egnatia and its vertical motorway Siatista-Krystalopigi only in 
the last five years. Clearly this high percentage is also related to the fact that the 
Egnatia motorway has absorbed the biggest part of inter-city traffic in northern Greece.  
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In parallel to the aforementioned mitigation measures, the deliberations between the 
concerned parties revealed the necessity and led to the agreement for a three-phase 
monitoring programme before, during and after the project construction. As indicated 
above, this monitoring programme proved to be crucial to the design and re-design of 
appropriate mitigation measures.  
 
Official figures of the Ministry of the Environment bring the total cost of the technical 
works related to the Brown bear’s protection to 100 million Euro, which constitutes 
about 1.53 % of the total budget of the main motorway. This additional costs were 
easier to accept from a political point of view compared to the approximately 250 - 300 
million euro which would be the estimated cost of the 28-kilometer bypass 
recommended by the NGOs and the Supreme Court in the initial phases of the 
deliberations.  
 
Concerning the spendings for the monitoring project for the Panagia-Grevena section, 
the first two phases cost a total of 940,000 euro approximately, whereas the sum of 
630,000 euro was spent additionally for monitoring bear habitats in adjacent sections of 
Egnatia motorway. 
 
After the year-long deliberations, contradictions and final agreements, both the 
developer and the environmental NGOs agree that the necessary mitigation measures 
should have been considered in the early stages of the project design in order to avoid 
legal implications, increased costs and time-consuming procedures. Egnatia S.A. 
considers after this lengthy experience that it is easier to find solutions and collaborate 
constructively with NGOs through active dialogue, and considers that developers 
should have a more open-minded attitude towards the involvement of NGOs in the 
project design, since that can prove more time- and money- efficient.  
 
From the NGOs’ point of view, such procedures require long-term endurance, 
persistence and patience and imply a significant financial cost and availability of human 
resources, something which the civil society is not often able to bear.  
 
 
Summary of strengths and weaknesses  
 
The case of Egnatia motorway is a milestone in Greek environmental affairs. It 
highlighted the obligation of developers to ensure that impacts of projects are 
appropriately assessed regardless of the strategic value of a project. It also highlighted 
the importance of integrating mitigation measures from the onset of the project 
planning procedures – not only do procedures move faster if this is the case, but the 
cost of including mitigation measures is lower if those are added during the 
construction phase and not after.  
 
Approximately 15 years went by between the initial planning phase of the project and 
its final delivery to the public. Though many pointed the finger at the environmental 
NGOs for the delays of the project, the experience showed that had the mitigation 
measures been properly assessed and incorporated in the initial planning, the project 
would have been completed much sooner. Also, given that some of the mitigation 
measures, notably the reinforced fencing, were implemented partially or without 
following on the agreed-upon specifications, there has been an impact on local brown 
bear populations, due to deaths from collisions with vehicles.   
 
The Egnatia motorway also showcased that win-win situations can be found, though 
certain sacrifices have to be accepted from both sides: additional costs on the side of 
the promoters, less than optimal solutions in terms of environmental impact on the side 
of the environmentalists.  
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Nowadays, the project developer and environmental NGOs have established a long-
term collaboration, though initially they were diametrically opposed as to the project 
implementation. The involvement of the environmental NGOs provided much needed 
independent expertise for the final design of the project and for its monitoring in relation 
to large carnivores.  
 
The case of the Egnatia highway highlighted the importance of pre- and post-
construction monitoring. In this specific case, the structured monitoring programme that 
was implemented allowed to identify shortcomings and required improvements in the 
project design prior to the beginning of the construction works. Informal monitoring 
conducted so far has confirmed the importance of tunnels, bridges, green bridges, 
overpasses, underpasses and reinforced fencing as efficient and effective mitigation 
measures that increase the motorway’s permeability and minimise the project’s 
impacts on habitat connectivity, though this still needs to be confirmed more rigorously 
from the post-construction monitoring programme. 
 
Further information  
 
Egnatia S.A. www.egnatia.gr  
Callisto NGO www.callisto.gr  
Arcturos NGO www.arcturos.gr 
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CASE STUDY 4: 
 

CARRYING OUT AN AA OF A GOLD MINING PROJECT 
IN THE KRUMOVGRAD EXPLORATION AREA (BULGARIA) 

 
 
 

 
 
Key words:  
AA helps to find less damaging and 
cheaper gold extraction techniques 
and introduce mitigation measures to 
avoid impacts on the Natura 2000 sites 
target features. Good cooperation 
between the developer and the AA 
experts. Solid field surveys 
undertaken to underpin the AA. 
 
 

© Photo by dpm-group.com 
 
 
 
 
 
Background  
 
In 2007, Balkan Minerals and Mining Ltd., a local subsidiary of the Toronto-based 
company Dundee Precious Metals, started an EIA/AA procedure for the investment 
proposal of gold extraction using cyanides from the Ada Tepe hill area near the town of 
Krumovgrad in the south-eastern part of Bulgaria. The anticipated cost of the project 
was around 120-150 million US dollars.  
 
The mining was foreseen to take place within a large SCI (Rodopi iztochni – 21,700ha) 
hosting important natural forest types (9180*, 92С0, 92А0, 91M0, 91AA*, 91G0*, 9270) 
and mammals (13 bat species, bear, wolf, otter…) protected under the Habitats 
Directive. The SCI is also a key area for numerous rare amphibians, reptiles and 
invertebrates, including Mauremys caspica, Testudo graeca, and Testudo hermanni.   
 
Nearby there is an SPA (Krumovitsa – 11,200ha) hosting 28 Annex I bird species, 
including black stork Ciconia nigra, booted eagle Hieraaetus pennatus, egyptian vulture 
Neophron percnopterus and olive-tree warbler Hippolais olivetorum. 
 
The actual mining works would take place on Ada Tepe hill which is located towards 
the southern edge of the SCI. The hill is mainly covered in 40-50 year old forests, 
having been almost completely deforested in the past, and planted over with black Pine 
Pinus nigra, and locust Robinia pseudoacacia trees. The pine plantation has altered 
the soil composition so much that a restoration of indigenous vegetation is now virtually 
impossible.  Parts of the hill were previously used as pastures, but most of the terrain is 
now heavily ruderalised. Both the pastures and the villages have long since been 
abandoned. 
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Appropriate assessment procedure     
 
The initial project proposal would involve 187 ha of land on Ada Tepe hill and Kaldijk 
gully. This would be used both for the actual open pit works, waste rock stockpile, and 
for the installations needed to process the gold ore (which included the use of cyanide), 
inclusing a tailings dam.  Because the project is in a Natura 2000 site the Ministry of 
Environment asked the company to carry out an Appropriate Assessment (AA) in 
accordance with Article 6.3 of the Habitats Directive.  
 
The AA was contracted out to consultants in 2008 who carried out a detailed study of 
all existing publications on the flora and fauna of the Eastern Rhodope Mountains and 
on the two Natura 2000 sites in particular. Supplementary field surveys were 
undertaken during April - September 2008 by a team of 8 experts (covering birds, 
habitats and plants, invertebrates, butterflies, fish, reptiles and amphibians, bat, as well 
as large mammals). During the elaboration of the assessment all guidelines and 
documents related to Natura 2000 were also taken into consideration, including the EC 
guidelines “Non-energy mineral extraction and Natura 2000”. 
 
The Appropriate Assessment revealed that the project would indeed have a significant 
negative effect on a number of protected habitat types and species. For instance, the 
large tailings dam and the two water supply dams were all planned to be located in the 
Kaldjik gully, which is a key habitat for the rare tortoises.  Furthermore, in case of a 
cyanide spill from the tailings dam, it was assessed that 25 % of the habitats of Unio 
crassus, 25.2 % of the habitats of Barbus cyclolepis and 25.8 % of the habitat of 
Sabanejewia balkanica would be affected, which is significant.  
 
The AA therefore concluded that the project could not be allowed to proceed in its 
present form. After long discussions between the team of experts who carried out the 
AA and the investor, Balkan Mineral and Mining decided to withdraw its original project 
and submit a revised one for approval.  
 
The new investment proposal involved the same open pit on Ada Tepe hill and a 
similar system for crushing and grinding the ore but offered an alternative approach to 
disposing of the waste material in a nearby gully.  The large tailings dam and three 
small reservoirs were also abandoned, along with the use of cyanide to extract the gold 
from the ore. Instead a new form of semi-dry technology for extracting the gold was 
proposed which involved floatation. The end product is a gold concentrate but not the 
gold metal itself which would now be processed away from the site.  
 
The total final area of the project was to be 85 ha (compared to 187 ha in the first 
proposal). This would include: the open pit (17 ha); the ore storage area (3 ha); 
installations for processing of the ore to a gold-silver concentrate (6 ha); storage of 
mining waste, rock materials and thickened tailings from processing the gold ore (41 
ha); stockpile for soil materials (2 ha); reservoir for water (in close vicinity to the pit- 4 
ha); roads (12 ha). 
 
The revised proposal was submitted to the Ministry of Environment and Water in April 
2010 and a new AA was undertaken. The AA was done by the same team of experts 
that carried out the first Assessment, which helped ensure continuity and consistency 
in the impact evaluation. They also carried out further field studies over the summer of 
2010 in order to complete any missing field information. 
 
Because in Bulgaria the AA runs in parallel with EIA procedure, the revised project, 
together with the impact statements, was also put out to public consultation and public 
hearings were held with the local community and NGOs (in July 2011). Previously both 
had expressed strong concerns about the use of cyanide and the possible implications 
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on human health as well as impacts on the environment. This fear was now largely 
removed thanks to the abandonment of the use of cyanide in the revised investment 
proposal (although there remained more emotional concerns about the project from a 
landscape point and easthetics point of view, also because the area is looking to 
diversify its local economy through tourism).   
 
