European Commission
DG Environment

$VVHVVPHQWRI3ODQVDQG3URMHFWV6LJQLILFDQWO\$IIHFWLQJ
1DWXUD6LWHV
0HWKRGRORJLFDO*XLGDQFHRQWKHSURYLVLRQVRI
$UWLFOH  DQG  RIWKHµ+DELWDWV¶'LUHFWLYH((&

1RYHPEHU

Impacts Assessment Unit,
School of Planning,
Oxford Brookes University,
Gipsy Lane,
Headington,
Oxford,
England.
OX3 0BP
0044 (1)865 483434
wjweston@brookes.ac.uk

$VVHVVPHQWRI3ODQVDQG3URMHFWV6LJQLILFDQWO\$IIHFWLQJ1DWXUD6LWHV

&217(176


,1752'8&7,21

1DWXUHRIWKHGRFXPHQW

6WUXFWXUH







*(1(5$/$3352$&+$1'35,1&,3/(6

([SODLQLQJWKHJXLGDQFH

$SSURDFKWRGHFLVLRQPDNLQJ

5HSRUWLQJDQGUHFRUGLQJIRUPDW

(QYLURQPHQWDO,PSDFW$VVHVVPHQW (,$ DQG6WUDWHJLF
(QYLURQPHQWDO$VVHVVPHQW 6($

³,QFRPELQDWLRQZLWKRWKHUSODQVRUSURMHFWV´

$OWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQVDQGPLWLJDWLRQ

,PSHUDWLYH5HDVRQVRI2YHUULGLQJ3XEOLF,QWHUHVW ,523,

6WDUWLQJWKHDVVHVVPHQW












7+($57,&/(  $1'  0(7+2'2/2*<

6WDJH6FUHHQLQJ
 ,QWURGXFWLRQ
 6WHS2QH0DQDJHPHQWRIWKHVLWH
 6WHS7ZR'HVFULSWLRQRIWKHSURMHFWRUSODQ
 6WHS7KUHH&KDUDFWHULVWLFVRIWKHVLWH
 6WHS)RXU$VVHVVPHQWRIVLJQLILFDQFH
 2XWFRPHV












6WDJH$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW
 ,QWURGXFWLRQ
 6WHS2QH,QIRUPDWLRQUHTXLUHG
 6WHS7ZR,PSDFWSUHGLFWLRQ
 6WHS7KUHH&RQVHUYDWLRQREMHFWLYHV
 6WHS)RXU0LWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHV
 2XWFRPHV











6WDJH$VVHVVPHQWRI$OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQV
 ,QWURGXFWLRQ
 6WHS2QH,GHQWLI\LQJDOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQV
 6WHS7ZR$VVHVVLQJDOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQV
 2XWFRPHV








6WDJH$VVHVVPHQWZKHUHQRDOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQVH[LVWDQG
ZKHUHDGYHUVHLPSDFWVUHPDLQ
 ,QWURGXFWLRQ
 6WHS2QH,GHQWLI\FRPSHQVDWRU\PHDVXUHV
 6WHS7ZR$VVHVVPHQWRIFRPSHQVDWRU\PHDVXUHV
 2XWFRPHV









6XPPDU\RI$VVHVVPHQW





$UWLFOH$VVHVVPHQWV5HYLHZ3DFNDJH
 ,QWURGXFWLRQ
 $SSO\LQJWKH5HYLHZ3DFNDJH
 8VHUVRIWKH5HYLHZ3DFNDJH






.(<5()(5(1&(6$1'*8,'$1&(



$11(;






%$6(/,1(6859(<,03$&735(',&7,21$1'$66(660(17

,QWURGXFWLRQ
%DVHOLQHVWXGLHV






$VVHVVPHQWRI3ODQVDQG3URMHFWV6LJQLILFDQWO\$IIHFWLQJ1DWXUD6LWHV


,PSDFWSUHGLFWLRQ

$VVHVVPHQWRIVLJQLILFDQFH
5HIHUHQFHV





$11(;



%/$1.$66(660(17)2506

)ORZFKDUWV
$UWLFOHIORZFKDUWWDNHQIURP0DQDJLQJ1DWXUD6LWHV
6WDJHIORZFKDUW6FUHHQLQJ$VVHVVPHQW
6WDJHIORZFKDUW$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW
6WDJHIORZFKDUW$VVHVVPHQWRIDOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQV
6WDJHIORZFKDUW$VVHVVPHQWZKHUHQRDOWHUQDWLYHVH[LVWDQGZKHUHDGYHUVH
HIIHFWV
UHPDLQ







%R[HV

















'HVFULSWLRQRIWKHSURMHFWRUSODQFKHFNOLVW
&XPXODWLYHDVVHVVPHQW
6RXUFHVIRULPSDFWLGHQWLILFDWLRQ
([DPSOHVRI6LJQLILFDQFHLQGLFDWRUV
&DVHVWXG\H[DPSOHV$VVHVVPHQWRIVLJQLILFDQFH
,QIRUPDWLRQFKHFNOLVWIRUWKH$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW
,QIRUPDWLRQVRXUFHV
0HWKRGVIRU,PSDFW3UHGLFWLRQ
([DPSOHVRI&RQVHUYDWLRQREMHFWLYHV
,QWHJULW\RIVLWHFKHFNOLVW
&DVHVWXG\H[DPSOHV$GYHUVHLPSDFWVXSRQVLWHLQWHJULW\
&DVHVWXG\H[DPSOHV0LWLJDWLRQ
&DVHVWXG\H[DPSOHV$VVHVVPHQWRIDOWHUQDWLYHV
+RZWRDVVHVVDOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQV
([DPSOHVRIFRPSHQVDWRU\PHDVXUHV
&DVHVWXG\H[DPSOHV&RPSHQVDWRU\ZRUNV




















$VVHVVPHQWRI3ODQVDQG3URMHFWV6LJQLILFDQWO\$IIHFWLQJ1DWXUD6LWHV



,1752'8&7,21



1DWXUHRIWKHGRFXPHQW

This document has been produced to provide non-mandatory methodological help to carry out or

review the assessments required under Articles 6 (3) and 6 (4) of the Habitats Directive
(referred to here as the Article 6 assessments). These assessments are required where a
2
project or plan may give rise to significant effects upon a Natura 2000 site . The development of
this guidance is based upon research carried out on behalf of the European Commission
Directorate General for the Environment (DG Environment). This research drew upon a review
of existing literature and guidance in the EU and world-wide, and the experience gathered
through case study material where assessments similar to those required by the Directive have
been carried out.
The guidance is designed principally for use by developers, consultants, site managers,
practitioners, competent authorities and national agencies in the EU Member States and in the
Candidate Countries. It is hoped that it will also be of interest to other organisations involved in
the management of Natura 2000 sites.
This guidance must always be read in conjunction with the Directives and national legislation,
and within the context of the advice set out in the Commission Services’ interpretation document
µ0DQDJLQJ 1DWXUD  VLWHV 7KH 3URYLVLRQV RI $UWLFOH  RI WKH µ+DELWDWV¶ 'LUHFWLYH

((&¶ (referred to in this guidance as MN2000). MN2000 is the starting point for the
interpretation of the key terms and phrases contained in the Habitats Directive and nothing in
this guidance document should be seen as overriding or replacing the interpretations provided in
MN2000. Furthermore, this guidance should not be read as imposing or suggesting any
procedural requirements for the implementation of the Habitats Directive. Its use is optional and
flexible since, under the principle of subsidiarity, it is for individual Member States to determine
the procedural requirements deriving from the Directive.
It is the responsibility of the competent authority in each Member State to make the key
decisions within the Article 6(3) and 6(4) assessments. However, in this guidance document the
term ‘assessment’ is used as in Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). That is, it describes
the whole process by which information is gathered by project or plan proponents, relevant
authorities, nature conservation and other agencies, NGOs, and the public and provided to the
competent authority for consideration and evaluation. The competent authority then determines
the outcomes of the assessment and reaches a decision. This recognises that the assessments
required under Article 6 will rely on the gathering of information and data by a variety of
stakeholders as well as consultation between them.


6WUXFWXUH

This document is made up of four main sections.
•

Following this introduction, the general approach and principles underpinning the guidance
are explained. The flowchart from MN2000 is included to demonstrate how the Article 6
assessments are structured. The flowchart indicates how the various stages of assessment
suggested in this guidance relate to the requirements of Article 6(3) and 6(4).

•

The next section contains the main stage by stage methodological guidance and includes
subsidiary flowcharts to illustrate the process for completing each stage. Each stage
contains material from case studies, worked examples and suggestions on how the various
assessments should be completed. The case study material presented in this guidance
does not reveal the identity of sites and stakeholders. It is not the role of this document to


1

Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora,
Official Journal of the European Communities, L 206, 22.7.1992, p. 7.

2

For the purposes of Art. 6 assessments, Natura 2000 sites are those identified as Sites of Community
Importance under the Habitats Directive or classified as Special Protection Areas under the Birds
Directive 79/409/EEC.

3

Seehttp://europa.eu.int/comm/environment/nature/home.htm



$VVHVVPHQWRI3ODQVDQG3URMHFWV6LJQLILFDQWO\$IIHFWLQJ1DWXUD6LWHV

debate the merits of individual assessments within decided cases. The case study and
worked examples material is presented here to help illustrate some of the methods used
and to help to explain particular aspects of the assessment process. The approach used in
this guidance is based on the use of checklists and matrices and these are set out within the
stages of the assessment. A list of key references, including useful Web sites, is then
provided for further assistance.
•

At the end of this guide there is a matrix reporting form to provide an overall summary of
assessment. It can also be used as a review tool to check on the completion of the relevant
assessments.

•

The final section includes an Annex 1, which provides some guidance on carrying out
baseline ecological studies; and Annex 2, which contains blank assessment matrices.
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([SODLQLQJWKHJXLGDQFH

The starting point for the development of this guidance is the Habitats Directive itself. Articles
6(3) and 6(4) state:
³ 
$Q\SODQRUSURMHFWQRWGLUHFWO\FRQQHFWHGZLWKRUQHFHVVDU\WRWKH
PDQDJHPHQWRIWKHVLWHEXWOLNHO\WRKDYHDVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWWKHUHRQHLWKHU
LQGLYLGXDOO\RULQFRPELQDWLRQZLWKRWKHUSODQVRUSURMHFWVVKDOOEHVXEMHFWWR
DSSURSULDWH DVVHVVPHQW RI LWV LPSOLFDWLRQV IRU WKH VLWH LQ YLHZ RI WKH VLWH¶V
FRQVHUYDWLRQREMHFWLYHV,QWKHOLJKWRIWKHFRQFOXVLRQVRIWKHDVVHVVPHQWRI
WKHLPSOLFDWLRQVIRUWKHVLWHDQGVXEMHFWWRWKHSURYLVLRQVRISDUDJUDSKWKH
FRPSHWHQW QDWLRQDO DXWKRULWLHV VKDOO DJUHH WR WKH SODQ RU SURMHFW RQO\ DIWHU
KDYLQJ DVFHUWDLQHG WKDW LW ZLOO QRW DGYHUVHO\ DIIHFW WKH LQWHJULW\ RI WKH VLWH
FRQFHUQHG DQG LI DSSURSULDWH DIWHU KDYLQJ REWDLQHG WKH RSLQLRQ RI WKH
JHQHUDOSXEOLF

,ILQVSLWHRIDQHJDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHLPSOLFDWLRQVIRUWKHVLWH
DQG LQ WKH DEVHQFH RI DOWHUQDWLYH VROXWLRQV D SODQ RU SURMHFW PXVW
QHYHUWKHOHVV EH FDUULHG RXW IRU LPSHUDWLYH UHDVRQV RI RYHUULGLQJ SXEOLF
LQWHUHVWLQFOXGLQJWKRVHRIVRFLDORUHFRQRPLFQDWXUHWKH0HPEHU6WDWHVKDOO
WDNH DOO FRPSHQVDWRU\ PHDVXUHV QHFHVVDU\ WR HQVXUH WKDW WKH RYHUDOO
FRKHUHQFHRI1DWXUDLVSURWHFWHG,WVKDOOLQIRUPWKH&RPPLVVLRQRIWKH
FRPSHQVDWRU\PHDVXUHVDGRSWHG
:KHUH WKH VLWH FRQFHUQHG KRVWV D SULRULW\ QDWXUDO KDELWDW W\SH DQG RU D
SULRULW\ VSHFLHV WKH RQO\ FRQVLGHUDWLRQV ZKLFK PD\ EH UDLVHG DUH WKRVH
UHODWLQJ WR KXPDQ KHDOWK RU SXEOLF VDIHW\ WR EHQHILFLDO FRQVHTXHQFHV RI
SULPDU\ LPSRUWDQFH IRU WKH HQYLURQPHQW RU IXUWKHU WR DQ RSLQLRQ IURP WKH
&RPPLVVLRQWRRWKHULPSHUDWLYHUHDVRQVRIRYHUULGLQJSXEOLFLQWHUHVW´
From MN2000, and from important cases and developing practice, it has become generally
accepted that the assessment requirements of Article 6 establish a stage by stage approach.
The stages proposed by this guidance document are:
6WDJH 2QH 6FUHHQLQJ - the process which identifies the likely impacts upon a
Natura 2000 site of a project or plan, either alone or in combination with other
projects or plans, and considers whether these impacts are likely to be significant.
6WDJH 7ZR $SSURSULDWH $VVHVVPHQW - the consideration of the impact on the
integrity of the Natura 2000 site of the project or plan, either alone or in combination
with other projects or plans, with respect to the site’s structure and function and its
conservation objectives. Additionally, where there are adverse impacts, an
assessment of the potential mitigation of those impacts;
6WDJH 7KUHH $VVHVVPHQW RI $OWHUQDWLYH 6ROXWLRQV - the process which
examines alternative ways of achieving the objectives of the project or plan that
avoid adverse impacts on the integrity of the Natura 2000 site; and
6WDJH )RXU $VVHVVPHQW ZKHUH $GYHUVH ,PSDFWV 5HPDLQ - an assessment of
compensatory measures where, in the light of an assessment of Imperative
Reasons of Overriding Public Interest (IROPI), it is deemed that the project or plan
should proceed (it is important to note that this guidance does not deal with the
assessment of imperative reasons of overriding public interest).
This document provides guidance for each stage of the assessment. Each stage determines
whether a further stage in the process is required.If, for example, the conclusions at the end of
Stage One are that there will be no significant impacts on the Natura 2000 site, there is no
requirement to proceed further. The relationship of the 4 stages of this Assessment Guidance
with the overall procedure established by Art. 6(3) and 6(4) is illustrated on the following page.
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)ORZFKDUWRIWKH$UWLFOH  DQG  SURFHGXUH IURP01 LQUHODWLRQWRWKH6WDJHVRIWKH*XLGDQFH
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Is the PP directly connected with or necessary to
the site management for nature conservation?

No

Yes

6FUHHQLQJ
6HH6WDJH2QH
)ORZFKDUW

Is the PP likely to have significant effects on the site?

Yes

No

$SSURSULDWH
$VVHVVPHQW
Assess implications
for site’s conservation
objectives

Will the PP adversely affect
the integrity of the site"

6HH6WDJH7ZR
)ORZFKDUW

Yes

No

$VVHVVPHQWRI
$OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQV

Are there alternative
solutions?
Yes

6HH6WDJH7KUHH
)ORZFKDUW

No

Redraft the PP
Does the site host a priority
habitat or species?
$XWKRULVDWLRQ
PD\EHJUDQWHG

Yes

No

Are there imperative
reasons of overriding
public interest?

$VVHVVPHQWRI
&RPSHQVDWRU\
0HDVXUHV

Are there human health or
safety considerations or
important environmental
benefits?

6HH6WDJH)RXU
)ORZFKDUW
No
No

Yes

Yes

$XWKRULVDWLRQPXVW

$XWKRULVDWLRQPD\EHJUDQWHG

$XWKRULVDWLRQ PD\

QRWEHJUDQWHG

for other imperative reasons of
overriding public interest,
following consultation with the
Commission. Compensation
measures have to be taken.

EHJUDQWHG.
Compensation
measures are
taken. The
Commission is
informed
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$SSURDFKWRGHFLVLRQPDNLQJ
4

The diversity of habitats, species , projects and plans that exist within the European Union, and
the variations between national regulations, require the approach to the Article 6 assessments to
be robust and yet flexible. A wide range of perspectives exists throughout the EU on the
importance or value of sites and projects. For these reasons the decisions made through the
application of the methodology should attempt to be as transparent and objective as possible
and at the same time should reflect the value judgements inherent in any environmental
assessment. Implicit in the Habitats Directive is the application of the precautionary principle,
which requires that the conservation objectives of Natura 2000 should prevail where there is
uncertainty. The Commission’s &20  )LQDO&RPPXQLFDWLRQIURPWKH&RPPLVVLRQRQWKH
3UHFDXWLRQDU\ 3ULQFLSOH (CEC 2000) states that the use of the precautionary principle
presupposes:
•

identification of potentially negative effects resulting from a phenomenon, product or
procedure;

•

a scientific evaluation of the risks which because of the insufficiency of the data, their
inconclusive or imprecise nature, makes it impossible to determine with sufficient certainty
the risk in question (CEC, 2000, p14)

This means that the emphasis for assessment should be on objectively demonstrating, with
supporting evidence, that:
•

WKHUHZLOOEHQRVLJQLILFDQWHIIHFWVon Natura 2000 site (Stage One: Screening); or

•

WKHUH ZLOO EH QR DGYHUVH HIIHFWV on the integrity of a Natura 2000 site (Stage Two:
Appropriate Assessment); or

•

WKHUH LV DQ DEVHQFH RI DOWHUQDWLYHV to the project or plan that is likely to have adverse
effects on the integrity of a Natura 2000 site (Stage Three: Assessment of Alternatives); or

•

WKHUH DUH FRPSHQVDWLRQ PHDVXUHV which maintain or enhance the overall coherence of
Natura 2000 (Stage Four: Assessment of Compensatory Measures).



5HSRUWLQJDQGUHFRUGLQJIRUPDW

To facilitate the need for transparency, objectivity and flexibility, and to demonstrate that the
precautionary principle has been applied, this guidance adopts a reporting format. Each stage is
completed with a report or matrix to provide evidence of the assessments that have been carried
out. However, to ensure that the recording and reporting of information is manageable and
proportionate, the suggestion here is that ‘evidence of assessment’ matrices are only required to
be completed where no further assessment is required. For example, if, during the screening
stage, it is concluded that significant effects are likely then there is no need to complete the
evidence of assessment form, as it will be necessary to proceed to the next stage of
assessment. Alternatively, if it is decided at that stage that there are no significant effects, then it
would be necessary to record and report the information relied upon to draw this conclusion. The
‘evidence of assessment’ matrices then stand as a record of the information gathered and the
judgements reached in the assessment process. Examples of ‘evidence of assessment’
matrices are provided at the end of each stage of the methodology.


