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Einführung und Methodik

Ziel der Konsultation ist es, die vorherrschenden Meinungen der Partner des Netzes für Subsidiaritäts-

kontrolle hinsichtlich der Anwendung und Wirksamkeit der Richtlinie über die Umweltverträglich-

keitsprüfung (UVP)
1

und der Richtlinie über die Strategische Umweltprüfung (SUP) einzuholen
2
.

Durch das UVP-Verfahren wird sichergestellt, dass die voraussichtlichen erheblichen Umweltauswir-

kungen von öffentlichen und privaten Projekten vor der Erteilung einer Genehmigung ermittelt und

bewertet werden. In der UVP-Richtlinie wird aufgeführt, welche Projektkategorien einer Umweltver-

träglichkeitsprüfung zu unterziehen sind, welches Verfahren angewandt werden soll sowie wie die

Prüfung inhaltlich gestaltet ist.

Die SUP-Richtlinie soll hingegen dafür sorgen, dass die Umweltauswirkungen bestimmter Pläne und

Programme während ihrer Erarbeitung und vor ihrer Annahme ermittelt und bewertet werden. Die

SUP trägt zu einer transparenteren Planung bei, da die Öffentlichkeit eingebunden wird und Umwelt-

belange berücksichtigt werden, um das Ziel der nachhaltigen Entwicklung zu erreichen.

Die Konsultation wurde am 24. November 2009 eingeleitet und am 8. Januar 2010 abgeschlossen. Es

sind sechs Beiträge aus vier Mitgliedstaaten eingegangen
3
. Alle Teilnehmer waren regionale Behör-

den und/oder Vereinigungen lokaler und regionaler Gebietskörperschaften, die für die Anwendung

und/oder Umsetzung der vorgenannten Richtlinien in ihrem jeweiligen Hoheitsgebiet zuständig sind.

1. UVP-Richtlinie

1.1 Notwendigkeit einer Änderung der UVP-Richtlinie: Verbesserungswürdige Aspekte und

Verbesserungsvorschläge. Die Rolle der EU

Die Partner wurden gebeten, sich dazu zu äußern, ob und wie die UVP-Richtlinie geändert werden

sollte.

Auch wenn einige Teilnehmer die Ansicht vertreten, dass eingehende Änderungen an der UVP-Richt-

linie nicht erforderlich sein dürften, bezeichnen alle die Richtlinie nachdrücklich als verbesserungsfä-

hig. Manche sehen in den einzelstaatlichen Durchführungsbestimmungen den Grund für die Schwie-

rigkeiten, die bei der Implementierung der Richtlinie auftreten. Im Allgemeinen heben die Teilnehmer

zumeist die Vorteile der Vereinfachung des UVP-Verfahrens hervor und weisen auch auf die Notwen-

digkeit einer besseren Koordinierung zwischen der UVP- und der SUP-Richtlinie hin.

1
Richtlinie 85/337/EWG des Rates über die Umweltverträglichkeitsprüfung bei bestimmten öffentlichen und privaten Projekten in

der Fassung der Richtlinien 97/11/EG und 2003/35/EG ("UVP-Richtlinie").

2
Richtlinie 2001/42/EG über die Prüfung der Umweltauswirkungen bestimmter Pläne und Programme (Richtlinie über die Strate-

gische Umweltprüfung oder "SUP-Richtlinie").

3
Die Liste der Partner und ihre Beiträge sind im Anhang zu finden (in englischer Sprache).
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Die Teilnehmer sind der Ansicht, dass in folgenden Bereichen der Richtlinie der größte Verbesse-

rungsbedarf besteht: Screening-Verfahren, Qualität der UVP, Koordinierung zwischen der UVP-

Richtlinie und anderen EU-Richtlinien und -Politiken (Einbindung und Vereinfachung der Verfahren,

die in verschiedenen EU-Instrumenten festgelegt sind). Die durch die UVP-Richtlinie eingeführten

Verfahren für die öffentliche Beteiligung an Projekten mit grenzüberschreitenden Auswirkungen wer-

den von einigen Teilnehmern ebenfalls als problematisch erachtet.

Die meisten Bedenken werden gegen das Screening-Verfahren geäußert. Einige Teilnehmer halten

genauere Kriterien für erforderlich, um Projekte zu ermitteln, die Gegenstand einer UVP sein sollten.

Andere erklären, dass Projekte zur Erschließung von Industriegebieten und zur Stadtentwicklung, die

mit Plänen und Programmen vergleichbar sind, nicht unter die UVP-, sondern die SUP-Richtlinie fal-

len sollten. Ein Teilnehmer ist der Meinung, dass ein vereinfachtes Verfahren für jene Projekte

geschaffen werden sollte, für die nach einer ersten Beurteilung ein umfangreiches Verfahren als nicht

erforderlich erachtet wird. Ein anderer Teilnehmer unterstreicht die Notwendigkeit, die zuständigen

Umweltbehörden und die Öffentlichkeit in dieser Verfahrensphase stärker einzubeziehen.

In Bezug auf die Qualität der UVP vertreten einige Teilnehmer die Ansicht, dass das Scoping-Ver-

fahren innerhalb des UVP-Verfahrens ein verpflichtender Schritt sein und die EU weitere Legislativ-

maßnahmen ergreifen sollte, um den erforderlichen Inhalt einer UVP genauer zu bestimmen. Ein Teil-

nehmer betont, dass in der Richtlinie "eigens erwähnt" werden sollte, dass die Forderung nach ergän-

zenden Unterlagen seitens der zuständigen Behörden unterstützt wird. Ein anderer Teilnehmer erklärt,

dass in diesem Bereich ein eklatanter Mangel an Fachkenntnissen herrscht, und zweifelt die Fähigkeit

der lokalen Behörden an, die Studien über die Umweltfolgen eines Projekts zu überwachen. Dieser

Partner fordert auch eine stärker interdisziplinäre Ausrichtung der Studien.

In Bezug auf die für die Beteiligung der Öffentlichkeit festgelegten Verfahren können zwei Posi-

tionen herausgearbeitet werden: Einerseits halten es einige Teilnehmer für nützlich, ein breites Spek-

trum von Mechanismen für die öffentliche Konsultation als Teil der Informations- und Beteiligungs-

verfahren zu schaffen (Einreichung schriftlicher Kommentare; öffentliche Umfragen und Anhörun-

gen, einschließlich des Dialogs zwischen Verwaltungen und Bürgern; Dialog zwischen Behörden und

Bevölkerung oder Verbänden, die Kommentare einreichen usw.); andererseits erklärt ein Teilnehmer,

dass die Beteiligung der Öffentlichkeit in verschiedenen Verfahrensphasen zu endlosen Verzögerun-

gen führen könnte. Es wird auch auf die Notwendigkeit hingewiesen, den Begriff der "interessierten

Öffentlichkeit" genauer zu bestimmen und die Beteiligung der Öffentlichkeit stärker zu fördern.

Bezüglich der Verfahren für Projekte mit grenzüberschreitenden Auswirkungen vertritt ein Teilneh-

mer die Ansicht, dass auf diesem Gebiet weitere Anstrengungen erforderlich sind, um klare Verfahren

und Fristen festzulegen, insbesondere was grenzüberschreitende Konsultationen betrifft. Dieser Part-

ner hat insbesondere Bedenken hinsichtlich des Informationsaustauschs zwischen den Mitgliedstaa-

ten, der Fristen und der Möglichkeiten der Mitgliedstaaten, ihre Meinungen und Anliegen zu äußern.

In der Frage der Beziehung zwischen der UVP-Richtlinie und anderen EU-Richtlinien und –Poli-

tiken halten die meisten Teilnehmer eine stärkere Koordinierung zwischen der UVP- und der SUP-
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Richtlinie für erforderlich, insbesondere was Überschneidungen angeht. Das könnte durch die Spezifi-

zierung der Kategorien von Projekten erreicht werden, die Gegenstand einer UVP sind. Hinsichtlich

der Beziehung zwischen der UVP-Richtlinie und anderen EU-Bestimmungen erklärt ein Teilnehmer,

dass die in der UVP- und der IPPC-Richtlinie festgelegten Schwellenwerte harmonisiert werden soll-

ten. Darüber hinaus wird die Ansicht vertreten, dass das Evaluierungsverfahren gemäß Artikel 6

Absatz 3 und Artikel 6 Absatz 4 der Habitat-Richtlinie
4

in die UVP-Richtlinie ausdrücklich aufge-

nommen werden sollte, um die Übereinstimmung der Projekte mit beiden Richtlinien sicherzustellen

und gleichzeitig die Evaluierungszeit zu verkürzen.

Die Teilnehmer schlagen auch eine breite Palette weiterer Maßnahmen vor, die zur Verbesserung

der Richtlinie ergriffen werden könnten, z.B. die Möglichkeit, in begründeten Fällen von einer UVP

abzusehen, die Festlegung höherer Schwellenwerte für bestimmte Projektkategorien, um ihren tat-

sächlichen Umweltfolgen Rechnung zu tragen, die Förderung des Aufbaus von Verwaltungskapazitä-

ten, Definition der Verantwortung von Personen, die für die inhaltliche Gestaltung von UVP zustän-

dig sind.

Schließlich fordern die Teilnehmer mehr Maßnahmen und Rechtsvorschriften seitens der EU, um die

Kohärenz sicherzustellen und die Qualität zu verbessern. Die meisten halten Regulierungsmaßnahmen

auf diesem Gebiet für wesentlich, da ihrer Meinung nach hier ein hohes Maß an Homogenität zwi-

schen den Mitgliedstaaten äußerst ratsam erscheint. Leitfäden für die Anwendung und Auslegung

der Richtlinie wären ebenfalls wünschenswert.

1.2 Bewertung der Anwendung der UVP-Richtlinie

Die meisten Teilnehmer sind der Meinung, dass der mögliche Umweltnutzen und die bessere Pla-

nungssicherheit - dank der Anwendung der UVP-Richtlinie - in einem angemessenen Verhältnis zu

den anfallenden Verwaltungskosten steht. Dennoch weisen einige Teilnehmer darauf hin, dass in

bestimmten Fällen die Projektträger übermäßige Kosten schultern mussten, da die Fertigstellung ihrer

Vorhaben aufgrund des UVP-Verfahrens verzögert wurde. In anderen Fällen wurden einzelstaatliche

Umsetzungsmaßnahmen als Grund für erhöhte Kosten ausgemacht.

Im Allgemeinen halten die Teilnehmer die durch die UVP-Richtlinie auferlegten Anforderungen nicht

für einen überflüssigen Verwaltungsaufwand. Gleichwohl fordern einige Teilnehmer Vereinfa-

chungsmaßnahmen, z.B.: Anwendung der UVP-Richtlinie zu Beginn des Planungsprozesses - mit

etwaigen Konformitätsprüfungen bezüglich des endgültigen Projekts; Ermöglichung einer vereinfach-

ten Folgenabschätzung als Teil des Verifizierungsverfahrens und damit Vermeidung der Notwendig-

keit einer UVP; Verpflichtung zur zeitlichen Abstimmung des IPPC-
5

und UVP-Verfahrens; Erstel-

lung nationaler, regionaler und lokaler Flächennutzungspläne, die die allgemeinen Umweltauswirkun-

gen der Projekte in Rechnung stellen.

4
Richtlinie 92/43/EWG zur Erhaltung der natürlichen Lebensräume sowie der wildlebenden Tiere und Pflanzen.

5
Richtlinie 2008/1/EG über die integrierte Vermeidung und Verminderung der Umweltverschmutzung.
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Alle Partner sind der Ansicht, dass die UVP-Richtlinie zu einer besseren Information der Öffent-

lichkeit und zu einer stärkeren Beteiligung der Öffentlichkeit am Beschlussfassungsprozess beigetra-

gen hat. Allerdings sind einige der Auffassung, dass dieser Aspekt weiter verbessert werden könnte,

indem Umweltorganisationen in die Entscheidungsfindung stärker einbezogen werden und die öffent-

liche Beteilung schon in der Anfangsphase des Projekts gefördert wird.