Compared to the first investment proposal, the appropriate assessment concluded that, 
except for the open pit for which there is no alternative, the investor had now adjusted 
the locations and types of installations sufficiently to reduce the negative effects on the 
Natura 2000 site and its habitats and species to an insignificant level. The fact that the 
project area was now more than half the size of the first proposal also played a major 
role in reducing impacts and cumulative effects.  The AA therefore concluded that, 
provided certain conditions were respected during the construction and operation of the 
pit, the revised project could be approved. 
 
 

  The final outcome  
 
The Ministry of Environment and Water approved the revised investment project for 
gold extraction near Krumovgrad in 2011 (Resolution N°18-8/2011). The resolution 
contained a number of conditions and mitigation measures which had been identified in 
the AA and which needed to be respected by the investor in order to avoid or mitigate 
any potential negative effects.   
 
These included:  

• Restrictions on the use of local rivers as a water source during the dry months of 
the year in order to prevent drying out of protected habitats, and as a source of 
construction material; 

• A limitation, during the construction phase, on the removal of old and rotting 
hollow deciduous trees, their stumps and fallen trunks. This will ensure the 
conservation of appropriate substrates for feeding and development of larvae of 
Cerambyx cerdo and Lucanus cervus as well as roosting habitats for bat species; 

• A prohibition on the felling of oak patches which were located to the north of Ada 
Tepe and below the open pit, and also patches near the low-grade ore stockpile. 
These areas contained the habitat type 91M0 which is also home to protected 
speciesl like Cerambyx cerdo and Lucanus cervus.; 

• During the construction to be reduced to a minimum: the removal of surface layer 
of the soil, the removal of ecotonic ecosystems (on the borders forest/meadow or 
plain/slope) and the clearance of areas with herbaceous and bush vegetation was 
to be reduced to a minimum during the construction phase in order to conserve. 
the integrity of the feeding habitats and shelters of invertebrates; 

• De-dusting of the production cycle, especially of transport activities in the newly 
built unpaved roads and prevention of the contamination of roads with oil, fuel and 
hazardous substances.  

• Blasting activities are to be carried out only during the daytime. 

• Sodium-vapor lamps should be used, which have significantly lower attraction 
effect on the night insects, compared to the mercury-fluorescent lamps, which 
emit significant amount of blue and ultraviolet rays. In addition, the number of 
lamps should be limited to 2 per ha.  

• At least a year before construction, the inhabiting tortoises should be collected 
and released back to nature at suitable alternative habitats away from the 
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immediate vicinity of the pit. In order to guarantee the effectiveness of the 
measure, the project site must be fenced to restrict the arrival of new tortoises. 
(This stage has already been completed).   

 
The investor himself has also decided on his own initiative to set up a biodiversity 
monitoring scheme which is started before construction phase and will run during the 
life of mine and in the post closure period.  
 
Construction works are planned to start in 2014 if the investor can get all other 
necessary permits and will continue 18 months. Operational phase is app. 9 years 
and 2 – 3 years will be dedicated to active closure and rehabilitation, which will be 
done progressively in accordance with good practices.  A Closure and Rehabilitation 
Plan has already been prepared and the company has given a financial guarantee for 
closure and rehabilitation activities during the entire life of mine as well as for post 
closure period. The rehabilitation will use local flora species. 
 
 
Summary of strengths and weaknesses  
  
• The close interactions and good communication between the investor and the AA 

consultants meant that the original project proposal for mining extraction in 
Krumovgrad could go ahead after it had been redesigned in such a way to remove 
or mitigate the risk of any adverse affects on the Natura 2000 sites.  

• The high quality of the Appropriate Assessment helped not only to reorientate the 
project and identify appropriate mitigation measures but also lead to a smoother 
shorter approval period and greater public confidence in the mining company’s 
environmental credentials and sense of social responsibility.  None of the major 
conservation NGOs or scientific bodies in Bulgaria raised objections to the findings 
of the AA on the revised project proposal;  

• The location of the mining concession in an area of the SCI with limited 
conservation value helped reduce the risk of impacts. As a result the mitigation 
measures would be relatively straight forward to implement for the company and 
did not involve a significant extra cost on their part;  

• The investor was able to alter its project in response to the findings of the AA, not 
only in terms of scale and location, but also in terms of the processing technology 
strong public concern at the use of cyanide.   

• But, although the final project was significantly cheaper than the first one (100 
million US dollars compared to 160 million US) it is also likely to be less productive 
for the company and there will be additional costs in transporting the semi 
processed silver-gold concentrate to another country for further processing. 
Nevertheless the company been very willing to make a few compromises along the 
way and to work with the findings of the AA. Corporate social responsibility and a 
good public image are also considered important.    

 

Further information  
 
Further information about the EIA and AA is available on the company’s website: 
http://www.dundeeprecious.com/English/sustainability/relevant-
documents/krumovgrad/default.aspx   
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CASE STUDY 5:	  
 

CARRYING OUT AN AA OF A GRAVEL EXTRACTION PROJECT IN LA SERENA 
NATURA 2000 SITE, EXTREMADURA (SPAIN) 

 
 

 
 
 
Key words: 
Poor quality AA leads to delays in 
projects and refusals of permits. Good 
collaboration between proponent and 
Natura 2000 authorities can help find 
ways to carry out projects in Natura 2000 
without adverse effects on the site’s 
target features.  
 
 
 
 

 
Background  
  
In the south eastern corner of Extremadura lies an extensive steppic plain known as la 
Serena. Designated as a vast Natura 2000 this unique steppic habitat is home to an 
abundance of typical steppe birds like the great bustard (Otis tarda), sandgrouse 
(family Pteroclididae), stone curlew (Burhinus oedicnemus), collared pratincole 
(Glareola pratincola) and Montagu's Harrier (Circus pygargus). In spring and early 
summer the skies are teeming with thousands of skylarks (Alauda arvensis) and corn 
buntings (Emberiza calandra) and the occasional vulture or large raptors that has flown 
over from the nearby mountain range in search of its prey.  
  
The area is also crossed by several rivers, which provide shelter for a number of rare 
aquatic species. Although they tend to dry out in the summer, these freshwater habitats 
are especially important in areas as dry as La Serena. The Zújar River and surrounding 
plain has been traditionally exploited for sand and gravel extraction in the past. 
However, following the designation of La Serena as SPA and SCI, the authorisation of 
this type of activity was mostly discouraged due to the potential impact on the site’s 
target features. 
 
One developer in particular had tried several times to gain a permit for extracting 
aggregates from this river plan, but this was repeatedly refused. The appropriate 
assessment that the developer had made was simply of too poor a quality to enable 
the nature authorities to conclude with confidence that the project would not have an 
adverse affect on the Natura 2000 site. The precautionary principle was therefore used 
and the project refused. 
   
Steps taken 
  
Given the insistence and the interest of the developer to carry out their project, the 
authority responsible for the management of Natura 2000 decided to contact him in 
order to explore together whether there was a way for him to carry out his project in a 
way that is compatible with the Natura 2000’s site conservation objectives. This might 
be possible because the extraction would be carried out on agricultural land rather than 
in the heart of the steppic or freshwater habitats.  
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The key then was to see whether the extraction might have a significant indirect or 
cumulative effects on the species and habitats within the site, for instance by causing 
the displacement or disturbance of nesting birds or the degradation of protected habitat 
types. This was something that the AA had singularly failed to do.  
 
Through several meetings and discussions with the developer and a close study of the 
scientific data on that particular part of La Serena, they identified the specific species 
and habitats that might be negatively affected and subsequently analysed how 
significant the effects might be on those species, also whether they could eventually be 
avoided through mitigation measures.  
 
Thanks to the advice of the Natura 2000 authority and the active willingness of the 
developer to discuss and modify his project, a solution was found that would enable the 
extraction and the processing of the aggregates to take place in a way that would not 
adversely affect the Natura 2000 features of the site. 
 
The solution involved both a small re-design of the project and the introduction of the 
preventive and mitigation measures. In particular:   
• The aggregates would not longer be treated on the site but would be transported to 

another site situated ca 1 km away where there was an old treatment plant, so as to 
avoid disturbance to the Natura 2000 species and building a new plant in the area. 

• The extraction area would be located at 100 m distance of the existing birds colony 
in the riparian area, and the extractive activity would be halted from 15th March to 
21st July to avoid the breeding season for a number of the protected bird species. 

• The extractive activity would not be carried next to the riverbed nor in any valley 
areas with natural vegetation, which should be suitably marked out on the ground. 

• The aggregate extraction would take place at all times above the water table. 
• Access to the extraction area would be by an existing path situated on the right bank 

of the Zújar river at a distance of about 1,200 m. Access to the treatment plant 
would be also through existing paths.  

• A vegetal screen with tree species of rapid growth (ash, poplar) would be created 
around the treatment plant. 

• The individual extraction areas would be progressively restored as they come to an 
end and before moving onto a new location within the project site in order to 
minimise the impact of the extraction itself. As part of the restoration, a shallow pond 
would be created with small islets that would serve as a refuge for bird species, and 
other restoration areas would be covered with topsoil and planted with ashes, 
willows and other suitable species. 

  
 
The Outcome 
  
The good collaboration between the project developer and the authority responsible for 
the management of the Natura 2000 meant that the revised project could be finally 
approved because solutions had been found to ensure that it would no longer 
adversely affect the site and its protected species.  
 
Both parties remained in contact once the project started to check on progress. A 
monitoring scheme was put in place with the support and supervision of the authorities 
to ensure that the agreed mitigation measures were having the desired effect and no 
unexpected problems were arising.  Every year, as part of this monitoring plan, the 
proposed excavation areas are submitted to the environmental authorities before 
March, to allow identification of possible impacts on protected species and agree the 
required mitigation measures with the operator. This allows time for the developer to 
appropriately adapt the timing and location of the operations. The monitoring  also 
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proved to be very useful as it was discovered that sand martins (Riparia riparia) had 
started to colonise the sand banks created by the extraction activity (up to 300 
individuals were counted in the site in 2012).  
 