(QYLURQPHQWDO ,PSDFW $VVHVVPHQW
$VVHVVPHQW 6($

(,$ 

DQG

6WUDWHJLF

(QYLURQPHQWDO

To ensure compatibility and consistency with the requirements of Dir. 85/337/EEC as amended
by Dir. 97/11/EC (the EIA Directive), and in order to reflect the fact that many projects which are
likely to affect Natura 2000 sites will be projects covered by the EIA Directive, procedures have
been included in this methodological guidance that are similar to those in common use in EIA.
This guidance is also consistent with the general approach recommended in the European
5
Commission’s three guidance documents on Screening, Scoping and Review in EIA .


4

For a list of habitat types and species of Community interest see the annexes of the Birds and Habitats
Directives. Further interpretation on habitat types covered by the Habitats Directive is contained in
CEC(1999) Interpretation Manual of EU Habitats, Brussels, CEC.
5
European Commission (2001)
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Furthermore, the scope of the recently adopted SEA Directive covers all plans that require an
Art. 6 assessment. Where projects or plans are subject to the EIA or SEA Directives, the Article
6 assessments may form part of these assessments. However WKHDVVHVVPHQWVUHTXLUHGE\
$UWLFOH  VKRXOG EH FOHDUO\ GLVWLQJXLVKDEOH DQG LGHQWLILHG ZLWKLQ DQ (QYLURQPHQWDO
6WDWHPHQWRUUHSRUWHGVHSDUDWHO\. Similarly, MN2000 makes clear that where a project is likely
to have significant effects on a Natura 2000 site it is also likely that both an Article 6 assessment
and an EIA, in accordance with Directive 85/337/EEC and 97/11/EC, will be necessary.
This guidance has been designed to be compatible with general EIA procedures, and the Article
6 assessments can be easily integrated into a full EIA or SEA of a project or plan. As well as
mirroring the stage-by-stage approach used in EIA, the methodology also includes other EIA
procedural requirements such as:
•

a description of the project or plan;

•

a description of the baseline environment where it is relevant to the conservation objectives
of the Natura 2000 site (e.g. soil, water, flora and fauna, climate and the interrelationships
between these factors);

•

the identification of impacts and assessment of their significance; and

•

the recording and reporting of the findings of the assessment.



³,QFRPELQDWLRQZLWKRWKHUSODQVRUSURMHFWV´

MN2000 makes clear that the phrase “in combination with other plans or projects” in Article 3 (3)
refers to cumulative effects caused by the projects or plans that are currently under
consideration together with the effects of any existing or proposed projects or plans. When
impacts are assessed in combination in this way it can be established whether or not there may
be, overall, an impact which may have significant effects on a Natura 2000 site or which may
adversely affect the integrity of a site. For example: a proposed road will pass some distance
from a Natura 2000 site and the disturbance it will generate (noise, etc.) will not significantly
affect bird species important to the integrity of the site. However, if there are other existing or
proposed projects or plans (e.g. a road on the other side of the Natura 2000 site) then total noise
levels from all these projects taken together may cause disturbance that is assessed as
significant.
It should also be remembered that cumulative impacts could result where impacted areas
interact. An example of this would be where a proposed project is likely to reduce water levels in
a Natura 2000 site. While that resource reduction in itself may not be significant, where there are
existing fertiliser and pesticide residues reaching the site from nearby intensive farming the
lower water levels may mean higher concentrations of pollutants when run-off occurs, to an
extent at which the combined effect becomes significant.
7

Important issues in carrying out cumulative effects assessments should be noted, including:
•

the setting of boundaries for the assessment - this may be complicated where projects and
other sources of impacts which are to be assessed together are not located close together,
or where species or other wildlife factors such as sources of food are dispersed, etc.

•

establishing responsibilities for carrying out assessments where projects or plans are
proposed by different proponents or controlled by different competent authorities;

•

characterising of potential impacts in terms of causes, pathways and effects, and

•

where two or more sources of impacts act in combination to create a significant effect,
taking particular care in assessing mitigation options and allocating responsibility for
appropriate mitigation.

This guidance document suggests a step by step approach to cumulative impact assessment
and these steps need to be followed for the Screening and Appropriate Assessment Stages
(Stages One and Two) of this guidance. A Table explaining the steps for completing a
cumulative assessment is provided at Para. 3.1.3 within the Screening Assessment Stage.


6

Council Directive on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the environment,
OJ L 197, 21.7.2001, p. 30

7

A generic guide on Cumulative Impact Assessment has been produced by DG ENV (Hyder(1999))
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$OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQVDQG0LWLJDWLRQ

This guidance has been designed for use by developers, landowners, site managers, competent
authorities, prescribed consultation bodies, national authorities, NGOs and the European
Commission. The guidance may also be of value to the general public as it explains the process
and procedures required by the Habitats Directive when projects or plans are likely to have
impacts upon Natura 2000 sites. The research underpinning this guidance suggests that there is
a good deal of disagreement between various stakeholders as to the difference between
‘alternatives’ and ‘mitigation’ and at what stages in Article 6 they should be considered. MN2000
provides the key interpretations that should be used to distinguish between alternatives and
mitigation. For alternative solutions MN2000 suggests that ”They could involve alternative
locations (routes in cases of linear developments), different scales or designs of development,
or alternative processes. The ‘zero-option’ should be considered too” (Para. 5.3.1 MN2000).
Project or plan proponents should consider alternative solutions at the earliest stages of
development. The examination of alternative solutions by project or plan proponents may, in
practice, be the first phase of the process, although procedurally it is the third phase in this
methodology. However, to fulfil the requirements of the Habitats Directive, LW LV IRU WKH
FRPSHWHQW DXWKRULW\ WR GHWHUPLQH ZKHWKHU DOWHUQDWLYH VROXWLRQV H[LVW RU QRW, and this
assessment should take place once the Appropriate Assessment stage has concluded that
adverse effects are likely.
Competent authorities will at that stage consider a range of solutions These may include those
alternative solutions already considered by the proponent of a project or plan, but will also
include other alternative solutions that may be suggested by other stakeholders. It must be
recognised, therefore, that authorities may determine that further alternative solutions exist even
where the proponent of a project or plan has demonstrated that a range of alternative solutions
had been examined at the design stage. In reporting the assessment of alternative solutions, it
will be important to record all alternative solutions considered as well as their relative impacts on
a Natura 2000 site.
Mitigation is defined by MN2000 as ‘measures aimed at minimising or even cancelling the
negative impact of a plan or project, during or after its completion’ ( Para. 4.5.2). The research
for this guidance document suggests that mitigation measures should be considered in
accordance with a hierarchy of preferred options as illustrated below.
$SSURDFKWR0LWLJDWLRQ

3UHIHUHQFH

Avoid impacts at source

Highest

Reduce impacts at source
Abate impacts on site
Abate impacts at receptor

Lowest

Project and plan proponents are often encouraged to design mitigation measures into their
proposals at the outset. However, it is important to recognise that the screening assessment
should be carried out in the absence of any consideration of mitigation measures that form part
of a project or plan and are designed to avoid or reduce the impact of a project or plan on a
Natura 2000 site. The proponents’ notion of effective levels of mitigation may vary from that of
the competent authority and other stakeholders. To ensure the assessment is as objective as
possible, the competent authority must first consider the project or plan in the absence of
mitigation measures that are designed into a project. Effective mitigation of adverse effects on
Natura 2000 sites can only take place once those effects have been fully recognised, assessed
and reported. It will then be for the competent authority, on the basis of consultation, to
determine what type and level of mitigation is appropriate.


,PSHUDWLYH5HDVRQVRI2YHUULGLQJ3XEOLF,QWHUHVW

Following the determination of whether alternative solutions exist it is necessary under Article
6(4) to consider whether there are or are not Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest
(IROPI). This guidance document does not deal with any methodologies for the assessment of
imperative reasons of overriding public interest, as this will be largely for national authorities to
determine. MN2000 has the following to say on the IROPI test (Para. 5.3.2):
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‘Having regard to the structure of the provision, in the specific cases, the competent
national authorities have to make their approval of the plans and projects in question
subject to the condition that the balance of interests between the conservation objectives
of the site affected by those initiatives and the above mentioned imperative reasons
weighs in favour of the latter. This should be determined along the following
considerations.
(a) The public interest must be overriding: it is therefore clear that not every kind of
public interest of a social or economic nature is sufficient, in particular when seen
against the particular weight of the interests protected by the Directive (see, for example,
its fourth recital stating µ&RPPXQLW\¶VQDWXUDOKHULWDJH¶ (see Annex I, point 10).
(b) In this context, it also seems reasonable to assume that the public interest can only
be overriding if it is a long-term interest; short-term economic interests or other interests
which would only yield short-term benefits for society would not appear to be sufficient to
outweigh the long-term conservation interests protected by the Directive.
It is reasonable to consider that the ‘imperative reasons of overriding public interest,
including those of a social and economic nature’ refer to situations where plans or
projects envisaged prove to be indispensable:
•

within the framework of actions or policies aiming to protect fundamental values for
citizens’ lives (health, safety, environment);

•

within the framework of fundamental policies for the State and society;

•

within the framework of carrying out activities of an economic or social nature,
fulfilling specific obligations of public service’.

In the case of priority habitats, projects and plans that are likely to give rise to adverse effects
can only proceed “if the evoked public interest concern human health and public safety or
overriding beneficial consequences for the environment, or if, before granting approval to the
plan or project, the Commission expresses an opinion on the initiative concerned”.
The only distinction between the assessment of projects and plans affecting priority habitats and
other Natura 2000 sitesrelates to the IROPI test. Therefore, this guidance does not make any
further substantial distinctions between priority habitats and other Natura 2000 site for the other
stages of assessment suggested here.
Case studies suggest that the following may, in certain circumstances, be considered as IROPI,
so long as they are supported with evidence:
•

projects or plans where there is a demonstrable public or environmental need;

•

projects or plans that are specifically targeted at improving public health and or safety; and

•

projects or plans that are specifically targeted at safeguarding human life and property.

It should of course be noted that such considerations must be ‘overriding’ in the sense that they
are of superior interest to the general interest of conserving the conservation status of a site.
MN2000 also makes clear that projects or plans that serve only the interests of companies or
individuals are not covered by the IROPI test. It should be further noted that an examination of
these interests should only take place when it has been established that there is an absence of
alternative solutions.



6WDUWLQJWKHDVVHVVPHQW

This section has explained the general approach and principles underpinning this guidance.
When carrying out the assessments it will be necessary to refer to these principles and to key
reference material including that provided at the end of this document.
This guide is divided into four stages to mirror the assessments required by the Habitats
Directive. Each stage is preceded by a flowchart that explains, in graphic form, the assessment
steps within each stage. The guidance assumes that the relevant stages will be completed in
advance of any application for project or plan authorisation.
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,QWURGXFWLRQ

This stage examines the likely effects of a project or plan, either alone or in combination with
other projects or plans, upon a Natura 2000 site and considers whether it can be objectively
concluded that these effects will not be significant. This assessment comprises four steps:
1.

determining whether the project or plan is directly connected with or necessary to the
management of the site;

2.

describing the project or plan and the description and characterisation of other projects or
plans that in combination have the potential for having significant effects on the Natura 2000
site;

3.

identifying the potential effects on the Natura 2000 site; and

4.

assessing the significance of any effects on the Natura 2000 site.

To complete the Screening Stage it will be necessary for the competent authority to gather
information from a variety of sources. It may often be possible to make the screening decision
using currently published material and consultation with the relevant nature conservation
agencies. The approach to decision making in this Screening Stage is to apply the precautionary
principle proportional to the project or plan and the site in question. For very minor projects or
plans it may be possible for the competent authority to decide that there will be no significant
effects on the basis of a description of the project alone. Similarly, that level of information may
be sufficient to decide that there are likely to be significant effects for large projects or plans.
Such decisions can be made on the basis of the competent authority’s knowledge of the Natura
2000 site in question and the fact of its designation and conservation status. Where it is less
obvious that there are or are not likely to be significant effects, a much more rigorous approach
to screening will be necessary.
The application of the precautionary principle and the need for transparency of decision-making
require that the conclusion that there are unlikely to be significant environmental effects should
be recorded and reported. For this reason it will be considered good practice to complete a
)LQGLQJRI1R6LJQLILFDQW(IIHFWreport (see below) where it has been objectively concluded that
there are unlikely to be significant environmental effects on the Natura 2000 site. Where, without
any detailed assessment at the Screening Stage, it can be assumed (because of the size or
scale of the project or the characteristics of the Natura 2000 site) that significant effects are
likely, it will be sufficient to move directly to the Appropriate Assessment (Stage Two) rather than
complete the screening assessments explained below.
If the proposal is for a project to which the EIA Directive applies or plans to which the SEA
Directive applies, then the trigger of ‘significance’ used to screen EIA projects or SEA plans is
likely to also screen projects for an Appropriate Assessment. Where an Environmental
Statement is required for a project or plan, it should normally be assumed that an Appropriate
Assessment will also be required. It should also be assumed that if a project is likely to have a
significant impact on a Natura 2000 site, a full EIA may be necessary.


6WHS2QH0DQDJHPHQWRIWKHVLWH

MN2000 makes clear that, for a project or plan to be ‘directly connected with or necessary to the
management of the site’, the ‘management’ component must refer to management measures
that are for conservation purposes, and the ‘directly’ element refers to measures that are solely
conceived for the conservation management of a site and not direct or indirect consequences of
other activities. Note also that should a measure designed for the conservation management of
one site affect another site, then it will require assessment, as the conservation management
measures are not specifically and directly targeted at that second site (MN2000 Para. 4.3.3).
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6WHS7ZR'HVFULSWLRQRIWKHSURMHFWRUSODQ

In describing the project or plan it will be necessary to identify all those elements of the project or
plan, alone or in combination with other projects or plans, that have the potential for having
significant effects on the Natura 2000 site. The checklist in Box 1 provides the main type of
project/plan parameters that will normally need to be identified. These parameters are illustrative
only as it would be impossible in a document such as this to provide a comprehensive list. For
some projects or plans it may be necessary to identify these parameters separately for the
construction, operation and de-commissioning phases.
%R['HVFULSWLRQRIWKHSURMHFWRUSODQFKHFNOLVW
+DYHWKHVHIHDWXUHVRIWKHSURMHFWRUSODQEHHQLGHQWLILHG"

á/ r

Size, scale, area, land-take etc
Plan sector
Physical changes that will flow from the project or plan (from excavation, piling,
dredging etc)
Resource requirements (water abstraction etc)
Emission & Waste ( disposal to land, water or air)
Transportation requirements
Duration of construction, operation, de-commissioning etc
Plan implementation period
Distance from Natura 2000 site or key features of the site
Cumulative impacts with other projects or plans
Other, as appropriate
Where a Geographical Information System is available, this will be very useful in facilitating
better understanding of the relationship between all elements in a plan or project and the
particular attributes of the Natura 2000 site.
In order to ensure all impacts upon the site, including those direct and indirect impacts that are a
result of cumulative impacts (see Para. 2.5 above), the steps outlined in Box 2 should also be
completed.
%R[&XPXODWLYHDVVHVVPHQW
6WHSVLQWKHDVVHVVPHQW

$FWLYLW\WREHFRPSOHWHG

Identify all projects/plans
which might act in
combination

Identify all possible sources of effects from the project or plan
under consideration, together with all other sources in the
existing environment and any other effects likely to arise from
other proposed projects or plans
Identify the types of impacts (e.g. noise, water resource
reduction, chemical emissions, etc.) that are likely to affect
aspects of the structure and functions of the site vulnerable to
change
Define boundaries for examination of cumulative effects;
note these will be different for different types of impact (e.g.
effects upon water resources, noise) and may include remote
(off-site) locations.
Identify potential cumulative pathways (e.g. via water, air, etc.;
accumulation of effects in time or space). Examine site
conditions to identify where vulnerable aspects of the structure
and function of the site are at risk.
Prediction of magnitude/extent of identified likely cumulative
effects
Comment on whether or not the potential cumulative impacts
are likely to be significant

Impact identification

Define boundaries for
assessment

Pathway identification

Prediction
Assessment
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6WHS7KUHH&KDUDFWHULVWLFVRIWKHVLWH

The identification of impacts upon the Natura 2000 site will require a characterisation of the site
as a whole or of the areas where impacts are most likely to fall. Impact identification will also
need to consider cumulative impacts from other projects or plans, and reference should be
made to the cumulative assessment steps outlined in Box 2 above. There will be key aspects of
the project or plan that will have impacts upon key characteristics of the site. The checklist at
Box 3 lists some of the sources that will need to be consulted in order to identify the impacts of
the project or plan on the Natura 2000 site. As with all checklists in this guidance, this list should
be seen as illustrative only.
%R[6RXUFHVIRULPSDFWLGHQWLILFDWLRQ

á/ r

+DYHWKHVHVRXUFHVEHHQFRQVXOWHG"
The Natura 2000 Standard Data Form for the site
Existing and historical maps
Land use and other relevant existing plans
Existing site survey material
Existing data on hydrogeology
Existing data on key species
Environmental Statements for similar projects or plans
elsewhere
State of the Environment Reports
Site Management Plans
Geographical information systems (GIS) (see para. 3.2.3
below)
Site history files
Other as appropriate



6FUHHQLQJ6WHS)RXU$VVHVVPHQWRIVLJQLILFDQFH

The next step of the screening stage is the assessment of the significance of the impacts
identified in Step Three. The concept of ‘significance’ is discussed further in Annex 1, section 4.
The significance test may require little more than consultation with the relevant nature
conservation agency. In other cases, particularly where there is a difference of opinion between
stakeholders, it may be necessary to carry out further investigations to establish whether the
effects on a project or plan are likely to be significant. A common means of determining the
significance of effects is through the use of key indicators. Box 4 lists examples of indicators
with suggestions as to how they can be used. Box 5 provides case study examples of how
significance indicators have been applied to different types of projects/plans and sites. Some
indicators, such as percentage of habitat lost, may be more significant for priority habitat types
than for others because of their status.
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%R[([DPSOHVRI6LJQLILFDQFHLQGLFDWRUV
,PSDFWW\SH

6LJQLILFDQFHLQGLFDWRU

Loss of habitat area
Fragmentation

%age of loss
duration or permanence, level in relation
to original extent
duration or permanence, distance from
site
time-scale for replacement
relative change
Relative change in key indicative
chemicals and other elements

Disturbance
Population density
Water Resource
Water quality

%R[&DVHVWXG\H[DPSOHV$VVHVVPHQWRIVLJQLILFDQFH
5RDGDQGUDLOGHYHORSPHQWDFURVVGU\ZRRGODQGVLWHV The significance of loss or change
of habitat in this case was initially assessed in terms of %age of habitat affected. However, in
the final analysis any loss of habitat was considered as being significant and alteration of the
site, without the possibility of restoration, was also seen as significant.
5RDGSURMHFW In this case the significance of impact was determined on the basis of the % of
lost habitat within the site. Then the % of loss of habitat was placed within the context of the
total amount of this habitat type within the Member State. It was concluded that as the habitat
type was in decline, the loss of even 1% of habitat would be significant.
'HYHORSPHQWVDWDQHVWXDU\VLWH In this case the complex relationships between species
and habitats were of prime concern. A matrix was developed, relating five types of bird (e.g.
small feeding waders, roosting wildfowl) to three levels of sensitivity (“disturbance potential”
throughout the year). Sensitivity was assessed as being high, moderate or low. May to
August was identified as the period of lowest potential disturbance. Planned construction
work during a period of “high” disturbance potential was seen as likely to cause significant
impact (i.e. sufficient to prompt mitigation, which included the re-scheduling of construction
activity).
:DWHUUHVRXUFHVGHYHORSPHQWVLQVHPLDULGODQG The consideration of significance began
in this case with the establishment of a set of indicators for critical aspects of environment and
socio-economic conditions and included nature conservation area status and regional
distribution of species according to habitat selection criteria. Impacts were measured in terms
of %age decrease in bird populations, likely species extinctions, and disappearance of
statutorily protected wetlands.