1.3 Bewährte Verfahren für die Aufstellung von Handlungsmodellen für die Umsetzung der

Richtlinie

In Bezug auf bestehende bewährte Verfahren verweisen alle Teilnehmer auf die Regeln, die sie für die

Umsetzung der UVP-Richtlinie getroffen haben. Ein Partner empfiehlt den ausgiebigen Einsatz neuer

Technologien für Konsultation und Kommunikation und erklärt, dass er bereits Leitlinien für die Erar-

beitung von Umweltüberwachungsplänen erstellt hat, um sicherzustellen, dass die Sanierungsmaßnah-

men innerhalb der UVP ordnungsgemäß eingehalten werden.

2. SUP-Richtlinie

2.1 Notwendigkeit einer Änderung der SUP-Richtlinie: Verbesserungswürdige Aspekte und

Verbesserungsvorschläge. Die Rolle der EU

Die Teilnehmer sind der Ansicht, dass die SUP-Richtlinie geändert und verbessert werden sollte. Ein

Partner erklärt, dass innerhalb der Richtlinie "eine umfassendere und stringentere Berücksichtung von

Umweltaspekten in Plänen und Programmen vorgesehen werden sollte".

Die Hauptaspekte der Richtlinie, die nach Ansicht der Teilnehmer verbessert werden können, sind

folgende: Geltungsbereich der Richtlinie, Ermittlung "vernünftiger Alternativen", Überwachung

erheblicher Umweltauswirkungen und Koordinierung zwischen der SUP-Richtlinie und anderen EU-

Richtlinien und -Politiken.

Der Geltungsbereich der Richtlinie sollte nach Auffassung einiger Teilnehmer geändert werden, da

in vielen Fällen eine SUP nicht notwendig ist, insbesondere bei Plänen und Programmen, die nur der

Umsetzung früherer Pläne und Programme dienen, welche bereits auf einer anderen Verwaltungs-

ebene beurteilt wurden. Auf der anderen Seite stellen einige Partner fest, dass sie häufig mit Fällen

von Überschneidungen mit der UVP-Richtlinie zu tun haben und dieses Problem gelöst werden sollte.

Die meisten Teilnehmer halten die "Ermittlung vernünftiger Alternative" für einen weiteren ver-

besserungsbedürftigen Aspekt. Insbesondere sollte in der Richtlinie der Begriff "vernünftige Alterna-

tiven" genauer definiert werden. Auch wird auf eine mangelhafte Methodik in diesem Zusammenhang

hingewiesen.

Als wichtig werden ferner Verbesserungen an der Art und Weise erachtet, wie Umweltauswirkungen

überwacht werden, vor allem was eine bessere Begriffsbestimmung angeht. Ein Partner schlägt vor,

für alle Pläne und Programme, die Gegenstand einer SUP sind, die rechtliche Verpflichtung vorzuse-

hen, einschlägige "Überwachungspläne" festzulegen und Leitlinien aufzunehmen, die gemeinsame
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Bestimmungen über die Monitoring-Mechanismen und -Indikatoren umfassen; Ziel ist die Festlegung

eines festen Bündels von gemeinsamen Indikatoren, die es ermöglichen würden, Pläne, Programme

und ihre jeweilige SUP auf europäischer Ebene zu vergleichen.

In Bezug auf mögliche Synergieeffekte zwischen der SUP-Richtlinie und anderen EU-Richtlinien und

-Politiken werden ähnliche Feststellungen wie unter Ziffer 1.1 getroffen.

Darüber hinaus haben einige Teilnehmer eine Reihe zusätzlicher Maßnahmen vorgeschlagen, um die

Richtlinie zu verbessern, z.B. administrative Lösungen für den Fall einer nicht ordnungsgemäßen

Anwendung des Verfahrens.

Schließlich sind alle Teilnehmer der Auffassung, dass mehr Leitlinien erforderlich sind, um die kor-

rekte Anwendung und Auslegung der Richtlinie sicherzustellen.

2.2 Bewertung der Anwendung der SUP-Richtlinie

Die Teilnehmer sind der Ansicht, dass der durch die Anwendung der SUP-Richtlinie erzielte mögli-

che Umweltnutzen die Verwaltungskosten mehr als wettmacht. Ein Partner unterstreicht jedoch die

Notwendigkeit eines vereinfachten Verfahrens in Fällen, in denen eine ausführliche Prüfung nicht

erforderlich sein dürfte.

Im Allgemeinen halten die Teilnehmer die durch die SUP-Richtlinie auferlegten Anforderungen nicht

für einen überflüssigen Verwaltungsaufwand. Allerdings schlägt ein Teilnehmer vor, die Verfahren

stärker zu integrieren, um die Kosten zu minimieren.

Schließlich gehen die Meinungen in der Frage auseinander, inwieweit die Verzögerung bei der

Umsetzung der SUP-Richtlinie in nationales Recht in einigen Mitgliedstaaten ihre Anwendung der

Richtlinie beeinflusst hat.

2.3 Bewährte Verfahren für die Aufstellung von Handlungsmodellen für die Umsetzung der

Richtlinie

Zwei Teilnehmer nennen Beispiele für bewährte Verfahren für die Aufstellung von Handlungsmodel-

len für die Umsetzung der Richtlinie. Die folgenden bewährten Verfahren sollten herausgestellt wer-

den: genaue Definition der Umweltkriterien und der angestrebten Ziele, bevor Vorschläge von den

Projektträgern umgesetzt und Anhörungen der öffentlichen Verwaltungen und Interessenträgern ver-

anstaltet werden können; Einrichtung rechtlicher Mechanismen zur Vermeidung doppelter Beurteilun-

gen und zur Gewährleistung der Umsetzung der SUP und UVP; und Veröffentlichung von "Nutzer-

handbüchern" zur Ermittlung von Projekten, die für eine einzelfallbezogene Beurteilung in Frage

kommen.
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3. Mögliche Konsultationen zur Folgenabschätzung auf lokaler und regionaler Ebene

Letztlich wurden die Partner gebeten mitzuteilen, ob sie interessiert sind, an einer künftigen Konsulta-

tion zu den Folgen möglicher Änderungen an der UVP- und der SUP-Richtlinie teilzunehmen, falls

die Europäische Kommission beschließen sollte, eine solche Beurteilung vorzunehmen.

Alle Teilnehmer geben an, dass sie an der Teilnahme an einer solchen Konsultation interessiert (in

einigen Fällen sogar "sehr interessiert") sind. Sie geben auch an, dass sie für den Austausch von Infor-

mationen, Unterlagen und Erfahrungen im Zusammenhang mit der Umsetzung der UVP- und der

SUP-Richtlinie gerne zur Verfügung stehen.
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ANHANG 1

Austrian State Governors' Conference

COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS – DIRECTORATE FOR CONSULTATIVE WORK

DEVE Commission and "Networks & Subsidiarity" Unit

QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE APPLICATION AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE

EIA AND THE SEA DIRECTIVES

COM (2009) 378 final and COM (2009) 469 final

Submitted by Mr José Macário Correia (PT/EPP) for consultation of the Subsidiarity

Monitoring Network

Please complete and submit by Friday 8 January 2010. You can upload the completed

questionnaires directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network webpage

(http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu – remember to log in). Alternatively, you can send them by email to

subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.

Name of the Authority: Austrian State Governors' Conference

Contact person: Austrian States' Liaison Office

Contact details (phone, email) +43 1 535 37 61 email vst@vst.gv.at

BACKGROUND

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)

The Directive on the assessment of the effects of projects on the environment (Environmental Impact
Assessment or EIA Directive) was introduced in 1985 and was first amended in 1997

6
.

The EIA procedure ensures that the environmental consequences of projects are identified and
assessed before authorisation is given. The public can give its opinion and all results are taken into
account in the authorisation procedure of the project. The public is informed of the decision
afterwards.

6
Directive 85/337/EEC as amended by Directives 97/11/EC and 2003/35/EC.
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The EIA Directive outlines which project categories shall be made subject to an EIA, which
procedure shall be followed and the content of the assessment.

Following the signature of the Aarhus Convention by the Community on 25 June 1998, the EIA
Directive was amended once more in May 2003.

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

The purpose of the Directive on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the

environment (Strategic Environmental Assessment or SEA Directive)
7

is to ensure that the

environmental consequences of certain plans and programmes are identified and assessed during their

preparation and before their adoption. The public and environmental authorities can give their opinion

and all results are brought together and taken into account in the course of the planning procedure.

After the adoption of the plan or programme the public is informed about the decision and the way in

which it was made. In the event of the likelihood of significant transboundary effects, the Member

State concerned and its citizens are informed and have the possibility to make comments which are

also taken into account in the national decision-making process.

SEA will contribute to more transparent planning by involving the public and by taking into account

environmental considerations. This will help to achieve the goal of sustainable development.

Please complete the following questions:

A. EIA/SEA Directives

1. Has your administration (or the members of your association) been involved in the

implementation of the EIA or the SEA Directives, and if so in what capacity?

The departments of the offices of the state governments, empowered in accordance with the rules of

procedure of the State governments, were involved in the application of the EIA and SEA Directives

and the application of the national laws implementing these directives (state governments in the EIA

procedure, first instance authority; for the SEA the environment authority and the authority

responsible for drawing up the plan under the SEA Directive).

B. EIA DIRECTIVE

2. Based on your experience of the application of the EIA Directive, do you see a need for the EU to

improve the process of Environmental Impact Assessment by eventually amending the Directive?

Please give reasons for your answer.

7
Directive 2001/42/EC.
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Experience to date does not suggest that there is a need to improve procedures. The EIA Directive

provides a (sufficient) framework for the implementation of environmental impact assessments.

There is, however, a perceived need for changes to the scope of application of the directive.

The scope of application of the directive (i.e. the types of project for which an EIA is to be carried

out) is defined sufficiently clearly (N.B. the detailed procedures should continue to be a matter for the

Member States, as this is closely linked with the structure of domestic authorities), but Annex II, point

10(a) and (b) of the EIA Directive list "industrial estate development projects" and "urban

development projects". The EIA does not generally apply to specific projects but rather to planned

land use. At the time the EIA is carried out the specific construction measures to be undertaken are

still unknown. These projects should therefore be taken out of the EIA Directive. A SEA, in

accordance with the SEA Directive, would be the more appropriate instrument with a view to taking

comprehensive account of environmental considerations.

Better coordination with the SEA Directive would be desirable, in order to prevent duplication of

assessments, as assessments are in practice sometimes duplicated, which brings no benefits for the

environment. It not only means unnecessary work but also meets with incomprehension on the part of

those involved.

Moreover, some of the threshold values set out in the EIA Directive are disproportionately low, e.g.

those concerning the incineration or chemical treatment of hazardous waste and waste oil installations

or chemical/physical treatment plants. As a result, EIA procedures have to be carried out for these

types of project, for which appropriate approval procedures are, however, already in place, which are

sufficient from the point of view of environmental protection.

3. Which of the following aspects of the EIA Directive do you believe should be fundamentally
improved in the future? Multiple answers are possible.

a. The screening procedure
b. The quality of the EIAs, namely the quality of the information used in the EIA (scoping

procedure), quality of the documentation and of the EIA process itself
c. Practices put in place for public participation
d. EIA procedures for projects with transboundary impacts
e. Coordination between the EIA and other EU directives and policies (such as possible

synergies between the EIA Directive and the IPPC Directive
8
, the SEA Directive, the

Habitats
9

and Birds
10

Directives, the overall climate change and energy policy, etc.)
f. Other issues (please specify)

8
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control, Directive 2008/1/EC.

9
Directive 92/43/EEC.

10
Directive 79/409/EEC.
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We do not see any need for a radical improvement of the EIA Directive in relation to the points listed

above. There is, however, some room for improvement regarding points c, d and e.