Following the advice of the nature authorities, the developer agreed to implement some 
additional measures, which involved keeping vertical slopes in the restoration areas in 
good condition, refreshing those where sand martins had nested in the previous year 
and covering the current extraction areas with meshes to prevent the entry of birds to 
nest during the extraction. The developer has also begun creating a series of small 
wetlands in the used excavation areas next to the river which could eventually lead to 
an increase in the availability of suitable habitats for the existing aquatic species 
present in the area.  
 
  
Summary of key strengths and weaknesses  
 
• The gravel extraction project was allowed to take place in a Natura 2000 because it 

was designed in a way that would ensure it would not cause an adverse effect on 
the site. This was possible thanks to the close collaboration between the Natura 
2000 authority and the developer, and in particular the active support and 
investment of time on the part of the authorities to find the appropriate project 
adjustments and mitigation measures that would remove all possible significant 
effects on the Natura 2000 site.  

• The process did however take several years.  This was because the initial 
Appropriate Assessment submitted by the developer was of such poor quality that 
project had to be refused several times first until a proper assessment was made of 
the potential impacts. This poor AA also meant that both the developer and the 
nature authorities had to invest a lot more of their own resources and time in getting 
the project to a state where it could be approved, something that could have been 
avoided had the AA been done correctly in the first place. This was afterall not a 
particularly complex project. 

• Nevertheless, now that the developer has gone through the AA process once in 
close consultation with the authorities, he has understood much better how it works 
and will be able to ensure that any AAs of future project proposals are done 
correctly. This should in turn save both him and the authorities lots of time.  

• The case also illustrates that, once developers understand the AA process, the 
issuing of permits can be relatively straightforward in many cases (depending of 
course of the specific circumstances surrounding each project).    

• It also creates a good will and constructive dialogue between the developer and the 
authorities which in this case has resulted in a number of positive spin-offs for the 
Natura 2000 site (eg. the appearance of a sand martin colony, creation of new 
wetland habitats). 

 
 
For further information  
 
Natura 2000 webpage: 
http://extremambiente.gobex.es/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1023&Itemid=
76  
Guidance on Environmental processing (including impact assessments and appropriate 
assessment of likely effects on Natura 2000) of mining activities in Extremadura (Guía para la 
tramitación ambiental de las actividades mineras en la Comunidad Autónoma de Extremadura. 
Gobierno de Extremadura, 2011	  
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CASE STUDY 6:   
 

ASSESSMENT OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ON MEADOW HABITAT TYPES IN 
THE KRKONOŠE MOUNTAINS (CZECH REPUBLIC) 

 

 

 
 
 
Key words:  
Sound database of information on Natura 
2000 target features, common rules 
established to set significance of impacts 
and necessary for proper assessment of 
cumulative impacts 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Introduction - Appropriate Assessment in the Czech Republic  
 
According to Czech national law, the AA procedure is merged with that of EIA/SEA but 
represents a clearly distinguishable part of the documentation and its final outcome 
determines the final outcome of EIA/SEA (i.e., refusal or acceptance of the 
project/plan). Despite the unified procedure, the AA is not carried out by the same 
persons who undertaken the EIA/SEA. Performing the AA is subject to obtaining a 
special license from the Ministry of Environment, bestowed for five years to applicants 
(private physical persons only) who meet the strict requirements of education (M.Sc. or 
state exam in ecology) and who pass a stringent exam that checks their biological 
knowledge, familiarity with AA/EIA/SEA legislation.  
 
The license can be withdrawn if its holder breaches the law, and its renewal is not 
automatic but subject to a new exam and a check of the quality of work during the 
previous period. Around 45 licensed persons with different specialisations cover the 
demands in the country; they are expected to establish teams of appropriate specialists 
in more complex cases but they always guarantee the AA outcomes under their own 
name and license. The high technical level required, and the quality control of the work 
of the AA licensed persons, contributes to the high scientific standard of the AA. Its 
outcomes are almost never put in doubt by either developers or the authorities. 
 
 
Background 
 
The Krkonoše Mountains (Giant Mts., Riesengebirge) were designated a Natura 2000 
site (SAC Krkonoše; 55,000 ha) in 2004. Core areas have been strictly protected since 
the 1960s but with the designation of the site under Natura 2000 came the recognition 
of its importance also for endemic types of meadows (habitat types 6230, 6510, 6520). 
The best examples of these tend to be close to existing settlements which means they 
are under constant pressure from new housing developments. Over the years, the area 
has become very attractive for wealthy people due to its scenic beauty, high level of 
conservation, as well as its ample skiing and hiking opportunities.  
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Many individual projects potentially affecting the meadows in the SAC have been 
assessed in accordance with Article 6.3 of the Habitats Directive during recent years. 
So have local spatial plans for individual municipalities. The latter are very important 
because they not only set the framework for future projects but also make it easier to 
assess the cumulative impacts. 
 
The appropriate assessments are greatly assisted by the fact that detailed data is 
available on the occurrence of habitat types all over the Czech Republic. This is thanks 
to a comprehensive GIS mapping exercise that was undertaken during the preparation 
of the national list of pSCIs from 2001-2005 and which is currently in the process of 
being updated (maps on scale of 1:10,000). This data serves as a basic reference and 
is used mainly for the assessments of local spatial plans. For individual projects the 
proponents are required to provide more detailed and up-to-date data. 
 
Nevertheless, it soon became clear that for both plans and projects affecting the 
meadows there was an urgent need for a more strategic conceptual framework to plan 
out the new housing developments in a fair, efficient and transparent way (up to now it 
was mainly on an ad hoc ‘first come first serve’ basis) and especially to ensure that the 
cumulative impacts were not overlooked. Individual projects do not necessarily pose a 
threat (the most frequent project proposal is for an individual family house on approx. 
0.15 ha of land) but cumulatively they could have a serious adverse effect on the 
valuable meadows within the SACs.  
 
 
Steps taken  
 
The Krkonoše Mountains National Park Administration, which is the nature protection 
authority in charge of the area, has been collecting the information on all land takes of 
meadow habitat types (6230, 6510, 6520) since 2004. Thanks to this, it is possible to 
assess cumulative impacts with a high degree of accuracy. The new rules were 
introduced as a reaction of NP Administration to increasing the number of projects in 
meadow habitat types and the incomplete assessment of cumulative impacts in 
particular AAs. Particular AAs cannot help solve the whole issue of cumulative impacts 
on their own and some higher level evidence and control is needed.	  
	   
After a thorough discussion with the persons licensed to carry out AAs in the Czech 
Republic, the NP Administration developed a series of common rules for assessing the 
impacts objectively and transparently during 2010-2011. The rules were published by 
the Ministry of Environment in the guidance document for the assessment of 
significance of impacts in 2011. In the same year they were adopted by NP 
Administration Council. They are now systematically followed by those who are 
carrying out appropriate assessments of plans and projects in the area. 
  
In those areas where the habitats are of best quality no land intake is allowed at all but 
for the habitat types of lower quality, differentiated thresholds have been set. The 
thresholds say from which level of accumulated land take the impact is to be 
considered significant. These thresholds are the result of long discussions but experts, 
and were inspired by scientific studies and experience from previous appropriate 
assessments that had been carried out in the SAC Krkonoše.  
 
The loss of meadows is summarised for each particular municipality in the SAC 
Krkonoše. Therefore each of the municipalities can reach its limit independently. When 
the limits are reached, no further projects in ‘their’ meadows could be allowed. It 
depends on NP Administration opinion and appropriate assessment compiled by 
licensed person. In 2013 the limits are about to be reached in one of the municipalities. 
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The project, which would cause the exceeding of limits, will not be allowed by NP 
Administration.	  
	  
Such rules are especially useful in spatial planning as well. They have been used and 
applied to several local plans since 2011. In this way, projects on precious meadows 
are prevented already at the level of local plans and conflicts between development 
and Natura 2000 meadow habitat types are decreasing. Thanks to constant vigilance 
and dialogue between NP Administration and AA licensed experts the rules are likely to 
also help to prevent conflicts in future. Meanwhile, the developers themselves have 
also expressed an appreciation for the transparent framework that has been put in 
place for their activities.	  
	  
	  
The Outcome 
 
Thanks to good data on the occurrence of valuable habitats and the database of all 
land takes in the whole SAC, as well as clear rules for AA, it is possible to assess 
projects and local spatial plans transparently, even including accurate evaluation of 
cumulative impacts. At the same time, the municipal governments, developers as well 
as the public within the particular municipalities know in advance the limits of housing 
development in the future (once the set threshold for particular habitat type within the 
municipality will have been reached no more land take will be possible, i.e., the 
municipalities can plan what type and speed of housing development they wish to 
support in a long-term perspective). 	  
	  
 
Key strengths and weaknesses  

 
• The Czech Republic possesses complete data about the occurrence of Natura 2000 

habitat types for the whole territory of the country. This allows to assess relative 
land take of particular habitats in individual sites and compare them with the overall 
occurrence in the country.  

• Good knowledge of the occurrence of target species and habitat types is important 
for assessing significance of impacts correctly and reliably however it take time and 
resources to put in place. 

• Large SACs and SPAs have to be carefully observed by state nature conservancy 
with regards to cumulative impacts of apparently “innocent” individual 
developments. The National Park Administration’s initiative to establish a complete 
database of land takes of meadows in the entire Natura 2000 site since 2005 has 
proven to be very helpful in determining significance thresholds on an informed and 
scientifically grounded basis. 

• Rules used in local plans prevent the destruction of precious meadows already in 
early stage of project preparation. They help to ensure the protection of meadow 
habitat type and create a transparent environment for developers in a long term 
planning. Management of these meadow habitat types is now also being supported 
by national funds and is one of the topics of LIFE+ project which is running in the 
SAC Krkonoše from 2012 till 2017. 

