
1  Intern gebruik 

Bijlage 2  
 
Nederlandse beantwoording gerichte vragenlijst Vogel- Habitatrichtlijn (VHR-) stresstest 
 
Het kabinet heeft op 6 juli jl. de beantwoording van de gerichte vragenlijst over de stresstest van 
de Vogel- en Habitatrichtlijn (VHR) toegezonden aan de Europese Commissie. Via deze weg 
ontvangt uw Kamer een afschrift van deze beantwoording. Dit is conform de eerdere vraag van de 
leden van de Partij voor de Dieren-fractie in het Schriftelijk Overleg over de Informele bijeenkomst 
Milieuministers 23-24 juli, om deze inbreng zo volledig mogelijk met de Kamer te delen. De 
Nederlandse inbreng is technisch en feitelijk van aard en richt zich op de uitvoering van de VHR, 
waarbij zowel positieve ervaringen als knelpunten bij de implementatie zijn meegegeven. 
 
De Europese Commissie heeft de lidstaten gevraagd een digitaal meerkeuzeformulier in te vullen 
voor het verzamelen van feiten over de VHR, primair op de onderwerpen (i) de regels rondom de 
‘passende beoordeling’ voor Natura 2000-gebieden, (ii) beleidscoherentie en samenhang met 
andere EU-regels en (iii) soortenbescherming en uitzonderingen daaronder. Daarbij heeft de 
Europese Commissie een handleiding en uitleg meegestuurd hoe de vragen precies begrepen 
moeten worden. De Commissie heeft aangegeven dat mogelijke verbeteringen in de uitvoering 
geen afbreuk mogen doen aan de doelstellingen en het beschermingsniveau. In de beantwoording 
worden daarom geen voorstellen gedaan tot wijziging van de doelen of het beschermingsniveau in 
de VHR. 
 
De beantwoording van deze vragenlijst betreft een technisch-ambtelijke bijdrage aan het lopend 
evaluatieproces van de Europese Commissie over de VHR. De antwoorden zijn opgesteld ten 
behoeve van dit proces en niet als zelfstandig beleidsdocument. De beantwoording geeft de 
inbreng van de Rijksoverheid weer. Medeoverheden en maatschappelijke partners zijn door de 
Europese Commissie in de gelegenheid gesteld om via de openbare consultatie een bijdrage aan de 
VHR-stresstest te leveren. 
 
Het is belangrijk om mee te geven dat de technische inrichting van de digitale vragenlijst zodanig 
was vormgegeven dat bij een aantal vragen de vervolgvragen en toelichtingsvelden uitsluitend 
zichtbaar werden nadat een aspect als 'disproportioneel' werd aangemerkt. Deze opzet doet niet 
altijd recht aan de nuance die in de beantwoording wenselijk is. Om deze reden is bij vraag 2.5 
voor de onderdelen over beschermde gebieden1 en monitoring2 gekozen voor de kwalificatie 
'disproportioneel', omdat dat de enige mogelijkheid was om toelichtende tekst te kunnen invullen 
bij de beantwoording verderop in de vragenlijst. Deze werkwijze is ook bij de Commissie onder de 
aandacht gebracht. 
 
Hieronder vindt u de Nederlandse beantwoording van de vragenlijst.  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Dit betreft het onderdeel van de vragenlijst over beschermde gebieden, te weten deel 4 van de vragenlijst: 
Protection and/or management of Natura 2000 sites (Article 4 of the Birds Directive and Article 6(1) and 6(2) of 
the Habitats Directive). 
2 Dit betreft het onderdeel over monitoring, te weten deel 6 van de vragenlijst: Monitoring and reporting 
(primarily Articles 9 and 12 of the Birds Directive and Articles 11, 16 and 17 of the Habitats Directive). 
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Targeted Consultation for the Stress Test of the Birds 
and Habitats Directives - Questionnaire for Member 
States and stakeholders 

 

[ Fields marked with • are mandatory. 
 
 

 
lntroduction 

 

 
Context 

 
The Commission is committed to screening all EU laws under its current term of office to identify areas where 

EU legislation can be implemented in a smarter way that reduces disproportionate administrative burden 

whilst still achieving the same objectives. 

 
The stress test of the Blrds and Habltats Dlrectlves was announced in the Commission's communication 

Simplifying for sustainable competitiveness on 10 December 2025 and Is belng performed durlng the 
course of 2029. The purpose of the stress test is to screen the Birds and Habitats Directives to ensure that 

they remain fit to achieve their objectives in the most cost-efficient way, in particular by looking at opportunities 

to reduce the administrative burden of their implementation. 

The stress test will focus on the concerns and suggestions made by a number of stakeholders in the call for 

evidence tor the Commission's initiative on simplification of administrative burdens in environmental legislation, 

as well as those that have emerged during the implementation dialogues with Commissioner Roswall. 

 
The issues to be explored are grouped around three main topics: 

 
• Application of Article 6 of the Habitats Directive, with a focus on appropriate assessment procedure tor 

Natura 2000 sites; 

• Species protection and derogations, and procedures for adapting the annexes to scientific and technica! 

progress. 

• Policy coherence, stakeholder participation, funding support and governance (including monitoring and 

reporting); 

 

 
The stress test will involve several steps which are described in the dedicated webpage. 
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The targeted consultation of Member States and stakeholders: evidence-gathering questionnaire 

 
One of these steps is to perform a targeted consultation through the evidence-gathering questionnaire 
aimed at organisations actively involved in the implementation of the Birds and Habitats Directives, be they 

public authorities (at national, regional or local level), stakeholders (e.g. economic sector associations and 

businesses) as well as NGOs and other representatives of civil society. 

The aim is to collect as much factual information as possible on the administrative burden of implementing 

the Birds and Habitats Directives in different Member States, as well as on any good practice examples that 

have been put in place to reduce the administrative burden and improve implementation in a cost-efficient 

manner. 

 
As with all legislation, the implementation of the Birds and Habitats Directives carries with it a cost and an 

administrative burden for both authorities and stakeholders which is necessary to achieve their objectives. 

However, this burden may be increased if the implementation of its provisions is inefficient or overly complex. 

The challenge is to distinguish the necessary from the disproportionate administrative burden and, 

especially, to identify the possible underlying causes in order to better understand how these might best be 

overcome. 

 
This evidence gathering questionnaire has therefore been launched to help gather as much up-to-date factual 
information as possible from those who are actively involved in implementation. The aim is to help identify 

whether there are systematic problems that lead to a disproportionate administrative burden across Member 

States and/or whether such problems are country or sector specific or relate only to certain provisions of the 

Directives. This questionnaire therefore focusses on collecting facts and figures, as well as practical 

examples, on the administrative burdens specifically in relation to the three topic areas identified above. 

 
A separate public consultation is also underway on the stress test of the Birds and Habitats Directives which 

is open to all EU citizens. It aims to gather views and opinions on the implementation of the Directives 

(including amongst others, on the efficiency of implementation). It is however much broader in scope than the 

present evidence gathering questionnaire which aims to gather more detailed and quantitative information on 

the administrative burden and good practice experiences. 

