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 EU EIA Directive and the Requirement for
Screening

* Principles of Screening — it should...

e EXxperience from other Member States
— Overview
— UK
— Greece
— Austria
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Leqgislation:

Directive 2011/92/EU of 13 December 2011, on the assessment of the
effects of certain public and private projects on the environment

— AKA The EIA Directive

Main Article = Article 4
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Article 4

Article 4(1). Subject to Article 2(4), projects listed in Annex | shall be made
subject to an assessment in accordance with Articles 5 to 10.

Article 4(2). Subject to Article 2(4), for projects listed in Annex Il, Member
States shall determine whether the project shall be made subject to an
assessment in accordance with Articles 5 to 10. Member States shall make
that determination through:

(a) a case-by-case examination;

or

(b) thresholds or criteria set by the Member State. Member States may decide to apply both

procedures referred to in points (a) and (b).
Article 4(3). When a case-by-case examination is carried out or thresholds
or criteria are set for the purpose of paragraph 2, the relevant selection
criteria set out in Annex Ill shall be taken into account.

Article 4(4). Member States shall ensure that the determination made by the

competent authorities under paragraph 2 is made available to the public.
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Annex lll contains the screening criteria
— Characteristics of Projects

— Location of Projects

— Characteristics of Potential Impacts




EIA and the Screening stage

In summary:

« EIA s required when a project is likely to have
significant effects on the environment.

 ‘EIA screening’ refers to the process of making that
decision, and therefore deciding whether or not to
undertake EIA.

e such a mechanism should be ‘simple’ and ‘efficient’,
serving to identify those projects that can be expected to
have significant impacts on the environment.
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The screening process should be...

» Fit for purpose - the process should inform decision making by
providing sufficient, reliable and usable information and result in
appropriate levels of environmental protection.

 Credible - the process should be carried out with professionalism, rigor,
fairness, objectivity, impartiality and balance, and be able to withstand
independent checks and verification.

e Systematic - the process should be undertaken in a similar manner
each time it is performed; it should result in full consideration of all
relevant criteria to reach the conclusion.

 Specific - the process should concentrate on the relevant
environmental effects and key issues of the project in question; be abie
to adapt to the individual issues and circumstances without
compromising the integrity of the process.

« Transparent - the process should be clear and easily understood and it
should ensure public access to information.

« Efficient - the process should achieve its objectives with the minimum
cost burdens in terms of time and finance on all participants.
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Differences between Member States =

Considerable differences in the numbers of EIAs carried out in each MS (10-21,500 a
year), yet in some MSs an excessive number of EIAs are carried out while in other MSs,
very few small projects are screened

Austria 96 23
Belgium 2337 183
Cyprus 58 96
Czech Republic 1610 117
Germany 2200 1000
Denmark 2500 125
Finland 36 38
France 0 3867
Greece 0 21500
Hungary 613 152
Latvia 710 11
Malta 62 10
Poland 4400 4000
Slovakia 476 670
United Kingdom 2745* 598

Screening process failures are a significant and recurring problem (69% of infringement
cases; 80% of all EU court cases) )



Differences between Member States ==

 What is the right balance for Slovenia?



Experience from other Member States =

England

Annex | and Annex |l transposed as Schedule 1 and
Schedule 2 of the EIA Regulations respectively.

Schedule 2 has lower limit thresholds or criteria for
when screening is required (typically very low limits).

Projects located in, or partly in, a sensitive area also
need to be screened, even below the thresholds.

Annex Il criteria transposed precisely.

Local Planning Authorities provide screening
decision, with Statutory Consultation.

10



Experience from other Member States =

England

e Tools available to support decision makers (plus
project developers and the public)
— Screening Checklists
— Indicative Thresholds
— Planning Portal website
— Flowcharts
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Experience from other Member States =

England

* The ineffective application of EIA screening
requirements is the most common area of legal
challenge in UK EIA practice.

 Recent IEMA review of the Legislation and Practices
identifled many areas for improvement:

— Lack of knowledge of the real number of screenings undertaken per
year

— Inconsistency in approach between Planning Authorities

— Planning Authorities don’t always have EIA experts in-house

— Fewer EIA’s undertaken than other comparable countries (too few?)
— Problems with changes and extensions to projects

— Problems of missing screenings can lead to development consents
overturned and / or impacts on the environment.

— Lack of justification for not undertaking EIA
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Experience from other Member States =

GREECE

The projects are split into 12 groups and the projects
within the group are further divided (through
thresholds) into 3 categories:

Lyz and B\

EIA Criteria
and
Standardized
Environmental
Terms
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Experience from other Member States

Jaspersj

Example of the used thresholds in Group 1.