	  
Further information  
 
English abstract of article:  
http://www.casopis.ochranaprirody.cz/Pece-o-prirodu-a-krajinu/kumulace-vlivu-
zastavby-na-krkonosskych-loukach.html	   	  
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CASE STUDY 7:   

ADOPTING A STRATEGIC APPROACH TO AA FOR THE NATIONAL 
PROGRAMME FOR ANNUAL WATER MAINTENANCE WORKS (CROATIA) 

 

 
Key words:  
Innovative approach to AA of a mandatory 
river maintenance programme. Systematic and 
collaborative approach of nature and water 
management sectors enabling distinction 
between “harmless” activities and those in 
need for AA. Growing mutual understanding of 
the other sector as a added value of the new 
approach.	  
 

 
 
 
Background 
 
In Croatia there are about 21,000 km of streams, rivers, canals and other water bodies, 
many of which support valuable habitats and species. Some of the larger Croatian 
rivers, especially the Danube, Sava and Drava, have been heavily constrained by flood 
protection dikes, but may still, under extreme conditions, represent a serious threat to 
human property and even life during flood seasons which are quite frequent.  
 
While some rivers, especially their downstream stretches, are used for navigation 
and/or irrigation they are all an important component of the drainage network for 
discharging water. In the mountains and coastal areas in particular many intermittent 
streams, which are dry for the larger part of the year, play an important role in the rapid 
outflow of torrents during very short periods of the year.  
 
Although non-structural flood protection measures are becoming more frequent as a 
result of a general shift towards a more modern water basin management approach, 
the whole system does still require various preventive maintenance activities related to 
safety of flood defense dikes and structures and inundation areas, as well as 
maintenance of drainage capacity along smaller watercourses to ensure protection 
from local floods and extreme bank erosion near economically important areas and 
settlements.  
 
In order to plan, implement and coordinate these tasks a special state water 
management agency “Croatian waters” (Hrvatske vode, HV) exists, as defined by the 
Water Act, subordinated to the sector of agriculture. According to the law, HV are 
obliged to prepare and implement an annual national “Programme for maintenance 
works for protection against harmful effects of water” (hereinafter “Programme”). 
 
Since 2007, Croatia has established a national ecological network as the initial stage of 
preparation of the Natura 2000 network. At the same time it introduced a permit 
procedure that was virtually identical to that of the Article 6.3 Appropriate Assessments 
(AA). Already at that time, Croatian nature protection legislation showed a high level of 
compliance with the Habitats Directive requirements, and, as the accession to the EU 
approached, more emphasis was given to the AA of plans.   
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According to the Nature Protection Act, so-called “Management plans for natural 
resources“ (the category in which the above Programme falls) require “measures and 
conditions of nature protection” to be identified for the programme to be approved in 
view of their likely significant impact on conservation objectives and integrity of sites of 
ecological network. This means that the AA is necessary, and the approval for such 
plans has to be issued by the Ministry of Environment and Nature Protection (MENP).  
 
The draft “measures and conditions” are prepared by the State Institute for Nature 
Protection (SINP), a public body dealing with all expert tasks of nature conservation in 
Croatia. It was founded by the Government in 2004 based on the relevant provision of 
the Nature Protection Act. Among other tasks (like e.g. inventories, monitoring, species 
and Protected Area management etc.) it is responsible for preparing the ecological 
network for Natura 2000 and for doing the expert control of the Appropriate 
Assessment. SINP also identifies which of the planned activities are likely to affect 
sites of ecological network and, therefore, are in need of AA. 
 
Once the draft measures and conditions have been submitted to MENP, the latter 
approves the plan, making the conditions of nature protection binding through the 
administrative decision.  
 
 
Steps taken 
 
Traditionally, the relationship between nature protection and water management sector 
was burdened by entrenched positions in which each would see the other more often 
as an obstacle in fulfillment of their tasks, rather than as a partner for meeting common 
goals. The gradual change of this paradigm and improved communication, in particular 
in relation to the EU-accession tasks, led to the formation of a joint working group in 
2011 whose aim is to define common steps to be taken in the impact assessment of 
the Programme on an annual basis..  
 
At the very beginning, it was not clear how to approach the entire issue: it was obvious 
that the Programme as such should not be subject to AA but particular activities should 
be. The question was how to sort them out. A lot of mistrust ruled between the parties - 
conservationists and water managers - originating mostly in their different education 
with limited understanding of mutual aims, official duties and work methods. 
 
The draft Programme, as an implementation document for the whole country, was 
characterized by a huge number of specific activities and measures. At that time, it was 
mostly prepared by field engineers familiar with standard water management practices 
only.  
 
Whilst it listed a huge number of varying activities like grass mowing, cutting of shrubs 
and trees, removal of wood and biological deposits, unblocking of torrents, 
maintenance of dikes and inundation areas and fixing of small damages on water 
managing structures, all of which were described in technical terms, its real content, 
i.e., what was really intended to do, was not clear to the other readers like 
conservationists, which led to sometimes unnecessary conflicts due to 
misunderstandings. There were also only very brief (if any) descriptions of where the 
planned interventions should actually take place (spatial identification by water course 
kilometers only, and no maps). 
 
Another problem was the late or partial involvement of the nature protection aspect in 
the procedure. As a result, conditions could sometimes not be issued or, if they were, 
conflicts occurred subsequently in their detailed implementation (due to poor 
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communication, they were sometimes not feasible or ineffective). In order to find a way 
forward, it was essential to first remedy the inadequate communication between the 
sectors.  
 
There was also a positive field experience from the past: it has shown that adjusting 
the techniques of management in accordance with rather simple good practices (i.e., 
preservation of riparian vegetation wherever possible, preservation of green 
infrastructure, intermittent mowing, appropriate timing etc.) it is possible to achieve a 
significant improvement from the point of biodiversity and landscape protection and 
even from the point of efficient water management.  
 
Therefore, a new approach was used in the draft Progamme for 2011 which contained 
more than 2,800 various activities. After consultations between the sectors, all the 
works were clustered in three groups according to their character and impact on 
biodiversity. Thus,  
• group I consisted of activities for which general nature protection conditions could 

be issued based on standardized sets of rules (predominantly grass mowing and 
selected simple maintenance works);  

• group II consisted of works for which it was possible to propose unified conditions 
for particular catchments or catchments areas (watercourses) based on 
descriptions of basic parameters of planned works (predominantly tree and scrub 
cutting; quite sensitive group with many derogations); and  

• group III consisted of projects that required the preparation of more detailed 
documentation, including precise information regarding their location, in order to 
carry out the AA procedure (various ground works, shaping of banks, sediment 
excavation, bank fortification, maintenance of water management objects). 

 
Once these groups were agreed upon, the experts began to work on preparation of 
measures but unfortunately the time available in 2011 was too short.  It was also found 
that the number of activities in group III – i.e., those likely to be subject to AA – was too 
high: it was impossible to manage their assessment in practice. It also soon became 
apparent that the above grouping was not satisfactory, as there were frequent 
derogations within each group due to the specific character of particular watercourses 
and water bodies.  
 
Also, particular interventions from various groups were technologically related and 
formed a unit so that corresponding works could not be modified or shifted in time at 
will. Another problem was represented by activitieswhich were described but for which 
the exact location was not specific; it was impossible to assess their impacts on nature. 
All these issues remained pending for the subsequent planning year. 
 
To avoid the above problems in 2012, it was decided to establish cooperation between 
the nature conservancy and HV at all levels, from national to regional, and to start early 
communication about the next Programme (the planned meetings were already part of 
planned preparatory activities). To facilitate this, HV provided improved standardized 
descriptions of particular interventions and mostly digital raster and CAD maps for all 
planned maintenance work. SINP, in turn, provided GIS layers related to nature 
protection assets. 
 
SINP staff, mostly consisting of biologists, put together all the previous experience in 
relation to impacts of particular works on various valuable habitats and species; 
consulted external experts; and checked the measures defined in various other 
national documents as well as the best EU practice. They inspired themselves – in 
addition to numerous internal discussions – also with Irish guidance documents 
publicized to facilitate AA of water works and interventions as they had proven 
themselves as well-suited to Croatian conditions too.  
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The outcome 
 
In the end, SINP developed a list of almost 40 standardized types of measures (with 
alphanumeric markings), related to mitigation of general impacts on 
biodiversity/landscape or on particular species and habitats and their conservation 
requirements. These measures were then combined in the sets (“batteries”) 
appropriate for each standard type of work as defined by the HV technical procedures 
and standards. In the later stage, through GIS analysis and field work/consultations, 
these initial sets were modified and appended based on the specific location and 
results of the field work. 
 
Those types of works or activities that could not be mitigated by a specific combination 
of measures, and/or would be likely to significantly impact on the ecological network, 
would be sent to individual AA procedures.  
  
Local nature protection and water management practitioners jointly assessed the 
location of each planned intervention in the field and sent their report with a proposed 
set of nature protection measures or changes in the activities to both SINP and HV. 
SINP would then give further advice or make additional field visits in case of any 
problems. In that way the large workload was broken into smaller bits.  
 
Thanks to these first cooperative efforts and practical experiences in the field, it was 
possible to set up a database of standardized protection measures for particular habitat 
types and species. This database makes it possible to create tailor-made sets of 
conditions for particular watercourses and/or projects. Last but not least, wherever 
feasible a photo-documentation is taken before and after particular interventions for 
both documentation of the works and avoidance of any suspicion of erroneous 
accomplishment.  
 
By applying this approach, the number of interventions which really required AA 
dropped dramatically – the precautionary principle reserved only for cases with 
reasonable doubts about possible impacts and is no longer applied just because of 
lack of adequate data.  
 
Maybe the biggest asset of this approach is that it established a new level of working 
cooperation between the conservationists and water managers at all levels of 
management from the field staff to the policy level staff. This has created a great 
potential for further mutual cooperation in the future and, in particular regions, it opens 
up the opportunity for e.g. joint planning of conservation measures on particularly 
valuable watercourses – something which would have been considered a pure fiction 
only a few years ago. 
 