 
Structure of the questionnaire 

 
The questionnaire contains a total of 136 questions, although some sections and questions are only displayed 

depending on your previous answers. Completing the full questionnaire is expected to take approximately 40 

minutes. Please note that you can focus on the most relevant/important questions for your 
administration/organisation. While none of the questions are mandatory, it is important for the consistency 

of the data analysis that you reply to all questions that you are asked even if you do not have any information or 

don’t know the answer, by using the options ‘not applicable, 'no data’ or ‘I don’t know’. 

 
The Questionnaire is divided into the following headings: 
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1. Information on the survey participant 

2. General questions on administrative burden related to the implementation of the Birds and Habitats 

Directives 

3. Appropriate assessment procedures for plans/projects affecting Natura 2000 sites and derogation 

procedures (Article 6(3)-6(4) of the Habitats Directive) 

4. Protection and/or management of Natura 2000 sites (Article 4 of the Birds Directive and Article 6(1)-6 

(2) of the Habitats Directive) 

5. Implementation of species protection provisions and derogations (Articles 5 and 9 of the Birds Directive 

and Articles 12, 13 and 16 of the Habitats Directive) 

6. Monitoring and reporting (primarily Article 12 of the Birds Directive and Articles 11 and 17 of the 

Habitats Directive) 

7. Policy coherence, stakeholder participation, funding support, benefits and governance 
 

 
We would be grateful to receive any available evidence that you may have on the issues raised in the 

questionnaire, both demonstrating that the implementation (of different provisions) is already cost-efficient 

from an administrative point of view or examples of disproportionate administrative burden that you have 

identified, including any example of successful initiatives that have helped to reduce the 
administrative burden and streamline implementation in a cost-efficient manner. 

 
Please support your answers with any available documentation possible even if only partial (for one 

region or sector) or semi quantitative or qualitative (e.g. practical examples). This material (e.g. studies, 

reports, data, with full references and if possible weblinks) should help to demonstrate the extent and/or type 

of disproportionate administrative burden generated. Although the questionnaire is only in English, you may 

submit the supporting documentation in any EU language). 

 
We look forward to your contributions. All replies and accompanying documentation will be carefully analysed 

and key findings and examples will be integrated into a study report that will update the main findings and 

conclusions of the 2016 fitness check of the nature directives with a focus on the three main topics described 

above. 

 
Please reply within 5 weeks by the deadline of 30 June 2026 

 
If you have any questions please contact DG ENV Nature Conservation Unit contact point 

and/or N2K contact point . 

 

 
Box 1. What is “administrative burden” and what is “disproportionate administrative burden”? 

 
Chapter 8 of the ‘Better regulation’ toolbox 2025 of the European Commission defines 
administrative burdens as those costs borne by enterprises, public authorities, and citizens as a 
result of administrative activities performed solely to comply with the legal obligations in question 
(in this case those stemming from the Birds and Habitats Directives). This excludes the administrative 
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costs that would be incurred regardless of those obligations. This captures a broad range of administrative 

activities including labelling, reporting, registration, provision of data, as well as monitoring and assessments 

needed to generate the information. 

 
Addressing the operational objectives of the Birds and Habitats Directives requires inputs in terms of financial, 

human and institutional resources. This inevitably creates an administrative burden which is necessary if the 

legislation is to be implemented effectively. 

 
Disproportionate administrative burdensare those which can be reduced without affecting the 
legislative objectives, requirements or procedures. They may be caused by a range of factors. It is 

important to know the underlying causes of disproportionate administrative burdens in order to be able to 

determine whether they are due to the complexity or lack of clarity of the EU legislation itself or whether they 

are due to other reasons such as overcomplex or unclear procedures, lack of coordination between different 

authorities involved in the implementation, delays due to many different factors, lack of data, lack of expertise, 

training and capacity, or human and financial resources. 

 
It is important to distinguish between administrative burden and adjustment costs, which are both types of 

direct compliance costs. Adjustment costs are those investments and expenses that businesses, citizens, 

or public authorities have to bear in order to adjust their activity to the requirements contained in a legal rule. A 
djustment costs are not relevant for sections 1 to 6 of this questionnaire. 

 
An example in the context of a windfarm project: 

 
An administrative burden may arise where a project developer is required to undertake procedural and 

information-related activities to demonstrate compliance with environmental protection requirements. For 

example, prior to the authorisation of a windfarm project likely to affect a Natura 2000 site or protected species 

such as birds or bats, the developer may need to prepare an environmental impact assessment study and 

submit documentation to the competent authorities, participate in consultation procedures, and maintain 

records concerning mitigation and monitoring measures. The competent authority then needs to assess the 

application and decide whether the project can proceed. These activities primarily concern the production, 

management, and transmission of information required under the applicable legal framework. 

 
A disproportionate administrative burden may arise where those procedural obligations become 

unnecessarily complex, repetitive, or disproportionate. This may occur, for instance, where similar information 

must be submitted separately to several administrative bodies in different formats or where information is 

repeatedly requested despite the availability of recent equivalent data. 

 
An adjustment cost concerns the substantive adaptations and measures that the windfarm developer must 

implement to comply with legal requirements. In practice, this may include relocating turbines away from 

migratory corridors or breeding areas, reducing the number or height of turbines, introducing turbine shutdown 

systems during periods of high bird or bat activity, modifying construction schedules to avoid sensitive 

breeding seasons, or implementation of compensatory measures. The adjustment burden thus involves 

changes to the design, planning, or operation of the project itself to align the activity with legal obligations. 
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Privacy statement 

 

 
PROTECTION OF YOUR PERSONAL DATA 

 
This specific privacy statement provides information about the processing and the protection of 
your personal data linked to the current Targeted Consultation for the Stress Test of the Birds and 
Habitats Directives Questionnaire for Member States and stakeholders. 

 
Controller: European Commission, Directorate-General for Environment, Unit ENV.D3 – Nature Conservation 

(hereinafter “DG ENV Unit D3”) 

 
Record reference: DPR-EC-01011 

 
1. Introduction 
The European Commission (hereafter ‘the Commission’) is committed to protect your personal data and to 

respect your privacy. The Commission collects and further processes personal data pursuant to Regulation 

(EU) 2018/1725 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2018 on the protection of natural 

persons with regard to the processing of personal data by the Union institutions, bodies, offices and agencies 

and on the free movement of such data. 

 
This privacy statement explains the reason for the processing of your personal data, the way we collect, 

handle and ensure protection of all personal data provided, how that information is used and what rights you 

have in relation to your personal data. It also specifies the contact details of the responsible Data Controller 

with whom you may exercise your rights, the Data Protection Officer and the European Data Protection 

Supervisor. 

 
The data controller involves an external company for conducting the targeted consultation. In case an external 

company conducts any processing of personal data for the purpose of the processing operation described in 

the present privacy statement, the external company is a processor pursuant to Article 3(12) of Regulation 

2018/1725. The external company is a consortium composed of Trinomics BV (Rotterdam, the Netherlands), 

N2K (Brussels, Belgium), and IEEP (Brussels, Belgium), hereafter the “Consortium”. 

 
2. Why and how do we process your personal data? 

 
Purpose of the processing operation: The Commission collects and uses your personal information within the 

framework of a targeted Member States and stakeholder consultation (hereafter, the “targeted consultation”) 

to obtain your views in the context of the Stress Test of the EU Birds and Habitats Directives. 