Where it has been decided to carry out further investigation, it will be important to make use of
verifiable assessment techniques. In order that the test of significance of effects can be carried
out in a systematic and objective manner, further checklists and matrices may be used. Fig. 1
provides a worked example of the screening matrix suggested for use by this guidance.
In the identification of potential impacts it is important to recognise which particular elements of a
plan or project are likely to have impacts on a Natura 2000 site, or which elements might act in
combination with other plans or projects to such effect. Relevant project elements may include
requirements for the construction process, resource requirements, and physical requirements width, depth, duration etc. For plans, such elements may include details of individual project
requirements within the plan, or they may relate to sectors of the plan such as agriculture,
fisheries and energy.
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Once the screening matrix has been completed the decision could be in the form of one of two
statements:
1) it can be objectively concluded that there are not likely to be significant effects on the Natura
2000 site; or
2) the information provided either suggests that significant effects are likely or that sufficient
uncertainty remains to indicate that an Appropriate Assessment should be carried out.



2XWFRPHV

Following the screening assessment, and where it has been concluded that significant effects
are likely, or that there is not sufficient certainty to conclude otherwise, the next stage of this
methodology should be followed. If however it can be concluded at this stage that there are
unlikely to be significant effects on the Natura 2000 site it should be good practice to complete
the )LQGLQJ RI 1R 6LJQLILFDQW (IIHFWV report (Fig. 2 at the end of this section) which should be
made available to relevant stakeholders.



$VVHVVPHQWRI3ODQVDQG3URMHFWV6LJQLILFDQWO\$IIHFWLQJ1DWXUD6LWHV

)LJ:RUNHG([DPSOHRI7KH6FUHHQLQJ0DWUL[IRUD7RXULVP6WUDWHJ\ 3ODQ
7KHSURSRVHGSODQLVDGUDIWWRXULVPVWUDWHJ\
IRUDQDUHDWKDWKDGXQGHUJRQHLQGXVWULDO
GHFOLQHDQGLVLQQHHGRIHFRQRPLFDQG
HQYLURQPHQWDOUHJHQHUDWLRQ
7KHVLWHFRPSULVHVHVWXDULQHPDUVKHV,WLVDQ
%ULHIGHVFULSWLRQRIWKH1DWXUDVLWH
63$DQG5DPVDUVLWHOLVWHGIRULWVLPSRUWDQW
DVVHPEODJHRIZLOGIRZODQGZDGHUVRIWKH
QDWLRQDOEUHHGLQJSRSXODWLRQDQGRIWKH
QDWLRQDOZLQWHULQJSRSXODWLRQRIWKHNH\
VSHFLHVDUHSUHVHQW
$VVHVVPHQW&ULWHULD
Describe the individual elements of the project (either  7KHSODQSURSRVHVWRUHPRYHGHUHOLFW
alone or in combination with other plans or projects) LQGXVWULDOEXLOGLQJVRQWKHRSSRVLWHEDQNWRWKH
likely to give rise to impacts on the Natura 2000 site.
1DWXUDVLWH
 7KHSODQLQFOXGHVSURSRVDOVIRUDFRDVWDO
IRRWSDWK7KLVPD\EHURXWHGLQRUQHDUWKH
VLWH
 7KHSODQLQFOXGHVSURSRVDOVIRUGHPROLWLRQ
RIH[LVWLQJZKDUIIDFLOLWLHVXSVWUHDPRIWKHVLWH
DQGWKHLUUHSODFHPHQWZLWKQHZOHLVXUHDQG
WRXULVPERDWLQJDQGZDWHUVSRUWIDFLOLWLHV
Describe any likely direct, indirect or secondary   7KH HQJLQHHULQJ RSHUDWLRQ QHFHVVDU\ IRU
impacts of the project (either alone or in combination WKH FOHDUDQFH RI WKH GHUHOLFW LQGXVWULDO
with other plans or projects) on the Natura 2000 site by EXLOGLQJVZLOOEHOHVVWKDQPHWUHVIURPWKH
virtue of:
VLWH ERXQGDU\ 7KH FOHDUDQFH RI WKH VLWH LV
OLNHO\ WR WDNH VL[ PRQWKV SRWHQWLDO
• Size and scale;
GLVWXUEDQFH 
• Land-take;
• Distance from Natura 2000 site or key features of   7KH FRDVWDO IRRWSDWK PD\ EH URXWHG LQ RU
QHDU WKH VLWH 7KH SDWK FRUULGRU ZLOO EH IRXU
the site;
PHWUHV ZLGH DQG LV OLNHO\ WR UHTXLUH VRPH
• Resource requirements (water abstraction etc);
H[FDYDWLRQ WR OD\ D JUDYHO SDWK DQG VRPH
• Emission ( disposal to land, water or air);
VWUHWFKHV RI WKH SDWK DUH OLNHO\ WR UHTXLUH
• Excavation requirements;
IHQFLQJ SRWHQWLDOORVVRIDUHD 
• Transportation requirements;
• Duration
of
construction,
operation,
de-   7KH QHZ ZDWHU EDVHG OHLVXUH IDFLOLWLHV ZLOO
EH  NLORPHWUH XSVWUHDP RI WKH VLWH ZLOO
commissioning etc;
LQYROYH GHPROLWLRQ DQG UHPRYDO RI H[LVWLQJ
• Other.
EXLOGLQJV FRQVWUXFWLRQ RI QHZ IDFLOLWLHV
LQFOXGLQJ D QHZ PDULQD IRU WZHQW\ \DFKWV
PRRULQJV IRU  SOHDVXUH ERDWV RWKHU IDFLOLWLHV
IRU ZDWHU EDVHG DFWLYLWLHV PRQWKV SRWHQWLDO
GLVWXUEDQFH 
Describe any likely changes to the site arising as a
 7KH FOHDUDQFH RI WKH GHUHOLFW LQGXVWULDO VLWH
result of :
KDV WKH SRWHQWLDO WR FDXVH GLVWXUEDQFH WR
EUHHGLQJ ELUGV E\ YLUWXH RI QRLVH DQG KXPDQ
• reduction of habitat area:
SUHVHQFH 7KH ULVN RI SROOXWDQWV EHLQJ
• disturbance to key species;
UHOHDVHGLQWRWKHULYHUPD\DOVRDIIHFWVSHFLHV¶
• habitat or species fragmentation;
DELOLW\WRXWLOLVHWKHVLWH
• reduction in species density;
  7KH FRDVWDO SDWK VFKHPH XQOHVV GLYHUWHG
• changes in key indicators of conservation value
DZD\ IURP WKH VLWH KDV WKH SRWHQWLDO WR
(water quality etc);
LQWURGXFH ODUJH QXPEHUV RI KXPDQV FDXVLQJ
• climate change
GLVWXUEDQFH DQG WKHUH PD\ EH VRPH ORVV RI
KDELWDWLIWKHURXWHSDVVHVWKURXJKWKHVLWH
 7KHSURSRVHGQHZZDWHUEDVHGOHLVXUHDQG
WRXULVP IDFLOLWLHV DUH OLNHO\ WR FDXVH
GLVWXUEDQFH DV D UHVXOW RI LQFUHDVHG ULYHU
WUDIILF
%ULHIGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHSURMHFWRUSODQ

127()RUDEODQNPDWUL[VHH$QQH[
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)LJ:RUNHG([DPSOHRI7KH6FUHHQLQJ0DWUL[IRUD7RXULVP6WUDWHJ\ 3ODQ  &RQWLQXHG
Describe any likely impacts on the Natura 2000 site as
a whole in terms of:
• interference with the key relationships that define
the structure of the site;
• interference with key relationships that define the
function of the site.

7KHFKLHIULVNLVGLVWXUEDQFHWREUHHGLQJELUGV
ZKLFKPD\UHVXOWLQDGHFUHDVHLQSRSXODWLRQV
RYHUWLPH.

Provide indicators of significance as a result of the
identification of effects set out above in terms of:
• loss
• fragmentation
• disruption
• disturbance;
• change to key elements of the site (eg water quality
etc)

  (VWLPDWHG GHJUHH RI GHFUHDVH LQ NH\
VSHFLHVSRSXODWLRQ
  'HJUHH RI IUDJPHQWDWLRQ DQG GLVWXUEDQFH
FDXVHGE\WKHFRDVWDOSDWK
  (VWLPDWHG GHJUHH RI ULVN RI SROOXWLRQ
HIIHFWLQJ WKH VLWH LI FRQWDPLQDWLRQ LV UHOHDVHG
GXULQJWKHFOHDUDQFHDQGGHPROLWLRQRIH[LVWLQJ
EXLOGLQJVDQGVLWHFOHDUDQFHV

Describe from the above those elements of the project
or plan, or combination of elements, where the above
impacts are likely to be significant or where the scale or
magnitude of impacts are not known.

2QWKH EDVLV RI FRQVXOWDWLRQ ZLWK WKH UHOHYDQW
QDWXUH FRQVHUYDWLRQ DJHQF\ LW KDV EHHQ
FRQFOXGHG WKDW VLJQLILFDQW HIIHFWV DUH OLNHO\ WR
DULVH DV D UHVXOW RI GLVWXUEDQFH IURP DOO WKUHH
HOHPHQWVRIWKHSODQGHVFULEHGDERYH
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)LJ)LQGLQJRI1R6LJQLILFDQW(IIHFWV5HSRUW
Name of Project or Plan
Name and location of Natura 2000
site

,WZRXOGEHKHOSIXOIRUDPDSRUSODQWREHSURYLGHG

Description of the Project or Plan

3URYLGHGHWDLOVRIVL]HVFDOHWKHSK\VLFDOUHTXLUHPHQWVRI
FRQVWUXFWLRQRSHUDWLRQDQGZKHUHUHOHYDQW
GHFRPPLVVLRQLQJ

Is the Project or Plan directly
connected with or necessary to the
management of the site (provide
details) ?
Are there other projects or plans
'HILQHERXQGDULHVIRUWKHDVVHVVPHQWGHWDLOVRI
that together with the project of plan UHVSRQVLELOLWLHVUHJDUGLQJRWKHUSURMHFWVDQGSODQVDQGWKH
being assessed could affect the site QDPHDQGORFDWLRQRIRWKHUSURMHFWVRUSODQV PDSVZLOO
(provide details)?
DJDLQEHDXVHIXOWRROWRLOOXVWUDWHUHODWLRQVKLSV
7KH$VVHVVPHQWRI6LJQLILFDQFHRI(IIHFWV
Describe how the project or plan ,QFOXGH GLUHFW DQG LQGLUHFW HIIHFWV DQG H[SODLQ KRZ WKH
(alone or in combination) is likely to DVVHVVPHQWZDVFDUULHGRXW
affect the Natura 2000 site
Explain why these effects are not 7KLV PD\ EH GRQH ZLWK UHIHUHQFH WR NH\ LQGLFDWRUV RI
considered significant
VLJQLILFDQFHLQFOXGLQJGHJUHHRIFKDQJHWRWKHVLWHGXUDWLRQ
RIWKHSURMHFWRUSODQHWF
List of Agencies Consulted:
Response to consultation

3URYLGHFRQWDFWQDPHDQGWHOHSKRQHRUHPDLODGGUHVV
6WDWH ZKHWKHU WKH DJHQFLHV FRQVLGHU WKH HIIHFWV DUH
VLJQLILFDQWRUQRW

'DWD&ROOHFWHGWR&DUU\RXWWKH$VVHVVPHQW
Sources of Data
Level of assessment
Where can the full
completed
results of the
assessment be
accessed and viewed?
7KLV FRXOG EH WKH 7KLV ZLOO LQFOXGH ILHOG 7KLV FRXOG LQFOXGH 3URYLGH WLPHV DQG GDWHV
H[LVWLQJ GHVNWRS VWXG\ IXOO ZKHQ WKH LQIRUPDWLRQ
FRPSHWHQW DXWKRULW\ VWXGLHV
FDQ
EH
YLHZHG
SURMHFW
RU
SODQ UHFRUGV FRQVXOWDWLRQ HFRORJLFDO
DQG
UHOHYDQW DVVHVVPHQW HWF  DGGUHVVHV
SURSRQHQWQDWLRQDORU ZLWK
,QGLFDWHWKHGHJUHHRI WHOHSKRQH QXPEHUV RI
UHJLRQDO UHVSRQVLEOH DJHQFLHVHWF
FRQILGHQFH WKDW FDQ FRQWDFWSHUVRQ
JRYHUQPHQWDJHQF\
EH DWWULEXWHG WR WKH
UHVXOWV
RI
WKH
DVVHVVPHQW
2YHUDOO&RQFOXVLRQV
([SODLQ KRZ WKH RYHUDOO FRQFOXVLRQ WKDW WKHUH DUH 1R 6LJQLILFDQW (IIHFWV RQ WKLV 1DWXUD  VLWH
ZDVDUULYHGDW
Who carried out the
assessment
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6WDJH7ZR$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW



,QWURGXFWLRQ

It is the competent authority’s responsibility to carry out the Appropriate Assessment. However,
as explained in the introduction to this guide, the assessment process will include the gathering
and consideration of information from many stakeholders, including the project or plan
proponents, national, regional and local nature conservation authorities and relevant NGOs. As
with the EIA process, the Appropriate Assessment will usually involve the submission of
information by the project or plan proponent for consideration by the competent authority. The
authority may use that information as the basis of consultation with internal and external experts
and other stakeholders. The competent authority may also need to commission its own reports
to ensure that the final assessment is as comprehensive and objective as possible. Box 6
outlines the information required for this assessment stage.
In this stage the impact of the project or plan (either alone or in combination with other projects
or plans) on the integrity of the Natura 2000 site is considered with respect to the conservation
objectives of the site and to its structure and function. The Commission services’ guidance on
Natura 2000 states that:
“The integrity of a site involves its ecological functions. The decision as to whether it is adversely
affected should focus on and be limited to the site’s conservation objectives.” (MN2000, Para.
4.6(3))


$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW6WHS2QH,QIRUPDWLRQUHTXLUHG

In order to ensure that adequate information is available to complete the Appropriate
Assessment it is suggested that the checklist at Box 6 is completed. Where information is not
known or available, further investigations will be necessary. The first step in this assessment is
to identify the conservation objectives of the site and to identify those aspects of the project or
plan (alone or in combination with other projects or plans) that will affect those objectives. Case
study examples of site conservation objectives are provided below in Box 9. These objectives
can normally be obtained from the Natura 2000 Standard Data Forms for the site or, where
available, from the site’s Management Plan.
Where there are gaps in information it will normally be necessary to supplement existing data
with further field survey work. In order to assist the non-specialist in understanding the field work
that may be necessary, a guide to ecological base line studies, impact prediction and to the
assessment of significance is provided at Annex I to this guidance.
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%R[,QIRUPDWLRQFKHFNOLVWIRUWKH$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW

á/ r

$UHWKHVHNQRZQRUDYDLODEOH"
,QIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKHSURMHFWRUSODQ
Full characteristics of the project or plan which may affect the site
The total range or area the plan will cover
Size and other specifications of the project
%R[&DVHVWXG\H[DPSOHV6XUYH\ZRUN
The characteristics of existing, proposed or other approved projects or plans
5RDGSURMHFW
Tointeractive
establish the
baseline conditions
of a the
candidate
which
may cause
or cumulative
impacts with
projectSAC
being
woodland,
the
site
was
divided
up
into
a
number
of
zones
and
each zone
assessed and which may affect the site
was surveyed to establish tree species mix, density, size and age and
Planned or contemplated nature conservation initiatives likely to affect the status
ground cover. Each zone was then given a characterisation based upon its
of the site in the future
dominant ecological type. The site was then classified using the National
The relationship (e.g. key distances etc.) between the project or plan and the
Vegetation Classification System for Woodlands.
Natura 2000 site
The information requirements (e.g. EIA/SEA) of the authorisation body or agency
3RUWVGHYHORSPHQW Due to the lack of detailed evidence on the existing
$UHWKHVHNQRZQRUDYDLODEOH"
conditions of the site, including key interrelationships between habitat
types and species, a full ecological
assessment was deemed necessary.
,QIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKHVLWH
Baseline
monitoring
surveys andofbiodiversity
were conducted to
The
reasons
for the designation
the Naturastudies
2000 site
supplement
existing
documentary
The
conservation
objectives
of theevidence.
site and the factors that contribute to the
conservation value of the site.
,QGXVWULDOGHYHORSPHQWVDWDQHVWXDU\VLWH:
case there was
The
conservation status of the site (favourable In
orthis
otherwise)
sufficient
existing
data
available
on
which
to
base
the
assessment. Some
The existing baseline condition of the site
data were available from an on-going ornithological survey programme for
The key attributes of any Annex I habitats or species or Annex II species on the
the estuarial marshes, funded by local developers. Other published data
site
(Red Data Books) on bird numbers at the site were also used to
The
physical and
chemical
composition
of thebysite
demonstrate
the level
of use
of the marshes
important species.
The dynamics of the habitats, species and their ecology
Those aspects of the site that are sensitive to change
The key structural and functional relationships that create and maintain the site’s
integrity
The seasonal influences on the key Annex I habitats or Annex II species on the
site.
Other conservation issues relevant to the site, including likely future natural
changes taking place

Box 7 provides a list of suggested sources for some of the information required at this stage.
%R[,QIRUPDWLRQ6RXUFHV
Key information sources:
•

Natura 2000 Standard Data Forms and any site Management Plans that may
exist

•

ecological information gathered for the Screening Stage of the assessment
procedures;

•

relevant nature conservation agencies and other bodies;

•

relevant plans, current and historical maps, existing, geological and hydrogeological survey material and any existing ecological survey material that may
be available from landowners, site managers or nature conservation bodies;
and

•

Environmental Impact Statements, Appropriate Assessment Reports and other
documentary evidence where similar plans or projects have been assessed in
the past.
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$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW6WHS7ZR,PSDFWSUHGLFWLRQ