 
Summary of key strengths / weaknesses 
- applying systematic instead of random approach to a problem the extent of which 

seems unmanageable leads to satisfactory and timely results; 

- learning about the counterpart´s legislative framework, duties and technical 
expertise led to better mutual understanding, trust and respect 

- face-to-face communication and joint field work are invaluable since joint meetings 
and field examination provide real data and realistic solutions; 

- standardising water management tasks and customized sets of nature protection 
measures for each type of work avoided the need for screening for AA in hundreds 
of cases and enabled to identify those which really might threaten N2K features; 
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- involvement of regional and local bodies with good knowledge of field situation 
provided trustworthy results and enabled to mitigate impacts of many interventions 
far before their implementation started while enforcing mutual trust of central 
institutions (relying on reliable data now); 

- Whilst the approach taken should help reduce the overall workload for both sectors 
in the long run and lead to more integrated water management initiatives, it takes a 
lot of time, resources and energy to get the system up and running. It also requires 
a strong commitment from both sector at policy level as well as at field level and 
does not obviate the need for AA in certain cases where the negative impacts 
cannot be avoided or mitigated at the screening stage.  

 
 
Further information  
 
Croatian water authority: http://www.voda.hr/Default.aspx?sec=662  
Croatian Institute for Nature Protection Natura 2000 website: 
http://www.dzzp.hr/eng/ecological-networks/national-ecological- network/national-
ecological-network-339.html  
 
Fig. 3: Chart visualising the interactive process of agreeing nature protection measures 
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CASE STUDY 8: 

EARLY PLANNING ANS AA FOR EXPANSION OF WATER ABSTRACTION 
WORKS AT RUTLAND WATER RESERVOIR AND SPA (ENGLAND, UK) 

 
 
 
Key words:  
Planned increased water abstraction 
affecting SPA. IROPI concluded. Package 
of mitigation and compensation agreed. 
Delivered through close cooperation 
between the proponent, competent 
authorities, the statutory nature 
conservation body and NGOs. 
 
 

© http://www.nottinghamtouristguide.co.uk 

 
 
Background 
 
Rutland Water Reservoir was built in the 1970s to supply water to the growing 
populations and industry in the East Midlands, utilising water from the lower reaches of 
the rivers Nene and Welland. It has since been classified as an SPA (1556.87 ha). The 
reservoir regularly supports internationally important numbers of gadwall, Anas 
strepera, and shoveler, Anas clypeata and nationally important numbers of eight other 
species of wildfowl in an non-breeding assemblage of over 20,000 waterbirds. 
 
The private water company “Anglian Water Services Ltd” proposed to increase the 
capacity and utilisation of Rutland Water reservoir through the extension of the Wing 
Water Treatment Works (WWTW). This was deemed necessary due to the current and 
predicted future increase of household demand for water in the region. 
 
In 1999 Anglian Water started to examine the option of abstracting more water from 
Rutland Water and to extend the existing Water Treatment Works to supply an 
additional 90,000 homes. The planned works included construction of a second 
pumping station at the reservoir’s east end and installation of a new pipeline carrying 
raw water south to a new treatment works, adjacent to its existing works at the village 
of Wing.  
 
 
Steps taken  
 
Over the period 1999 - 2001 studies were commissioned by Anglian Water to assess 
the potential impacts of the change in drawdown regime on the birds at this site. The 
local authority (Rutland County Council), as the competent authority, assessed the 
evidence presented to them in 2001 and undertook the AA.  
 
It formally concluded that increased frequency and extent of abstraction and refilling 
was likely to adversely affect the integrity of the SPA as a result of the loss of wetland 
during periods of increased drawdown and a change in habitat quality upon refilling.  
Under certain circumstances, this was predicted to displace up to half the peak winter 
mean waterbird population from the SPA. As a consequence the original application 
was refused planning consent. 
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In order to find a way to avoid or mitigate the negative effects, Anglian Water, the local 
authority, the RSPB and the local conservation NGO “Leicestershire & Rutland Wildlife 
Trust” met to discuss possible options and alternatives within the framework of the AA.  
They looked in particular at the option of creating new wetland habitats that would 
allow Rutland Water to maintain the high numbers of water birds that flock here every 
winter, thereby offering alternative feeding and refuge locations to the main reservoir at 
times during periods of drawdown and subsequent refilling.  
 
Observed wildfowl densities achievable at Rutland were used to determine the amount 
of habitat required to replace the areas potentially affected under a regime of greater 
water use. Data was available for this work from the national Wetland Bird Survey 
(WeBS) which had been carried out by volunteers at the site on an annual basis from 
1985.  
 
A strategy was devised to avoid or mitigate and where necessary, compensate for the 
adverse effects identified in the Appropriate Assessment. This involved:  
• the creation of additional dams in the existing reservoirs to maintain water levels in 

bays during lowered levels in the main reservoirs (mitigation); and 
• the creation of additional lagoons and wetlands as an alternative habitat for wildlife 

during periods of lowered reservoir levels (mitigation and compensation). 
 
The second of these originally comprised new lagoons within the SPA but on land that 
was of little functional use for any SPA features.  These were accepted as mitigation 
measures but were insufficient to avoid the predicted adverse effects completely.  
Therefore, additional lagoons outside, but adjacent to, the SPA boundary were needed 
as a compensation measure for the residual adverse effects.   
 
This resulted in the project being considered under the Article 6.4 derogation 
procedure. The project passed smoothly through the alternative solutions and IROPI 
stages, thanks to the good understanding and cooperation of the proponent, competent 
authorities and other stakeholders, and the proposals were finally approved in 2007.   
Reasons provided for IROPI were that this was the UK’s largest recent water project 
aiming to efficiently deliver secure water supplies to the growing towns of the UK’s 
South Midlands region, which were all earmarked by the government for intensive 
development in 2001.  
 
In addition, as well as enabling increased water flow, the plan to duplicate pumping 
stations, pipelines and treatment works improved supply resilience against potential 
failure in any part of the existing system and enhanced operational flexibility. This 
would help ensure a continuous flow of water to customers, should problems be 
encountered on any part of the network. 
 
Legal agreements were put in place for the habitat compensation works to maintain the 
high numbers of water birds visiting the site, even if water levels in the main reservoir 
are lowered dramatically. Nine lagoons, totalling 80ha, have now been created on 
Rutland Water’s western shore and were in place prior to the start of the water 
treatment expansion works. 
 
 
The outcome 
 
A solution to water provision and increased resilience in the area was found and put in 
place before a point was reached where there was a water deficiency in the region. 
Another positive outcome of the process was that the nature value of the SPA was 
enhanced by the creation of nine lagoons comprising extensive shallow water, snaking 
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islands and wet marginal habitats. These will provide optimum conditions for wildlife 
and ensure it is undisturbed by future water management of the reserve. 
 
 
Summary of key strengths and weaknesses  

• Thanks to early planning, a solution was found and put in place before a point was 
reached where there was a water deficiency in the region.  

• Instead of challenging the decision by the local authority to refuse the original 
application, Anglian Water looked to work with the local authorities, the RSPB and 
local Wildlife Trust, which manages a reserve on the edge of the SPA, to examine 
potential mitigation and compensation options. 

• A solution was developed utilising existing data bird population collected by local 
experts and enthusiasts and the appropriate assessment was repeated, building in 
the mitigation agreed by all parties.    

• The remaining adverse effects required the project to go through the Article 6.4 
derogation procedure but thanks to the good cooperation and understanding that 
had been built up between the different bodies and NGOs involved during the AA, 
this process went ahead smoothly and without significant delays, the required 
compensation measures having been already identified and agreed upon.  

• Clear legal agreements were put in place for the development and management of 
the compensation measures. Anglian Water showed a real commitment to working 
with the community and good relationships were maintained during the construction 
phase, with swift responses to any concerns raised by residents. 

Nevertheless the whole process from start to finish took 8 years.  It took the refusal of 
the initial application to persuade the applicant that there was a potential adverse effect 
to address. But by 2001 (when the original application was refused) all parties were 
working together constructively to assess the impacts and develop 
mitigation/compensation solutions. This long time span has to be taken into account 
when planning major projects that are likely to have significant effects on nature and 
re-emphasises the importance of early and strategic planning and preparation. Such 
early engagement can reduce the timescales involved, even with major projects.  
 
 
Further reading 
RPS (2005) Rutland Water Mitigation Scheme: A study to Inform an Appropriate 
Assessment 
Anglian Water Services Ltd (2005) Extension to Wing Water Treatment Works 
Environmental Assessment Report 
Andrew Brown (Climate Change & Environmental Performance Manager) Anglian 
Water Services 
RSPB 2012: An overview of the RSPB’s engagement with the site protection system: 
The second RSPB submission to the Defra review of the implementation of the Birds 
and Habitats Directive in England   
http://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/rspb2ndsubmissiontodefrahrrcasestudycommentaryand
analysis_tcm9-305620.pdf (Case Study 50, p 86). 
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CASE STUDY 9:   

STRATEGIC PLANNING AND AA ANNUAL MUSSEL AND COCKLE FISHERIES   
IN THE WASH (ENGLAND, UK) 

 
 

 
 
Key words:  
Impacts on the SPA from annual 
fisheries plans; agreed fishery 
management principles to speed up 
the AA procedure and reduce 
timescales for decision making, 
adaptive monitoring. 
 
 
 
 

© wikipedia 

 
 
 
Background 
 
The Wash is located on the east coast of England and is the largest estuarine system 
in the UK. It is designated as an SAC (107,760 ha) and SPA (62,210 ha) in view of 
extensive areas of salt marshes, mud- and sandflats, lagoons, and sea inlets, which, 
together, accommodate internationally important assemblages of waders and wildfowl.  
 