 
You are being contacted by DG ENV Unit D3 since it has concluded that your views are relevant and 

necessary to inform the specific initiative concerned by the targeted consultation. 
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For the purpose of contacting you for this survey and collect your answers, we may have used: 

E-mail addresses provided by DG ENV Unit D3 as available from implementation activities related to 

the Birds and Habitats Directives, 

E-mail addresses of stakeholders available online from web presentations and activities of their 

organisations. 

Your participation in the targeted stakeholder survey is completely voluntary. 

The subject matter of the survey requires you to provide personal data in your response that may identify or 

make you identifiable. These personal data will only be published subject to your explicit consent. 

For reasons of transparency and openness your views will, in principle, be published on a Europa website, in 

the form of a summary report. The Commission will only publish your identity if you consent to its publication. 

If you opt for confidentiality of your personal data, it is your responsibility to avoid any reference in your 

contribution that would reveal your identity. 

To avoid misuse, anonymous contributions to the Commission may not be accepted, regardless of whether 

you consent to the publication of your identity together with your contribution. 

The stakeholder survey uses the Commission's online questionnaire tool EUSurvey that may require you to 

login via your ‘EU Login’ account. ‘EU Login’ requires certain personal data such as the name, surname and e-

mail address of the registrant. For further information, please refer to the privacy statements of ‘EU Login’ and 

‘EU Survey’ as well as the processing operations ‘Identity & Access Management Service (IAMS)' (reference 

number in the public DPO register: DPR-EC-03187) and ‘EUSurvey’ (reference number: DPR-EC-01488). 

The personal data processed may be reused for the purpose of procedures before the EU Courts, national 

courts, the European Ombudsman or the European Court of Auditor. 

Your personal data will not be used for an automated decision-making including profiling. 

3. On what legal ground(s) do we process your personal data

We process your personal data because: 

1. processing is necessary for the performance of a task carried out in the public interest (Article 5(1)(a)
of Regulation (EU) 2018/1725);

2. based on your consent, for one or more specified purposes (Article 5(1)(d) of Regulation (EU) 2018
/1725):

to be contacted for the present consultation 

to collect and process survey responses 

to publish the identity of the respondent 
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The Union law which is the basis for the processing based on Article 5(1)(a) of Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 is 

the Treaty of the European Union, and more specifically its Articles 1 and 11, Article 298 of the Treaty on the 

Functioning of the European Union, read in conjunction with Recital 22 of Regulation (EU) 2018/1725), as well 

as the Protocol 2 on the application of the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality. 

 
You can give us your explicit consent under Article 5(1)(d) of Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 to process your 

personal data for those specific purposes via a clear affirmative act by ticking the box on the Stakeholder 

Survey form. 

 
4. Which personal data do we collect and further process? 

 
In order to carry out this processing operation the following categories of personal data will be processed: 

 
 name and surname, 
 country of origin, 
 e-mail address of the respondent, 
 name and type of organisation 
 sectors and level of activity 
 personal data included in the response or contribution to the Stakeholder Survey, including (personal) 

opinions 

 

 
Furthermore, you may spontaneously provide other, non-requested personal data in the context of your reply 

to the targeted consultation. 

Please note that the Data Controller does not request nor expect that data subjects provide any special 

categories of data under Article 10(1) of Regulation 2018/1725 (that is “personal data revealing racial or 

ethnic origin, political opinions, religious or philosophical beliefs, or trade union membership, and the 

processing of genetic data, biometric data for the purpose of uniquely identifying a natural person, data 

concerning health or data concerning a natural person’s sex life or sexual orientation”) related to themselves or 

to third persons in their contributions to the targeted consultation activity. Any spontaneous inclusion of these 

types of personal data is the responsibility of the data subject and by including any of these types of data the 

data subject is considered to provide his/her explicit consent to the processing, in accordance with Article 10 

(2)(a) of Regulation 2018/1725. 

 
5. How long do we keep your personal data? 

 
The Data Controller only keeps your personal data for the time necessary to fulfil the purpose of collection or 

further processing, namely for a maximum of five years after the closure of the file to which the present 

targeted consultation belongs. A file is closed at the latest once there has been a final outcome in relation to 

the initiative to which the targeted consultation contributed. 

 
This administrative retention period of five years is based on the retention policy of European Commission 
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documents and files (and the personal data contained in them), governed by the common Commission-level 

retention list for European Commission files SEC(2019)900. It is a regulatory document in the form of a 

retention schedule that establishes the retention periods for different types of European Commission files. That 

list has been notified to the European Data Protection Supervisor. 

 
The administrative retention period is the period during which the Commission departments are required to 

keep a file depending on its usefulness for administrative purposes and the relevant statutory and legal 

obligations. This period begins to run from the time when the file is closed. 

 
In accordance with the common Commission-level retention list, after the ‘administrative retention period’, files 

including (the outcome of) targeted consultations (and the personal data contained in them) can be transferred 

to the Historical Archives of the European Commission for historical purposes (for the processing operations 

concerning the Historical Archives, please see record of processing 'Management and long-term preservation 

of the European Commission's Archives’, registered under reference number DPR-EC-00837). 

 
6. How do we protect and safeguard your personal data? 

 
All personal data in electronic format (e-mails, documents, databases, uploaded batches of data, etc.) are 

stored on the servers of the Commission or of the Consortium. All processing operations are carried out 

pursuant to Commission Decision (EU, Euratom) 2017/46 of 10 January 2017 on the security of 

communication and information systems in the Commission. 

 
In order to protect your personal data, the Commission has put in place a number of technical and 

organisational measures. Technical measures include appropriate actions to address online security, risk of 

data loss, alteration of data or unauthorised access, taking into consideration the risk presented by the 

processing and the nature of the personal data being processed. Organisational measures include restricting 

access to the personal data solely to authorised persons with a legitimate need to know for the purposes of 

this processing operation. 

 
The Commission’s processors (contractors) are bound by a specific contractual clause for any processing 

operations of your personal data on behalf of the Commission. The processors have to put in place 

appropriate technical and organisational measures to ensure the level of security, required by the Commission. 

 
7.  Who has access to your personal data and to whom is it disclosed? 

 
Access to your personal data is provided to the Commission staff responsible for carrying out this targeted 

stakeholder survey and to authorised staff according to the “need to know” principle, in particular to follow-up 

on the targeted stakeholder survey. Such staff abide by statutory, and when required, additional confidentiality 

agreements. 

 
Certain personal data may be made public on the Europa website, namely: 

 
 any personal data on which you consented to their publication; 
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 personal data spontaneously provided by you in your contribution (without it being required by the 

targeted consultation activity). 

 

 
Please note that pursuant to Article 3(13) of Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 public authorities (e.g. Court of 

Auditors, EU Court of Justice) which may receive personal data in the framework of a particular inquiry in 

accordance with Union or Member State law shall not be regarded as recipients; the processing of those 

data by those public authorities shall be in compliance with the applicable data protection rules according to 

the purposes of the processing. 

 
Access to your personal data is provided to the Commission’s contractors responsible for carrying out the 

analysis of the stakeholder survey responses and to authorised staff according to the “need to know” principle. 