Motorways X

Expressways X

Roads that connect X

perfectures with at least 4

lanes

Roads < 4lanes that more than

connect prefectures 500 m (or
equal)

Secondary roads

less than
500 m

in Natura
2000

Included
associated
infrastructure

Outside
Natura 2000
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Example of methodology for some of the Group 9
projects:

A2 : 100t/day
>50t/day and collect 90 points

le 50t/day and collect 150 points
Breweries can be:

B if fhp\/ do not hplnn to anv of the

-l LI B Nt N/ i N 1}

above cases
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Experience from other Member States =

The “point system” considers
(to the size and nature of the project):

 The existing land use (8 subcriteria)

 The sensitivity and the carrying capacity of the
environment (8 subcriteria)

« The extent of the expected impacts (7 subcriteria)

The maximum points a project can collect are 250 and
the minimum 30 points
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Experience from other Member States =
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Nivokag 4: MopioGaTnon Baoen Aomuw Kpimnpiwy wAnv peyeBouc km eifous SpaommpaTnToc
aa Kpimnpia oo Ywokpimn pia Mopia

a B ¥ 1 E

= 1.4 Emmyaipnuomkd Mapeo ko Opyovopévol Ymodoxeic MeTamonmikwy ke Emysipnuameiy ApaaTrploThTuy cupQuva 10 =
’ pe Tig Siarateg Tou N.3GEZ2011 (DEK A'143)

. Eu:rqupEum V£ dhha Epya R SpacdTNTEC (TEpIYEC ATUTIMC ETMOYYEALCTIKAC CUYKEVTPIIOTC) TUUQWYa JE TIC a0
’ Giamafec Tou M.3882/2011 (DEK A'143)

1.3 | Fewpymn ¥y uynAnc TTopayLryIKOTTaC 70
. 1.4 | Fewpywkn yn o Sev £XE1 YOpOKTMCEE we UnANC TTOpayWyIKGTITas 40
1 Xphaes vog :
1.5 | Exktoc oyxebiou moAnc [ okagpod km gkTog ME 40
i B Evtoc eykeepipivou Pudomeond, ME, Z0E, ZXOA i Aommusy oxebicy kofopiopol xpiosuwy yne KA. ommou 20
’ TipoBAETIETON 1 XoAOn
7 Trmmou amd 1o ywporalikd f moALoboprd oyEGIEoU0 (Eykexpipéva PuBumonkd, ME, Z0E, ZXOAN [ Aormd oxéia 50
| kofopopot xpAoEwy yng) TpoRhETovTal peraPanikés ) dhes SioTdfeig yia T ST pROT] UOTAREVWY PovaBLv
1.8 | Kopio omd T TopamdEviy TTEDITTTITEIS 10
5 1 Meproxeg Touw M. 3937711 yia Tig omoieg o Xpnoelg yng pudpiovia pe edikn KYA n Ma (karsEoumodoTtnan Tow 0
: M.3937/11 f 7o N.1650V86) Ko GTrou TIpoBAETTETON N ¥pRoT)
22 |Neproyeg Tou M. 3937711 yia mig omoieg Sev £xal exBodel aifikn KA n MA mpooTociag 100
2.3 | BeouoSeTnuEvol UypOTOTO) B0
Evaiodinoia Kol aouonTikn o4 Mapdemia Juwr 350 pETpwv EKTOC OxEGIoU WAANG K EKTOC SV EVNEVESTEDWY puBHioeEwy .. Z0E, ML, 0
2 IRGVOTITO @UoTKOL : ZAOAN A
mepifatovrog 25 | Adon ko SomEEC TEpIOKES UV UE T Samkn vopoSscia BO
26 |ScouoSeTnEEvEC TTEMIOYES ITTORIETIC, TTOMTIOTIKNC 1) ApXOIoAXYIKAC ONuogiac, BO
57 fudgean omofARTWY OF EUGITENTOUC omodEKTES 1 oMTodEkTeC STmou RGN KoTaoTparyolvim To TEpIBahiovTiKG a0
| rpémuTa mg koo 1 efvieng vopoBesiog
28 | Kopio ommd T o TV TTEQITITUATEIS 10
34 | MBowornTa SIoouvopIouy ETTITITUNELY B0
3.2 | Evtoc oyediou WOANC f opity oiopod UE GUVTEAEDTT Sounong = 0,8 60
3.3 | Evtoc oyediou ToANC f opity oiicpod UE guvTEAESTN Sounongc < 0.8 50
Exkragrn memBatdovmiky - : . ; P P :
3 Emminiﬂawﬁv 3.4 | Ze amooToon = 100 m amo T EYKEKQIPEYD TXEDIO TIOANS N OTIO CIKIFUO TToo Tow ‘23 40
3.5 | Iz omboroon = 100 m km < 500 m oMo TO £VEEKDIJEVD OYESID TIOANE 1) OTO OIKITUG TR Tou ‘23 30
36 |Zc amdoroon = 500 m OO TO EYKEKDIPEVD CYEGIO TIOANC I} OTIO OIKIGUO TR Tow ‘23 10
37 | Kopio ommd TC o TV TTEQITITUATEIS 10
Eivoho popiodatnonc
MEyioTn Suvarn popiodoTnon Bdoe kpnpiwy 1, 2 ko 3 250
Ehiygomn Guvorn popioSatnon Bdoa kpmnpiney 1, 2 km 3 30




Experience from other Member States =

».‘.u.ﬂ.mmwu.

No Member State Is perfect
Learning by doing

Constantly evolving and improving
Find what fits for Slovenia
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