The mussel, Mytilus edulis and cockle, Cerastoderma edule beds are key attributes of 
the intertidal flats and a major feeding ground for the birds. Their importance was 
demonstrated in the 1990s when a prolonged collapse of the shellfish stocks 
contributed to the mass mortality of oystercatcher, Haematopus ostralegus. Today, 
shellfishing remains important. In 2012, the overall sales value of the Wash cockle, 
mussel and shrimp fisheries was estimated at £ 3.1million (ca 3.65 € million) 
 
The Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (EIFCA) is the body 
responsible for authorising the mussel fishery at Christmas and cockle fishery in the 
summer in The Wash. Fishermen cannot enter the cockle fishery without the authority 
of the EIFCA and the number of licenses is limited. Every year EIFCA draws up an 
annual plan which sets out the terms and conditions for that particular year. Since 
2002, EIFCA have taken their annual Wash shellfisheries plans through the 
Appropriate Assessment procedure under the Habitats Directive. 
 
The Authority formally consults Natural England (the statutory nature conservation 
body) on this AA before opening up the fishery.   Initially, Natural England disagreed on 
several occasions with the EIFCA over the impact of the fishery proposals, including 
EIFCA’s judgements of no adverse effect, and had to ask the Department for the 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) to intervene. Natural England had 
concerns over the fishery proposals and the management measures applied to them 
due to the very poor state of shellfish stocks in The Wash at that time. 
 
The EIFCA, meanwhile also raised concerns about the time involved in undertaking 
formal consultation with Natural England as this caused delays to the fishing season 
which resulted in real economic impacts for the sector. 
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Steps taken   
 
All parties recognised the need to streamline the process and improve joint working. 
This was facilitated by Natural England updating the site’s Natura 2000 conservation 
objectives and EIFCA agreeing to some broad fishery management principles in 
advance.  Both of these processes were undertaken in an open, collaborative manner 
involving conservation advisors, fishermen and fishery managers.  
 
Following discussion with Natural England, the EIFCA subsequently developed 
shellfish policies which set out the generic management measures required to ensure 
that the fisheries activities are consistent with the conservation objectives of the 
protected sites.  
 
These included, for instance: 
• Setting a threshold for the stock in the Wash which needs to be reached prior to the 

opening of the fishery; 
• Setting a Total Allowable Catch (TAC) for each annual fishery based on a stock 

survey; 
• Introducing spatial restrictions on which areas can be used for fishing; 
• Restricting the daily amount of cockles that can be taken from the fishery, and the 

method by which cockles and mussels are fished.  
 
The choice of measures was informed by a series of studies undertaken or 
commissioned by EIFCA, Natural England and others over the preceding 5 - 10 years. 
This significantly improved the understanding of the impact of fishing techniques on the 
site’s Natura 2000 features.  
 
Since the new shellfish policies were published in 2008, the Appropriate Assessment 
procedure under the Habitats Directive has become much faster and smoother. Guided 
by the general management principles, the annual fisheries plans lay down the detailed 
arrangements for each measure - such as the level of effort, TACs and methods of 
working - for that particular year, which are subsequently examined through the AA.   
 
In some years, the site conditions may mean the measures have to be slightly adapted, 
which may require more time to consider the implications for the site. But, even in 
these cases, Natural England is able to respond much more rapidly to the findings of 
the AAs. This in turn means that EIFCA can also now open their fisheries season more 
rapidly.  
 
Once the plans are in place, they are managed according to the overarching EIFCA 
byelaws, the Wash Fishery Order regulations, and any additional measures deemed 
necessary (e.g. quota) to align with the site’s conservation objectives. 
 
 
The Outcome 
 
The introduction of broad fishery management principles has ensured that both Natural 
England and EIFCA have a consistent agreed framework within which to discuss the 
approval of the annual shellfish plans. This has not only sped up the Appropriate 
Assessment process for the annual fisheries plans but has also created a much 
stronger working relationship between Natural England and EIFCA officers who 
regularly exchange information on site or fishery conditions so that these can continue 
to inform the process and lead to adaptive management where necessary.  
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Equally importantly, the entire process has become much more transparent for the 
fishermen as well as other stakeholders and NGos operating in the Wash.  
 
Key strengths and weaknesses: 

• The prior agreement of fishery management principles has provided a consistent 
framework for the annual assessments. This has speeded up the timescales for 
authorization.   

• Solid surveys, experimental test sites and modelling scenarios etc have helped and 
continue to help inform decisions. The development of a strong information base 
has been fundamental to the approach taken in the Wash which is now considered 
an example of best practice.  

• The agreement of a high level management policy framework helped to provide a 
more holistic and coherent approach to fisheries management in the Wash and 
ensured that cumulative and in-combination effects were taken fully into account. It 
also considerably improved the working relations between the nature conservation 
agency, the fisheries authority and fishermen. Regular and continuous contact 
between the same Natural England, EIFCA staff and key figures in the industry has 
helped achieve and sustain this. 

• The Wash is subject to intense development and use pressures from a wide range 
of other sectors as well. The sheer complexity of the site and its multiple activities 
means the AA procedure takes time, especially when surveys are required (which is 
often the case in marine sites where the baseline information on habitats, species 
and their interactions is generally lower than on land).  

 
 
 
Further information  
 
EIFCA website http://www.eastern-ifca.gov.uk  
The Wash European Marine site: http://www.irpems.co.uk  
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CASE STUDY 10: 

STRATEGIC PLANNING FOR AA OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS AROUND  
THE THAMES BASIN HEATHS SPA(ENGLAND, UK) 

 
 

Key words:  
Fragmented Heathland SPA affected 
by increasing residential 
development.  Assessment of 
cumulative and in combination effects 
at plan level. Agreed zoning strategy 
with common mitigation principles for 
several district councils.  Facilitating 
the AA at project level whilst 
protecting the site from cumulative 
effects. 

 
© Green explorer flickr 

 
 
 
Background 
 
The Thames Basin Heaths (The Heaths) in South East England hosts internationally 
important numbers of ground nesting birds such as the Nightjar, Caprimulgus 
europaeus, Dartford Warbler, Sylvia undata and Woodlark, Lullula arborea. The Heaths 
were classified as a Special Protection Area (SPA) in 2005. It is a composite site 
covering 8275 ha across three counties in southern England.  
 
The Heaths have been fragmented by farming, housing and road development over the 
last 50 years. Natural England (the statutory nature conservation body in England), 
who is responsible for the SPA, expressed concerns that cumulative, indirect effects of 
further housing development could substantially increase recreational pressures on the 
SPA area and impact negatively on its ground nesting birds.  
 
Before 2006, local development plans in the UK did not go through the Article 6.3 
permit procedure. As a result, housing developments were allowed to proceed 
unchecked without proper assessment at a more strategic level. After the UK was 
taken to court for not applying Article 6.3 to plans (Case C-06/04), the law was 
changed and Appropriate Assessments were undertaken on spatial development plans 
including those associated with the Thames Basin Heaths.   
 
Coordination at a higher borough/ district level is particularly important for the Heaths, 
given that some 15 borough or district councils contain fragments of the SPA. 
However, the AAs of the plans proved to be problematic, particularly in light of the fact 
that there was so much uncertainty about the precise locations for development and 
the nature of future development.   
 
Also, because the development industry is so competitive with many different firms 
operating or seeking to operate in particular areas, it can be extremely difficult, if not 
impossible, for any individual company applying for permission to provide evidence that 
would enable a competent authority to be confident that the “in combination” test had 
been satisfied.  
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Local authorities were therefore often unable to conclude on a large number of 
planning applications because of outstanding concerns over the adverse effects on the 
SPA and lack of clear consensus on the required mitigation. The situation approached 
a deadlock in 2006, putting at risk 40,000 new homes planned for the area in the next 
ten years – including 12,000 units of affordable housing – affecting nearly 100,000 
people.  
 
 
Steps taken   
 
In a bid to unblock the situation, Natural England developed a draft “zoning strategy” – 
known as the Thames Basin Heath Draft Delivery Plan. This put the emphasis on two 
aspects in particular:  
• creating development-free buffer zones (ie where no new residential development 

is allowed within 400 metres of the SPA) 
• establishing commonly agreed mitigation principles which, inter alia, require 

developers building new houses within 5 km from the SPA to provide alternative 
publicly accessible recreational land (known as Suitable Alternative Natural Green 
Space or SANGs) in order to remove potential adverse impacts on the SPA. 
 

The aim of the SANGs was to divert the increased pressure resulting from new housing 
developments away from the SPA and into the newly created alternative areas. 
Recreation, and in particular dog walking, is considered to have a detrimental impact 
on ground-nesting bird populations, and any new residential development within 5 km 
of the edge of the SPA was very likely to exacerbate such pressures. 
 
The mitigation principles in the Draft Delivery Plan were designed to provide a common 
framework for all local authorities and developers to create new housing developments 
in a manner that did not risk impacting cumulatively on the integrity of the site. The 
principles could also be used when doing the SEAs / EIAs and AA in order to help 
identify the specific mitigation measures required for individual plans and projects.  The 
principles set out in the Draft Delivery Plan (including its scientific evidence base) was 
tested thoroughly and approved through the public examination of the regional plan for 
South East England. 
 
The Draft Delivery Plan was further refined by the Thames Basin Heaths Joint 
Strategic Partnership Board (JSPB) which was set up to further develop a strategic 
approach towards the avoidance and mitigation of significant effects on the SPA. The 
JSPB is made up of all District Councils which all contain fragments of the Heaths, 
along with the South East Regional Assembly (now defunct), Natural England and 
other key partners, including NGOs.  
 
As a result of their work the following mitigation principles were included in the final 
Delivery Framework document:  

• All net new residential development - when considered either alone or in 
combination with other plans and projects - is likely to have a significant effect on 
the SPA and should therefore contribute to the provision of avoidance measures. 

• Developments should make a contribution to the provision of measures to ensure 
that they have no likely significant effect on the SPA at the project level. In doing so, 
the residential development projects concerned may be able to pass the AA 
screening assessment and therefore not require a full appropriate assessment.  This 
is particularly the case for small-scale residential development that is unlikely to 
have a likely significant effect ‘alone’. 
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• In order to avoid and mitigate likely significant effects on the SPA from recreational 
disturbance, planners and individual developers should provide:  

o alternative recreation land for dog-walking etc., for which developers should 
pay a contribution towards their upkeep (SANGS),  

o access management to reduce impacts of people who continue to use the 
SPA for recreation; and  

o monitoring of the effectiveness of SANGs, the number and distribution of 
people visiting the SPA and the numbers and distribution of the Annex I bird 
species.   