 
The following processor(s) will have access to your personal data: 

 
1. N2K Group EEIG (European Economic Interest Group) - 23 Rue de la liaison, 1200 Brussels, Belgium 

2. Trinomics B.V. – Westersingel 34, 3014 GS Rotterdam – the Netherlands 

3. IEEP AISBL - Institute for European Environmental Policy - Norrsken House, 72 Rue du Commerce, 

1040 Brussels, Belgium 

 

 
The information we collect will not be given to any third party, except to the extent and for the purpose we may 

be required to do so by law. 

 
8. What are your rights and how can you exercise them? 

 
You have specific rights as a ‘data subject’ under Chapter III (Articles 14-25) of Regulation (EU) 2018/1725, in 

particular the right to access your personal data and to rectify them in case your personal data are inaccurate 

or incomplete. Under certain conditions, you have the right to erase your personal data, to restrict the 

processing of your personal data, to object to the processing and the right to data portability. 

 
You have the right to object to the processing of your personal data, which is lawfully carried out pursuant to 

Article 5(1)(a), on grounds relating to your particular situation. 

 
Insofar you have consented to the certain processing of your personal data to the Data Controller for the 

present processing operation, you can withdraw your consent at any time by notifying the Data Controller. The 

withdrawal will not affect the lawfulness of the processing carried out before you have withdrawn the consent. 

 
You can exercise your rights by contacting the Data Controller, or in case of conflict the Data Protection 

Officer. If necessary, you can also address the European Data Protection Supervisor. Their contact 

information is given under Heading 9 below. 

 
Where you wish to exercise your rights in the context of one or several specific processing operations, please 

provide their description (i.e. their Record reference(s) as specified under Heading 10 below) in your request. 
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 Regional 

 National 
 
 

* 7 Level of activity 
 Local 

 Regional 

 National 

 EU 

 International 
 
 

* 8 Your sector(s) 
 Agriculture 

 Forestry 

 Fisheries 

 Recreational fishing (angling) 

 Aquaculture 

 Environment 

 Nature protection 

 Education 

 Culture 

 Charity 

 Water 

 Hunting 

 Tourism 

 Sports and Recreation 

 Renewable Energy 

 Non-renewable energy 

 Energy transmission 

 Transport 

 Extractive industry 

 Energy intensive industry 

 Manufacturing 

 Other industry 

 Housing 

 Infrastructure development 

 Defence and civil protection 

 Research 

 Financial and Insurance sector 

 Health 

 Others (please specify – max 80 characters) 
 
 

 Please confirm you have read and accepted the Privacy Statement 
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2. General questions on administrative burden related to the implementation 

of the Birds and Habitats Directives 

 
1 Please estimate the effort (in person-days) in your Member State/organisation related to the 
administration of the Birds and Habitats Directives over the period of one year. 

 
This question aims to determine how much working time is related specifically to the administrative burden 

stemming from the Birds and/or Habitats Directives. For definition of administrative burden, please see Box 1 

In the Introduction. 1 person-day = one person working one full day on administrative tasks related to the 

Directives. 
 0–5 person-days 

 6–20 person-days 

 21–100 person-days 

 101–500 person-days 

 501–2000 person-days 

 More than 2000 person-days 

 I don’t know 
 
 

2 Exact number of person-days: 
 

The bulk of the working time falls to the provinces and is not included in the above estimate (see below 

explanatory Reader’s Guide). Excluding provincial efforts, it is difficult to estimate the exact number of working 

days at the central government level. However, it is clear that the figure is likely to be in excess of 2,000 , as 

several ministries and their assoc. executive agencies are engaged in admin tasks related to the Birds and 

Habitats Directives (hereinafter: BHD). 

 
Reader’s Guide to Netherlands’ Questionnaire Responses: 

 
1. Decentralisation of nature policy in the Netherlands 

Nature policy in the Netherlands is predominantly decentralised. Responsibility for the implementation and 

management of nature policy lies primarily with the twelve provinces, with the exception of certain nature and 

large water areas that are managed by the Ministry of Defence and Rijkswaterstaat. The centr.gov. sets the 

overarching policy framework and establishes national and international objectives, while the managing 

authorities are responsible for their practical implementation, including nature management and conservation 

measures, derogations and permitting. The centr.gov. is responsible for permits concerning water, rail and road 

infrastructure of national importance. 

 
Given the breadth of this questionnaire and the distribution of responsibilities for nature policy within the 

Netherlands, the responses should be understood as reflecting the perspective, knowledge and responsibilities 

of the centr.gov., unless stated otherwise. As responsibilities for the implementation of the BHD are shared 

across different levels of government, centr. gov. is not in a position to respond on behalf of provincial 

authorities or other competent public bodies. Consequently, the questionnaire responses do not fully reflect the 

practical experiences, implementation approaches or operational considerations of all authorities involved in the 

implementation of the BHD. 

 
Prov. authorities and other public bodies with responsibilities related to the implementation of the BHD have 
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been informed of the opportunities to contribute directly to the Commission’s stress test process, through the 

public consultation. Add. perspectives may therefore be submitted through those channels and should be taken 

into consideration when assessing the responses contained in here. 

 
2. Focus responses: disp. admin burdens 

The Netherlands views the purpose of the stress test as a screening of the BHD to assess whether they remain 

fit for purpose and can achieve their objectives cost-efficiently, in particular by identifying opportunities to 

reduce admin burdens in their implementation. The responses to this questionnaire have therefore been 

formulated using this scope, using the definitions in relation to burdens as provided by the Commission. This 

means the responses are focused on identifying disp. admin burdens that directly result from the BHD where 

their removal would not undermine the BHD objectives. 

 
3. Limitations in identifying disp. admin burdens 

The Netherlands has made a concerted effort to identify potential disp. admin burdens in its response to the 

questionnaire, focusing in particular on the admin aspects of implementation wherever possible. At the same 

time, it is important to distinguish between purely admin processes and political or governance-related 

decisions, as the two are often conflated. For instance, the designation of protected areas involves not only 

admin procedures but also separate admin-law processes that do not derive directly from the Hab. Dir. itself. In 

addition, such designations have varying levels of political support, which further complicates implementation 

and introduces additional layers of decision-making. In this context, it is often difficult to draw a clear line 

between admin requirements and political or governance choices. Another example entails the multifaceted 

process of energy transition. Because the activities needed for a speedy energy transition may have huge 

impact on BHD goals, BHD asks for assessments and sometimes far reaching mitigating and compensating 

measures. These measures may be perceived as disproportionate, with such perceptions varying across 

stakeholders depending on their respective roles, responsibilities and policy priorities. This creates ambiguity in 

the distinction between the definition on admin disproportionality set out in the introduction chapter of this and 

perceptions of admin disproportionality. The structure of the questionnaire, combined with the limited time 

available for preparation, has made it challenging to provide fully comprehensive input. Nevertheless, the 

Netherlands has sought to respond as precisely and constructively as possible, with a particular focus on 

identifying those elements that can genuinely be characterised as admin burden within the meaning of this 

questionnaire. 