Predicting the likely impacts of a project or plan on a Natura 2000 site can be difficult, as the
elements that make up the ecological structure and function of a site are dynamic and not easily
measured. Predicting impacts should be done within a structured and systematic framework and
completed as objectively as is possible. This requires that the type of impact is identified – these
are commonly presented as direct and indirect effects; short and long-term effects; construction,
operational and decommissioning effects; isolated, interactive and cumulative effects. Box 8
provides an illustration of the range of impact prediction methods available.
%R[,PSDFW3UHGLFWLRQ0HWKRGV
'LUHFW PHDVXUHPHQWV e.g. of areas of habitat lost or affected, can identify
proportionate losses from species populations, habitats and communities.
)ORZFKDUWV QHWZRUNV DQG V\VWHPV diagrams identify chains of impacts
resulting from direct impacts; indirect impacts are termed secondary, tertiary,
etc. impacts in line with how they are caused. Systems diagrams are more
flexible than networks in illustrating interrelationships and process pathways.
4XDQWLWDWLYH SUHGLFWLYH PRGHOV provide mathematically derived predictions
based on data and assumptions about the force and direction of impacts.
Models may extrapolate predictions that are consistent with past and present
data (trend analysis, scenarios, analogies which transfer information from other
relevant locations) and intuitive forecasting. Normative approaches to modelling
work backwards from a desired outcome to assess whether the proposed
project will achieve these. Some commonly used models predict the dispersal
of pollutants in air, soil erosion, sediment loading of streams, and oxygen sag in
polluted rivers.
*HRJUDSKLFDOLQIRUPDWLRQV\VWHPV *,6 can be used to produce models of
spatial relationships, such as constraint overlays, or to map sensitive areas and
locations of habitat loss. GIS are a combination of computerised cartography,
storing map data, and a database management system storing attributes such
as land use or slope. GIS enables the variables stored to be displayed,
combined, and analysed speedily;
,QIRUPDWLRQ IURP SUHYLRXV VLPLODU SURMHFWV may be useful, especially if
quantitative predictions were made initially and have been monitored in
operation.
([SHUW RSLQLRQ and judgement can be derived from previous experience and
consultations.
'HVFULSWLRQ DQG FRUUHODWLRQ physical factors (water regime, noise) may be
directly related to distribution and abundance of species. If future physical
conditions can be predicted then it may be possible to predict future abundance
on this basis;

 $SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW6WHS7KUHH&RQVHUYDWLRQREMHFWLYHV
Once the effects of the project or plan have been identified and predicted it will be necessary to
assess whether there will be adverse effects on the integrity of the site as defined by the
conservation objectives and status of the site. Examples of conservation objectives are provided
in Box 9.
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%R[([DPSOHVRI&RQVHUYDWLRQREMHFWLYHV
)RUDFKDONVWUHDP: ”In-channel vegetation should be dominated by named species; flows
should be sufficient to sustain natural river processes; spring flows should be maintained;
river substrate should continue to be clean gravels”.
)RUDQHVWXDU\VLWH: “Maintenance of the estuary feature, plus associated flora and fauna,
in favourable condition”.
)RUDFRDVWDOVLWH: “To maintain the status of the European features of this coastal site in
favourable condition, allowing for natural change” Features include coastal shingle
vegetation and lagoons (within a candidate SAC, which is also a SPA.
)RUDPDULQHVLWH: “To ensure that there is no net loss of area or change to the structure,
biodiversity or distribution pattern of the highly sensitive communities within the site”.
)RUDVDOWZDWHUODJRRQVLWH: “Subject to natural change, maintain the lagoon in favourable
condition in respect of the key species communities within the site”.

In carrying out the necessary assessments it is important to apply the precautionary principle
and the focus of the assessment should be on objectively demonstrating, with supporting
evidence, that there will be no adverse effects on the integrity of the Natura 2000 site. Where
this is not the case adverse effects must be assumed.
From the information gathered and the predictions made about the changes that are likely to
result from the construction, operation or de-commissioning stages of the project or plan, it
should now be possible to complete the ,QWHJULW\RIWKH6LWH&KHFNOLVWat Box 10.
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%R[,QWHJULW\RIVLWHFKHFNOLVW
&RQVHUYDWLRQ2EMHFWLYHV
7KHSURMHFWRUSODQKDVWKHSRWHQWLDOWR

<HV1R

FDXVHGHOD\VLQSURJUHVVWRZDUGVDFKLHYLQJWKHFRQVHUYDWLRQ
REMHFWLYHVRIWKHVLWH"
LQWHUUXSWSURJUHVVWRZDUGVDFKLHYLQJWKHFRQVHUYDWLRQREMHFWLYHVRI
WKHVLWH"
GLVUXSWWKRVHIDFWRUVWKDWKHOSWRPDLQWDLQWKHIDYRXUDEOHFRQGLWLRQV
RIWKHVLWH"
LQWHUIHUHZLWKWKHEDODQFHGLVWULEXWLRQDQGGHQVLW\RINH\VSHFLHV
WKDWDUHWKHLQGLFDWRUVRIWKHIDYRXUDEOHFRQGLWLRQRIWKHVLWH"
2WKHU,QGLFDWRUV
7KHSURMHFWRUSODQKDVWKHSRWHQWLDOWR

<HV1R

FDXVHFKDQJHVWRWKHYLWDOGHILQLQJDVSHFWV HJQXWULHQWEDODQFH
WKDWGHWHUPLQHKRZWKHVLWHIXQFWLRQVDVDKDELWDWRUHFRV\VWHP"
&KDQJHWKHG\QDPLFVRIWKHUHODWLRQVKLSV EHWZHHQIRUH[DPSOH
VRLODQGZDWHURUSODQWVDQGDQLPDOV WKDWGHILQHWKHVWUXFWXUHDQG
RUIXQFWLRQRIWKHVLWH"
,QWHUIHUHZLWKSUHGLFWHGRUH[SHFWHGQDWXUDOFKDQJHVLQWKHVLWH
VXFKDVZDWHUG\QDPLFVRUFKHPLFDOFRPSRVLWLRQ "
UHGXFHWKHDUHDRINH\KDELWDWV"
UHGXFHWKHSRSXODWLRQRINH\VSHFLHV"
&KDQJHWKHEDODQFHEHWZHHQNH\VSHFLHV"
UHGXFHGLYHUVLW\RIWKHVLWH"
UHVXOWLQGLVWXUEDQFHWKDWFRXOGDIIHFWSRSXODWLRQVL]HRUGHQVLW\RU
WKHEDODQFHEHWZHHQNH\VSHFLHV"
UHVXOWLQIUDJPHQWDWLRQ
UHVXOWLQORVVRUUHGXFWLRQRINH\IHDWXUHV HJWUHHFRYHUWLGDO
H[SRVXUHDQQXDOIORRGLQJHWF

From the checklist at Box 10, it should be possible to determine whether or not the project or
plan, either alone of in combination with other projects or plans, will have an adverse effect on
the integrity of the site. Examples of impacts on the integrity of sites are provided at Box 11. If at
this stage information or evidence are lacking, then adverse effects should be assumed. This
determination should be recorded and reported, and a specimen matrix for recording the
assessment is shown in Fig. 4. Where it cannot be demonstrated that no adverse effects will fall
on the site it is necessary to devise mitigation measures to avoid, where possible, any adverse
effects.
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%R[&DVHVWXG\H[DPSOHV$GYHUVHLPSDFWVXSRQVLWHLQWHJULW\
:DWHUDEVWUDFWLRQIURPFKDONVWUHDPThe environmental protection authority determined in this
case that potential adverse impacts for site integrity FRXOG QRW EH UXOHG RXW in view of difficulties
establishing whether the currently (at the time of the assessment) unfavourable condition of plant
communities was due to natural variation or abstraction. Here the precautionary principle became
the key to the assessment process.
,QGXVWULDOGHYHORSPHQWV In this case, adverse effects were identified by reference to SPA and
Ramsar Convention status plus national designations. Site integrity was linked to the area of the
site that would be lost and the impacts upon birds, primary ecology of the site and impacts upon
invertebrates. This example shows the importance of understanding the structure and function of
the site and the key dynamics of the interrelationship between species and habitats.
'RFNVGHYHORSPHQW It was determined that the planned single development at an estuary site
would not substantially adversely affect the nature conservation interests of the site, but some
detrimental effect was expected. As the statutory nature conservation authority remained
concerned about the continued attrition of the types of habitats present, the authority maintained
an objection to the development on the basis of the precautionary principle.
3RUWV GHYHORSPHQW The national nature conservation agency concluded that there was
insufficient knowledge about the tidal sediment regime at this location to determine whether any
change in the regime would result in adverse effects on the integrity of the site as a whole. The
risk of adverse effects on site integrity was sufficient to require mitigation and monitoring – again
illustrating the importance of applying the precautionary principle.



$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW6WHS)RXU0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV

Mitigation measures need to be assessed against the adverse effect the project or plan is likely
to cause (alone or in combination with other projects or plans). It will be for the competent
authority to determine what level of mitigation is required and the authority should take into
consideration suggestions from the relevant nature conservation authorities and NGOs as well
as the project or plan proponent (case study examples of mitigation measures are provided at
Box 12). Mitigation should always aspire to the top of the mitigation hierarchy (i.e. avoiding
impacts at source), as explained in Para. 2.6 of this guidance.
To assess mitigation measures; the following tasks must be completed:
•

list each of the measures to be introduced (e.g. noise bunds, tree planting);

•

explain how the measures will avoid the adverse impacts on the site; and

•

explain how the measures will reduce the adverse impacts on the site.

Then, for each of the listed mitigation measures,
•

provide evidence of how they will be secured and implemented and by whom;

•

provide evidence of the degree of confidence in their likely success;

•

provide time-scale, relative to the project of plan, when they will be implemented; and

•

provide evidence of how the measures will be monitored, and should mitigation failure be
identified, how that failure will be rectified

Fig. 3 provides a specimen 0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV$VVHVVPHQWMatrix as a means of presenting
this information.
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%R[&DVHVWXG\H[DPSOHV0LWLJDWLRQ
5RDGDQGUDLOGHYHORSPHQWVDFURVVGU\KDELWDWV In this case mitigation measures for
impacts included appropriate scheduling of construction works to avoid or reduce
disturbance of fauna or destruction of nests and shelters, the erection of screens to
prevent bird strikes, collisions and electrocutions. Also, strengthened land planning
regulation was recommended to reduce induced effects in the surrounding area.
$UDLOZD\SURMHFWLQDPRXQWDLQDUHD In this case the developer was required to submit
a visitor management plan including an approved monitoring scheme to ensure that
adverse effects could be avoided.
5LYHUGRFNVGHYHORSPHQW Where a channel was to be dredged and quays constructed
at a riverside site, monitoring surveys were proposed to assess the success of mitigation
measures to ensure invertebrate recolonisation of the area.
,QGXVWULDO GHYHORSPHQW Mitigation for a cluster of major projects included the rescheduling of construction activities, a Code of Construction Practice to avoid or reduce
intrusion and disturbance; and the screening of the major work site and its workers from
birds using the Natura 2000 site.



2XWFRPHV

Following the completion of the Appropriate Assessment it should be considered best practice
for the appropriate authority to produce an $SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQWReport which:
•

describes the project or plan in sufficient detail for members of the public to understand its
size, scale and objectives;

•

describes the baseline conditions of the Natura 2000 site;

•

identifies the adverse effects of the project or plan on the Natura 2000 site;

•

explains how those effects will be avoided through mitigation; and

•

sets out a time-scale and identifies the mechanisms through which the mitigation measures
will be secured, implemented and monitored.

The $SSURSULDWH $VVHVVPHQW Report should be sent for consultation with the relevant nature
conservation agencies and the public. A specimen report is provided as Figure 4.
Following that consultation period, and despite the application of mitigation measures, if the
competent authority considers that residual adverse effects remain, then the project or plan may
not proceed until after a Stage Three assessment has been completed and it has been
objectively concluded that there is an absence of alternative solutions.
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)LJ$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV
List measures to be
introduced

Explain how the
measures will DYRLG
the adverse effects on
the integrity of the
site.
3URYLGH GHWDLOV RI WKH
PLWLJDWLRQ H[SODLQLQJ
WKH IDFWRUV ZKLFK ZLOO
DGGUHVV WKH DGYHUVH
HIIHFWV

Explain how the
measures will UHGXFH
the adverse effects on
the integrity of the
site.

List mitigation
measures (as above)

Provide evidence of
the degree of
confidence in their
likely success

Provide time-scale,
relative to the project
of plan, when they will
be implemented

(i)

7KLV PD\ LQFOXGH
HYLGHQFH IURP VLPLODU
SURMHFWV RU SODQV RU
VXSSRUW IURP WKH
UHOHYDQW
QDWXUH
FRQVHUYDWLRQDJHQF\

6RPH PLWLJDWLRQ PD\
EH GHVLJQHG LQWR WKH
SURMHFW RU SODQ LQ
VRPH FDVHV LW ZLOO EH
DGGLWLRQDO PLWLJDWLRQ
WKDW QHHGV WR EH
HLWKHU LQ SODFH EHIRUH
WKH SURMHFW RU SODQ
DXWKRULVDWLRQ RU DV
VRRQ DV SRVVLEOH
DIWHUZDUGV

(i)

Provide evidence of
how they will be
implemented and by
whom.
7KLV PD\ LQFOXGH
GHWDLOV RI OHJDOO\
ELQGLQJ DJUHHPHQWV
WKDW
VKRXOG
EH
FRPSOHWHGLQDGYDQFH
RI SURMHFW RU SODQ
DXWKRULVDWLRQ

(ii)
(iii)

(ii)

(iii)



Explain the proposed
monitoring scheme
and how any
mitigation failure will
be addressed
6HFXULQJDPRQLWRULQJ
VFKHPH DQG GHDOLQJ
ZLWK DQ\ PLWLJDWLRQ
IDLOXUH
PD\
EH
WKURXJK
OHJDOO\
ELQGLQJ DJUHHPHQWV
WKDW
VKRXOG
EH
FRPSOHWHGLQDGYDQFH
RI SURMHFW RU SODQ
DXWKRULVDWLRQ

$VVHVVPHQWRI3ODQVDQG3URMHFWV6LJQLILFDQWO\$IIHFWLQJ1DWXUD6LWHV

)LJ:RUNHG([DPSOHRIDQ$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW5HSRUWIRUD:LQG7XUELQH 3URMHFW
$VVHVVPHQWRIWKH(IIHFWVRIWKH3URMHFWRU3ODQRQWKH,QWHJULW\RIWKH6LWH
Describe the elements of the
project or plan (alone or in
combination with other projects
or plans) that are likely to give
rise to significant effects on the
site (from screening
assessment)
Set out the Conservation
objectives of the site
Describe how the project or
plan will affect key species and
key habitats.
Acknowledge uncertainties and
any gaps in information.
Describe how the integrity of
the site (determined by
structure and function and
conservation objectives) are
likely to be affected by the
project and plan (e.g. loss of
habitat, disturbance, disruption,
chemical changes, hydrological
changes and geological
changes etc). Acknowledge
uncertainties and any gaps in
information
Describe what mitigation
measures are to be introduced
to avoid, reduce or remedy the
adverse effects on the integrity
of the site.
Acknowledge uncertainties and
any gaps in information

7KHSURMHFWFRQVLVWHGRIILYHZLQGWXUELQHVDQGDQFLOODU\
GHYHORSPHQWRQDKLOODGMDFHQWWRWKH1DWXUDVLWH7KH
ZLQGWXUELQHVZHUHLQWKHIOLJKWSDWKRIRQHRIWKHVLWH¶VPDMRU
ZLQWHUURRVWDUHDVIRUDQLQWHUQDWLRQDOO\LPSRUWDQWELUGVSHFLHV
7KHOLNHO\VLJQLILFDQWLPSDFWVLQFOXGHGWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUELUG
FROOLVLRQDQGGLVWXUEDQFH
7R PDLQWDLQ WKH IDYRXUDEOH FRQVHUYDWLRQ VWDWXV RI WKH VLWH DV
WKHODUJHVWFRQFHQWUDWLRQRIVSHFLILFELUGVSHFLHVLQWKHFRXQWU\
RIQDWLRQDOSRSXODWLRQ 
7KHUH ZDV FRQVLGHUDEOH GLVDJUHHPHQW RYHU WKH VFLHQWLILF
HYLGHQFH DYDLODEOH RQ OLNHO\ ELUG FROOLVLRQ ZLWK WKH ZLQG
WXUELQHV 7KH DVVHVVPHQW ZDV EDVHG XSRQ D FDOFXODWLRQ RI
ULVN +RZHYHU DV WKHUH ZDV OLWWOH KDUG HYLGHQFH WKH
SUHFDXWLRQDU\SULQFLSOHZDVDSSOLHGDQGDGYHUVHHIIHFWVZHUH
DVVXPHGWREHOLNHO\
7KH SRWHQWLDO IRU FROOLVLRQ SDUWLFXODUO\ E\ MXYHQLOH DQG VXE
DGXOWELUGVFRXOGUHVXOWLQSRSXODWLRQUHGXFWLRQ1RLVHIURPWKH
WXUELQHVFRXOGDOVRFDXVHGLVWXUEDQFHSDUWLFXODUO\VLJQLILFDQW
LQ EUHHGLQJ SHULRGV 7KLV FRXOG DOVR UHGXFH WKH EUHHGLQJ
SRSXODWLRQVL]H

0LWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVFRQVLGHUHGLQFOXGHG
• ORZHULQJWKHKHLJKWRIWXUELQHV
• UHGHVLJQLQJWKHOD\RXWRIWXUELQHVDQG
• LQFUHDVLQJWKHGLVWDQFHEHWZHHQWXUELQHV
7KHUHVXOWVRIWKHVHPHDVXUHVZHUHMXGJHGWREHXQFHUWDLQLQ
WKHRYHUDOODVVHVVPHQWRIWKHLPSDFWRQWKHVLWH
5HVXOWVRI&RQVXOWDWLRQ

1DPH RI $JHQF\ RU ERG\
FRQVXOWHG
National Nature Conservation
Agency
National Nature Conservation
NGO
Local Nature Conservation
NGO

National Wind-Energy
Operators Association

6XPPDU\RI5HVSRQVH
,W FDQQRW EH DVVXPHG WKDW QR DGYHUVH HIIHFWV ZLOO UHVXOW IURP
WKHSURMHFW
7KLVSURMHFWKDVWKHORQJWHUPSRWHQWLDOIRUFDXVLQJWKHORVVRI
WKHFRQVHUYDWLRQLQWHUHVWLQWKHVLWHDQGVKRXOGQRWEHDOORZHG
WRSURFHHG
7KLV LV D VLWH ZLWK QDWLRQDO DQG LQWHUQDWLRQDO QDWXUH
FRQVHUYDWLRQLPSRUWDQFHDQGWKLVSURMHFWLVOLNHO\WRUHGXFHWKH
FRQVHUYDWLRQYDOXHRIWKHVLWHDQG VKRXOG QRW EH SHUPLWWHG WR
SURFHHG
7KHUH LV QR HYLGHQFH WKDW ELUGV DUH DW DOO DIIHFWHG E\ ZLQG
WXUELQHVDQGWKHUHLVQRHYLGHQFHWKDWWKHELUGVZLOOEHLQDQ\
GDQJHURIFROOLVLRQ