4. Which concrete measures would you propose to achieve these improvements?

Local and cross-border public participation often proves unwieldy in practice and significantly

lengthens the procedure. It would be a good idea to streamline these aspects of the procedure.

There should be an option to decide that under certain conditions an EIA is unnecessary.

It should also be possible under certain conditions to submit reasoned "no impact statements" in

relation to certain aspects (e.g. exclusion of certain protected items from further analysis at an early

stage, if these are not affected).

Plan-like projects (see question 2) should be dealt with under the SEA rather than the EIA procedure.

Thresholds for certain types of project (e.g. waste plants) should be raised in line with their actual

environmental relevance.

5. Do you think that the aforementioned improvements should be carried out at EU level through

regulatory measures amending the EIA Directive , or do you consider that alternatives to

legislation would suffice, i.e. guidance documents from the European Commission, voluntary

commitments, self-regulation etc? Please give reasons for your answer.

Apart from the changes listed under point 2 and point 4, second and third paragraphs, changes to the

EIA Directive are not considered necessary. Guidance and/or other supporting documents are seen as

a suitable instrument for making implementation of the EIA Directive uniform and eliminating

implementation problems. In relation to the participation of the public at home and abroad, the

expectations of project developers and the public often diverge significantly, and a Commission

document delineating the management of the procedure would facilitate matters.

6. Do you believe the possible environmental benefits and the improvement in the reliability of the

project planning achieved thanks to the implementation of the EIA Directive are commensurate

with the costs borne by your administration and the developers in order to comply with its

requirements?.

In the case of more complex projects, the answer to this question is clearly yes. In other cases the fact

that national environmental rules already require detailed assessments for many types of project

means that the additional benefit is sometimes minimal (see also question 2). Thus, for example, the

workload involved in carrying out individual assessments to establish the extent of possible

environmental impacts and whether an EIA needs to be carried out (and which authority is responsible

for approval) is often extremely heavy, almost as much as for the EIA itself. Moreover, the threshold

values for certain types of project are disproportionately low and are not justified by environmental

protection considerations (e.g. golf courses in Austria of more than 10 ha, which means that in

practice EIAs have to be carried out for all golf courses).

N.B.: Various specific laws already guaranteed a high environmental standard in relation to planned

public or private projects with an environmental impact even before the EIA Directive entered into

force. Domestic procedural provisions have generally ensured a coordinated approach by the

responsible authorities and thus a joined-up assessment of environmental impacts. From the point of
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view of the environment, therefore, there was no pressing need for the introduction of a new

procedure. It is undeniable, however, that the adoption of the EIA Directive has ensured a higher

environmental standard Europe-wide, which is particularly significant from the point of view of

establishing equal conditions of competition.

7. Do you consider the requirements imposed by the EIA Directive as unnecessary administrative

burdens for developers or your administration?

If so, can you identify any ways of reducing unnecessary administrative burdens by optimising or

simplifying the EIA process? Please give reasons for your answers.

The EIA Directive has undoubtedly led to an additional administrative burden. Apart from the

consideration of environmental aspects required by the specific laws, there now has to be an

assessment focused purely on protected items, independently of the specific laws. We cannot,

however, see any real alternative to the EIA Directive with a view to achieving uniform

environmental standards.

8. Do you believe the EIA Directive has helped to better inform the public and increase public

participation in the decision-making process? Please give reasons for your answer.

The EIA Directive has increased the provision of information to the public. The increase in the

number of parties involved in the procedure and the publication of the proposal for the initiation of the

procedure serve the interests of both information and public involvement. On the other hand, the

requirement for participation in the procedure also means that project developers have to inform the

affected groups before the procedure is initiated and under certain circumstances incorporate

proposals for improvements into their project.

With regard to public participation in the decision-making process, experience shows that the

emphasis is often on the promotion of individual (subjective) interests. As the various specific laws

already ensured comprehensive protection of the local area, there has been no significant change here.

Environmental organisations are, however, more closely involved in the decision-making process than

previously.

9. If possible, please provide examples of best practices for establishing operational models to

implement the EIA Directive.

This is unfortunately impossible, as each procedure is dealt with individually.

C. SEA DIRECTIVE

10. Based on your experience of the SEA Directive, do you see a need for the EU to improve the

process of Strategic Environmental Assessment? Please give reasons for your answer.

The Strategic Environmental Assessment procedure is in general considered appropriate for achieving

the intended comprehensive consideration of environmental aspects in the planning and programming

process. In some areas, however, there is room for improvement (see below for further details).
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11. Which of the following aspects of the SEA Directive do you consider should be fundamentally

improved in the future? Multiple answers are possible.

a. The Directive’s scope of application

b. The scope and content of the environmental report

c. The identification of “reasonable alternatives” – lack of a definition of this concept

d. Consultations (public, and environmental authorities)

e. Particular issues pertaining to transboundary consultations

f. Monitoring significant environmental effects

g. Coordination between the SEA and other EU directives and policies (such as possible
synergies between the SEA Directive and the IPPC Directive11, the EIA Directive, the
Habitats12 and Birds13 Directives, the overall climate change and energy policy, etc.)

h. Others (please specify)

There is considered to be room for improvement in relation to points a, b, c, f and g.

Comment on point a (Directive's scope of application):

The existing requirements, which are essentially based on formal criteria, mean that no SEA needs to

be carried out for plans and programmes where an EIA appears appropriate (e.g. because they are

being drawn up on a voluntary basis, for example in the areas of mobility, energy, raw material

extraction etc). However, in the case of plans and programmes, or changes to them, in relation to local

spatial planning, an assessment has to be made each time of whether there is likely to be a significant

impact on the environment and whether a SEA must be carried out. In many cases this is

disproportionate, and moreover ineffective in environmental protection terms.

Comment on point g (Coordination between the SEA and other EU directives and policies):

coordination between the EIA and SEA Directives (see also answer to question 2).

11
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control, Directive 2008/1/EC.

12
Directive 92/43/EEC.

13
Directive 79/409/EEC.
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12. Which concrete measures would you propose to achieve these improvements?

In order to prevent multiple assessments being carried out on plans or programmes which are part of a

plan or programme hierarchy, the SEA Directive provides that information obtained in the course of

an EIA carried out at another planning or programme level may be taken into account when drawing

up the environmental report for subsequent planning or the follow-up programme. It is assumed that

the various plans and programmes will exhibit significantly different degrees of detail and that the

assessments of the expected environmental impacts will therefore also differ considerably in their

degree of detail.

In some cases, however, follow-up planning is merely the implementation of detailed plans already

adopted at a higher planning level, for example in relation to the interaction between local spatial

planning approaches and the follow-up land use or construction planning. In these cases a further

environmental assessment is not essential, as the environmental impacts associated with the specific

planning measure have already been determined comprehensively and taken into account in the

planning process. The Member States should therefore have the possibility of completely exempting

plans and programmes, the environmental impacts of which have already been fully established at a

higher planning or programming level, from the requirement for the implementation of a SEA.

The assessment of environmental impacts poses difficulties in practice. There is in particular a lack of

specific rules governing environmental indicators and the assessment of environmental impacts.

More detailed provisions on the compulsory "alternative assessment" would also be helpful.

It would also be helpful to be able to take greater account of planning hierarchies of the kind which

exist in Austrian spatial planning law, so that under certain conditions the requirement to carry out a

SEA could be waived.

In relation to the SEA, there should also be the possibility under certain conditions of issuing reasoned

"no impact statements" for certain aspects of the assessment (e.g. exclusion of certain protected items

from further assessment at an early stage, where these are not affected).

It is questionable whether monitoring measures are in fact needed in every case. The purpose of

monitoring measures is to identify unforeseen environmental impacts at an early stage, so that

appropriate remedial action can be taken. There are, however, undoubtedly cases of planning where

all the environmental impacts have been comprehensively considered and their implications assessed,

so that monitoring is not essential. The requirement to carry out such measures should therefore be

restricted to cases in which there is actually a real possibility of unforeseen environmental effects.
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13. Do you think that the aforementioned improvements should be carried out at EU level through

regulatory measures amending the SEA Directive, or do you consider that alternatives to

legislation would suffice, i.e. guidance documents from the European Commission, voluntary

commitments, self-regulation, etc.? Please give reasons for your answer.

In principle guidance documents etc on the implementation of the SEA Directive would seem

sufficient. If this were to prove insufficient in practice, however, regulatory measures amending the

SEA Directive should be adopted.

14. Do you believe the possible environmental benefits achieved thanks to the implementation of the

SEA Directive are commensurate with the costs envisaged by your administration in order to

comply with its requirements?

The SEA Directive has undoubtedly meant that the environmental impacts associated with a plan or

programme are dealt with in more detail. Insofar as plans and programmes establish a framework for

future projects, project developers are thus offered greater certainty with regard to the viability of their

project, as "knockout criteria" can be identified at an early stage. To this extent the workload would

appear acceptable. The environmental benefits achieved depend above all on the alternative

assessment. And here – as stated above - there is room for improvement.

It regularly happens that a SEA has to be carried out for plans and programmes, or changes to them,

where there is no clear environmental relevance. This is for example often the case at local spatial

planning level. Even assessments intended to establish whether a significant environmental impact

may be expected and whether a SEA therefore has to be carried out involve an avoidable burden in

these cases.

15. Do you consider the requirements imposed by the SEA Directive as unnecessary administrative

burdens for developers or your administration?

If so, can you identify any ways of reducing unnecessary administrative burdens by optimising or

simplifying the SEA process? Please give reasons for your answers.

In principle, no. See however the comments on question 14 and the proposals made in relation to

question 12.

16. In many Member States the transposition of the SEA Directive into national or regional law was

delayed. Has this affected in any way the work of your administration in the implementation of

this Directive?

No.

17. Can you provide examples of best practices for establishing operational models to implement the

SEA Directive?
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C. Possible future impact assessment consultation

18. In the event that the European Commission comes forward with proposals to amend the EIA and/

or the SEA Directives in the future, it would probably conduct an impact assessment to

accompany its proposals.

In view of the role of local and regional authorities in the implementation of these Directives,

would you be interested in participating in a possible Impact Assessment Consultation of the CoR

Subsidiarity Monitoring Network?

What kind of information would you be willing to share with the Committee of the Regions and the

European Commission (e.g. experience in the implementation of the Directives, possible best

practices, quantitative data regarding EIA and SEA and in particular the costs thereof, etc.)?

Austria has comprehensive documentation on the implementation of the SEA Law (paragraphs 43 and

44 of the SEA Law and corresponding reporting obligations of the SEA authorities). This information

should be used.

____________
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Union of Greek Prefectural Authorities

COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS – DIRECTORATE FOR CONSULTATIVE WORK

DEVE COMMISSION and "Networks and Subsidiarity" unit

QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE APPLICATION AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE EIA AND

SEA DIRECTIVES

COM(2009) 378 final and COM(2009) 469 final

Submitted by Mr José Macário Correia (PT/EPP) for consultation of the Subsidiarity

Monitoring Network

Please complete and submit by Friday 8 January 2010. You can upload the completed

questionnaires directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network webpage

(http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu – remember to log in). Alternatively, you can send them by email to

subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.

Name of authority: ΕΝΑΕ (Union of Greek Prefectural Authorities)

Contact person:
Menelaos Chatziapostolidis / Georgios Sylaios / Georgios

Gravaris

Contact details (phone, email) +30 2541 350725 & mxapostolidis@nestos.gr

BACKGROUND

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)

The Directive on the assessment of the effects of projects on the environment (Environmental Impact

Assessment or EIA Directive) was introduced in 1985 and was first amended in 1997
14

.

The EIA procedure ensures that the environmental consequences of projects are identified and

assessed before authorisation is given. The public can give its opinion and all results are taken into

account in the authorisation procedure of the project. The public is informed of the decision

afterwards.