 

 
3 Please estimate the amount of working time spent on administrative tasks stemming from the 
following requirements of the Birds and Habitats Directives: 
The aim of this question is to understand which elements of the Birds and/or Habitats Directives mostly 

cause administrative burdens and what proportion of working time is spent on each element. For definition of 

administrative burden, please see Box 1 in the Introduction. 
  

 
0 - 

No 

time 

 
 

 
1 

 
 

 
2 

 
 

 
3 

4 - 

A 

lot 

of 

time 

 
I 

don’ 

t 

know 

 

 
Not 

applicable 

Article 6(3) - appropriate assessment 

procedure 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Article 6(4) – derogation procedure 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

        

 



15  

Natura 2000 protection and/or management 

procedures (Article 4 of the Birds Directive 

and Article 6(1) and 6(2) of the Habitats 

Directive) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Species protection (Article 5 of the Birds 

Directive and Articles 12 and 13 of the 

Habitats Directive) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Derogations from species protection (Article 9 

of the Birds Directive and Article 16 of the 

Habitats Directive) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Monitoring and reporting (Article 9 and 12 of 

the Birds Directive and Articles 11, 16 and 17 

of the Habitats Directive) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Other (please specify) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
5 Do you consider that the implementation of one or more of the following provisions of the Birds 
and Habitats Directives causes disproportionate administrative burden for your Member State 
/organisation? 
Please note that if the answer is ‘Yes’ to a provision, a specific section in the questionnaire will appear 

where you will have the opportunity to provide more details, to explain why you consider that the provision is 

causing disproportionate administrative burden, and to suggest solutions or share good practices. 

 
 

Yes 
 

No 

I 

don't 

know 

 
Not 

applicable 

Appropriate assessment procedures for plans and projects affecting 

Natura 2000 sites (Article 6(3) and 6(4) of the Habitats Directive) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Protection and/or management of Natura 2000 sites (Article 4 of the 

Birds Directive and Article 6(1) and 6(2) of the Habitats Directive) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Strict protection of wild birds/other animal and plant species and 

derogations (Articles 5 and 9 of the Birds Directive and Articles 12, 

13 and 16 of the Habitats Directive) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Monitoring and reporting (primarily Articles 9 and 12 of the Birds 

Directive and Articles 11, 16 and 17 of the Habitats Directive) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Other (please specify) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
6 If other, please specify which other provisions cause disproportionate administrative burdens. 

250 character(s) maximum 
 

Topics 4 and 6 are not considered disproportionate. However, we wish to provide important input and have 

therefore selected "Yes" to enable us to do so 
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7 Have you carried out any studies or collected any data on the administrative burden of 
implementing the Birds and Habitats Directives in your Member State/organisation? 

 
This question aims to identify if any studies (e.g. audits, standard cost models, targeted consultations, 

benchmarking etc…) have been undertaken to estimate the administrative burden of implementing the Birds 

and Habitats Directives (as distinguished for example from provisions of national legislation not related to the 

directives). This includes any studies or audits that might have focussed only on certain provisions or on a 

particular sector/geographical area: e.g. in relation to applying the Article 6(3) procedure, establishing site-

specific conservation objectives and conservation measures, or preparing reports to the Commission (e.g. 

under Article 17 of the Habitats Directive, derogations reporting under Article 16 of the Habitats Directive). 
 Yes 

 Partial data available 

 No 

 I don’t know 

 Not applicable 
 
 

8 If you chose "Yes" or "Partial data available", please explain further the purpose of the work, 
what type of administrative burdens were examined, what methods were used and in which context 
(relating to specific projects, for the country as a whole or for a particular region or sector, for a 
Natura 2000 site, etc.). 

1000 character(s) maximum 
 

 
9 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers to question 7 above 

afcb203e-da13-4ffc-87a4-f111d4b1942a/2.8.1_Eindrapportage-effecten-wegvallen-bouwvrijstelling.pdf   
d4b3ad2b-0c62-416c-87b5-cb9b4893d84b/2.8.2_EIB-rapport-Nieuwe-stikstofregel-Gevolgen-voor-de-
woningbouw-gecomprimeerd.pdf 
ad4d702e-e846-4524-950f-e7935255d4d1/2.8.3-Regeldruk-bij-woningcorporaties-gecomprimeerd.pdf 

 

 
10 Please describe any initiatives or any good practices to help reduce the administrative burden 
in the implementation of the Birds and Habitats Directives. 

E.g. housing development and projects facing costs related to nitrogen deposition: research from 2023 

estimated annual costs for Aerius assessments and ecological evaluations at between €15 and €20 million. 

When combined with staffing, delays, and losses, this figure rose to around €50 million by 2027 (EIB 2023, pp. 

35–8 [2.8.1]). In 2025, following new court rulings, these costs were recalculated, the estimated cost for the 

entire 2025–2030 period was €600 million (EIB 2023, p. 14 [2.8.1]). 

 
Aedes/SEO made an analysis of regulatory burdens affecting social housing. The average annual cost for a 

housing association in relation to flora and fauna regulations amounts to €682,789, equivalent to €1,109 ,000 

per social rental home. A breakdown of these costs illustrates the disparity: on average, external research alone 

costs €480,389, whereas the measures subsequently required average €177,214 (SEO 2025, p. 28 [2.8.3]). 
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Over the years, many authorities and stakeholders have found smart or innovative ways to reduce the 

administrative burden of implementing different provisions of the directives thanks to practical experience 

and feedback from those involved. These good practices are however rarely recorded or shared outside the 

national/regional/sectoral context and so are very hard to find. We would be interested to hear about any 

such examples, irrespective of whether they have been applied nationwide or at a local level e.g. in one 

region/sector. 

 
Examples could, for instance, include measures to reduce administrative burdens by improving cooperation 

between sectors/levels of government, improving access to and sharing data and information, streamlining 

documentation and reporting formats (e.g. for preparing management plans, providing guidance, training, or 

building capacity and increasing targeted resources.) 
2000 character(s) maximum 

 
The Netherlands has developed a wide range of good practices that support the effective and efficient 

implementation of the BHD. While not all of these initiatives were established specifically to reduce admin 

burdens, many contribute to greater clarity, consistency and knowledge-sharing, thereby helping to streamline 

decision-making processes and improve cooperation between authorities and stakeholders: 

- BHD Network (‘VHR netwerk’): The BHD network is a network for employees of the Ministry of 

Agriculture, Fisheries, Food Security and Nature, Provinces, Rijkswaterstaat, and the ministry of Defence to 

collaborate in realizing the BHD goals. A newsletter is published several times a year, and the network meets 

several times a year to share knowledge regarding the implementation of the BHD goals. 

- Revised National Conservation Objectives for Natura 2000 Species and Habitat Types (‘Landelijke 

Doelen’): Update of the national targets for Natura 2000 species and habitat types. 

- Building blocks for habitat types and species of the Habitats Directive (‘Bouwstenen voor habitattypen en 

HR-soorten’: The so-called building blocks from Sovon and WEnR (Wageningen Environmental Research) are 

ecological fact sheets and recommendations, commissioned by the government to update the national targets 

for Natura 2000. The building blocks form the ecological basis for the conservation status of protected species 

and habitat types. 