127()RUDEODQNYHUVLRQRIWKLVIRUPVHH$QQH[
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6WDJH7KUHH$VVHVVPHQWRI$OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQV



,QWURGXFWLRQ

This stage examines alternative ways of implementing the project or plan that, where possible,
avoid any adverse impacts on the integrity of the Natura 2000 site. The Assessment of
Alternative Solutions flowchart outlines the process. Before a project or plan that either alone or
in combination with other projects or plans has adverse affects on a Natura 2000 site can
proceed, it must be objectively concluded that no alternative solutions exist. MN2000 states that
“it rests with the competent national authorities to make the necessary comparisons between
these alternative solutions” (Para. 5.3.1). MN2000 also states “In this phase, therefore, other
assessment criteria, such as economic criteria, cannot be seen as overruling ecological criteria”.
The examination of alternative solutions requires, therefore, that the FRQVHUYDWLRQ REMHFWLYHV
DQG VWDWXV RI WKH 1DWXUD  VLWH ZLOO RXWZHLJK DQ\ FRQVLGHUDWLRQ RI FRVWV GHOD\V RU
RWKHU DVSHFWV RI DQ DOWHUQDWLYH VROXWLRQ 7KH FRPSHWHQW DXWKRULW\ VKRXOG QRW WKHUHIRUH
OLPLWLWVFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQVWRWKRVHVXJJHVWHGE\WKHSURMHFWRUSODQ
SURSRQHQWVIt is the Member State’s responsibility to consider alternative solutions, which could
be located even in different regions/countries.
%R[&DVHVWXG\H[DPSOHV$VVHVVPHQWRIDOWHUQDWLYHV
)ORRGSURWHFWLRQZRUNVDWFRDVWDOVLWH Three groups of alternatives were considered in
connection with a flood defences protection scheme entailing construction of a clay embankment
and other works:
1. continue with current management (unsustainable since the defence ridge is diminishing with
threats to the Natura 2000 site);
2. do nothing/full retreat (not feasible as this would result in the loss of species for which the site
was designated); and
3. hold the line by recharging a shingle ridge (costly and unlikely to be sustainable in the long
term).
Here the alternatives were tested against their implication for the Natura 2000 site and as all
these alternative solutions were judged as unsuitable, the proposal to build engineered hard
defences was pursued.
:DWHUUHVRXUFHVGHYHORSPHQWVLQDVHPLDULGDUHD An SEA of irrigation and hydrology
development plans concluded was carried out to identify alternative solutions. Based on an
assessment of the implications for the alternatives on the Natura 2000 site it was concluded that
economic diversification that did not rely on irrigation needed to be more carefully considered. It
could not be concluded, therefore, that there was an absence of alternative solutions.
)RXOZDWHUGUDLQDJHSURMHFW In one case, ten alternative locations for a sewage treatment
works were assessed on the basis of their relative impacts on the Natura 2000 site.
5RDGSURMHFW The alternative solutions assessed included routes, alignments, carriageway
widths and single and dual carriageway options. The fact that alternative routes existed that did
not adversely affect the Natura 2000 site meant that It could not be concluded, therefore, that
there was an absence of alternative solutions.



6WHS2QH,GHQWLI\LQJDOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQV

While it is the responsibility of the competent authority to consider whether alternative solutions
exist, its determination will inevitably rely, to some extent, on information provided by the
project/plan proponent. The first step in assessing whether alternatives exist is for the competent
authority to identify the objectives of the project or plan. From that starting point it is possible to
identify a range of alternative ways of achieving the objectives of the project or plan and these
alternatives can then be assessed against their likely impact upon the conservation objectives of
the Natura 2000 site.
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Crucial to the assessment of alternatives is the inclusion in the assessment of the ‘do nothing’
alternative.
Possible alternative solutions may include variants of:
•

locations or routes;

•

scale or size;

•

means of meeting objectives (e.g. demand management);

•

methods of construction (e.g. “silent piling”);

•

operational methods;

•

decommissioning methods at the end of a project’s life; and

•

scheduling and time-scale proposals (e.g. seasonal working).

For each alternative there must be a description, and an indication of how it was assessed.
Once all potential alternatives have been identified they need to be assessed against their
relative impact upon Natura 2000 sites.


6WHS7ZR$VVHVVLQJDOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQV

Tasks to be carried out in assessing alternatives are listed in Box 14. An Assessment of
Alternative Solutions matrix is suggested and presented as a useful tool for the identification and
assessment of alternatives (a worked example of this matrix is provided at Fig. 5). The
completed matrix can also be used to communicate the results of the assessment to the
relevant stakeholders. Fig. 6 provides an example of an $OWHUQDWLYH 6ROXWLRQV $VVHVVPHQW
Statement, which can be used for recording and assessing the alternative solutions that have
been considered.
%R[+RZWRDVVHVVDOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQV
7RDVVHVVDOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQV



•

Consult relevant agencies and other bodies;

•

make use of the information gathered to complete the Screening and
Appropriate Assessment Stages of the Article 6 assessments.

•

Identify and characterise the key objectives of the project or plan;

•

identify all alternative means of meeting the objectives of the project or plan;

•

provide as much information as possible, acknowledge gaps in information,
and provide sources of information;

•

assess each alternative against the same criteria used in the Appropriate
Assessment to assess the impact of the proposed project or plan on the
conservation objectives of the site; and

•

apply the precautionary principle to the assessment of all alternatives.

2XWFRPHV

Once the assessment of alternatives is complete, a record should be made of the agencies and
other bodies that were consulted, their responses to consultation, why particular assessments
have been made of alternatives (i.e. adverse, positive or neutral), and details of who carried out
the assessment. A specimen form for an (YLGHQFH RI $VVHVVPHQW RI $OWHUQDWLYH 6ROXWLRQV is
shown as Fig. 7 The purpose of this assessment is to determine ZKHWKHU RU QRW LW FDQ EH
REMHFWLYHO\ FRQFOXGHG WKDW WKHUH DUH QR DOWHUQDWLYH VROXWLRQV If alternative solutions have
been identified that will either avoid any adverse impacts, or result in less severe impacts on the
site it will be necessary to assess their potential impact by recommencing the assessment at
Stage One or Stage Two as appropriate. However, if it can be reasonably and objectively
concluded that there is an absence of alternatives, it will be necessary to proceed to Stage Four
of this assessment methodology.
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)LJ:RUNHG([DPSOHRI$VVHVVPHQWRI$OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQV0DWUL[IRUD5RDG3URMHFW
$VVHVVPHQWRI$OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQV
7KH GHVFULSWLRQ DQG REMHFWLYHV RI WKH 3ODQ
RU3URMHFW

7KHµ'R1RWKLQJ¶$OWHUQDWLYH

$V SDUW RI WKH (XURSHDQ 8QLRQ¶V VWUXFWXUDO IXQG WUDQVSRUW

7KH H[LVWLQJ VLQJOH FDUULDJHZD\ URDG LV XQVXLWDEOH IRU

RSHUDWLRQDO SURJUDPPH WR FRQQHFW D SHULSKHUDO UHJLRQDO

WKH KHDY\ JRRGV YHKLFOHV WKDW FXUUHQWO\ XVH LW GXH WR LWV

FHQWUH WR WKH QDWLRQDO URDG QHWZRUN 7KH SURMHFW LV WKH

ZLGWK DOLJQPHQW DQG FRQGLWLRQ :LWKRXW WKLV QHZ URDG

FRQVWUXFWLRQ RI D NLORPHWUH VWUHWFK RI GXDO FDUULDJHZD\

WKH H[LWLQJ URDG LV OLNHO\ WR IXUWKHU GHWHULRUDWH DQG

URDGDORQJWKHH[LVWLQJURDGFRUULGRU

EHFRPH LQFUHDVLQJO\ FRQJHVWHG FDXVLQJ GHOD\V DQG D
SRVVLEOHLQFUHDVHLQURDGDFFLGHQWV

3UHGLFWHG DGYHUVH HIIHFWV RI WKH SURMHFW RU SODQ RQ WKH 1DWXUD  VLWH IROORZLQJ WKH
$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW
7KH 1DWXUD  VLWH LV D UHVLGXDO DOOXYLDO IRUHVW $OQLRQ JOXWLQRVRLQFDQDH  DQG WKHUHIRUH D SULRULW\ KDELWDW OLVWHG LQ
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FRPPLVVLRQHG

DVVHVVPHQW

GHPRQVWUDWHV QR GLUHFW RU LQGLUHFW DGYHUVH
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&RQFOXVLRQVRQ$VVHVVPHQWRI$OWHUQDWLYHV
$ UDQJH RI DOWHUQDWLYHV KDYH EHHQ FRQVLGHUHG E\ WKH FRPSHWHQW DXWKRULW\ ZKLFK LQ WKLV FDVH LV DOVR WKH SURMHFW
SURSRQHQW 7KH DOWHUQDWLYHV WKDW KDYH EHHQ DVVHVVHG KDYH GLIIHUHQW LPSDFWV RQ WKH 1DWXUD  VLWH 6RPH RI WKH
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127($EODQNYHUVLRQRIWKLVPDWUL[LVSURYLGHGDW$QQH[
127(7KLVZRUNHGH[DPSOHGRHVQRWGHDOZLWKDOOWKHW\SHVRIDOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQVVHW
RXWLQWKHEODQNPDWUL[DWWKHHQGRIWKLVUHSRUWDVRQO\WKH DFWXDO DOWHUQDWLYH VROXWLRQV
VWXGLHGKDYHEHHQLQFOXGHGKHUH
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)LJ$OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQV$VVHVVPHQW6WDWHPHQW
Describe the alternative solution that would
avoid or minimise significant impacts on the
Natura 2000 site
7KLV PD\ LQFOXGH D UHDVVHVVPHQW RI WKH
SURMHFW RU SODQ DJDLQVW WKH FULWHULD XVHG LQ
6WDJH7ZRRIWKLVJXLGDQFH

Explain why the proposed project or plan is
favoured over the other alternatives solutions
assessed.
7KLV VKRXOG EH EDVHG XSRQ LWV UHODWLYH HIIHFWV
RQ WKH 1DWXUD  VLWH IRU H[DPSOH ZLOO WKH
DOWHUQDWLYH KDYH JUHDWHU RU OHVV DGYHUVH
LPSDFWVRQWKHVLWH" 

Provide an overall statement to explain why it is considered that in this instance there are no
alternative solutions that would avoid reducing the conservation value of the Natura 2000 site.
7KLV VWDWHPHQW VKRXOG LQFOXGH UHIHUHQFH WR HYLGHQFH RI DVVHVVPHQW DQG WKH FRPPHQWV RI WKH
UHOHYDQWQDWXUHFRQVHUYDWLRQDJHQF\DQGWKHFRPSHWHQWDXWKRULW\
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)LJ (YLGHQFHRI$VVHVVPHQW0DWUL[ $OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQV
&RQVXOWDWLRQRQDOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQV
List of Agencies
Consulted

Response to
consultation

Impact of alternatives
on the Natura 2000
site are considered
adverse
([SODLQ WKH DGYHUVH
HIIHFWV DQG ZKHUH
SRVVLEOH UHIHU WR
UHOHYDQW DVVHVVPHQWV
DQG
GRFXPHQWDU\
HYLGHQFH

3URYLGHFRQWDFWQDPH
DQG WHOHSKRQH RU
HPDLODGGUHVVGDWHRI
FRQVXOWDWLRQHWF

Impact of alternatives
on the Natura 2000
site are considered
positive or neutral
([SODLQ DQG ZKHUH
SRVVLEOH UHIHU WR
UHOHYDQW DVVHVVPHQWV
DQG
GRFXPHQWDU\
HYLGHQFH ZK\ WKH
SURMHFWRUSODQZLOOQRW
KDYHDGYHUVHHIIHFWV

'DWD&ROOHFWHGWRFDUU\RXWWKHDVVHVVPHQW
7KLVFRXOGEHWKHFRPSHWHQWDXWKRULW\ SURMHFW
RU SODQ SURSRQHQW RU UHOHYDQW UHVSRQVLEOH
JRYHUQPHQWDJHQF\
7KLVPD\LQFOXGHGHWDLOVIURPEDVHOLQHVWXGLHV
ILHOGVWXGLHVH[LVWLQJUHFRUGVHWF

Who carried out the assessment

Sources of Data

Level of assessment completed

7KLVFRXOGEHIXOO(,$GHVNVWXG\HWF,WZLOOEH
LPSRUWDQW WR SURYLGH DQ DVVHVVPHQW RI WKH
GHJUHH RI FRQILGHQFH LQ WKH UHVXOWV RI WKH
DVVHVVPHQW

Where can the full results of the assessment
be accessed and viewed?

3URYLGHWLPHVDQGGDWHVZKHQWKHLQIRUPDWLRQ
FDQ EH YLHZHG DGGUHVVHV DQG WHOHSKRQH
QXPEHUVRIFRQWDFWSHUVRQ
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6WDJH)RXU$VVHVVPHQWZKHUHQRDOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQVH[LVWDQGZKHUHDGYHUVH
LPSDFWVUHPDLQ


,QWURGXFWLRQ

For sites that host priority habitats and species it is necessary to consider whether or not there
are human health or safety considerations or environmental benefits flowing from the project or
plan. If such considerations do exist then it will be necessary to carry out the Stage Four
assessments of compensatory measures. If no such considerations exist, then establish
whether there are other Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest (IROPI) before
carrying out the Stage Four assessments. Where IROPI exists, an assessment to consider
whether compensatory measures will or will not effectively offset the damage to the site will be
necessary before the project of plan can proceed. It is not the purpose of this guidance
document to provide advice on the IROPI test. This stage of the guidance therefore
concentrates solely on how compensatory measures may be considered. The Stage Four
flowchart on the previous page summarises this stage of the process.


6WHS2QH,GHQWLI\FRPSHQVDWRU\PHDVXUHV

MN2000 makes clear that compensatory measures are only a ODVW UHVRUW attempt to maintain
the overall coherence of the Natura 2000 network as a whole (MN2000, Para. 5.4.2). Based
upon the case studies and the literature review completed for this study, this would appear to be
a common approach to compensatory measures, but such measures are often seen as having
little guarantee of success. Examples of works that may be proposed as compensatory
measures are provided in Box 15. Box 16 provides other examples used in actual cases.
%R[([DPSOHVRIFRPSHQVDWRU\PHDVXUHV
Compensatory measures appropriate to adverse effects on Natura 2000 site
consist of :
•

Restoration – restoring the habitat to ensure the maintenance of its
conservation value and compliance with the conservation objectives of
the site;

•

Creation – creating a new habitat on a new site or through the
enlargement of the existing site;

•

Enhancement - improving the remaining habitat proportional to that which
is lost due to the project or plan; and

•

Preservation of habitat stock - measures to prevent further erosion of the
coherence of the Natura 2000 network.
These compensatory measures need to be assessed to ensure that they:

•

are appropriate to the site and the loss caused by the project or plan;

•

have the ability to maintain or enhance the overall coherence of Natura
2000;

•

are feasible; and

•

can be operational by the time the damage to the site is affected (unless
this can be proved unnecessary in the circumstances of the case).



6WHS7ZR$VVHVVPHQWRIFRPSHQVDWRU\PHDVXUHV

Before a project or plan that will have an adverse impact on a Natura 2000 site can be permitted
to proceed, it is necessary to justify the compensatory measures being offered to off-set the
negative impacts. The maintenance and enhancement of the overall coherence of Natura 2000
will be the key test on which to assess compensatory measures. To be acceptable
compensatory measures should:
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•

address, in comparable proportions, the habitats and species negatively affected;

•

relate to the same biogeographical region in the same Member State and be in as close
proximity as possible to the habitat that has been adversely affected by the project or plan;

•

provide functions comparable to those which justified the selection criteria of the original
site; and

•

have clearly defined implementation and management objectives so that the compensatory
measures can achieve the maintenance or enhancement of Natura 2000 coherence.