 
The JSPB has no formal control on the planning decisions nor does it set any formal 
planning policy but is does offer a set of agreed development principles which relevant 
authorities can include in their development plans. Also, because the JSPB has an 
overview of local authority plans, it can help to ensure that a consistent approach is 
being applied across the different District Councils and that sufficient avoidance 
measures are being provided and monitoring information is shared.  
 
 
The Outcome 
  
The final Thames Basin Heaths Delivery Framework provides for a strategic and 
consistent approach to mitigation from the significant effects of residential 
development, including in-combination and cumulative impacts on this lowland 
heathland SPA and its ground-nesting birds.  
 
Local authorities now increasingly refer to this Delivery Framework in the preparation of 
their development plans and often make references to the provision of SPA-related 
impact avoidance measures in their plans. The Delivery Framework makes clear that 
this will not necessarily negate the need to undertake an Appropriate Assessment on 
individual district plans or associated projects, but it could greatly facilitate the process 
by helping to avoid situations where there may be impacts or outlining commonly 
agreed mitigation measures to address likely significant effects. 
 
The framework has since allowed numerous housing projects to proceed. Reaching 
this common modus operandi nevertheless took a lot time and effort. Not only is it a 
complex issue affecting large areas under intense development pressure but the 
perceived sudden change in planning law due to the designation of SPA in 2005 
needed first to be fully understood and accepted by all those concerned.  
 
Also, it remains to be seen how effective the SANGs are going to be in terms of 
preventing adverse effects on the SPA through increased recreational pressure. 
Natural England is closely monitoring the use of the new SANGs and the ground 
nesting bird populations in the SPA.  Depending on the findings, there may be a need 
for further revisions of the Delivery Plan to tighten up on the principles by which 
SANGs and other mitigation is delivered.   
 
Nevertheless, the overall approach and mitigation concept has struck a cord elsewhere 
in the UK. Since the Thames Basin Heaths case, other local authorities in other Natura 
2000 sites affected by housing and associated recreational pressures have decided to 
take a similar proactive approach involving the establishment suitable mitigation 
principles at a strategic level to enable developers to continue to provide housing whilst 
also safeguarding designated Natura 2000 sites.  
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Key strengths and weaknesses: 

• Developers in most cases desire certainty and a fair transparent playing field. 
Consulting on and publishing mitigation principles for sites at a strategic level can 
help remove uncertainties and facilitate the AA procedure at the level of individual 
projects, especially for highly competitive businesses such as housing 
developments.  

• It doesn’t necessarily obviate the need for AA which may still be required on at the 
project level on a case by case basis but it can speed up the AA process as some of 
the impacts and mitigation measures have already been discussed and certain key 
principles agreed upon. If applied by all they can be mutually beneficial; 

• Adopting a strategic approach to establishing avoidance and mitigation principles at 
a plan level is also a useful way to address potential cumulative/ in combination 
effects from numerous individual projects on a particular site, especially in areas 
under intensive development pressure;  

• However for there to be acceptance of the approach at both plan and project level it 
is vital to work with all stakeholders who may be influencing, or be affected by, 
changes to the sites to develop suitable mitigation measures. This can be a long 
process.  

• Sound scientific research and survey work is also an essential prerequisite to 
understand the impacts, and establish appropriate zoning strategies and associated 
mitigation measures, as it helps to understand who is using the Natura 2000 sites, 
where they travel from and how frequently.  

 
 
Further information  
 
Thames Basin Heaths:  Pulling together for access, conservation and development - A 
new approach to housing allocations and nature conservation 
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/Thames1_tcm6-11007.pdf 
Wildlife and Countryside Link: Submission to the Defra Review of the 
Implementation of the Habitats and Wild Birds Directives 
http://www.wcl.org.uk/docs/link_response_to_nature_directives_060212.pdf, pp 22 – 
25. 
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CASE STUDY 11: 

CARRYING OUT AN AA OF THE FINGAL COUNTY DEVELOPMENT PLAN:  
DELIVERING A HIGH QUALITY ENVIRONMENT 

 
 

 
 
Key words:  
A high quality environment seen as a 
benefit, working to identify main issues 
early on a plan level via the AA/SEA,  
proactive approach to addressing issues / 
problems and finding creative solutions 
(win-wins). 
 
 

© Derek Knight Photography 
 
 
 
Background 
 
Fingal County is located immediately north of Dublin City. It occupies an area of 450 
km2 and has a population of c. 280,000. As part of the Greater Dublin Area, the 
county’s population has grown more than 20% over the last decade leading to a rapid 
development of both major towns and smaller settlements across the county. It has 
also led to increased pressure for development along the coast.  
 
Fingal has important biodiversity resources, particularly along the coast. There are a 
total of nine SPAs and seven SACs on the coast and on offshore islands, harbouring a 
range of valuable habitats including cliffs, sand-dunes, sand and shingle beaches, 
rocky shores, mudflats and saltmarshes. Each year up to 40,000 migratory birds spend 
the winter in Fingal’s estuaries, and the islands are home to about 100,000 breeding 
seabirds.  
 
Local authorities in Ireland, acting as planning authorities, are responsible for 
formulating a County or City Development Plan every 6 years. This is a statutory 
process following a strict procedure as set out in the Planning and Development Act 
2000 - 2012. County Development Plans set out the land-use planning policy and 
objectives for a county. They must be consistent with higher level plans such as the 
National Spatial Strategy and the Regional Planning Guidelines for the region.  
 
A key challenge for the new Fingal County Development Plan (2011-2017) was to 
ensure the delivery of a high-quality environment, including the effective conservation 
of Natura 2000 sites, while at the same time allowing for future growth in the county.  
 
Central to achieving this was the decision to focus on green infrastructure as a major 
element of the Plan. The term green infrastructure refers to an interconnected network 
of green spaces that conserves biodiversity and natural systems and provides benefits 
(or ecosystem services) to people. In addition to delivering a range of environmental 
benefits such as flood amelioration or pollution control, a high quality green 
infrastructure is increasingly recognised as playing an important role in attracting the 
high-quality industries, entrepreneurs and workers needed for the knowledge economy 
of today.  
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Carrying out an AA of the development plan  
 
Since 2010 the full requirements of the Habitats Directive have been integrated into the 
Irish Planning and Development Act. Fingal County Council’s planning team were fully 
committed to the AA and SEA procedures when elaborating their development plan. 
Both were seen as positive and useful processes for formulating and reconciling 
development and environmental objectives within the County and were therefore fully 
integrated into plan-making.    
 
Both the AA and SEA were undertaken by the same team of external consultants. They 
were contracted at an early stage in the process and remained involved from then on. 
This not only helped identify key issues to be resolved at an early stage in the planning 
process but also encouraged a more proactive integration of the AA /SEA 
recommendations during the course of the Plan’s development.   
 
One of the main aims was to include a spatial framework for biodiversity conservation – 
the Fingal Ecological Network – within the development plan. This ecological 
framework for the county would not only help address the need to protect core areas 
for biodiversity such as Natura 2000 sites but would also provide greater recognition of 
the value of having healthy ecosystems and attractive landscapes across the County.  
 
In order to find a workable way of making this happen, the Fingal County Council team 
tasked with formulating the development plan conducted early and ongoing 
consultation and communication with stakeholders in the County Council, the national 
environmental authorities, as well as with other key stakeholders and with the public. A 
special cross-departmental Liaison Group was also set up for this purpose. The aim 
was to explore with them the benefits (and constraints) of developing a green 
infrastructure approach and to seek practical ways of integrating this overarching 
concept into the various land-use planning policies and objectives for the County.  
 
Early in the plan-making process the protection of Natura 2000 sites, in particular, 
emerged as a key issue for the plan. A proactive approach was taken to addressing 
potential problem areas including:  
• potential loss of habitats due to the development of marinas, jetties and ports; 
• potential disturbance of habitats and species on the coast due to increased 

recreational pressure, including development of walking and cycling routes;  
• potential pollution to watercourses leading to impacts to Natura 2000 sites;  
• potential for habitat fragmentation with consequent impacts to Natura 2000 sites 

caused by increased urbanization.  
 
The AA identified a number of mitigation measures which could be put in place to avoid 
or overcome these potential conflicts. These lead to the addition or amendment of a 
number of planning objectives as well as the introduction of mitigation measures aimed 
at securing compliance with the requirements of the Habitats and Birds Directives.  
 
One of the practical challenges in completing the Appropriate Assessment for the Draft 
Plan was keeping the AA team informed as plan-making proceeded since changes 
were being made to the emerging draft plan on an on-going basis over an extended 
period of many months.  
 
A key element to success was the commitment and understanding of the in-house plan 
team to AA (and SEA). Also, having the planners fully involved in the SEA/AA 
encouraged greater ownership of the process. Seeing AA/SEA as mechanisms to 
achieve win wins is a good focus for planners.  
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The development plan process also 
included several phases of public 
consultation. From the initial pre-draft 
consultation it became clear that there was 
strong public support for landscape 
protection measures and biodiversity 
conservation including the protection of the 
coast and its Natura 2000 sites. As the Plan 
was formulated this support for a high-
quality environment and for the green 
infrastructure approach was not only 
maintained but also on occasion re-enforced when potential win-wins were identified.  
 

 
 
Fig. 2: outline of development plan process and integration of SEA/AA recommendations  
 

Planning Department
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Final Outcome 
 
The integration of a green infrastructure approach in the Fingal Development Plan 
helped draw attention of other sectors, stakeholders and the wider public to the 
multiple benefits of a high quality environment as part of land-use planning in Fingal. It 
also provided a mechanism to integrate the demands of SEA, the Habitats, Birds, 
Water Framework and Floods Directives into the development plan.  
 