- Natura 2000 Site Conservation Assessments (“Natuurdoelanalyses’): A nature conservation assessment 

analyses the current state of the Natura 2000 area and whether additional measures are required to preserve 

nature and, where necessary, improve it. The nature conservation assessments are submitted by the provinces 

and are reviewed by the Ecological Authority. Although these assessments do contribute to streamlining the 

process, the format and information included may be different depending on the responsible authority, causing 

some inconsistency 

 

 
11 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers on the reduction of administrative burden: 

3071f2f1-1cc6-4504-8cc5-4f416a0b8b84/2.10.1_Natura_2000_Doelendocument_2026 part_1_.pdf 
c23406db-775c-4771-ad80-110d09b7c75d/2.10.1_Natura_2000_Doelendocument_2026 part_2_.pdf 
3b1b02fc-3461-4aca-b479-bb17cdb5a7f6/2.10.2_Methodiek-Bouwstenen-soorten-van-de-Vogelrichtlijn.  
pdf 
5e5159f8-4451-44ad-b5b8-f3a888e82c80/2.10.3_WENR- 
rapport_toelichting_bouwstenen_habitattypen_en_HR_soorten part_1_.pdf 
223d55b8-df35-414f-a6b9-e22e686eb007/2.10.3_WENR- 
rapport_toelichting_bouwstenen_habitattypen_en_HR_soorten part_2_.pdf 
9aaec163-173b-4ece-8155-efaea62d5519/2.10.4_Handreiking-NDA-eerste-Cyclus.pdf 



18  

3. Appropriate assessment procedures for plans/projects affecting Natura 

2000 sites and derogation procedures (Article 6(3)-6(4) of the Habitats 

Directive) 

 
1 Have you collected any data on the number of plans or projects that have been subject to the 
Article 6(3) and Article 6(4) procedures of the Habitats Directive in your Member State/in relation to 
your organisation. 

 
The purpose of this question is to get a better understanding of the amount of plans and projects that have to 

be dealt with by public administrations and that are submitted by economic operators from different sectors 

over a given period of time and to help assess the level of administrative burden this creates. 

 No 

 Yes 

 Partial data 

 Don’t know 

 Not applicable 
 
 

2 If you answered "Yes" or "Partial data", please describe briefly what type of information was 
collected. 

 
The data should indicate wherever possible: 

 
 the period over which the data has been gathered, 
 the sectors for which the plans or projects have been submitted (and if possible, with an indication of 

frequency and scale of the plan or project – e.g. local level or strategically important national or 

regional plan or project) 
 the number of plans/projects that have been requested, assessed, approved /rejected under Article 6 

(3) 
 The number of plans/projects that have used the derogation procedure under Article 6(4) indicating 

how many of these have been rejected/approved with compensation. 

1000 character(s) maximum 
 

 
3 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers to the question above: 

daeab2f0-6983-4d8d-a461-aa4df5f9d5ee/3.2.1._Datawonen_-_kerncijfers.pdf  
9cba366e-3903-41a7-8f87-71d012c94258/Answer_3.2.pdf 

See attachment for answer 
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4 Have there been any reviews, studies or assessment of the implementation of the Article 6(3) 
and Article 6(4) procedures in your Member State/in relation to your organisation? 

 
This question seeks to learn from the findings of any existing reviews that have been carried out about the 

procedures and whether these findings led to any improvement in the way the procedures are conducted – i. 

e. to reduce the administrative burden for authorities and/or economic operators. To note that if you have 

already provided relevant good practice examples in answer to previous questions there is no need to repeat 

it here. 

Yes 

 No 

 I don't know 
 
 

5 If yes, please briefly describe the background to the study, its key findings and whether this led 
to any changes in the way the procedures are implemented 

1000 character(s) maximum 
 

 
6 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers to the question above 

537f2a62-8e5d-4d42-9bf5-f1445ac40b91/3.5.1. 
_PAS_mag_niet_als_toestemmingsbasis_voor_activiteiten_worden_gebruikt.pdf 
98f30e0c-493d-4d9a-afee-b4a6b3f5918f/3.5.2._pbl-2026-sociaaleconomische-effecten-van-
stikstofbronmaatregelen-en-natuurmaatregelen-5786 part_1_.pdf 
da3b397c-fe24-44e3-94d4-f0ca8584a466/3.5.2._pbl-2026-sociaaleconomische-effecten-van-
stikstofbronmaatregelen-en-natuurmaatregelen-5786 part_2_.pdf 
3a6d9f10-4a41-4dbe-8250-adba558b7e8e/3.5.3. 
_Niet_alles_kan  eerste_advies_Adviescollege_Stikstofproblematiek.pdf 
068fe659-efd7-4ad2-890c-b83b48167616/3.5.4. 
_Eindadvies_van_het_Adviescollege_Stikstofproblematiek_getiteld  Niet_alles_kan_overal_.pdf 
8352de73-5004-46d3-844d-04265ea1eb01/3.5.5. 
_Rapport_Remkes Wat_wel_kan Uit_de_impasse_en_een_aanzet_voor_perspectief_.pdf 
3b3e9093-6d2a-48a8-a2d9-a7a89caac619/3.5.6._Tijdlijn Levend_Landschap.pdf 

 
 

7 Please indicate in which part(s) of the Article 6(3) and Article 6(4) procedure in your Member State 
/in relation to your organisation you think the disproportionate burden was created: 

 

      

Since the Fitn. Check, no review of the implem. of 6(3)/6(4) has been undertaken. The appl. of 6(3) and 6(4) is 

primarily responsibility of provinces as compt. authorities. The proc. requirements laid down in Dutch legislation 

(e.g. ‘de Omgevingswet’) closely reflect wording of the Hab. Dir. and do not involve add. nat. procedural 

requirements. An exception concerns nitrogen deposition. In 2019, the Netherlands’ highest administrative 

court ruled that the Programmtic Approach to Nitrogen ('PAS’) was not compatible with the req. of 6(3) of the 

Hab. Dir. [3.5.1]. As a result, the assessment and authorisation of plans and projects with potential nitrogen 

impacts on N2000 sites became significantly more complex [3.5.2]. Since then, various studies have highlighted 

need for sub. reductions in emissions, alongside restoration measures to support cons. objectives and ficilitate 
authorisations of plans/projects [3.5.3,3.5.4,.3.5.5]. In response, various measures have been introduced [3.5.6]. 
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Yes 

 
Somewhat 

 
No 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

Not 

applicable 

Screening of plans or projects to determine if they 

require an appropriate assessment 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The assessment of impact on the Natura 2000 site(s) 

in light of site conservation objectives (appropriate 

assessment) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Data collection and surveys needed to carry out the 

appropriate assessment 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Identification of mitigation measures 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Obtaining the opinion of the general public 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Application of Article 6(4) - derogation 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Identification of alternatives (Article 6(4)) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Identification of imperative reasons of overriding 

public interest (Article 6(4)) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Identification of compensation measures (Article 6(4)) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Informing the Commission about the compensatory 

measures adopted (Article 6(4)) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Asking for the Commission’s opinion (Article 6(4)) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Other (please specify) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
9 To what extent is the administrative burden resulting from one or more of the following potential 
underlying causes related to Article 6(3) and Article 6(4)? 