14
Directive 85/337/EEC as amended by Directives 97/11/EC and 2003/35/EC.
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The EIA Directive outlines which project categories shall be made subject to an EIA, which

procedure shall be followed and the content of the assessment.

Five years after the signature of the Aarhus Convention by the Community on 25 June 1998, the EIA

Directive was amended once more in May 2003.

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

The purpose of the Directive on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the

environment (Strategic Environmental Assessment or SEA Directive
15

) is to ensure that the

environmental consequences of certain plans and programmes are identified and assessed during their

preparation and before their adoption. The public and environmental authorities can give their opinion

and all results are brought together and taken into account in the course of the planning procedure.

After the adoption of the plan or programme the public is informed about the decision and the way in

which it was made. In the event of the likelihood of significant transboundary effects, the Member

State concerned and its citizens are informed and have the possibility to make comments which are

also taken into account in the national decision-making process.

SEA will contribute to more transparent planning by involving the public and by taking into account

environmental considerations. This will help to achieve the goal of sustainable development.

Please complete the following questions:

A. EIA/SEA Directives

1. Has your administration (or the members of your association) been involved in the

implementation of the EIA or the SEA Directives, and if so in what capacity?

The basic legal text establishing the EIA in European Union countries is Directive 85/337 of 27 June

1985 "on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the environment".

Environmental impact studies were first introduced in Greece in 1981 under Presidential Decree

1180/81 regulating issues arising from the establishment and operation of manufacturing or craft

businesses, any kind of machinery and warehouses and associated environmental protection in

general, which provided for studies to be drawn up for industrial and similar activities. The basic law

governing the procedure for environmental impact studies for projects and activities and basic aspects

of the timing, content, evaluation and authorisation of environmental impact studies is Presidential

Decree 1650/86 on environmental protection, pursuant to Article 24 of the Constitution. This decree

was implemented through Joint Ministerial Decisions Nos 69269/90, on the classification of projects

and activities into categories and the content of the environmental impact study and special

environmental studies (relating to the protection of areas of special natural interest), and 75308/90 on

procedures for publishing the content of environmental impact studies for the purpose of informing

the public and the organisations representing them. A more recent law (3010/02) amended certain

elements of Presidential Decree 1650, while Joint Ministerial Decision 15393/02 amended the

15
Directive 2001/42/EC.
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classification of projects and activities and Joint Ministerial Decision 11014/03 amended procedures

for submitting, evaluating and approving environmental impact studies. These new regulations

introduced the concept of the preparatory environmental assessment and evaluation, which takes the

form of a preliminary environmental impact study and replaces the authorisation of land-use study

that was in place previously.

The basic remit of the ENAE in its official role and in accordance with its founding law, includes its

involvement, through its representatives, in all kinds of bodies and organisations. It is also able to

publish opinions on all draft laws of direct or indirect relevance to the prefectural authorities.

In this way, although it was not involved in the procedure that led to Presidential Decrees 1180/81 and

1650/90 and implementing decisions 69269/90 and 75308/90 (the ΕΝΑΕ was only set up in 1995), it 

does and will continue to play an institutional part in every act affecting local communities

represented by second-tier local authorities.

Meanwhile, across the country, the prefectural authorities play an active part in the day-to-day

practical process of applying the EIA Directive in Greece, by articulating and implementing

democratic planning provisions.

In this way, the ENAE's members are effectively involved in the process of applying the EIA

Directive, given that in certain cases the competent prefectural departments (environment, energy,

urban planning, etc.) make recommendations to the Prefectural Council, which in turn gives its expert

opinion on the preliminary environmental impact studies, for projects of prefectural interest.

Any member of the public concerned has an opportunity to take part, speak and express their views at

these Prefectural Council meetings, as information on them is published in advance and they are open

to the public. This means that the process of discussion, exchange of views and, finally, negotiation is

sufficiently thorough, even though there is no defined phase for this process.

In addition, the opinions of the Prefectural Council are now published in the local press.

In accordance with a recent amendment to the legislation, environmental authorisation for projects

and activities in Category A (Sub-categories 1 and 2) require the submission of an environmental

impact study either centrally to the Greek Ministry for the Environment, Physical Planning and Public

Works or to the regional environment departments. Projects in Category B, and more specifically

subcategory 3, are subject to screening and scoping procedures; in some cases, an EIA will be

required, while for the rest a simple "environmental report" must be submitted to the prefecture. Other

projects in Category B (Sub-category 4) require an "environmental report" to be submitted to the

prefecture.

Every year, approximately 3 000 environmental impact studies for projects and activities are

submitted for approval to central, regional and prefectural departments. A small proportion of them

are technical studies on combating pollution. In the early years, this number was much larger than in
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other European countries, giving an initial indication of the failings of the system in Greece.

B. EIA DIRECTIVE

2. Based on your experience of the application of the EIA Directive, do you see a need for the EU to

improve the process of Environmental Impact Assessment by eventually amending the Directive

Please give reasons for your answer.

The Environmental Impact Assessment is a modern tool used by developed societies to realise the

necessary compromises between growth and environmental concerns. The procedure comprises one

or more scientific studies (environmental impact studies), disclosure of findings and dialogue (to try

and reach a social consensus), appraisal of findings during decision-making procedures, and

procedures for monitoring and implementing corrective measures.

Implementation of the EIA Directive, despite some disadvantages, was a major step towards

protection of the environment in Greece. However, implementation of the system in Greece was

informed more by the need to meet the requirements for conforming to European law than by the

development of an environmental awareness of the need for a preventive policy.

As a result, the approach adopted initially was superficial, the aim being to achieve formal compliance

with the requirements. For many years, the system worked primarily as a procedure for granting

permits. Those in charge of projects and activities - public and private bodies - often view the

assessment of environmental impact studies and approval of environmental requirements as a formal

procedure. However, as society becomes more aware and legislation improves, the EIA will have to

play a more substantial role.

3. Which of the following aspects of the EIA Directive do you believe should be fundamentally

improved in the future? Multiple answers are possible.

a. The screening procedure

b. The quality of the EIAs, namely the quality of the information used in the EIA (scoping

procedure), quality of the documentation and of the EIA process itself

c. Practices put in place for public participation

d. EIA procedures for projects with transboundary impacts

e. Coordination between the EIA and other EU directives and policies (such as possible

synergies between the EIA Directive and the IPPC Directive
16

, the SEA Directive, the

Habitats
17

and Birds
18

Directives, the overall climate change and energy policy, etc.)

f. Other issues (please specify)

16
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control, Directive 2008/1/EC.

17
Directive 92/43/EEC.

18
Directive 79/409/EEC.
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We believe that the following aspects of implementing the EIA Directive need to be improved in

Greece:

1. The quality of the EIAs, namely the quality of the information used in the EIA (scoping

procedure), quality of the documentation and of the EIA process itself. Experts are not

qualified to fulfil all the requirements of the environmental impact studies owing to

deficiencies, practical difficulties and low salaries, while local authorities have limited

capacity to monitor studies and the environment. Many studies lack an interdisciplinary

dimension, and are carried out by people who do not have appropriate expertise in the

relevant subjects.

2. Practices put in place for public participation. Public participation – through the Prefectural

Councils - takes place for Category A projects with the procedure for publishing

environmental impact studies, in accordance with Joint Ministerial Decision No 75308/90, but

such participation is often limited. In many cases the Prefectural Councils, as well as bodies

representing the general public, such as local authorities, do not reply to relevant questions

from environment departments.

3. Coordination between the EIA and other EU directives and policies (such as possible

synergies between the EIA Directive and the IPPC Directive, the SEA Directive, the Habitats

and Birds Directives, the overall climate change and energy policy, etc.). The social,

economic and cultural impacts tend to be underestimated. The indirect environmental

implications of a project are insufficiently addressed (owing to lack of data, standards and

experience), as are generally the long-term implications. There is no understanding of the

combined impacts or of the systemic nature of the environment.

4. There is a very serious deficit in terms of monitoring compliance with environmental

standards. Staffing, especially of regional departments, for evaluating the environmental

impact studies is inadequate. Often just one scientist is responsible for checking the studies,

with responsibility for all the environmental issues of their region.

5. Environmental data are lacking at central government level, and even more so at regional

government level, and among individual experts. Maps (geological, forest, etc.) are in short

supply throughout Greece, as are intelligent maps (geographical information systems). There

is no land registry and the property ownership situation is opaque. Information organisation

(databases) is inadequate, making it difficult to access and use information.

4. Which concrete measures would you propose to achieve these improvements?

 Improving and applying skills using scientific research and environmental technology. More

specifically, the following types of environmental impact need to be distinguished:

positive/negative, large-scale/small-scale, short-term/long-term, direct/indirect, cumulative,

synergistic, reversible/irreversible. Another suggestion would be to improve the quality of

environmental impact studies through an interdisciplinary approach to the use of graphical

data; monitoring the direct, indirect, primary and secondary effects resulting from a given

activity; and using simulations to present key environmental processes. The aim would be to

make a more accurate assessment of environmental impact, taking account of interactions and

dynamic processes.

 Promoting environmental education, information, awareness-raising and public engagement.
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 Creating a competent administration and adequate control and corrective mechanisms to

tackle environmental risks. Active involvement of experts to assist the work of environment

departments.

 Use of economic tools to protect the environment and aligning environmental policy with

other sectoral policies, e.g. industrial, agricultural and tourism policy.

5. Do you think that the aforementioned improvements should be carried out at EU level through

regulatory measures amending the EIA Directive , or do you consider that alternatives to

legislation would suffice, i.e. guidance documents from the European Commission, voluntary

commitments, self-regulation etc? Please give reasons for your answer.

We think the EIA Directive needs to be improved in the ways outlined above through regulatory

provisions at EU level.

6. Do you believe the possible environmental benefits and the improvement in the reliability of the

project planning achieved thanks to the implementation of the EIA Directive are commensurate

with the costs borne by your administration and the developers in order to comply with its

requirements?

Yes, we believe that the administrative costs, as well as those borne by developers, are commensurate

with the likely environmental and other benefits achieved through application of the EIA Directive.

Aside from this, however, we think (and local communities and the bodies representing them, as well

as the manufacturing sector, are committed to this) that the administrative costs are commensurate, in

the main, with the purpose they serve, namely to raise awareness about the environment and thus also

about its protection.

7. Do you consider the requirements imposed by the EIA Directive as unnecessary administrative

burdens for developers or your administration?

If so, can you identify any ways of reducing unnecessary administrative burdens by optimising or

simplifying the EIA process? Please give reasons for your answers.

No, we do not consider these to be unnecessary administrative burdens. Nonetheless, drawing up

national, regional and local land-use plans that take account of the overall environmental impact of

such projects would help to reduce red tape and simplify procedures.

8. Do you believe the EIA Directive has helped to better inform the public and increase public

participation in the decision-making process? Please give reasons for your answer.

Yes, but improvements are needed to ensure more effective information and involvement of the public

in the decision-making process, especially in the case of large-scale measures.

Thus a very important next step would be to increase and formalise use of the internet during the

process of publicising the contribution of intermediate local authorities to implementation of the

Directive, i.e. the opinions of the Prefectural Council on preliminary environmental impact studies.

9. If possible, please provide examples of best practices for establishing operational models to

implement the EIA Directive.

C. SEA DIRECTIVE

10. Based on your experience of the SEA Directive, do you see a need for the EU to improve the

process of Strategic Environmental Assessment? Please give reasons for your answer.
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We consider the effects of implementing the SEA Directive, as well as the consequent need for

improvements in the Strategic Environmental Assessment, to be a matter of national planning and

therefore irrelevant to local government.

Thus we do not think it is appropriate for the Prefectural authorities to provide answers to the

questions below.