The recommendations of AA of the plan in particular helped ensure that there was a 
clear commitment to the protection of Natura 2000 sites and enabled the integration of 
a series of plan level mitigation measures which should help to avoid problems further 
down the line at the project level. The final positive outcome of the AA process was 
seen as a valuable planning tool which strengthened the Development Plan and helped 
bring greater recognition to the benefits of having a high-quality environment. The 
overall green infrastructure approach has since been further developed in a series of 
Local Area Plans for urban and rural areas of the County.  
 
 
Summary of Key strengths and weaknesses  

• Fingal County Council’s commitment to AA and SEA process together with the 
incorporation of a green infrastructure approach meant that the protection of Natura 
2000 sites was fully integrated into the emerging development plan from the outset. 
Close collaboration between the in-house plan team and the AA/SEA consultants 
from an early stage in the plan-making process was vital to the success of the 
process. 

• The AA led to an early identification of key issues for Natura 2000 sites which were 
then addressed during the plan-making process with a focus throughout on 
avoidance of impacts. As a result, the final plan provides a legally robust planning 
framework that offers greater clarity and certainty for developers which should in 
turn help avoid problems with individual plans and projects later on.  

• Framing the discussions within a wider debate about ensuring a high quality 
environment brought greater recognition of the benefits this can have for the 
County as a whole. It also attracted much more interest and support than simply 
trying to explain why Natura 2000 sites must be protected because of the habitats 
and species they host. 

• The Fingal experience illustrates that developing a high quality green infrastructure 
as part of the County’s planning objectives can play an important role in its overall 
development policy. Better environmental outcomes can be achieved at plan level 
because both environmental and economic goals can be more fully integrated and 
there is more flexibility in how outcomes (often win-win) can be achieved.  

• This approach does however demand much more work at the plan level to develop 
a thorough understanding of the environmental issues involved and a commitment 
to allowing environmental goals to fully influence plan-making.  

• This requires a real commitment to a more lengthy, multi-disciplinary collaborative 
and creative plan-making process which can sometimes be challenging to achieve 
in practice unless there is a clear will to do so.  

 
 
Further information  
 
Fingal Development Plan website:  
http://www.fingalcoco.ie/Planning/FingalDevelopmentPlan2011-2017/  
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CASE STUDY 12:   
 

CARRYING OUT AN AA OF A LOCAL PLAN IN VÝCHODNÍ KRUŠNÉ HORY 
NATURA 2000 SITES (CZECH REPUBLIC) 

 

 
 
 
Key words: 
Local development plan adjusted thanks to 
AA which helped identify and avoid 
significant impacts on the local Natura 2000 
sites  
 
 

 
 
Background 
 
Krupka is a town and small municipality in the northwestern part of the Czech Republic 
on the border with Germany. It has a total population of 13,500 inhabitants. Because 
there are large deposits of metals in the mountains, the whole region was an important 
centre for coal mining during the 20th century. At the present mining has declined and 
economy relies now on other types of industry. There is big contrast between very 
dense settlement in southern part of region and the scarcely inhabited mountainous 
part on the north. In the lowlands urban areas, industrial zones and agriculture land 
prevail whereas the hills harbour a mix of natural forests and commercial plantations, 
as well as meadows and pastures and two small villages.  
 
A large part (more than 60%) of Krupka municipality is located within the Eastern Ore 
Mountain SCI (Východní Krušnohoří – 14,629 ha) and SPA (Východní Krušné hory – 
16,367 ha). The SAC has been designated principally for its valuable beech forests 
(mainly habitat types 9110 and 9130) which cover over half of the site as well as for its 
smaller pockets of mountain hay meadows, Nardus grasslands and bog woodlands. 
These habitats are home to rare species such as the violet click-beetle Limoniscus 
violaceus, dusky large blue Maculinea nausithous, scarce large blue Maculinea teleius.  
 
The SPA is designated for the black grouse Tetrao tetrix population present which is 
estimated at around 100-120 males. It is one of the most important populations in the 
Czech Republic, representing ca 15 to 20% of total number of the species in the 
country. The SPA continues over the German side of the border (SPA Fűrstenau) since 
the black grouse population is common to both countries.  
 
As the Ore Mountains are one of few areas in the Czech Republic with relatively strong 
and frequent winds there is a strong demand from developers for the installation of 
wind farms. Several such development proposals have been submitted to the 
competent authorities during the past decade. The most striking concern comes from 
projects which are planned in and next to sites used by black grouse males for mating: 
such a situation excludes survival of affected individuals. Similar affects may have 
some other development projects planned in this region. As the total population of 
black grouse is declining and is very sensitive to any new source of disturbance the AA 
of particular projects must be carried out very carefully and responsibly. 
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The Local Development Plan for Krupka  
 
According to the Building Law (Act No. 183/2006 Coll., on town and country planning 
and building code) all municipalities in the Czech Republic are obliged to prepare their 
local development plans (LDP). Each municipality has to set out its visions and 
development objectives for both the short and long time perspective and prepare so 
called assignment for architects. It also has to reflect different interests of land owners 
and other stakeholders. The architects then prepare a local development plan for the 
region with detailed maps of areas of earmark for different utilization.  
 
Krupka municipality recently prepared its LDP for a period of 10 years (any changes 
during this time are possible only after separate SEA process). At the initial phase of 
preparation the plan included 224 areas proposed for new development (mainly 
housing) or different land use as well 24 projects of public interest (including road 
infrastructure, water supply, a sewage disposal plant, flood protection measures etc).  
 
70 of these areas were located inside or within the vicinity of the SCI/SPA which meant 
that the draft plan needed to undergo an Appropriate Assessment as part of the overall 
Strategic Environment. 
 
 
The Appropriate Assessment 
 
In August 2010, Krupka municipality let out a contract to an AA expert (licensed person 
for AA – see Case No. 6 for description of Czech AA system) to do the strategic 
environmental assessment (including appropriate assessment and biological 
assessment) of its draft plan. The municipality foresaw a full year for the assessment, 
which allowed for enough time to carry out all the field surveys needed for the SEA/AA.  
 
The initial assessment of the plan found that four Natura 2000 sites could be potentially 
affected: the two SCI/SPA sites in Eastern Ore Mountains in the Czech Republic but 
also two German sites - SAC Müglitztal and SPA Fürstenau across the border. All 
those development areas proposed within the draft plan which might cause negative 
impacts were explored by biologists via detailed field surveys (involving a botanist, 
entomologist and ornithologist). The occurrence of target features was checked and 
mapped in all four sites. Long-term monitoring data on target features were gathered 
and regional and national specialists were also consulted.  
 
Although the draft development plan did not include many details about the type of 
individual projects that would be implemented in the various development areas (eg. 
types of buildings, exact location and size…), there was sufficient evidence from the 
AA work to indicate that there was a serious risk of significant impacts in 44 of the 
proposed development areas as well as for eight projects of public interest.  
 
The results of the assessment revealed that these parts of the LDP could cause 
negative impacts, either individually and/or cumulatively, on a range of target features 
including habitat type 3260, the bull head Cottus gobio (in SAC Müglitztal), and habitat 
types 6510, 6530, 9130, 91E0 (in SCI Východní Krušnohoří) both in terms of direct 
land take as well as through indirect impacts such as disturbance.  
 
However, the main reason for the negative impact assessment of 44 of the newly 
proposed areas was because of the potential threats to the black grouse population.  
Of particular concern were the proposed plans for restoring abandoned settlements 
and solitary houses in core areas for black grouse both in SPA Východní Krušné hory 
and in SPA Fürstenau. Overall the impact was estimated to affect one fifth of the 
population in the SPA Východní Krušné hory.  
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The outcome  
 
These potential impacts were discussed with the municipality and recommendations 
were made on how these impacts might be avoided or mitigated through changes to 
the draft plan. Because Krupka municipality was kept informed during the whole 
process of assessment, the results did not come as a surprise for the town council and 
thanks to the fact that enough time was given for the process, changes could be made 
to the plan in good time before it was officially adopted.  
 
The AA had recommended that all 44 areas and 8 projects of public interest should be 
excluded from the plan. This recommendation was almost completely accepted: 42 
areas and all the projects were excluded whilst developments in the two remaining 
areas were considerably reduced so that their negative impact became insignificant. 
  
Following that, new appropriate assessment was performed on the revised plan and 
thanks to the changes made, the final version of the local plan could be adopted in 
spring 2012 without the risk of significant negative impacts on the Natura 2000 sites.  
 
 
Summary of key strengths and weaknesses  
 
• The municipality’s foresight to start the AA early on and allow for enough time to 

carry out the necessary field surveys (14 months) was crucial in ensuring a final 
positive outcome for the local plan in terms of avoiding impacts on Natura 2000 
sites.  

• The municipality was kept closely informed throughout the AA of its findings and 
field surveys which meant that they were already aware of potential conflict areas 
early on in the process and were prepared to adjust their draft plan accordingly in 
order to avoid any significant risks to the Natura 2000 sites. 

• The Czech system of having qualified licensed experts do the AA of plans and 
projects, further supported by comprehensive guidelines from the Ministry of 
Environment, helped to ensure that the assessment was thorough and to a high 
standard but also ‘fit for purpose’ focusing straight away on assessing impacts in 
areas of potential conflicts.  

• The total cost to the municipality of the AA of the plan was 7200 Euro - this was 
considered to be money well spent since it should help ensure that many of the 
projects that will flow from the local plan can be screened out and not have to 
undergo a full AA later on a project level. This will save a lot of administrative time 
for the municipality but also save money for the individual proponents.  

• It is clear that it is not always easy to assess the negative effects of plans on Natura 
2000 due to the lack of information and level of detail in the plans in terms of the 
kind of development will eventually take place at individual project level (eg type and 
scale of housing) but this example illustrates that the AA can still assist in zoning 
development away from the most sensitive areas for Natura 2000 without 
necessarily compromising the overall development objectives of the municipality.  

 

Further information  
 
www.krupka-mesto.cz  
Ondřej Volf – AA author: volfond@volny.cz  
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