  
0 - 

Not a 

cause 

 

 
1 

 

 
2 

3 - 

Major 

cause 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

 
 

Not 

applicable 

The provisions of Article 6(3) and Article 6(4) of 

the Habitats Directive are not sufficiently clear 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The way Article 6(3) and Article 6(4) has been 

transposed/implemented in Member State(s) 

adds an extra layer of complexity/administration 

(“gold plating”) 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

There are duplications/inconsistencies with other 

procedures required by EU legislation (e.g. the 
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Water Framework Directive, the Environmental 

Impact Assessment and the Strategic 

Environmental Assessment Directives)) 

      

There is a lack of guidance on Article 6(3)/Article 

6(4) procedures 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The screening to determine if a plan/project 

requires an appropriate assessment is applied in 

inconsistent/too lax/too strict way 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There is a lack of knowledge about the impacts 

of plans or projects on species/habitat types/site 

integrity 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There is a lack of access to or sharing of existing 

scientific data needed for the appropriate 

assessment 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Site-specific conservation objectives for Natura 

2000 sites are missing, or they are of insufficient 

quality 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The appropriate assessment is often not 

sufficiently detailed or of adequate quality to be 

used as a basis for making a decision on 

whether to approve the plan/project 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

There is a lack of cooperation between nature 

authorities and other authorities involved in the 

procedure 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There is a lack of coordination between (or a 

difference of approaches at) different levels of 

government and/or fragmented responsibilities 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There is insufficient expertise or technical 

capacity or a high turnover of staff within the 

responsible administration 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There is insufficient expertise or technical 

capacity on the plan or project’s proponent’s side 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The public consultation process is too complex, 

time-consuming and/or too difficult to contribute 

to 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There is a culture of risk aversion (e.g. among 

authorities and/or project proponents) due to the 

fear of litigation/court cases 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The lack of alternatives is too difficult to prove 
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The requirement for compensation is too onerous 

/strict 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Other (please specify below) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
10 If you answered "Other", please specify which other reasons 

80 character(s) maximum 
 

 
11 To what extent would the following actions contribute to reducing the disproportionate 
administrative burden you identified related to Articles 6(3) and 6(4) procedures in your Member 
State/in relation to your organisation? 

  
0 - No 

reduction 

 
 

1 

 
 

2 

3 - 

Major 

reduction 

I 

don't 

know 

 
Not 

applicable 

Clarify legal provisions of Article 6(3) and 

Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Remove gold plating from national 

legislation 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Better align various procedures linked to 

EU legislation at national level 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Provide a standardised screening format 

(digitalised) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Improve access to or sharing of existing 

data on Natura 2000 sites, and on past 

relevant studies on impacts of plans 

/projects on species and habitat types 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Improve cooperation between economic 

sectors and nature authorities 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Improve cooperation between different 

levels of government 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Provide more capacity building, training, 

and/or human resources to handle 

procedures within the administration 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Provide more capacity building, training, 

and/or human resources for economic 

operators 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

       

 

Decentralised nature policy, inacc. information re nature, poor nature status 







25  

 

 
19 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers on the reduction of administrative burden: 

 
 

20 How useful are the following Commission’s guidance documents on Article 6(3) and Article 6(4) 
in reducing the administrative burden? 

 
Over the years, the Commission has issued a number of EU guidance documents on the Article 6(3) and 

Article 6(4) procedures, including concerning specific economic activities. These have been developed in 

close consultation with Member States and stakeholders. See website: https://environment.ec.europa.eu 

/topics/nature-and-biodiversity/natura-2000/permitting-procedure_en. We would like to have your feedback 

on how useful these guidance documents have been for reducing the administrative burden. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
22 What further EU guidance would help to reduce any administrative burden of the Article 6(3) 
and Article 6(4) procedures? 

400 character(s) maximum 
 

 
23 What else could the Commission do to help reduce any administrative burden in relation to the 
implementation of Article 6(3) and Article 6(4)? 

  
0 - 

Not 

useful 

 
1- 

Somewhat 

useful 

 
 

2 - 

Useful 

 
3 - 

Very 

useful 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

 
 

Not 

applicable 

Methodological guidance on the 

provisions of Article 6 (3) and (4) of 

the Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Managing Natura 2000 sites – the 

provisions of Article 6 of the Habitats 

Directive 92/43/EEC 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Other sectoral guidance documents 

(inland waterway transport, 

hydropower, non-energy mineral 

extraction, wind energy 

developments, fisheries, forestry, 

farming…) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Other (please specify below) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

-EU-harmonised assessment of small atmospheric nitrogen deposition to ensure level playing field 

-Avoid unnecessary burden from assessing ‘other bird species present’ following ECJ C-66/23 

-Clarify terms such as ‘significantly adverse’, project scope, impairment of site features, and the meaning of a 

plan or project under Article 6(3) 
-Clarify relationship between Article 6(1)-(2) and 6(3)-(4) 
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2000 character(s) maximum 
 

 
24 What are the benefits in the view of your Member State/organisation of the provisions of Article 
6(3) and 6(4) of the Habitats Directive? 

 Halting biodiversity loss 

 Wild bird conservation 

 Species conservation (other than birds) 

 Habitats conservation 

 Other environmental benefits (e.g. water purification, air purification, soil quality, pollination) 

 Climate resilience and mitigation (e.g. flood, drought and wildfire prevention) Society (e.g. health, culture, 

recreation, education) 

 Economy (e.g. jobs, tourism, food production, research and innovation) 

 Other (please specify in the following question) 

 I don’t know 

 Not applicable 

 
26 If you have selected any of the items in question 24 above, please explain further what the 
benefits are and whether you could provide any concrete or quantified justification, evidence or 
figures about those benefits 

2500 character(s) maximum 
 

Facilitating meetings with or by member states to tackle guidance problems. For example, guidance 

documents now include examples from Member States without clearly indicating to what extent these constitute 

good practice for implementation. This is particularly problematic where examples appear to be inconsistent or 

even contradictory. It would therefore be preferable for guidance to provide clearer definitions and more 

consistent explanations. Dutch proposals for such clarifications or clarifications given by DG ENV to the 

Netherlands have not always been used in these guidances in the past. 

Nature conservation contributes to human well-being and the economy in diverse ways. This concerns inter alia 

effects on recreation, health, plant pollination and pest suppression, and the water-purifying capacity of nature 

[See upload file 3.5.2]. The requirements of article 6 (3), and the resulting impediments on authorisation of 

projects with nirtogen emissions have lead to increased political attention and decision making on conservation 

measures and emission reduction policies. Policies aimed at nitrogen reduction, coupled with nature restoration 

measures, can have a positive effect on the socio-economic and emotional benefits of ecosystem services in 

the Netherlands[See upload file 3.5.2]. 

In general, scientific evidence suggests that protection of nature conservation areas, inter alia through prior 

authoriation processes, is effective in reducing biodiversity loss of target species and habitats[3.26.3], and has 

wider benefits for non-target species[3.26.4]. Preventing harmful projects may contribute to ensuring that the 

economic and societal benefits of ecosystems are maintained, which are estimated to have an ecosystem 

capital value of more than 600 billion euro[3.26.5]. 