A worked example of the assessment, using a matrix approach, is provided at Fig. 8. A blank
example of the matrix is provided at Annex 2.
%R[&DVHVWXG\H[DPSOHV&RPSHQVDWRU\ZRUNV
3RUWGHYHORSPHQWDWHVWXDU\VLWH At a harbour site where channel deepening would lead
to loss of mudflats, the compensatory measure of creating new intertidal habitat was
proposed and accepted. The target land was already in the ownership of the developer and
planning permission for the compensatory measures had been obtained in advance of the
approval of the project that would adversely affect the Natura 2000 site.
'RFNV GHYHORSPHQW It was proposed that the loss of 10% of a riverside site, which
includes SPA and candidate SAC areas, would be compensated by gain of compensatory
feeding habitat following eradication of grassland. However, local NGOs considered the
compensatory measures would be more damaging to nature conservation interests than the
project itself. The compensatory measures were therefore not considered acceptable.
5RDG DQG UDLO GHYHORSPHQWV DFURVV VHPLDULG KDELWDWV Where habitats were lost or
threatened by transport infrastructure proposals in an area of steppe and woodlands,
compensatory proposals included recreation of habitat for )DOFR1DXPDQQL via the purchase
of irrigated land and its conversion to dryland farming, plus the restoration of derelict land.
Areas of community interest were also to be re-created within the protected sites. all the
compensatory measures were agreed and implementation provisions put in place prior to the
authorisation of the project.
)ORRGGHIHQFHVZRUNVDWDFRDVWDOVLWH Where a flood defences protection scheme was
expected to lead to losses of habitat (e.g. 12% loss overall), proposed compensatory
measures include 26 ha of grazing marsh to be converted to habitats suitable for the SPA
species potentially affected by the scheme. These measures were made the subject of
consultation and agreement prior to project authorisation.
0DMRU URDG SURMHFW There were residual adverse effects following the consideration of
mitigation for a major road project. A draft compensation plan was produced for public
consultation. Following consultation the plan was re-drafted and sent to the relevant nature
conservation agencies for their views. The plan contained details of how disruption to species
and destruction of habitat would be compensated, a set of compensation objectives based
upon guide species targets, an implementation time scale, the costs of compensation
measures and proposals for monitoring and evaluation.
8UEDQUHGHYHORSPHQWDWFRDVWDOVLWH ZLWKULYHUEDUUDJH Following a proposed loss of
nearly 200 ha of priority national nature conservation site, a Steering Committee, including
the national countryside protection agency, a major conservation NGO and the project
proponents, guided the creation of compensatory measures, including the creation of a new
wetland reserve of 400 ha (partly converted agricultural land). Elements of the compensation
plan included: ensuring long term ownership and management, setting bird targets for the
new reserve to meet SPA status and monitoring arrangements.
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2XWFRPHV

From the answers to the questions in the matrix at Fig. 8 conclusion will be reached on whether
or not the compensatory measures will be successful in maintaining or enhancing the overall
coherence of the Natura 2000 network. The findings of the assessment should be recorded in
the Evidence of Assessment (Compensatory Measures) matrix at Fig.9. However, the
assessment of the compensatory measures does not cease there. It will be necessary, through
legally binding mechanisms, to ensure that the long term conservation interests of the Natura
2000 network are maintained. This will require the security of site tenure to be guaranteed,
management plans to be drawn up with clear, achievable short, medium and long term
objectives, and for long term monitoring mechanisms to be in place. Monitoring is particularly
important to ensure the conservation objectives of Natura 2000 are achieved. Monitoring has
long been seen as a best practice in EIA, and is a requirement of the recently adopted Directive
on Strategic Environmental Assessment.
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)LJ :RUNHG ([DPSOH RI &RPSHQVDWRU\ 0HDVXUHV $VVHVVPHQW 0DWUL[ IRU KDUERXU
ZRUNV SURMHFW
1DPHDQGEULHIGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHSURMHFWRUSODQDQGKRZLWZLOODGYHUVHO\DIIHFWWKH
1DWXUDVLWH
7KHSURSRVDOLVWRSURYLGHQDYLJDEOHGHHSZDWHUZLWKLQDQH[LVWLQJSRUWIDFLOLW\DQGWKHGLVSRVDO
RIGUHGJHGPDWHULDORQWRPXGIODWVWKDWIRUPSDUWRID1DWXUDVLWH7KHVHZRUNVZRXOGUHVXOW
LQWKHORVVRIDVLJQLILFDQWDUHDRIWKHLQWHUWLGDOPXGIODWV
'HVFULSWLRQRIWKHFRPSHQVDWRU\PHDVXUHV
'UHGJHG PDWHULDO ZLOO EH XVHG WR UHFKDUJH WKH LQWHUWLGDO PXGIODWV LQ WKH KDUERXU DQG  KD RI
LQWHUWLGDO KDELWDW ZLOO EH FUHDWHG DW DQ H[LVWLQJ QHDUE\ DUHD RI PDUVKODQG $ PDQDJHG UH
DOLJQPHQWZLOOFRPSHQVDWHIRUWKHLQWHUWLGDOKDELWDWORVWDVDUHVXOWRIWKHGUHGJH7KHDUHDDQG
TXDOLW\RIWKHDYDLODEOHKDELWDWIRUWKHELUGVXVLQJWKHVLWHZLOOEHPDLQWDLQHG
$VVHVVPHQW4XHVWLRQV
5HVSRQVH
How were compensatory measures identified? 7KURXJK FRQVXOWDWLRQ ZLWK QDWLRQDO QDWXUH
FRQVHUYDWLRQ DJHQF\ UHOHYDQW 1*2V
ODQGRZQHUVHWFWKURXJKDVWHHULQJJURXS
What alternative measures were identified?
$ QXPEHU RI RWKHU VLWHV ZHUH FRQVLGHUHG IRU
UHSODFHPHQW KDELWDW EXW WKH FKRVHQ VLWH PHW
WKHQDWXUHFRQVHUYDWLRQDJHQF\¶VFULWHULD
How do these measure relate to the 7KHPHDVXUHVDUHDµOLNH IRU OLNH¶ UHSODFHPHQW
conservation objectives of the site?
WKDWLVVXIILFLHQWO\FORVHWRWKH1DWXUDVLWH
WR EH FRQVLGHUHG FDSDEOH RI UHFUHDWLQJ WKH
HFRORJLFDOFRQGLWLRQVRIWKHORVWVLWH
Do these measures address, in comparable 7KH DUHD RI QHZ KDELWDW LV WKH VDPH DV WKDW
proportions, the habitats and species EHLQJ ORVW ZLWK IXUWKHU FRPSHQVDWRU\ DUHDV
negatively affected?
SODQQHGIRUWKHIXWXUH
How would the compensatory measures 7KHFRPSHQVDWRU\PHDVXUHVZRXOGEHDGLUHFW
maintain or enhance the overall coherence of UHSODFHPHQW IRU WKH H[LVWLQJ VLWH DQG IXWXUH
Natura 20000
SODQV ZRXOG H[SDQG DQG IXUWKHU PDLQWDLQ DQG
HQKDQFHWKHFRKHUHQFHRI1DWXUD
Do these measures relate to the same <HV
biogeographical region in the same Member
State?
If the compensation measures require the use 7KH ODQG LV WR EH VHFXUHG WKURXJK SXUFKDVH
of land outside of the affected Natura 2000 DQG WKURXJK D OHJDO DJUHHPHQW EHWZHHQ WKH
site, is that land in the long term ownership UHOHYDQWSDUWLHV
and control of the project or plan proponent or
relevant national or local authority?
Do the same geological, hydrogeological, soil, 6RPHZRUNVZLOOEHQHFHVVDU\WREULQJWKHVLWH
climate and other local conditions exist on the WR WKH VDPH FRQGLWLRQV DV WKH ORVW KDELWDWV
compensation site as exist on the Natura 2000 +RZHYHU WKH QDWXUH FRQVHUYDWLRQ DJHQF\
site adversely affected by the project or plan?
FRQVLGHUV LQWHUWLGDO KDELWDW UHSODFHPHQW WR EH
DµSURYHQWHFKQLTXH¶
Do the compensatory measures provide 7KHQDWXUHFRQVHUYDWLRQDJHQF\FRQVLGHUVWKDW
functions comparable to those that had RQFH WKH VLWH KDV EHHQ VHFXUHG DQG WKDW WKH
justified the selection criteria of the original OHJDOSURWHFWLRQPHDVXUHVDUHLQSODFHWKHVLWH
site?
ZLOOPHHWWKHWHUPVRIUHIHUHQFHIRULQFOXVLRQLQ
WKH 1DWXUD  QHWZRUN 7KH ERXQGDULHV RI
WKH63$ZLOOEHDGMXVWHGWRLQFOXGHWKHDUHDRI
QHZO\FUHDWHGKDELWDW
What evidence exists to demonstrate that this 7KH QDWXUH FRQVHUYDWLRQ DJHQF\ LV RI WKH
form of compensation will be successful in the RSLQLRQ WKDW WKHUH DUH JRRG JURXQGV RQ ZKLFK
long term?
WR FRQFOXGH WKDW WKH FRPSHQVDWRU\ PHDVXUHV
KDYH D UHDVRQDEOH SURVSHFW RI VXFFHVV
+RZHYHU HVWXDULHV DUH FRPSOH[ DQG G\QDPLF
V\VWHPV DQG WKHUH DUH XQFHUWDLQWLHV DV WR
ZKHWKHUWKHFRPSHQVDWRU\VLWHZLOOHYHUEHDQ
H[DFWUHSODFHPHQWIRUWKHORVWKDELWDW
127($EODQNYHUVLRQRIWKLVPDWUL[LVSURYLGHGDW$QQH[
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)LJ(YLGHQFHRI$VVHVVPHQW &RPSHQVDWRU\0HDVXUHV 0DWUL[
&RQVXOWDWLRQRQ&RPSHQVDWRU\0HDVXUHV
List of Agencies
Consulted

Response to
consultation

Compensatory
Measures were
considered
acceptable

Compensatory
Measures were not
considered
acceptable

3URYLGHFRQWDFWQDPH
DQG WHOHSKRQH RU
HPDLO DGGUHVV DQG
GDWH RI FRQVXOWDWLRQ
6WDWH ZKHWKHU WKHVH
ERGLHV ZHUH SDUW RI D
VWHHULQJ JURXS WKDW
KHOSHG WR GHYLVH WKH
FRPSHQVDWLRQ
DQG
KDYH DJUHHG RQ
LVVXHV VXFK DV ORQJ
WHUP
PDQDJHPHQW
DQGPRQLWRULQJ

'DWDFROOHFWHGWRFDUU\RXWWKH$VVHVVPHQW
Who carried out the assessment

Sources of Data

Level of assessment

Where can the full results of the assessment
be accessed and viewed?

7KLV PD\ LQFOXGH WKH FRPSHWHQW DXWKRULW\
SURMHFW RU SODQ SURSRQHQW RU UHOHYDQW
UHVSRQVLEOHJRYHUQPHQWDJHQF\
7KLVPD\LQFOXGHGHWDLOVIURPEDVHOLQHVWXGLHV
ILHOG VWXGLHV H[LVWLQJ UHFRUGV QDWLRQDO
DUFKLYHVDQGGDWDEDVHVHWF
7KLVFRXOGEHIXOO(,$GHVNWRSVWXG\HWF,WZLOO
EH LPSRUWDQW WR SURYLGH DQ DVVHVVPHQW RI WKH
GHJUHH RI FRQILGHQFH LQ WKH UHVXOWV RI WKH
DVVHVVPHQW
3URYLGHWLPHVDQGGDWHVZKHQ WKH LQIRUPDWLRQ
FDQ EH YLHZHG DGGUHVVHV DQG WHOHSKRQH
QXPEHUVRIFRQWDFWSHUVRQ
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6XPPDU\RI$VVHVVPHQW

The completion of the Summary of Assessment Matrix at Fig. 10 will help to provide evidence
that the assessments required by the Habitats Directive have been completed. The proponents
of projects and plans can use this Summary as an DLGH PpPRLUH. Competent authorities and
others, including the European Commission’s desk officers, may also use it for reviewing Article
8
6 assessments .
A detailed package for reviewing the information produced for the Article 6 assessments is
provided at 3.6 below.
)LJ 6XPPDU\RI$UWLFOH  DQG  $VVHVVPHQWV
'HWDLOVRIWKHSURMHFWSODQDQGDJHQFLHVDQGERGLHVLQYROYHG
Name and brief description of
project or plan
Name, Natura 2000 code No.
and description of the site(s)
List of agencies and other
bodies consulted during the
assessment
List of assessment documents
and reports and their authors
List all other relevant documents
reviewed as part of the
assessment
7KH$SSOLFDWLRQRIWKH$UWLFOH  DQG  DVVHVVPHQWV
Stage 1
Results of preliminary impact
identification and assessment of
significance of impacts
Stage 2
Assessment of the impact on the
integrity of the site(s)
Assessment of mitigation
measures
Stage 3
Assessment of alternatives

Stage 4 IROPI test and
Assessment of compensatory
measures
Overall Summary of the
remaining conservation status of
the site(s)


8

In case of information formally provided to the Commission according to the provisions of Article 6(4) 1
nd
sub-paragraph or for an opinion under Article 6(4) 2 sub-paragraph, the relevant standard format
elaborated by the Commission services should be used.
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+DELWDWV'LUHFWLYH$UWLFOH  DQG  $VVHVVPHQW5HYLHZ3DFNDJH

,QWURGXFWLRQ
This review package had been developed out of research into the assessments for projects and
plans required by Article 6(3), 6(4) of the Habitats Directive. The package is based on similar
review packages developed for the review of Environmental Statements (ES) within the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process. Unlike EIA, however, the Article 6
assessments do not require the production of a single report such as an ES, and therefore this
review package should be used as a systematic means of assessing a range of documentary
evidence of the assessments carried out under Article 6. A further significant difference between
this review package and those in use for ESs is that it will not be necessary in all cases to
complete all of the review. In very many cases the review will only be of the material used to
determine whether particular stages in the Article 6 assessments have been completed
satisfactorily. For example, if at the screening stage it is concluded that a project or plan will not
have any significant effects on a Natura 2000 site, then the assessment process under Article 6
stops at that point.
$SSO\LQJWKH5HYLHZ3DFNDJH
The amount of information necessary to complete each stage of the assessments, for different
projects or plans and for different types of habitat, will inevitably vary. The review must reflect
this and that for some projects in some locations very little information will be required in order to
draw objective conclusions, whereas in other cases, a great deal of information and evidence
will be required. To reflect these differing information requirements, the approach to the
application of the review package must be proportional to the level of information required. It will
also be necessary to apply the precautionary principle in all cases, as this is an underlying
principle of the Habitats Directive itself. The review is, therefore, not a simple yes/no
assessment of the documentary evidence provided against the review criteria. The review must
be more sophisticated and allow for proportional judgements to be made as to whether or not
the information, evidence and assessment are acceptable in the context of the particular project
or plan and the particular Natura 2000 site. A review grading system has been developed which
reflects these requirements.
The review grades to be applied to the review criteria are as follows:
$ = the information provided is complete, with no significant omissions, and the conclusions
drawn can be reasonably and objectively accepted.
% = the information provided is not complete, but in the circumstances of the particular case, the
conclusions drawn can be reasonably and objectively accepted.
& = the information provided is not complete, there are significant omissions, and it will be
necessary to seek clarification on certain issues before the conclusions drawn can be
reasonably and objectively accepted.
' = the information provided is wholly inadequate and there can be no confidence in the
conclusions drawn from the evidence.
The Review Package has 9 sections:
1. Features of the Project or plan
2. Cumulative Effects
3. Description of the Natura 2000 Site
4. Screening
5. Appropriate Assessment
6. Mitigation
7. Alternative Solutions
8. Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest
9. Compensatory Measures
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To carry out the review it will be first necessary to identify and list all documents that are to be
considered. These documents may include an ES, reports from consultancies, national, regional
or local agencies, written evidence from project or plan proponents, the results of consultation
exercises, legal documents that secure mitigation and or compensatory measures, and, where
produced, appropriate assessment reports and Findings of No Significant Effects statements.
When applying the review package, the relevant documents need to be examined to assess
their content against each of the review criteria within the various sections. Each criterion is then
graded A to D and at the end of each section of the package an overall grade is given to that
section. This overall grade will be based upon the individual grades awarded under each of the
criteria. However, the overall grade may not necessarily reflect the largest number of single
grades given within the section, as some of the criteria may be considered of more importance
in the circumstances of the case than in others. So while, for example, in section one, 7 of the 8
criteria are awarded an A grade, the fact that there are no details of the size, scale etc of a
project or plan may mean that overall the section is graded D. At the end of the package there is
a collation section which allows an overall grade to be awarded to the assessments that have
been carried out. As with section grades, this will be based upon the adequacy of the individual
assessments that have been completed.

8VHUVRIWKH5HYLHZ3DFNDJH
This Review Package can be used by competent authorities, the appropriate Nature
Conservation Agencies and others to ensure that all of the relevant material for the assessments
has been provided and the assessments, and the conclusions drawn from them, have been
carried out as transparently and objectively as possible. Furthermore, the Review Package can
be used by Commission desk officers when dealing with requests for the examination of the
Article 6 assessments.
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+DELWDWV'LUHFWLYH$VVHVVPHQW5HYLHZ3DFNDJH

5HYLHZ&ULWHULD

5HYLHZ
*UDGH

)HDWXUHVRIWKH3URMHFWRUSODQ
1.1 The purpose(s) and objectives of the
project or plan are fully explained
1.2 Plans, diagrams and maps are provided
which clearly identify the location of the
proposed project or plan
1.3 The size, scale, area and land take/cover
of the project or plan are fully explained
1.4 Provides details of the physical changes
that will take place during the various stages
of implementing the project or plan.
1.5 Describes the resources requirements for
the construction/operation and
decommissioning of the project or plan
(including water resources, construction
material and human presence).
1.6 Describes the timescales for the various
activities that will take place as a result of
implementing the project or plan (including
likely start and finish dates).
1.7 Describes any wastes arising, or other
residues (including quantities), and their
means of disposal
1.8 Identifies any wastes and other residues
(including quantities) that may be of particular
concern in the context of the Natura 2000 site.
1.9 Describes any additional services required
to implement the project or plan (including
pipelines, overhead electricity lines etc, their
location and means of construction.
Additional criteria as required
2YHUDOO*UDGH6HFWLRQ2QH
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5HYLHZ&ULWHULD

5HYLHZ
*UDGH

&XPXODWLYH(IIHFWV
2.1 Identifies all projects or plans that may in
combination with the proposed project or plan,
give rise to adverse effects on the Natura
2000 site
2.2 Defines the boundaries used when
identifying cumulative effects
2.3 Defines the timescales over which
cumulative effects have been considered
2.4 Identifies the potential cumulative
pathways
Additional criteria as required
2YHUDOO*UDGH6HFWLRQ7ZR
'HVFULSWLRQRIWKH1DWXUD6LWH
3.1 Describes the site in terms of its physical
area, habitat types, presence of key species
etc
3.2 Sets out in full the conservation objectives
of the site including the factors that contribute
to the conservation value of the site
3.3 Explains any planned or contemplated
nature conservation initiatives likely to affect
the site in the future
3.4 Explains the existing baseline conditions –
including species and habitats dynamics and
ecology (including seasonal fluctuations), the
physical and chemical composition and the
key structural and functional relationships that
maintain the site’s integrity.
3.5 Provides details of the value of the site to
the Natura 2000 network (e.g. 15% of
population in the Member State)
3.6 Provides an indication of how the baseline
conditions of the site will change in the future
in the absence of the project or plan
3.7 Describes the methodologies used to
gather information on the baseline conditions
of the site
3.8 Identifies the organisations consulted to
gather information on the baseline conditions
of the site
3.9 Provides details of the organisations
consulted to gather information on the
baseline conditions of the site
Additional criteria as required
2YHUDOO*UDGH6HFWLRQ7KUHH
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5HYLHZ&ULWHULD

5HYLHZ
*UDGH

6FUHHQLQJ
4.1 Where no significant impacts are
predicted on the Natura 2000 site, a Finding of
No Significant Impacts statement is provided
which clearly sets out why this conclusion has
been drawn and provides evidence that the
relevant nature conservation agencies and
authorities are in agreement with this finding.
4.2 Where likely significant impacts are
identified these are clearly explained and
where possible quantified.
4.3 Evidence is provided of the assessment
methodologies uses in the screening process
4.4 There is clear evidence in the
documentation that sufficient account and
assessment has been taken of the possibility
of cumulative impacts from other projects or
plans
Additional criteria as required
2YHUDOO*UDGH6HFWLRQ)RXU
$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW
5.1 The methods of assessment and
prediction are clearly explained and the
sources of information are provided and fully
justified
5.2 The effects of the project or plan on the
conservation objectives of the site are
explained in full
5.3 The impact of the project or plan on the
defining structure and functions of the site are
fully explained
5.4 Any loss of area of the site, or reduction in
species population, is quantified and assessed
in terms of its impact upon the conservation
objectives of the site and its impact on key
habitats and species.
5.6 Likely impacts on the site due to
disturbance, disruption, fragmentation and
chemical changes etc are fully assessed and
explained.
Additional criteria as required
2YHUDOO*UDGH6HFWLRQ)LYH
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5HYLHZ&ULWHULD