11. Which of the following aspects of the EIA Directive do you believe should be fundamentally

improved in the future? Multiple answers are possible.

b. The Directive's scope of application

b. The scope and content of the environmental report

c. The identification of “reasonable alternatives” – lack of a definition of this concept

d. Consultations (public, and environmental authorities)

e. Particular issues pertaining to transboundary consultations

f. Monitoring significant environmental effects

g. Coordination between the EIA and other EU directives and policies (such as possible

synergies between the EIA Directive and the IPPC Directive
19

, the SEA Directive, the

Habitats
20

and Birds
21

Directives, the overall climate change and energy policy, etc.)

h. Others (please specify)

12. Which concrete measures would you propose to achieve these improvements?

13. Do you think that the aforementioned improvements should be carried out at EU level through

regulatory measures amending the SEA Directive, or do you consider that alternatives to

legislation would suffice, i.e. guidance documents from the European Commission, voluntary

commitments, self-regulation, etc.? Please give reasons for your answer.

14. Do you believe the possible environmental benefits achieved thanks to the implementation of the

SEA Directive are commensurate with the costs envisaged by your administration in order to

comply with its requirements?

19
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control, Directive 2008/1/EC.

20
Directive 92/43/EEC.

21
Directive 79/409/EEC.
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15. Do you consider the requirements imposed by the SEA Directive as unnecessary administrative

burdens for developers or your administration?

If so, can you identify any ways of reducing unnecessary administrative burdens by optimising or

simplifying the SEA process? Please give reasons for your answers.

16. In many Member States the transposition of the SEA Directive into national or regional law was

delayed. Has this affected in any way the work of your administration in the implementation of

this Directive?

17. Can you provide examples of best practices for establishing operational models to implement the

SEA Directive?

C. Possible future impact assessment consultation

18. In the event that the European Commission comes forward with proposals to amend the EIA and/

or the SEA Directives in the future, it would probably conduct an impact assessment to

accompany its proposals.

In view of the role of local and regional authorities in the implementation of these Directives,

would you be interested in participating in a possible Impact Assessment Consultation of the CoR

Subsidiarity Monitoring Network?

What kind of information would you be willing to share with the Committee of the Regions and the

European Commission (e.g. experience in the implementation of the Directives, possible best

practices, quantitative data regarding EIA and SEA and in particular the costs thereof, etc.)?

_____________
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Regional Assembly of Extremadura

COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS – DIRECTORATE FOR CONSULTATIVE WORK

DEVE Commission and "Networks & Subsidiarity" Unit

QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE APPLICATION AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE

EIA AND THE SEA DIRECTIVES

COM (2009) 378 final and COM (2009) 469 final

Submitted by Mr José Macário Correia (PT/EPP) for consultation of the Subsidiarity

Monitoring Network

Please complete and submit by Friday 8 January 2010. You can upload the completed

questionnaires directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network webpage

(http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu – remember to log in). Alternatively, you can send them by email to

subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.

Name of the Authority: ASAMBLEA DE EXTREMADURA

Contact person: DIEGO Mº MORENO HURTADO

Contact details (phone, email) dmmoreno@asambleaex.es

BACKGROUND

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)

The Directive on the assessment of the effects of projects on the environment (Environmental Impact
Assessment or EIA Directive) was introduced in 1985 and was first amended in 1997

22
.

The EIA procedure ensures that the environmental consequences of projects are identified and
assessed before authorisation is given. The public can give its opinion and all results are taken into
account in the authorisation procedure of the project. The public is informed of the decision
afterwards.

22
Directive 85/337/EEC as amended by Directives 97/11/EC and 2003/35/EC.
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The EIA Directive outlines which project categories shall be made subject to an EIA, which
procedure shall be followed and the content of the assessment.

Following the signature of the Aarhus Convention by the Community on 25 June 1998, the EIA
Directive was amended once more in May 2003.

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

The purpose of the Directive on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the

environment (Strategic Environmental Assessment or SEA Directive)
23

is to ensure that the

environmental consequences of certain plans and programmes are identified and assessed during their

preparation and before their adoption. The public and environmental authorities can give their opinion

and all results are brought together and taken into account in the course of the planning procedure.

After the adoption of the plan or programme the public is informed about the decision and the way in

which it was made. In the event of the likelihood of significant transboundary effects, the Member

State concerned and its citizens are informed and have the possibility to make comments which are

also taken into account in the national decision-making process.

SEA will contribute to more transparent planning by involving the public and by taking into account

environmental considerations. This will help to achieve the goal of sustainable development.

Please complete the following questions:

A. EIA/SEA Directives

1. Has your administration (or the members of your association) been involved in the

implementation of the EIA or the SEA Directives, and if so in what capacity?

Yes. The Directorate-General for Environmental Assessment and Quality is the body responsible for

the environment in the Autonomous Community of Extremadura. It carries out environmental impact

assessments of projects, plans and programmes falling outside the remit of the national government.

B. EIA DIRECTIVE

2. Based on your experience of the application of the EIA Directive, do you see a need for the EU to

improve the process of Environmental Impact Assessment by eventually amending the Directive?

Please give reasons for your answer.

The directive covers the essential aspects of the procedure and many of the aspects that could be

included in the directive have already been covered by national legislation in Royal Legislative

Decree No 1/2008. Therefore, we consider that the environmental impact assessment procedure for

projects in Spain is more or less closed. Nonetheless, the directive could be modified in relation to the

points mentioned below.

23
Directive 2001/42/EC.
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3. Which of the following aspects of the EIA Directive do you believe should be fundamentally
improved in the future? Multiple answers are possible.

a. The screening procedure
b. The quality of the EIAs, namely the quality of the information used in the EIA

(scoping procedure), quality of the documentation and of the EIA process itself
c. Practices put in place for public participation
d. EIA procedures for projects with transboundary impacts
e. Coordination between the EIA and other EU directives and policies (such as possible

synergies between the EIA Directive and the IPPC Directive
24

, the SEA Directive, the

Habitats
25

and Birds
26

Directives, the overall climate change and energy policy, etc.)
f. Other issues (please specify)

a. The directive establishes the possibility of setting thresholds or analysing on a case-by-case basis

the projects to be submitted for environmental assessment. The case-by-case analysis, based on the

criteria set down in Annex III, is likely to be problematic, and we therefore do not believe that the

solution would be to set thresholds applicable to the criteria in Annex III, as it would be a difficult and

lengthy process and some cases could be omitted. However, it could be useful to have interpretation

manuals such as those that exist in many other areas. One issue that remains to be solved is whether

preventive and corrective measures can be set up within the preliminary assessment procedure,

without requiring the project to be subject to a detailed environmental assessment: this would mean

setting up a "simplified procedure".

b. As regards the quality of environmental impact studies, we believe that it is up to the Member

States and, where applicable, the Autonomous Communities, to monitor this. Nonetheless, it could be

useful if the directive included a general mention supporting the request for additional documentation

from administrations competent in the field of the environment; also, it is to be assumed that with the

development of legislation relating to the Aarhus convention, access to information by authors of

environmental impact studies will be improved.

With regard to the period of validity of the EIA and the monitoring of environmental impacts, the

directive could include the relevant aspects of RD1/08, which we consider to be appropriate.

c. Public information seems to be a complex issue to regulate in the directive, insofar as procedures

could vary greatly between Member States. In any case, and in relation to the aspects included in the

document, we believe that if the directive establishes anything concrete, it should be made clear there

must only be one occasion for public participation, as otherwise the procedure could become too

drawn out. We believe that RD 1/08 gives the right solution.

d. We believe that there are aspects regarding cross-border consultations that should be regulated,

24
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control, Directive 2008/1/EC.

25
Directive 92/43/EEC.

26
Directive 79/409/EEC.
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such as: how can a Member State be aware of a project in another Member State that might affect it?

What timeframe does it have to highlight this? On what aspects may it give its opinion? Etc. Our

experience with various cross-border consultations has not been very satisfactory, particularly as

regards the deadlines by which the consulted country must send reports. It would be helpful if the

directive cleared up certain aspects and established standard agreements.

e. We believe that coordination between the EIA and SEA is clear and simple. Their scope and range

are different, and so we believe that they should not be recast. As regards the possibility of overlaps,

this could occur in some cases related to land use, although we believe that given the diversity of

cases that will exist between countries, it should be the Member States' task to delimit the scope.

As regards the connection with the IPPC directive, it would be useful to harmonise the thresholds

defining the activities to which it applies. We do not believe that coordination measures should be set

down in a directive, as the Member States should be free to set these up themselves.

With regard to the Habitats Directive, we believe that the EIA Directive should expressly refer to the

assessment procedure in Article 6 (3) and (4) of the Habitats Directive. This is how it is done in our

Autonomous Community, and this clearly improves the environmental assessment, complies with the

Habitats Directive and reduces the assessment time.

Lastly, we believe that it is difficult to take climate change into account in the environmental impact

assessment of a specific project. Moreover, the climate factor is already included in Article 3 of the

directive. The SEA directive should develop this issue further, however, and it would also be very

useful to publish manuals explaining how to include climate change in environmental assessments.

4. Which concrete measures would you propose to achieve these improvements?

+ Include a period of validity for the EIA, follow-up requirement and surveillance plan.

+ Broader development, establishing procedures and timeframes for cross-border consultations.

+ Harmonise EIA and IPPC thresholds.

+ Determine more explicitly the concept of "public concerned".

+ Expressly include in the EIA directive the assessment procedure set down in Article 6(3) and (4) of

the Habitats Directive.

+ Publish manuals for interpreting and implementing the legislation.

5. Do you think that the aforementioned improvements should be carried out at EU level through

regulatory measures amending the EIA Directive , or do you consider that alternatives to

legislation would suffice, i.e. guidance documents from the European Commission, voluntary

commitments, self-regulation etc? Please give reasons for your answer.

The five points mentioned should be modified in the directive.

As stated in point 3, for other aspects such as clarification of threshold application criteria, publication

would be sufficient.

6. Do you believe the possible environmental benefits and the improvement in the reliability of the

project planning achieved thanks to the implementation of the EIA Directive are commensurate

with the costs borne by your administration and the developers in order to comply with its

requirements?.
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Yes, in general, the environmental impact assessment is a very useful instrument for monitoring the

impact of a project on the environment. Its use might be debatable for certain small projects which

have such a minor impact that they would not require the procedure. It should be pointed out that, in

this respect, the problem has more to do with the transposition of the directive by the Spanish

government than the directive itself. See, for example, the transposition carried out in relation to the

extractive activities stated in Annex I.

7. Do you consider the requirements imposed by the EIA Directive as unnecessary administrative

burdens for developers or your administration?

If so, can you identify any ways of reducing unnecessary administrative burdens by optimising or

simplifying the EIA process? Please give reasons for your answers.

See above point. In this regard, the mandatory performance of preliminary consultations for all

projects established by national legislation could be debated. While this preliminary consultation is

very useful for many projects, it takes up a disproportionate amount of time and money for certain

activities covered by national legislation which, due to their smaller scale, drag on unnecessarily, thus

delaying projects.

8. Do you believe the EIA Directive has helped to better inform the public and increase public

participation in the decision-making process? Please give reasons for your answer.

Yes, without doubt. In practice, the procedure has led to the inclusion of public information and

consultations that did not previously exist. Moreover, the environmental impact assessment is now a

broad concept that is fully disseminated amongst the population.

9. If possible, please provide examples of best practices for establishing operational models to

implement the EIA Directive.

Work should be carried out in areas such as:

+ improving the dissemination of environmental information to developers and citizens;

+ determining the concept of "public concerned";

+ guides for drawing up environmental impact studies according to activities;

+ defining the scope of information that administrations must supply to the public (sometimes

submission requests are received that comprise photocopies of entire projects of over 500 pages);

+ reconciling the public's right to information with the preservation of the interests of developers who

want to protect their projects and the methodologies they have developed.

C. SEA DIRECTIVE

10. Based on your experience of the SEA Directive, do you see a need for the EU to improve the

process of Strategic Environmental Assessment? Please give reasons for your answer.

The strategic environmental assessment procedure has been implemented at national level through

law No 9/2006. On the whole, with the implementation of the directive and the abovementioned law,

we believe that the strategic environmental assessment objectives are being adequately met,

notwithstanding the comments and potential improvements mentioned below.