5HYLHZ
*UDGH

0LWLJDWLRQ
6.1 The competent authority has identified
appropriate mitigation measures and these
have been assessed in terms of their likely
impacts and
6.2 There is clear evidence that the mitigation
measures have been assessed against the
‘mitigation hierarchy’ (with the avoidance of
adverse impact on the site being the preferred
outcome)
6.4 There is clear evidence that the mitigation
measures have the support of the relevant
nature conservation agencies
6.4 There is clear evidence that the mitigation
measures can be secured over the short,
medium and long term through legal or
financial mechanisms.
Additional criteria as required
2YHUDOO*UDGH6HFWLRQ6L[
$OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQV
7.1 All feasible alternative solutions have been
identified and fully assessed in terms of their
likely impacts upon the Natura 2000 site
7.2 The identified alternatives have been
reviewed and assessed by the relevant nature
conservation agencies and the competent
authority
7.3 Any statement that there is an absence of
alternative solutions is fully explained and fully
justified
Additional criteria as required
2YHUDOO*UDGH6HFWLRQ6HYHQ
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5HYLHZ&ULWHULD

5HYLHZ
*UDGH

,PSHUDWLYH5HDVRQVRI2YHUULGLQJ3XEOLF,QWHUHVW
8.1 The IROPI have been fully explored,
explained and justified
&RPSHQVDWRU\0HDVXUHV
9.1 The nature of the compensatory measures
are fully explained.
9.2 The compensatory measures have been
fully assessed in terms of their ability to
maintain the coherence of Natura 2000
9.3 There is clear evidence (from past
experience or detailed studies) that the
compensatory measures will be successful
9.3 There is clear evidence that the
compensatory measures have been the
subject of wide range consultation with
relevant agencies and organisations
9.4 The features that make up the
compensatory measures (e.g. are aof land
etc) can be secured for their future nature
conservation interest in the short, medium and
long term
9.5 The compensatory measures are the
subject of an implementation plan that
includes clear objectives and a monitoring and
management regime.
9.6 There is evidence that, should monitoring
reveal failures in the compensatory measures
ability to achieve their original objectives,
steps will be taken to address and rectify
those failures.
Additional criteria as required
2YHUDOO*UDGH6HFWLRQ1LQH
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2YHUDOO5HYLHZ*UDGHIRUWKH$UWLFOH$VVHVVPHQWVRIWKH&DVH
5HYLHZ6HFWLRQ

*UDGH

&RPPHQWV

1. Features of the Project or plan
2. Cumulative Effects
3. Description of the Natura 2000 Site
4. Screening
5. Appropriate Assessment
6. Mitigation
7. Alternative Solutions
8. Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public
Interest
9. Compensatory Measures
2YHUDOOJUDGHIRUWKHDVVHVVPHQWV
*HQHUDO2YHUDOO&RPPHQWVRQWKH$GHTXDF\RIWKH$VVHVVPHQWV
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This annex is provided to give an introduction to methods used in the assessment of
impacts upon terrestrial, wetland, freshwater and marine environments at Natura 2000
sites. The methods outlined cover the stages of baseline survey of fauna, flora and
habitats, identification and prediction of likely effects, leading to assessment of their
importance.
Full details of these methods cannot be provided for the range of species and habitats
encountered across Europe, so readers are directed to a number of publications where
more comprehensive information can be obtained; websites with other useful data are
listed in annex 2. The methods described are essentially those used in environmental
impact assessment and cumulative effects assessment. The involvement of highly
trained ecologists will be necessary for survey and assessment work.



:KDWLVH[SHFWHGLQWKHHFRORJ\DVVHVVPHQW"
The ecology assessment aims to provide an understanding of the composition and
ecological importance of the species, communities and ecosystems within the impact
area of the proposed development, and their likely response to that disturbance. Next,
the type and magnitude of the likely impacts of that development to the flora and fauna
of the site are predicted. This in turn leads to the suggestion of alternatives to the
proposal, mitigation measures designed to minimise or avoid the predicted impacts, or
to reject the proposal if this is considered necessary. Finally a monitoring program will
be outlined, indicating which components of the site are to be monitored, at what
interval, and by whom.
Communities and ecosystems intergrade. Freshwater wetlands include ecosystem
gradients from open waters to semi-terrestrial systems such as peatlands and marshes,
and these intergrade with terrestrial systems such as grassland, heathland and
woodland. In designing and managing an ecology assessment, it must be remembered
that:
• No single ecologist can be expected to deal with all aspects of an ecological
assessment and it may be necessary to employ specialists for different taxonomic
groups and/or ecosystems;
• Particular taxonomic groups or ecosystem types cannot be considered in isolation, so
the work and findings of the team members must be coordinated; and
• The ecological assessment should be coordinated with other work dealing with
environmental systems such as climate, soils and water, which are major ecosystem
components.



,GHQWLILFDWLRQRISRWHQWLDOLPSDFWV
The effects of each project on the environment will be unique, due to its construction,
operation, duration and location. These effects can be limited to on-site effects (e.g.
direct removal of vegetation) but may also occur off-site (e.g. increased nutrient loading
leading to eutrophication). There are however, some common ways in which effects can
be classified and these help to focus on the nature of impacts and their likely magnitude.
Many environmental practitioners consider a development in terms of its potential
physical, chemical and biological effects.
3K\VLFDOHIIHFWV. Physical alteration of the environment can include the direct clearing of
vegetation and accompanying impacts to flora and fauna, creation of barriers to
movement of terrestrial species and (most commonly) direct alteration of habitat.
Physical effects may be large-scale and therefore highly evident, though they may also
be much smaller and less evident. Direct alteration of the habitat most often involves the
loss of a habitat type to some form of built development. However, losses can also
occur as a result of drainage schemes for reclamation purposes, disposal of unwanted
on site materials (top soil and overburden) etc.
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&UHDWLRQRIEDUULHUV. The creation of barriers may affect the movements of manyspecies
of terrestrial organism, including the breeding migrations crucial for the maintenance of
some species/populations. Apart from the localised and often intensive effects
associated with physical alteration of habitats, there may be other, more far-reaching
effects, associated with physical alteration of the terrestrial environment. Linear projects
(roads, pipelines, and overhead transmission lines) large scale extractive (coal mines,
gold) and major urban housing schemes remove large tracts of habitat, thus affecting
the home range/migratory routes of many terrestrial organisms.
&KHPLFDO HIIHFWV. The most commonly encountered are changes in nutrient status,
introduction of hydrocarbons, and changes in pH leading to heavy metal contamination.
Changes in nutrient status can occur directly such as tailing storage dams from mineral
treatment processes), as a consequence of human activity (such as the disposal of
sewage sludge) or indirectly by disturbance to areas which have large amounts of
nutrient “locked up” in their soil profile. Many vegetation/habitat types are of a low
nutrient status and any nutrient inputs tend to result in the invasion of noxious species at
the expense of the native species. Activities that alter the pH of the soil are also of
particular concern.
%LRORJLFDOHIIHFWV±IORUD. An often large-scale problem is the introduction of non-native
plant species, perhaps via landscaping work following construction. Non-native plants
(often tree species) introduce a range of potential problems. They may grow more
vigorously than native species, and quickly out-compete them; they tend to be
established via unfavourable techniques such as deep ploughing; they can dramatically
alter the drainage regime of a given habitat. Other problems include increased pesticide
application and the introduction of new genetic stocks of species already present in an
area, perhaps detrimentally altering the genetic structure of the resident species.
%LRORJLFDO HIIHFWV ± IDXQD. A major issue surrounds the “opening up” of previously
inaccessible tracts of land to non-native animals, particularly foxes, dogs and feral cats.
Non-native animals compete with native species for food and resources, and often have
no natural predators acting as control agents. Trapping non-native species may lead to
non-target species also being trapped.


:KDWFRPSRQHQWVRIWKHHFRV\VWHPVKRXOGEHLQYHVWLJDWHG"
Most ecosystems consist of a large number of components that could be affected by a
particular project. Amongst these are components sometimes referred to as “decision
variables” because they are critical in evaluating the terrestrial environment that could be
affected, in predicting the likely effects of the project to it, and in measuring those
effects. The justification for these decision variables should be included in the
documentation. Components most useful to study may be:
•

&RPSRQHQWV RI YDOXH WR KXPDQV (economically important animals and habitats,
species of value for ecotourism).

•

&RPSRQHQWVRILQWULQVLFYDOXH (rare or endangered species, or habitats that support
particularly diverse assemblages, or contain particularly charismatic species).

•

³.H\VWRQH´ FRPSRQHQWV. Some “keystone” species may have a large or
disproportionate effect on a habitat or community structure, in relation to their
abundance or size, leading to a cascade effect on other components of the
ecosystem.

•

&RPSRQHQWV DV LQGLFDWRUV RI FKDQJH reflecting the “health” of that ecosystem.
These indicators include: assemblages of organisms and populations of species,
toxicological response and biomagnification of toxic substances.
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,QWURGXFWLRQ
Baseline studies determine the state of the environment in the project area without the
project. They form the mainstay of assessment and require that specialists be consulted
at the earliest stages of the planning proposal. As well as providing expertise, specialists
must understand the needs of the developer and the assessing agency. A brief study
outlining requirements must be agreed by all the interested parties and adhered to.
Good consultation and sufficient resources underlie success.
Establishing the impact area is vital but often difficult, as the boundaries to the majority
of habitats are indeterminate. In this situation the impacts of abiotic factors change, in
relation to season for example. It may, therefore, be necessary to revise the boundaries
of the impact area in the light of emerging information, and any study must account for
this. Surveys should include physical parameters such as exposure, geology, and
topography as much of the interest in habitats is linked to the physical characteristics of
the area.
It should be possible to compile some of the information required for terrestrial
assessment from a desk study. Maps and aerial photographs may be useful to establish
whether there have been substantial changes in topographic features such as coastal
erosion. However, the existing information may be inadequate and/or out of date, in
which case new surveys should be conducted wherever appropriate.



)LHOGVXUYH\V
If necessary, field ecologists must develop new, or adapt existing, survey methodologies
to provide information of a standard that allows predictions to be made. The study area
surveyed should include as many habitat types and taxonomic groups as possible. Data
obtained from field surveys should provide an objective basis for the assessment
process. Sampling methods should be UHSHDWDEOH DQG LQ PRVW FDVHV TXDQWLWDWLYH
GDWDVKRXOGEHREWDLQHGProponentsselecting consultants to undertake field studies,
should expect them to be familiar with, and have practical experience of, the methods
required to sample the decision variables selected. This annex does not provide detail of
sampling methods, rather it gives an indication of those aspects of field surveys which
should be considered and incorporated into the study.
A comprehensive floral and/or faunal census will be needed where desk study or survey
indicates either species, populations or communities listed under the Habitats and /or
Birds Directive, or habitats suitable for such species, or where desk study indicates that
the development may have a significant impact on an area recognised as having high
nature conservation interest or within the boundaries of a site known to contain
significant species, populations or communities. Similarly, when the desk study indicates
that there are vulnerable habitats present which have an associated rare assemblage of
flora and/or fauna, further survey will be desirable. The initial information is provided by
the Natura 2000 Data Forms; the detailed knowledge local experts may provide and the
findings of previous fieldwork within the area should be sought.
Other situations prompting new survey work include
• where the desk study indicates that the area to be affected contains species
considered important at the local level;
• where species are likely to interact with the operation of the development;
• where a population has an important function within the habitats in and around the
proposed development site, and
• where the impact of the development will leading to significant habitat changes. For
example the removal of grazing animals in certain grassland habitats.
Where important species are likely to be impacted, the size of the population as a
percentage of the local, regional, national and international populations should be
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indicated wherever possible. Also, the distribution of the plants range in relation to the
total amount of available habitat should be determined. Where migratory species are
likely to be affected, the size of each population as a percentage of the local, regional,
national and international populations should be indicated wherever possible.


3ODQWDQGKDELWDWVVXUYH\V
Habitats surveys are a major component of the ecology assessment. The following
guidance intends principally to direct the planning and execution of such surveys, with
an indication of the sampling options available. It is important to remember that the
focus of all habitats surveys must be the area to be disturbed.
Ideally, field surveys for the plants and habitats should include all vascular plants,
bryophytes, lichens and fungi. It is therefore necessary to employ the skill of experts who
are able to identify these groups.
Five important factors in the planning of a detailed field survey are:
•

sample size

•

sampling pattern (e.g. random, stratified, etc.)

•

species abundance measures

•

environmental factors

•

methods of data analysis. 

Plants and habitats surveys differ in terms of their intensity of effort and are influenced
by the vegetation composition of the overall study site, the time and resources available,
and the expertise of the person(s) undertaking the surveys. A three-stage approach is
suggested .
6WDJH  VXUYH\. Provide a general description of the habitat(s) and vegetation types
within the study area, presenting a list of the species in the area.
6WDJH  VXUYH\. Provide further information on targeted sites within the overall study
site. This requires an indication of species importance within a community - achieved by
the collection of quantitative vegetation data. Stage 2 surveys should describe and
classify the vegetation according to commonly accepted schemes.
6WDJHVXUYH\. Intense sampling to provide detailed quantitative information on species
populations and communities. This is most often required to elucidate a complex
community pattern, or to determine the relationships between species or communities
and one or more critical factors. Stage 3 survey may not be necessary for assessment
under Article 6 of the Habitats Directive.


%LUGV
Census techniques for birds are very well developed – see Bibby HW DO (1992) for
techniques available for the census of a wide range of bird species (waders, raptors,
migratory and non-migratory passerines, coastal seabirds etc.) as well as how to
interpret the findings of the census, and how to go about monitoring them. Hockin HWDO
(1992) provide further examination of the effects of disturbance to birds.
Where a development is likely to affect scarce breeding species, the appropriate survey
technique employed will depend upon the species under consideration and the habitat(s)
in which it is found. All methods involve extensive site walking and require expertise in
the recognition of calls. They are affected by seasonal variation (breeding and nonbreeding seasons) and by time of day (early morning is the most appropriate sampling
time for the majority of species). An adequate bird census relies upon repeat sampling
(early morning visits at weekly intervals, variation in route direction to encompass as
much of the site as is possible, allows records of position and time of sighting) be
undertaken. Several factors affect census accuracy, including density of habitat and of
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birds, how conspicuous are the birds, and weather.
A general bird survey might incorporate one or a combination of the following techniques
(see Bibby HWDO for further details):
• 7HUULWRU\PDSSLQJ – can be used to determine densities, locations and territories.
• /LQH WUDQVHFW – involves walking transects of fixed length and location at a
standardised speed.
• 3RLQWFRXQWV – involves the use of randomly located points at which observations are
made and is a useful technique in the understanding of bird/habitat associations.
Where the development potentially impacts a species or population considered to be of
local importance, most surveys will involve at least one (and preferably several) site
visits, to coincide with the birds’ presence on the site, but timed so as to minimise
disturbance, away from periods of incubating eggs or feeding young.
Developments which potentially impact roosting or feeding areas of migratory species
should be accompanied by data indicating peak site use by the species under
consideration, for a minimum of the last 5 years. If this is not available then surveys
should be conducted for those species, on a monthly basis for the duration of the
species’ utilisation of the site.
6SHFLDO FLUFXPVWDQFHV ± QRFWXUQDO ELUG VXUYH\V. The most successful method of
detection for these nocturnal species is to employ a combination of spotlighting in
suspected hunting/breeding territories and play-back tapes of their call to initiate
territorial response (see Bibby HWDO. for details.)


0DPPDOV
The majority of mammals are more difficult to survey than birds. Casual
observations/call recognition or known presence linked to tracks, scats and other telltale territory marks are often used in survey. Many of the techniques employed to
sample the fauna within a habitat require a reasonably high degree of competence to
undertake and are very often time-consuming. Despite this, mammal surveys must form
an integral part of the overall ecological assessment of a potential development site.
Mammal shelters (nests, holes, dens, etc.) tend to be relatively easy to detect;
droppings and grass cuttings along their feeding pathways are useful mammal signs,
whilst some have a particularly evident browsing mechanism. Carnivores and some
rodents create characteristic forage areas as they search for vegetation or invertebrates.
Highly skilled surveyors can identify mammals from faeces, the remains of prey items,
sounds and odours. Most mammal surveys however involve the examination of tracks,
or actual capture of the mammals themselves. Tracks tend to be found in muddy areas
where they come to drink and casts of tracks may be used to help in identification using
appropriate literature. For details of mammal survey methods, see Wemmer HW DO
(1996).
The presence of certain species can be ascertained using taped calls of the species
under consideration - these taped calls are responded to by any individual on site. This
is a useful, non-invasive, method for gaining an understanding of the mammal fauna of
the site. For nocturnal, arboreal species, a combination of high power (100 watt)
spotlighting in suspected hunting/breeding territories and playing taped calls is a useful
method.
Bat species can be located using ultrasonic bat detectors. Each bat species emits its
own echolocating call at a particular frequency that can be tuned into using a
commercially available detector such as the “Anabat”. Use of these detectors is
common place when undertaking bat surveys for the purposes of EIA and despite some
problems can provide a reliable indication of bat species presence on site.
Most methods for surveying mammals and many methods for estimating their
abundance require the mammal be captured. Specific techniques and traps are needed
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for mammals of particular sizes in various habitats, such as pitfall traps, Longworth or
Sherman traps for small terrestrial mammals, Elliott traps for arboreal mammals, mist
nets and harp traps for bats. Capture should be carried out by licensed experts. Jones
HWDO (1996) provide a full discussion of the variety of techniques available for the capture
of medium to large mammals, and it is recommended this text be consulted before
commencement. The breeding patterns of the suspected species should be
accommodated into the timing of the surveys.
It is usually more appropriate to attempt to identify the presence of medium and large
sized mammals via less invasive methods. The principal method is to employ the use of
“hair tubes”. These are plastic tubes baited with a suitable attractant which have a sticky
tape rim which the animal rubs against in order to obtain the bait. The tape removes
some of the animal’s hair which is subsequently removed for analysis.
Another non-invasive method which is particularly useful in detecting cryptic species is
the examination of scat. The collection and identification of large terrestrial mammal
scat provides a useful indication of the species utilising the study site and their
distribution across it. Predator scat examination can be particularly revealing as this will
contain the bones, hairs, scales, and feathers of some of the fauna of the area. Scat
identification is a skilled process and should only be undertaken by a recognised
authority.


$PSKLELDQVDQG5HSWLOHV
A key factor for reptile and amphibian surveys is time of day as temperature influences
distribution and activity patterns of these cold-blooded animals. High mobility and great
diversity of reptiles make them difficult to survey.
For the purposes of ecology assessment, reptile surveys most often take the form of
direct observation along a transect within different habitat types, or involve the use of
pitfall traps placed in a grid system across the study area. Amphibian survey techniques
are well developed in the literature (see Heyer HWDO, 1994, for comprehensive treatment
of all aspects of amphibian monitoring and measurement, which include complete
species inventories, audio transects, trapping, larvae sampling).