11. Which of the following aspects of the SEA Directive do you consider should be fundamentally

improved in the future? Multiple answers are possible.
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a. The Directive’s scope of application

b. The scope and content of the environmental report

c. The identification of “reasonable alternatives” – lack of a definition of this concept

d. Consultations (public, and environmental authorities)

e. Particular issues pertaining to transboundary consultations

f. Monitoring significant environmental effects

g. Coordination between the SEA and other EU directives and policies (such as possible
synergies between the SEA Directive and the IPPC Directive27, the EIA Directive, the
Habitats28 and Birds29 Directives, the overall climate change and energy policy, etc.)

h. Others (please specify)
a. We believe that the wording of the directive could be misleading as regards the treatment of

modifications and plans that do not include projects covered by the environmental impact assessment.

It would also be useful to clarify the aspects relating to land use.

b. We believe that national legislation sufficiently deals with this point.

c. This aspect could be developed further.

d. We believe that national legislation sufficiently deals with this point.

e. The comments on the environmental impact assessment of projects apply here. This point should be

improved.

f. National legislation covers this point, although the directive could develop it further, and it would

be useful to publish guidelines on the subject.

g. We believe that coordination between the EIA and SEA is clear and simple. Their scope and fields

of application are different, and so we believe that they should not be recast.

With regard to the relation with the IPPC directive, we do not believe that any type of coordination

would be appropriate.

With regard to the Habitats Directive, we believe that the EAE Directive should expressly refer to the

27
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control, Directive 2008/1/EC.

28
Directive 92/43/EEC.

29
Directive 79/409/EEC.
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assessment procedure in Article 6 (3) and (4) of the Habitats Directive.

We believe that it could be helpful to include an express reference to climate change.

12. Which concrete measures would you propose to achieve these improvements?

+ Define more clearly the plans and programmes subject to assessment on a case-by-case basis.

+ Define a shortened procedure for plans and programmes assessed on a case-by-case basis.

13. Do you think that the aforementioned improvements should be carried out at EU level through

regulatory measures amending the SEA Directive, or do you consider that alternatives to

legislation would suffice, i.e. guidance documents from the European Commission, voluntary

commitments, self-regulation, etc.? Please give reasons for your answer.

The two improvements mentioned could be covered by guidance documents. Also, other practical

manuals could be drawn up for different sectors, etc.

14. Do you believe the possible environmental benefits achieved thanks to the implementation of the

SEA Directive are commensurate with the costs envisaged by your administration in order to

comply with its requirements?

Overall, yes. Only for certain low-impact plans and programmes would this assessment not be

required. We therefore believe that a shortened procedure should be developed for certain cases.

15. Do you consider the requirements imposed by the SEA Directive as unnecessary administrative

burdens for developers or your administration?

If so, can you identify any ways of reducing unnecessary administrative burdens by optimising or

simplifying the SEA process? Please give reasons for your answers.

In general, no, although the comments made in the above point also apply.

16. In many Member States the transposition of the SEA Directive into national or regional law was

delayed. Has this affected in any way the work of your administration in the implementation of

this Directive?

Yes. The directive has been implemented through national legislation.

17. Can you provide examples of best practices for establishing operational models to implement the

SEA Directive?

+ Manuals to determine which projects are assessed on a case-by-base basis.

+Manuals to determine, for each sector, the content of environmental documents generated in the

procedure.
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C. Possible future impact assessment consultation

18. In the event that the European Commission comes forward with proposals to amend the EIA and/

or the SEA Directives in the future, it would probably conduct an impact assessment to

accompany its proposals.

In view of the role of local and regional authorities in the implementation of these Directives,

would you be interested in participating in a possible Impact Assessment Consultation of the CoR

Subsidiarity Monitoring Network?

What kind of information would you be willing to share with the Committee of the Regions and the

European Commission (e.g. experience in the implementation of the Directives, possible best

practices, quantitative data regarding EIA and SEA and in particular the costs thereof, etc.)?

Yes.

We would be willing to share any information that we possess regarding the environmental

assessment falling within our remit, together with our practical knowledge and experience of the

issues arising when these environmental procedures are implemented.

________________________
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Catalan Parliament

COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS – DIRECTORATE FOR CONSULTATIVE WORK

DEVE Commission and "Networks & Subsidiarity" Unit

QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE APPLICATION AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE

EIA AND THE SEA DIRECTIVES

COM (2009) 378 final and COM (2009) 469 final

Submitted by Mr José Macário Correia (PT/EPP) for consultation of the Subsidiarity

Monitoring Network

Please complete and submit by Friday 8 January 2010. You can upload the completed

questionnaires directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network webpage

(http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu – remember to log in). Alternatively, you can send them by email to

subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.

Name of the Authority: Catalan Parliament

Contact person: Marcel Riera/Blanca Massé

Contact details (phone, email)
mriera@parlament.cat/blanca.masse@parlament.cat

0034 933046500

BACKGROUND

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)

The Directive on the assessment of the effects of projects on the environment (Environmental Impact
Assessment or EIA Directive) was introduced in 1985 and was first amended in 1997

30
.

The EIA procedure ensures that the environmental consequences of projects are identified and
assessed before authorisation is given. The public can give its opinion and all results are taken into
account in the authorisation procedure of the project. The public is informed of the decision
afterwards.

30
Directive 85/337/EEC as amended by Directives 97/11/EC and 2003/35/EC.
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The EIA Directive outlines which project categories shall be made subject to an EIA, which
procedure shall be followed and the content of the assessment.

Following the signature of the Aarhus Convention by the Community on 25 June 1998, the EIA
Directive was amended once more in May 2003.

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

The purpose of the Directive on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the

environment (Strategic Environmental Assessment or SEA Directive)
31

is to ensure that the

environmental consequences of certain plans and programmes are identified and assessed during their

preparation and before their adoption. The public and environmental authorities can give their opinion

and all results are brought together and taken into account in the course of the planning procedure.

After the adoption of the plan or programme the public is informed about the decision and the way in

which it was made. In the event of the likelihood of significant transboundary effects, the Member

State concerned and its citizens are informed and have the possibility to make comments which are

also taken into account in the national decision-making process.

SEA will contribute to more transparent planning by involving the public and by taking into account

environmental considerations. This will help to achieve the goal of sustainable development.

Please complete the following questions:

A. EIA/SEA Directives

1. Has your administration (or the members of your association) been involved in the

implementation of the EIA or the SEA Directives, and if so in what capacity?

In transposing them to the Catalonian legal system, and in their implementation.

B. EIA DIRECTIVE

2. Based on your experience of the application of the EIA Directive, do you see a need for the EU to

improve the process of Environmental Impact Assessment by eventually amending the Directive?

Please give reasons for your answer.

Yes, by improving coordination of the EIA and SEA directives, revising annexes I and II and

requiring an environmental report to be drawn up for any project or facility.

31
Directive 2001/42/EC.
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3. Which of the following aspects of the EIA Directive do you believe should be fundamentally
improved in the future? Multiple answers are possible.

a. The screening procedure

b. The quality of the EIAs, namely the quality of the information used in the EIA
(scoping procedure), quality of the documentation and of the EIA process itself

c. Practices put in place for public participation

d. EIA procedures for projects with transboundary impacts

e. Coordination between the EIA and other EU directives and policies (such as possible
synergies between the EIA Directive and the IPPC Directive

32
, the SEA Directive, the

Habitats
33

and Birds
34

Directives, the overall climate change and energy policy, etc.)

f. Other issues (please specify)

A, b and e

4. Which concrete measures would you propose to achieve these improvements?

Reduce the cases in annex II to avoid subjectivity.

Make those drafting the EIA responsible for its content.

Draw up the EIA during the preliminary phase.

5. Do you think that the aforementioned improvements should be carried out at EU level through

regulatory measures amending the EIA Directive , or do you consider that alternatives to

legislation would suffice, i.e. guidance documents from the European Commission, voluntary

commitments, self-regulation etc? Please give reasons for your answer.

Unambiguous, universal regulatory measures. Other actions would generate differences between

countries, as each one may adopt and interpret them differently.

6. Do you believe the possible environmental benefits and the improvement in the reliability of the

project planning achieved thanks to the implementation of the EIA Directive are commensurate

with the costs borne by your administration and the developers in order to comply with its

requirements?.

Yes.

7. Do you consider the requirements imposed by the EIA Directive as unnecessary administrative

burdens for developers or your administration?

32
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control, Directive 2008/1/EC.

33
Directive 92/43/EEC.

34
Directive 79/409/EEC.



- 37 -

CdR 59/2010 (EN) ML/HK/ss .../...

If so, can you identify any ways of reducing unnecessary administrative burdens by optimising or

simplifying the EIA process? Please give reasons for your answers.

NO

8. Do you believe the EIA Directive has helped to better inform the public and increase public

participation in the decision-making process? Please give reasons for your answer.

A little; nonetheless, the EIA Directive has represented a real step forward.

9. If possible, please provide examples of best practices for establishing operational models to

implement the EIA Directive.

Creation of documents laying down the environmental surveillance plan (vital to ensure that

corrective measures are properly set up).

Incorporation of new technologies to facilitate access to information and procedures (web, email).

C. SEA DIRECTIVE

10. Based on your experience of the SEA Directive, do you see a need for the EU to improve the

process of Strategic Environmental Assessment? Please give reasons for your answer.

It should be improved by extending its scope to policies and legislation, and by setting up guidelines

for dealing with major or complex new environmental requirements (climate change; assessment of

alternatives, cumulative impact, etc.).

11. Which of the following aspects of the SEA Directive do you consider should be fundamentally

improved in the future? Multiple answers are possible.

a. The Directive’s scope of application

b. The scope and content of the environmental report

c. The identification of “reasonable alternatives” – lack of a definition of this concept

d. Consultations (public, and environmental authorities)

e. Particular issues pertaining to transboundary consultations

f. Monitoring significant environmental effects

g. Coordination between the SEA and other EU directives and policies (such as possible
synergies between the SEA Directive and the IPPC Directive35, the EIA Directive, the
Habitats36 and Birds37 Directives, the overall climate change and energy policy, etc.)

h. Others (please specify)

35
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control, Directive 2008/1/EC.

36
Directive 92/43/EEC.

37
Directive 79/409/EEC.
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The scope, as regards policies and laws.

The lack of methodology for the identification of "reasonable alternatives", which could differ widely

depending on the varying types of plans and programmes.

The lack of methodology or minimum requirements concerning the inclusion of conditions for

mitigating and adapting to climate change.

12. Which concrete measures would you propose to achieve these improvements?

Extend the scope of the directive to include instruments for defining and enforcing national, regional

and local policies. Guidance documents (manuals, guides) regarding the issues raised in the previous

paragraphs.

13. Do you think that the aforementioned improvements should be carried out at EU level through

regulatory measures amending the SEA Directive, or do you consider that alternatives to

legislation would suffice, i.e. guidance documents from the European Commission, voluntary

commitments, self-regulation, etc.? Please give reasons for your answer.

As the SEA Directive has only recently been issued, any modifications should be restricted to the

inclusion of policies and legislation. The other measures should essentially involve the creation of

guidance documents, as mentioned previously.

14. Do you believe the possible environmental benefits achieved thanks to the implementation of the

SEA Directive are commensurate with the costs envisaged by your administration in order to

comply with its requirements?

The environmental benefits that have been evident since the initial implementation phase of the

directive in Catalonia largely surpass the administrative costs it has incurred.

15. Do you consider the requirements imposed by the SEA Directive as unnecessary administrative

burdens for developers or your administration?

If so, can you identify any ways of reducing unnecessary administrative burdens by optimising or

simplifying the SEA process? Please give reasons for your answers.

The requirements of the SEA directive are absolutely necessary from the viewpoint of sustainable

development. Its implementation in Catalonia has made it possible to minimise the burden on

developers by including procedures, adjusting deadlines, avoiding duplications and providing

technical support.