7HUUHVWULDOLQYHUWHEUDWHV
Even a limited search will reveal many individuals to be identified, which requires the
skills of an expert, particularly if they are to be identified at species level. Before
undertaking an invertebrate survey it is important to establish its aims as this dictates
the types and levels of technique employed. The aims might be to produce, a full
species list (unlikely, as this is very time-consuming), a representative list indicative of
all the vegetation communities present on site, a list of notable (rare) species or a
classification of invertebrate communities using indicator species.
Brooks (1993) advises on the questions that should be addressed before beginning any
survey: where and when to sample, how many samples and of what, and the sampling
method. Ideally sampling pattern should reflect the level of habitat diversity, but it should
be feasible in terms of both effort and time. Sampling should occur during the time of
year when most insects are in the adult phase of their life cycle (thus minimising
problems with juveniles), but will be repeated throughout the year, paying particular
attention to weather conditions. Attention is normally directed to notable species,
representative species (of the habitat/vegetation type) or indicator species. Sampling
techniques for invertebrates are described by Morris, Thurling & Shreeve, (1995) and
include direct observation and identification; transect walking; netting, sampling of the
ground layer, soil or from plant surfaces and methods of trapping, for later identification
and analysis, using pitfall traps, malaise traps sticky traps, water traps, light traps or
emergence traps.
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$QDO\VLVRIGDWDDQGLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIUHVXOWV
Data analysis must be considered at the initial planning stages of ecology assessment
studies, to ensure that the data collected can be used to address issues identified during
the scoping phase.
Generally, it is not possible, feasible or economical to investigate a decision variable by
sampling the whole population in the area of interest (Winer HW DO, 1991, Underwood,
1997), so samples are taken in an objective way, and we assume that they are
representative of the entire population present. Statistics are used to evaluate how much
confidence we can have that the sample does represent the population and provides a
sound basis for decision making.
Despite their relative complexity, statistical tests allow researchers to assess whether
differences in sampling are likely to represent true differences between treatments or
are merely a chance effect. A critical step in the process is defining hypotheses that can
be tested. Green (1979) and Underwood (1990) provide a good background to the logic
of statistical testing in ecology. Most ecological studies employ two basic kinds of test
• univariate where hypotheses about a single dependent variable and its relation to
one or more independent variables are examined; and,
• multivariate tests which essentially cluster groups of objects according to their
similarity or dissimilarity (Clarke, 1993).
Within each of these types there is a division between parametric and non-parametric
tests. Parametric tests are based on measures of central tendency (the mean) and
dispersion (the standard deviation) and assume a normal distribution of the data. Nonparametric tests are based on ranks that do not assume an underlying distribution in the
data. Descriptions of these techniques can be found at a number of texts such as Siegel
and Castellan (1988) and Winer HWDO, (1991). The techniques provide ecologists with a
variety of analytical tools for assessing the overall structure of the assemblages of
organism examined, and to enable them to consider the likely response from a
particular population of species to a potential impact.
Statistical tests should compel researchers to collect data within a logical framework to
address specific questions of concern. The more specific the question, the more likely
we are to obtain an unambiguous result i.e. was there a difference or not. A potential
difficulty of statistical tests is that it is often difficult to present the non-technical
implications of statistical tests to decision-makers and interested parties.



,03$&735(',&7,21



,QWURGXFWLRQ
Having determined the scope of work required (part 2) and described the existing
terrestrial environment that may be affected (part 3), it is necessary to predict or forecast
what would happen to the environment in the presence of the proposed project. The
significance of predicted effects must be assessed, so that interested parties can
compare and evaluate the predicted positive and negative impacts. Impacts should be
predicted as precisely as possible, with the basis of these predictions made clear.
Wherever possible, predictions should be presented in such a way so as to make them
testable, as the outcomes of the tests can then be directly linked to monitoring program.



,QSXWVIRULPSDFWSUHGLFWLRQ
Predicting the response (if any) of a decision variable to a disturbance can be difficult
and, in the absence of firm scientific information, requires a precautionary approach.
The following information is needed to predict the magnitude of the likely impacts:
• A good understanding by ecologists of the nature of the proposed development,
including project design, construction activities and timing;
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• Detailed predictions of physical and chemical changes (often provided by other
specialists) resulting from the proposed development;
• A description of habitats and selected decision variables;
• Knowledge of how decision variables respond to the proposed disturbance;
• Knowledge of the outcomes of similar projects elsewhere; and
• Knowledge of past, existing or other approved projects nearby which may cause
interactive or cumulative impacts with the project being assessed.


0HWKRGVRILPSDFWSUHGLFWLRQ
Predicting impacts for a proposed project should be done within a structured framework
(see Morris & Therivel, 1995, Thomas, 1998). This requires that the type of impact be
identified – these are commonly presented as:
•

direct and indirect effects;

•

short and long-term effects;

•

construction, operational and decommissioning effects;

•

isolated, interactive;

•

and cumulative effects.

Methods include:
'LUHFWPHDVXUHPHQWV, e.g. of areas of habitat lost or affected, proportionate losses from
species populations, habitats and communities.
)ORZFKDUWV QHWZRUNV DQG V\VWHPV GLDJUDPV identify chains of impacts resulting from
direct impacts; indirect impacts are termed secondary, tertiary, etc. impacts in line with
how they are caused. Systems diagrams are more flexible than networks in illustrating
interrelationships and process pathways; see CEQ 1997 p. A13-A-18)
4XDQWLWDWLYH SUHGLFWLYH PRGHOV to provide mathematically derived predictions based on
data and assumptions about the force and direction of impacts. Models may extrapolate
predictions that are consistent with past and present data (trend analysis, scenarios,
analogies which transfer information from other relevant locations) and intuitive
forecasting. Normative approaches to modelling work backwards from a desired
outcome to assess whether the proposed project will achieve these aims (see Morris
and Therivel, 1995, p. 132-138 and CEQ 1997 p. A-19 – A-23). Some commonly used
models predict the dispersal of pollutants in air, soil erosion, sediment loading of
streams, and oxygen sag in polluted rivers.
*HRJUDSKLFDO LQIRUPDWLRQ V\VWHPV *,6  used to produce models of spatial
relationships, such as constraint overlays, or to map sensitive areas and locations of
habitat loss. GIS are a combination of computerized cartography, storing map data, and
a database management system storing attributes such as land use or slope. GIS
enable the variables stored to be displayed, combined, and analyzed speedily. (See
Appendix D of Morris and Therivel, 1995).
,QIRUPDWLRQ IURP SUHYLRXV VLPLODU SURMHFWV may be useful, especially if quantitative
predictions were made and have been monitored in operation.
([SHUWRSLQLRQDQGMXGJHPHQWderived from previous experience and consultations.
'HVFULSWLRQ DQG FRUUHODWLRQ: physical factors (water regime, noise) may be directly
related to distribution and abundance of species. If future physical conditions can be
predicted then it may be possible to predict future abundance on this basis.
&DUU\LQJ FDSDFLW\ DQDO\VLV (see CEQ, 1997, p. A-33-36) involves identifying the
threshold of stress below which populations and ecosystem functions can be sustained.
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Carrying capacity analysis involves the identification of potentially limiting factors,
mathematical equations are developed to describe the capacity of the resource or
system in terms of the threshold imposed by each limiting factor.
(FRV\VWHPDQDO\VLV(see CEQ 1997 p. A-37 – A-42). This approach aims to provide a
broad regional perspective with a holistic framework. Three basic principles of
ecosystem analysis are (1) taking the “landscape level” view of ecosystems; (2) use a
suite of indicators including community level and ecosystem-level indices and (3) taking
into account the many interactions amongst ecological components which are involved
in maintaining ecosystem function.


$66(660(172)6,*1,),&$1&(
Assessment is the process of evaluating the importance or significance of project/plan
impacts (whether adverse or beneficial). In most cases this is essentially a judgement,
built up from a number of factors, but it may also be made more objective with the use
of criteria and standards. Glasson HWDO (1999) believe that assessment is often simple
and pragmatic rather than drawing on complex and sophisticated analysis. The
assessment of significance will be based upon factors such as the following:
•

the character and perceived value of the affected environment

•

the magnitude, spatial extent and duration of anticipated change

•

the resilience of the environment to cope with change

•

confidence in the accuracy of predictions of change

•

the existence of policies, programmes, plans etc. which can be used as criteria

•

the existence of environmental standards against which a proposal can be
assessed (e.g. air quality standards, water quality standards)

•

the degree of public interest and concern in the environmental resources concerned
and the issues associated with a proposed project

•

scope for mitigation, sustainability and reversibility

An alternative approach is to specify what constitutes a significant impact in particular
circumstances. This approach has been used in Australia under the Commonwealth
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act of 1999. Significance criteria
are set out for various types of resource, e.g. declared Ramsar wetland, listed
threatened species and ecological communities, the marine environment, etc. For
Ramsar wetlands, an impact is significant if:
•

areas of wetland are destroyed or modified

•

there is a major or measurable change in the natural hydrological regime of the
wetland (e.g. changes to the timing, duration and frequency of ground and surface
water flows to and within the wetland)

•

the habitat or lifecycle of native species dependent on the wetland is seriously
affected

•

there is a major and measurable change in the physico-chemical status of the
wetland (e.g. salinity, pollutants, nutrients, temperature, turbidity,

•

invasive species are introduced into the wetland.

Similarly, for listed migratory species, an impact is to be deemed significant if it:
•

modifies (including by fragmenting, altering fire regimes, altering nutrient cycles or
hydrological cycles) destroys or isolates an area of habitat important to the survival
of the species

•

introduces invasive species into important habitat of the species

•

seriously disrupts the lifecycle (breeding, feeding, migration or resting behaviour) of
an ecologically meaningful proportion of the population of the species.
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)LJ6FUHHQLQJ0DWUL[
Brief description of the project or plan
Brief description of the Natura 2000 site
$VVHVVPHQW&ULWHULD
Describe the individual elements of the project (either
alone or in combination with other plans or projects)
likely to give rise to impacts on the Natura 2000 site.
Describe any likely direct, indirect or secondary
impacts of the project (either alone or in combination
with other plans or projects) on the Natura 2000 site by
virtue of:
• Size and scale;
• Land-take;
• Distance from Natura 2000 site or key features of
the site;
• Resource requirements (water abstraction etc);
• Emission ( disposal to land, water or air);
• Excavation requirements;
• Transportation requirements;
• Duration
of
construction,
operation,
decommissioning etc;
• Other.
Describe any likely changes to the site arising as a
result of :
• reduction of habitat area:
• disturbance to key species;
• habitat or species fragmentation;
• reduction in species density;
• changes in key indicators of conservation value
(water quality etc)

Describe any likely impacts on the Natura 2000 site as
a whole in terms of:
• interference with the key relationships that define
the structure of the site;
• interference with key relationships that define the
function of the site.
Provide indicators of significance as a result of the
identification of effects set out above in terms of:
• loss
• fragmentation
• disruption
• disturbance;
• change to key elements of the site (eg water quality
etc)
Describe from the above those elements of the project
or plan, or combination of elements, where the above
impacts are likely to be significant or where the scale or
magnitude of impacts are not known.
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)LJ)LQGLQJRI1R6LJQLILFDQW(IIHFWV5HSRUW0DWUL[
Name of Project or Plan
Name and location of Natura 2000
site

Description of the Project or Plan

Is the Project or Plan directly
connected with or necessary to the
management of the site (provide
details) ?
Are there other projects or plans
that together with the project of plan
being assessed could affect the site
(provide details)?
7KH$VVHVVPHQWRI6LJQLILFDQFHRI(IIHFWV
Describe how the project or plan
(alone or in combination) is likely to
affect the Natura 2000 site
Explain why these effects are not
considered significant

List of Agencies Consulted: Provide
contact name and telephone or
email address.
Response to consultation

Who carried out the
assessment

'DWD&ROOHFWHGWR&DUU\RXWWKH$VVHVVPHQW
Sources of Data
Level of assessment
Where can the full
completed
results of the
assessment be
accessed and viewed?
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)LJ$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV
List measures to be
introduced

Explain how the
measures will avoid
the adverse effects on
the integrity of the
site.

Explain how the
measures will reduce
the adverse effects on
the integrity of the
site.

Provide evidence of
how they will be
implemented and by
whom.

Provide evidence of
the degree of
confidence in their
likely success

Provide time-scale,
relative to the project
of plan, when they will
be implemented

Explain the proposed
monitoring scheme
and how any
mitigation failure will
be addressed

(i)
(ii)
(iii)
List mitigation
measures (as above)

(i)

(ii)

(iii)
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)LJ$SSURSULDWH$VVHVVPHQW5HSRUW
$VVHVVPHQWRIWKH(IIHFWVRIWKH3URMHFWRU3ODQRQWKH,QWHJULW\RIWKH6LWH
Describe the elements of the
project or plan (alone or in
combination with other projects
or plans) that are likely to give
rise to significant effects on the
site (from screening
assessment)
Set out the Conservation
objectives of the site
Describe how the project or
plan will affect key species and
key habitats.
Acknowledge uncertainties and
any gaps in information.
Describe how the integrity of
the site (determined by
structure and function and
conservation objectives) are
likely to be affected by the
project and plan (e.g. loss of
habitat, disturbance, disruption,
chemical changes, hydrological
changes and geological
changes etc). Acknowledge
uncertainties and any gaps in
information
Describe what mitigation
measures are to be introduced
to avoid or reduce the adverse
effects on the integrity of the
site.
Acknowledge uncertainties and
any gaps in information
1DPH RI $JHQF\ LHV  RU
ERG\ LHV FRQVXOWHG

5HVXOWVRI&RQVXOWDWLRQ
6XPPDU\RI5HVSRQVH
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)LJ$VVHVVPHQWRI$OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQV0DWUL[
$VVHVVPHQWRI$OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQV
The objectives of the Plan or Project

The ‘Do Nothing’ Alternatives

Predicted adverse effects of the project or plan on the Natura 2000 site following the
Appropriate Assessment

3RVVLEOH$OWHUQDWLYHV

&RPSDULVRQZLWKFKRVHQSURMHFWRUSODQ
(YLGHQFHRIKRZWKH
'HVFULEH WKH UHODWLYH HIIHFWV RQ
DOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQV
WKHFRQVHUYDWLRQREMHFWLYHVRIRQ
ZHUHDVVHVVHG
1DWXUD  JUHDWHU RU OHVV
DGYHUVHHIIHFWV
$OWHUQDWLYHORFDWLRQVURXWHV

Alternative One

Alternative Two

Alternative Three
$OWHUQDWLYH6L]HDQG6FDOH
Alternative One

Alternative Two

Alternative Three
$OWHUQDWLYHPHDQVRIPHHWLQJREMHFWLYHV HJGHPDQGPDQDJHPHQW
Alternative One

Alternative Two

Alternative Three
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)LJ$VVHVVPHQWRI$OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQV FRQWLQXHG

3RVVLEOH$OWHUQDWLYHV

&RPSDULVRQZLWKFKRVHQSURMHFWRUSODQ
(YLGHQFHRIKRZWKH
'HVFULEHWKHUHODWLYHHIIHFWVRQ
DOWHUQDWLYHVROXWLRQV
WKHFRQVHUYDWLRQREMHFWLYHVRIRQ
ZHUHDVVHVVHG
1DWXUD JUHDWHURUOHVV
DGYHUVHHIIHFWV
$OWHUQDWLYHPHWKRGVRIFRQVWUXFWLRQ

Alternative One

Alternative Two

Alternative Three
$OWHUQDWLYHRSHUDWLRQDOPHWKRGV
Alternative One

Alternative Two

Alternative Three

$OWHUQDWLYHGHFRPPLVVLRQLQJPHWKRGV
Alternative One

Alternative Two

Alternative Three

$OWHUQDWLYHWLPHVFDOHV
Alternative One

Alternative Two

Alternative Three
&RQFOXVLRQVRQ$VVHVVPHQWRI$OWHUQDWLYHV
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)LJ$OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQV$VVHVVPHQW6WDWHPHQW
Describe
the
alternative
solution that would avoid or
minimise significant impacts
on the Natura 2000 site

Explain why the proposed project or plan is favoured over the
other alternatives solutions assessed.

Provide an overall statement to explain why it is considered that in this instance there are no
alternatives that would avoid reducing the conservation value of the Natura 2000 site.
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)LJ(YLGHQFHRI$VVHVVPHQW0DWUL[

List of Agencies
Consulted:

&RQVXOWDWLRQRQ$OWHUQDWLYH6ROXWLRQV
Response to
Impact of alternatives
consultation
on the Natura 2000
site are considered
adverse (explain)

'DWD&ROOHFWHGWRFDUU\RXWWKH$VVHVVPHQW
Who carried out the assessment

Sources of Data

Level of assessment completed.

Where can the full results of the assessment
be accessed and viewed?



Impact of alternatives
on the Natura 2000
site are considered
positive or neutral
(explain)

$VVHVVPHQWRI3ODQVDQG3URMHFWV6LJQLILFDQWO\$IIHFWLQJ1DWXUD6LWHV

)LJ&RPSHQVDWRU\0HDVXUHV$VVHVVPHQW0DWUL[
1DPHDQGEULHIGHVFULSWLRQRIWKHSURMHFWRUSODQDQGKRZLWZLOODGYHUVHO\DIIHFWWKH
1DWXUDVLWH

'HVFULSWLRQRIWKHFRPSHQVDWRU\PHDVXUHV

Assessment Questions
How were compensatory measures identified?
What alternative measures were identified?
How do these measure relate to the
conservation objectives of the site?
Do these measures address, in comparable
proportions, the habitats and species
negatively affected?
How would the compensatory measures
maintain or enhance the overall coherence of
Natura 20000
Do these measures relate to the same
biogeographical region in the same Member
State?
If the compensation measures require the use
of land outside of the affected Natura 2000
site, is that land in the long term ownership
and control of the project or plan proponent or
relevant national or local authority?
Do the same geological, hydrogeological, soil,
climate and other local conditions exist on the
compensation site as exist on the Natura 2000
site adversely affected by the project or plan?
Do the compensatory measures provide
functions comparable to those that had
justified the selection criteria of the original
site?
What evidence exists to demonstrate that this
form of compensation will be successful the
long term?

Response



$VVHVVPHQWRI3ODQVDQG3URMHFWV6LJQLILFDQWO\$IIHFWLQJ1DWXUD6LWHV

)LJ(YLGHQFHRI$VVHVVPHQW0DWUL[

List of Agencies
Consulted

&RQVXOWDWLRQRQ&RPSHQVDWRU\0HDVXUHV
Response to
Compensatory
consultation
Measures were
considered
acceptable

'DWDFROOHFWHGWRFDUU\RXWWKH$VVHVVPHQW
Who carried out the assessment
Sources of Data
Level of assessment

Where can the full results of the assessment
be accessed and viewed?



Compensatory
Measures were not
considered
acceptable