16. In many Member States the transposition of the SEA Directive into national or regional law was

delayed. Has this affected in any way the work of your administration in the implementation of

this Directive?

The lack of specific legislation prior to 2006 prevented the directive from being fully implemented

until that date.
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17. Can you provide examples of best practices for establishing operational models to implement the

SEA Directive?

During the initial procedural phases, precise definition of the environmental criteria and objectives to

be implemented, prior proposals from the developer and consultations of the public administrations

and sectors of the public concerned.

Legal mechanisms set up to prevent duplications in assessments and to implement the SEA and EIA.

Strategic assessment of corridors in planning transport infrastructure and land-use.

C. Possible future impact assessment consultation

18. In the event that the European Commission comes forward with proposals to amend the EIA and/

or the SEA Directives in the future, it would probably conduct an impact assessment to

accompany its proposals.

In view of the role of local and regional authorities in the implementation of these Directives,

would you be interested in participating in a possible Impact Assessment Consultation of the CoR

Subsidiarity Monitoring Network?

What kind of information would you be willing to share with the Committee of the Regions and the

European Commission (e.g. experience in the implementation of the Directives, possible best

practices, quantitative data regarding EIA and SEA and in particular the costs thereof, etc.)?

All the information available is public and can therefore be shared.

________________________
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Emilia-Romagna Region

COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS – DIRECTORATE FOR CONSULTATIVE WORK

DEVE Commission and Networks & Subsidiarity Unit

QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE APPLICATION AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE

EIA AND SEA DIRECTIVES

COM(2009) 378 final and COM(2009) 469 final

Submitted by Mr José Macário Correia (PT/EPP) for consultation of the Subsidiarity

Monitoring Network

Please complete and submit by Friday 8 January 2010. You can upload the completed

questionnaires directly onto the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network webpage

(http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu – remember to log in). Alternatively, you can send them by email to

subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.

Name of the Authority: Emilia-Romagna region, Italy

Contact person: Anna Voltan

Contact details (phone, email)
Tel.: +39 0515275351

e-mail: avoltan@regione.emilia-romagna.it

BACKGROUND

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)

The Directive on the assessment of the effects of projects on the environment (Environmental Impact

Assessment or EIA Directive) was introduced in 1985 and was first amended in 1997
38

.

The EIA procedure ensures that the environmental consequences of projects are identified and

assessed before authorisation is given. The public can give its opinion and all results are taken into

account in the authorisation procedure of the project. The public is informed of the decision

afterwards.

38
Directive 85/337/EEC as amended by Directives 97/11/EC and 2003/35/EC.
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The EIA Directive outlines which project categories shall be made subject to an EIA, which

procedure shall be followed and the content of the assessment.

Following the signing of the Aarhus Convention by the Community on 25 June 1998, the EIA

Directive was amended once more in May 2003.

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

The purpose of the Directive on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the

environment (Strategic Environmental Assessment or SEA Directive)39 is to ensure that the

environmental consequences of certain plans and programmes are identified and assessed during their

preparation and before their adoption. The public and environmental authorities can give their opinion

and all results are brought together and taken into account in the course of the planning procedure.

After the adoption of the plan or programme the public is informed about the decision and the way in

which it was made. In the event of the likelihood of significant transboundary effects, the Member

State concerned and its citizens are informed and have the possibility of making comments which are

also taken into account in the national decision-making process.

SEA will contribute to more transparent planning by involving the public and by taking into account

environmental considerations. This will help to achieve the goal of sustainable development.

Please complete the following questions:

A. EIA/SEA Directives

1. Has your administration (or the members of your association) been involved in the

implementation of the EIA or the SEA Directives, and if so in what capacity?

The Emilia-Romagna region is the competent authority for environmental evaluation of the region's,

province's and river basin administrations' plans and programmes, under Legislative Decree 152/06,

as amended by Legislative Decree 4/08 and Regional Law 9/08.

Moreover, under Legislative Decree 152/06, as amended by Legislative Decree 4/08, the Emilia-

Romagna region is the competent authority for EIA, and issued Regional Law 9/99, which conferred

competence for EIA and screening on provinces and municipalities as well, in accordance with

positive lists appended to RL 9/99.

B. EIA DIRECTIVE

2. Based on your experience of the application of the EIA Directive, do you see a need for the EU to

improve the process of Environmental Impact Assessment by eventually amending the Directive?

Please give reasons for your answer.

39
Directive 2001/42/EC.
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Yes.

It is necessary to provide for integration and simplification of the procedures laid down by different

European standards, particularly SEA (Directive 2001/42/EC); IPPC (Directive 2008/1/EC); impact

assessments for special protection areas and sites of Community importance (Directives 92/43/EEC

and 79/409/EEC), authorisations for emissions to air, emissions to water, waste management, permit

trading, etc., in order to achieve better, more comprehensive, integrated consideration of

environmental issues and iron out a number of contradictions between the different European rules.

3. Which of the following aspects of the EIA Directive do you believe should be fundamentally

improved in the future? Multiple answers are possible.

a. The screening procedure

b. The quality of the EIAs, namely the quality of the information used in the EIA

(scoping procedure), quality of the documentation and of the EIA process itself

c. Practices put in place for public participation

d. EIA procedures for projects with transboundary impacts

e. Coordination between the EIA and other EU directives and policies (such as possible

synergies between the EIA Directive and the IPPC Directive40, the SEA Directive, the

Habitats41 and Birds42 Directives, the overall climate change and energy policy, etc.)

f. Other issues (please specify)

a) The screening procedure.

b) The scoping procedure.

c) Public participation.

e) Coordination between European directives.

4. Which concrete measures would you propose to achieve these improvements?

a) As regards the screening procedure, it seems useful, not to say necessary, to provide forms of

participation by authorities competent in environmental matters and the public in order to obtain more

comprehensive information on environmental aspects of the project (as already introduced in Emilia-

Romagna under RL 9/99).

b) As regards the scoping procedure, the possibility should be considered of making the process a

necessary, mandatory stage in the EIA procedure in order to improve and fine-tune the quality of EIA

procedures.

c) It would be useful to provide, within information and participation procedures, for a wide range of

public consultation arrangements: submission of written comments; public enquiries and hearings,

with dialogue between administrations and the public; dialogue between proposing bodies and the

40
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control, Directive 2008/1/EC.

41
Directive 92/43/EEC.

42
Directive 79/409/EEC.



- 43 -

CdR 59/2010 (EN) ML/HK/ss .../...

public or associations submitting comments, etc. (as already introduced in Emilia-Romagna under

RL 9/99).

e) It is necessary to provide for integration and simplification of the procedures laid down by different

European standards, particularly SEA (Directive 2001/42/EC); IPPC (Directive 2008/1/EC); impact

assessments for special protection areas and sites of Community importance (Directives 92/43/EEC

and 79/409/EEC), authorisations for emissions to air, emissions to water, waste management, permit

trading, etc., in order to achieve better, more comprehensive, integrated consideration of

environmental issues (as already introduced in Emilia-Romagna under RL 9/99).

5. Do you think that the aforementioned improvements should be carried out at EU level through

regulatory measures amending the EIA Directive , or do you consider that alternatives to

legislation would suffice, i.e. guidance documents from the European Commission, voluntary

commitments, self-regulation etc? Please give reasons for your answer.

We believe it necessary, as regards almost all the issues mentioned, to lay down regulatory measures,

in order to provide legal certainty for integration of procedures, enabling Member States to act in a

uniform way. There is also a need for both guidance documents and guidelines and, most importantly,

arrangements for exchanges of views and experiences between the competent authorities in the

different Member States.

6. Do you believe the possible environmental benefits and the improvement in the reliability of the

project planning achieved thanks to the implementation of the EIA Directive are commensurate

with the costs borne by your administration and the developers in order to comply with its

requirements?.

Yes.

The environmental benefits more than justify the costs.

7. Do you consider the requirements imposed by the EIA Directive as unnecessary administrative

burdens for developers or your administration?

If so, can you identify any ways of reducing unnecessary administrative burdens by optimising or

simplifying the EIA process? Please give reasons for your answers.

No.

8. Do you believe the EIA Directive has helped to better inform the public and increase public

participation in the decision-making process? Please give reasons for your answer.

Yes.

The introduction of formalised participation procedures has led to increasing public participation in

decision-making processes, often just to express first impressions but also occasionally to point out

important points from an environmental perspective which have helped to make the decision taken

more environmentally friendly.
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9. If possible, please provide examples of best practices for establishing operational models to

implement the EIA Directive.

The regulation of the EIA procedures laid down by the Emilia-Romagna region's RL 9/99 and

reproduced in part by the recent national Legislative Decree 4/08, in particular as regards integrating

procedures.

C. SEA DIRECTIVE

10. Based on your experience of the SEA Directive, do you see a need for the EU to improve the

process of Strategic Environmental Assessment? Please give reasons for your answer.

Yes.

More comprehensive, resolute integration of environmental aspects into plans and programmes needs

to be provided for, in particular by strengthening dialogue and exchange of information and

assessments between the authorities developing the plan or programme and the authorities with

competence in environmental matters.

In addition, it would be useful to provide for better, formal integration (involving subsequent

simplification of their procedures) with other European policies and directives, particularly SEA

(Directive 2001/42/EC); IPPC (Directive 2008/1/EC); impact assessments for special protection areas

and sites of Community importance (Directives 92/43/EEC and 79/409/EEC), etc., in order to achieve

better, more comprehensive, integrated consideration of environmental issues.

11. Which of the following aspects of the SEA Directive do you consider should be fundamentally

improved in the future? Multiple answers are possible.

a. The Directive’s scope of application

b. The scope and content of the environmental report

c. The identification of “reasonable alternatives” – lack of a definition of this concept

d. Consultations (public, and environmental authorities)

e. Particular issues pertaining to transboundary consultations

f. Monitoring significant environmental effects

g. Coordination between the SEA and other EU directives and policies (such as possible

synergies between the SEA Directive and the IPPC Directive43, the EIA Directive, the

Habitats44 and Birds45 Directives, the overall climate change and energy policy, etc.)

h. Others (please specify)

43
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control, Directive 2008/1/EC.
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Scope.

c) Identification of “reasonable alternatives”.

f) Monitoring

g) Coordination with other directives and policies.

12. Which concrete measures would you propose to achieve these improvements?

a) With regard to scope, plans and programmes (and minor amendments thereto) which merely

implement plans and programmes already subject to SEA need to be excluded from SEA and

screening, to avoid duplicating assessments unnecessarily and making them unnecessarily lengthy.

c) It would be useful to try and lay down a better, more detailed definition of "reasonable

alternatives", as well as providing appropriate guidelines which distinguish between the different

planning and programming instruments.

f) It would be useful to provide a better definition of monitoring with regard to SEA of plans and

programmes, making it legally binding for all plans and programmes subject to SEA to set out

respective "monitoring plans" and developing guidelines providing common provisions on monitoring

arrangements and indicators, with the aim of building a core set of common indicators which will

enable plans, programmes and their respective SEA to be compared on a European scale, along with

their environmental effectiveness.

g) In addition, it would be useful to provide for better, formal integration (involving subsequent

simplification of their procedures) with other European policies and directives, particularly EIA

(Directive 85/337/EEC), e.g. excluding consideration of alternatives to a project provided for by a

plan or programme subject to SEA; IPPC (Directive 2008/1/EC); impact assessments for special

protection areas and sites of Community importance (Directives 92/43/EEC and 79/409/EEC), e.g.

excluding impact assessments being carried out on projects provided for in their entirety by a plan or

programme subject to SEA.

13. Do you think that the aforementioned improvements should be carried out at EU level through

regulatory measures amending the SEA Directive, or do you consider that alternatives to

legislation would suffice, i.e. guidance documents from the European Commission, voluntary

commitments, self-regulation, etc.? Please give reasons for your answer.

The improvements can be achieved partly by amending legislation and partly through administrative

provisions such as "guidelines", as stated in the response to point 12 above.

14. Do you believe the possible environmental benefits achieved thanks to the implementation of the

SEA Directive are commensurate with the costs envisaged by your administration in order to

comply with its requirements?

44
Directive 92/43/EEC.

45
Directive 79/409/EEC.
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Yes.

The environmental benefits more than justify the costs.

15. Do you consider the requirements imposed by the SEA Directive as unnecessary administrative

burdens for developers or your administration?

If so, can you identify any ways of reducing unnecessary administrative burdens by optimising or

simplifying the SEA process? Please give reasons for your answers.

No.

16. In many Member States the transposition of the SEA Directive into national or regional law was

delayed. Has this affected in any way the work of your administration in the implementation of

this Directive?

Yes.

17. Can you provide examples of best practices for establishing operational models to implement the

SEA Directive?

No.

C. Possible future impact assessment consultation

18. In the event that the European Commission comes forward with proposals to amend the EIA and/

or the SEA Directives in the future, it would probably conduct an impact assessment to

accompany its proposals.

In view of the role of local and regional authorities in the implementation of these Directives,

would you be interested in participating in a possible Impact Assessment Consultation of the CoR

Subsidiarity Monitoring Network?

What kind of information would you be willing to share with the Committee of the Regions and the

European Commission (e.g. experience in the implementation of the Directives, possible best

practices, quantitative data regarding EIA and SEA and in particular the costs thereof, etc.)?

The Emilia-Romagna region would be extremely interested in taking part in the consultation on SEA

and EIA.

The information provided is based on the experience of the Emilia-Romagna region concerning, in

particular, implementing directives, quantitative data and evaluations on improving SEA and EIA.

_____________



- 47 -

CdR 59/2010 (EN) ML/HK/ss .../...

Lombardy Region

COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS – DIRECTORATE FOR CONSULTATIVE WORK

DEVE Commission and "Networks & Subsidiarity" Unit

QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE APPLICATION AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE

EIA AND THE SEA DIRECTIVES

COM (2009) 378 final and COM (2009) 469 final

Submitted by Mr José Macário Correia (PT/EPP) for consultation of the Subsidiarity

Monitoring Network

Please complete and submit by Friday 8 January 2010. You can upload the completed

questionnaires directly on the Subsidiarity Monitoring Network webpage

(http://subsidiarity.cor.europa.eu – remember to log in). Alternatively, you can send them by email to

subsidiarity@cor.europa.eu.

Name of the Authority: Lombardy Region (Italy) – Regional Executive

Contact person:
Filippo Dadone (EIA)

Piero Garbelli (SEA)

Contact details (phone, email)
+39 0267655711 – filippo_dadone@regione.lombardia.it

+39 0267654677 – piero_garbelli@regione.lombardia.it

BACKGROUND

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)

The Directive on the assessment of the effects of projects on the environment (Environmental Impact
Assessment or EIA Directive) was introduced in 1985 and was first amended in 1997

46
.

The EIA procedure ensures that the environmental consequences of projects are identified and
assessed before authorisation is given. The public can give its opinion and all results are taken into

46
Directive 85/337/EEC as amended by Directives 97/11/EC and 2003/35/EC.
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account in the authorisation procedure of the project. The public is informed of the decision
afterwards.

The EIA Directive outlines which project categories shall be made subject to an EIA, which
procedure shall be followed and the content of the assessment.

Following the signature of the Aarhus Convention by the Community on 25 June 1998, the EIA
Directive was amended once more in May 2003.
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

The purpose of the Directive on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the

environment (Strategic Environmental Assessment or SEA Directive)
47

is to ensure that the

environmental consequences of certain plans and programmes are identified and assessed during their

preparation and before their adoption. The public and environmental authorities can give their opinion

and all results are brought together and taken into account in the course of the planning procedure.

After the adoption of the plan or programme the public is informed about the decision and the way in

which it was made. In the event of the likelihood of significant transboundary effects, the Member

State concerned and its citizens are informed and have the possibility to make comments which are

also taken into account in the national decision-making process.

SEA will contribute to more transparent planning by involving the public and by taking into account

environmental considerations. This will help to achieve the goal of sustainable development.

Please complete the following questions:

A. EIA/SEA Directives

1. Has your administration (or the members of your association) been involved in the

implementation of the EIA or the SEA Directives, and if so in what capacity?

Yes, mainly in the capacity of competent authority for the EIA and SEA, and in drawing up the

national and regional implementing rules.

B. EIA DIRECTIVE

2. Based on your experience of the application of the EIA Directive, do you see a need for the EU to

improve the process of Environmental Impact Assessment by eventually amending the Directive?

Please give reasons for your answer.

Yes, particularly as regards:

 EIA-SEA coordination

 ensuring that environmental aspects are considered and incorporated from the very first stages of

planning, when there is a real possibility of influencing the alternatives.

47
Directive 2001/42/EC.
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3. Which of the following aspects of the EIA Directive do you believe should be fundamentally

improved in the future? Multiple answers are possible.

a. The screening procedure YES

b. The quality of the EIAs, namely the quality of the information used in the EIA

(scoping procedure), quality of the documentation and of the EIA process itself YES

c. Practices put in place for public participation

d. EIA procedures for projects with transboundary impacts

e. Coordination between the EIA and other EU directives and policies (such as possible

synergies between the EIA Directive and the IPPC Directive
48

, the SEA Directive, the

Habitats
49

and Birds
50

Directives, the overall climate change and energy policy, etc.)

YES

f. Other issues (please specify). The planning level at which the EIA procedure is to

be applied.

4. Which concrete measures would you propose to achieve these improvements?

a. Specify the criteria for the EIA screening procedure.

b. Make "scoping" obligatory in certain cases; promote directives on the content of

environmental impact studies.

c. //

d. //

e. Closer coordination of the EIA and SEA Directives in cases where they could overlap

(particularly when the approval of a project subject to EIA will affect an existing plan

or programme), inter alia by specifying more clearly the planning categories subject

to EIA; make concurrence of IPPC and EIA procedures obligatory.

f. In certain cases make it obligatory to apply the EIA Directive from the initial

planning stages, where there is a real possibility of influencing the alternatives.

5. Do you think that the aforementioned improvements should be carried out at EU level through

regulatory measures amending the EIA Directive , or do you consider that alternatives to

legislation would suffice, i.e. guidance documents from the European Commission, voluntary

commitments, self-regulation etc? Please give reasons for your answer.

For all points [except the second part of point b] regulatory measures are needed, as alterations of the

content of the Directive are involved or, at any rate, aspects which should be made binding on the

Member States.

6. Do you believe the possible environmental benefits and the improvement in the reliability of the

project planning achieved thanks to the implementation of the EIA Directive are commensurate

48
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control, Directive 2008/1/EC.

49
Directive 92/43/EEC.

50
Directive 79/409/EEC.
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with the costs borne by your administration and the developers in order to comply with its

requirements?.

The direct costs (such as those for drawing up studies, inquiries, staff) appear commensurate. In some

cases the costs for developers are too high, because of delays in the implementation of projects

following on from the application of the Directive.

7. Do you consider the requirements imposed by the EIA Directive as unnecessary administrative

burdens for developers or your administration?

If so, can you identify any ways of reducing unnecessary administrative burdens by optimising or

simplifying the EIA process? Please give reasons for your answers.

In some cases the costs for developers are too high, because of delays in the implementation of

projects following on from the application of the Directive.

Possible ways of simplifying things:

 require that the EIA Directive be applied at an initial stage of the planning process, with possible

conformity check on the definitive project

 specify that in the verification procedure a simplified impact assessment can be conducted, so that

it is not necessary to undergo EIA

 provide for the possibility of coordination between the EIA and SEA Directives in certain cases

make concurrence of IPPC and EIA procedures obligatory.

8. Do you believe the EIA Directive has helped to better inform the public and increase public

participation in the decision-making process? Please give reasons for your answer.

Yes, in particular because comments from the public are assessed by a third authority which has

recognised technical competence. It could improve further if it were promoted during the initial

planning stages.

9. If possible, please provide examples of best practices for establishing operational models to

implement the EIA Directive.

The EIA procedure for "strategic infrastructure", carried out on the preliminary project with

compliance check on the definitive project.

C. SEA DIRECTIVE

10. Based on your experience of the SEA Directive, do you see a need for the EU to improve the

process of Strategic Environmental Assessment? Please give reasons for your answer.

Yes, in particular as regards:

 coordination between environmental assessments (EIA – SEA – impact assessments under

Directive 92/43/EEC);

 coordination of procedures with authorisations granted under other Directives concerning the

environment;

 incorporation of economic and social sustainability assessments into the SEA Directive.

11. Which of the following aspects of the SEA Directive do you consider should be fundamentally

improved in the future? Multiple answers are possible.
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a. The Directive’s scope of application

b. The scope and content of the environmental report

c. The identification of “reasonable alternatives” – lack of a definition of this concept YES

d. Consultations (public, and environmental authorities)

e. Particular issues pertaining to transboundary consultations

f. Monitoring significant environmental effects YES

g. Coordination between the SEA and other EU directives and policies (such as possible

synergies between the SEA Directive and the IPPC Directive51, the EIA Directive, the

Habitats52 and Birds53 Directives, the overall climate change and energy policy, etc.) YES

h. Others (please specify) YES

h1. the possibility of providing for power of substitution or penalties where the SEA Directive is not

properly implemented in individual P/P procedures, to limit any appeals to administrative courts in the

individual Member States or the launch of Community infringement procedures.

12. Which concrete measures would you propose to achieve these improvements?

See the answer to question 13.

13. Do you think that the aforementioned improvements should be carried out at EU level through

regulatory measures amending the SEA Directive, or do you consider that alternatives to

legislation would suffice, i.e. guidance documents from the European Commission, voluntary

commitments, self-regulation, etc.? Please give reasons for your answer.

In general, we feel that the adoption of appropriate regulatory measures could be useful.

14. Do you believe the possible environmental benefits achieved thanks to the implementation of the

SEA Directive are commensurate with the costs envisaged by your administration in order to

comply with its requirements?

15. Do you consider the requirements imposed by the SEA Directive as unnecessary administrative

burdens for developers or your administration?

If so, can you identify any ways of reducing unnecessary administrative burdens by optimising or

simplifying the SEA process? Please give reasons for your answers.

It could be useful to minimise any burdens arising from implementation of the Directives concerning

51
Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control, Directive 2008/1/EC.

52
Directive 92/43/EEC.

53
Directive 79/409/EEC.
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the environment by means of greater integration of procedures in the assessment and authorisation

processes relating to landscape and the environment.

16. In many Member States the transposition of the SEA Directive into national or regional law was

delayed. Has this affected in any way the work of your administration in the implementation of

this Directive?

No, as with Regional Law 12/05 the Lombardy region implemented the SEA Directive and with

Regional Executive Resolution No. 361/07 and Regional Council Resolution 6420/07 and subsequent

amendments and additions it regulated the procedural aspects of the Directive.

17. Can you provide examples of best practices for establishing operational models to implement the

SEA Directive?

C. Possible future impact assessment consultation

18. In the event that the European Commission comes forward with proposals to amend the EIA and/

or the SEA Directives in the future, it would probably conduct an impact assessment to

accompany its proposals.

In view of the role of local and regional authorities in the implementation of these Directives,

would you be interested in participating in a possible Impact Assessment Consultation of the CoR

Subsidiarity Monitoring Network?

What kind of information would you be willing to share with the Committee of the Regions and

the European Commission (e.g. experience in the implementation of the Directives, possible best

practices, quantitative data regarding EIA and SEA and in particular the costs thereof, etc.)?

We are willing to take part in the initiative, contributing our expertise in implementing the SEA

Directive in Lombardy and helping to draw up an amended version of the SEA Directive or any

document or regulation on implementing the different aspects thereof.

____________