Although the costs of the constraints on economic activities resulting from court rulings on nitrogen emissions 

are estimated to be on average 500 million per year, the environmental costs of nitrogen emission themselves 

are estimated at 14 billion a year[3.26.6]. 
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27 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers on the benefits of the provisions of Article 6(3 and 6(4) of 
the Habitats Directive: 

f0e6c491-5b23-4d8a-97a9-784544b8773c/3.26.3_Sanderson_et_al-2015-Conservation_Letters.pdf 
bb78908f-2d9d-4176-b4c7-73b085d2b3f5/3.26.4_The_umbrella_effect_of_the_natura_2000_network.pdf   
5bfaf087-aca4-4764-8365-06477334eec6/3.26.5 
_Hoeveel_draagt_de_natuur_bij_aan_de_economie_en_ons_welzijn CBS.pdf 
7b5483e1-8eeb-42e8-9b00-3dbfb7b25782/3.26.6_2025-96-Stikstofuitstoot-en-stikstofbeperking  part_1_. 
pdf 
e949d71c-ba52-4767-b1f0-6730ae30fc24/3.26.6_2025-96-Stikstofuitstoot-en-stikstofbeperking  part_2_. 
pdf 

 
 

4. Protection and/or management of Natura 2000 sites (Article 4 of the Birds 

Directive and Article 6(1)-6(2) of the Habitats Directive) 

 
1 Have you collected any data on the administrative burden resulting from the implementation of 
Article 6(1)/ 6(2) of the Habitats Directive and Article 4 of the Birds Directive? 

 No 

 Yes 

 Partial data 

 I don’t know 

 Not applicable 
 
 

3 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers: 

 
 

4 Have there been any reviews, studies or assessment of the administrative burden resulting from 
the implementation of Article 6(1) and Article 6(2) of the Habitats Directive and Article 4 of the Birds 
Directive? 

 
This question seeks to learn from the findings of any existing reviews that have been carried out on the 

administrative burden of protecting and/or managing Natura 2000 sites in your country/sector. Please note 

this question is about the administrative burden only and not about how much it costs to implement the 

necessary conservation /maintenance/restoration measures in and around Natura 2000 sites or income 

foregone due to the restriction of certain activities. 
 Yes 

 No 

 I don't know 
 
 

6 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers to the question above: 



28  

7 In your experience, does implementation of any of the following activities linked to the 
protection and/or management of the Natura 2000 sites cause disproportionate administrative 
burden in your Member State/in relation to your organisation? 

 
This question aims to identify where the principal administrative burdens are most often encountered in 

relation to the protection and management of Natura 2000 sites. 

  

 
Yes 

 

 
Somewhat 

 

 
No 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

 
Not 

applicable 

Site designation/de-designation/changes to site’s 

boundaries or list of protected habitats or species (e. 

g. preparation and publication of designation acts, 

updating standard data forms) 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Management planning (preparation of management 

plans or other administrative tasks related to 

establishment of site-specific conservation objectives 

and conservation measures) 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Protecting the site from activities that could lead to the 

deterioration of habitat types or the significant 

disturbance of species protected in the site (e.g. 

preparation and adoption of administrative or legal 

acts) 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

Implementation of the conservation measures in the 

Natura 2000 site, including relations with land/sea 

users and other stakeholders (administrative tasks 

related to site management) 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Other (please specify below) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
9 To what extent is any administrative burden a result of one or more of the following potential 
underlying causes? 

 
This question attempts to identify the possible causes that may have led to disproportionate administrative 

burden for the authorities and/or stakeholders. The causes listed below have been derived in previous 

studies and from the findings of the fitness check. The list is not exhaustive, please feel free to add other 

reasons that you have encountered. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
0 - 

Not a 

cause 

 

 
1 

 

 
2 

 
3 - 

Major 

cause 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

 
Not 

applicable 
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The provisions of Article 6.1/6.2 of the Habitats 

Directive and/or Article 4 of the Birds Directive 

are not sufficiently clear 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The national requirements for site designation/de-

designation/change of borders/updating standard 

data forms are more burdensome than required 

by the Birds and Habitats Directives 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

The approach to establishing site-specific 

conservation objectives and measures is not 

consistent across sites/too complex/too onerous 

/time consuming 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

The national/regional legal frameworks are too 

complex and not facilitating the adoption of 

necessary conservation measures or rules 

concerning activities in the sites 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

There is a lack of coordination between different 

levels of authorities and/or fragmented 

responsibilities 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The involvement of local stakeholders in the site 

management is inefficient/ not transparent/ not 

supported 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There is a lack of resources/capacity within the 

responsible administration to manage the Natura 

2000 sites 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

There are insufficient funds or too difficult access 

to available funds to protect/manage the sites 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Other (please specify) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
11 What can be done in your Member State/in relation to your organisation or at European level to 
reduce any administrative burden related to the protection and/or management of Natura 2000 
sites? 

 
 

0 - No 

reduction 

 

 
1 

 

 
2 

 
3 - 

Major 

reduction 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

 
Not 

applicable 

Clarify the legal provisions of Article 6.1/6. 

2 in the Habitats Directive or Article 4 of 

the Birds Directive 
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 0 - 

Not a 

cause 

 
1 

 
2 

3 - 

Major 

cause 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

Not 

applicable 

Determining the risk of killing/disturbance 

/deterioration or destruction of breeding sites or 

resting places of species 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Determining the risk of incidental capture or 

killing of specimens 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Implementation of a system to monitor the 

incidental capture and killing of species 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Implementation of preventive measures and 

regulation or prohibition of certain activities, 

including in relation to projects 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Control and enforcement measures 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Other (please specify below) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
8 In your experience, do any of the following aspects of the implementation of the derogation 
system cause disproportionate administrative burden? (even if no data available): 

  
0 - 

Not a 

cause 

 

 
1 

 

 
2 

 
3 - 

Major 

cause 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

 
 

Not 

applicable 

The procedure for granting derogations 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Determining whether there is a satisfactory 

alternative 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Assessing compliance with the reasons that 

allow the derogation 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Assessment of potential impact/risk of impact of 

derogation on the species (i.e. whether the 

derogation is/is not detrimental to the 

maintenance of the populations at a favourable 

conservation status in their natural range) 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

Reporting derogations to the European 

Commission following the required specifications 

and format (Habides+ tool) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Supervising the implementation of the 

derogations and ensuring that all the conditions 

in the decision are respected during its execution 
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4.7.1]. Some municipalities have already implemented this approach. But due to complexity, challenges still 

remain in fields of research, funding, and manpower. Further dev. is therefore needed to make this approach 

effective in practice. 

 
Whenever projects have populations that range cross-border like in the EIA of offshore windfarms, it’s unclear 

which populations should be taken into account. For example, only the population in your own EEZ or the 

population as a whole. Furthermore, how to rightly inform the neighboring countries is only partly regulated 

(through Espoo). Guidance here is very much welcomed. 

 
Derogation reporting is perceived as a disp. burden. Though the work on ReportNet3 should improve this. 

Lowering frequency and limiting the level of detail could lower the time needed to file the report. 

We observe that uncertainty regarding compliance with the guidelines hinders innovation and the acceptance of 

a more model-based approach and more generic solutions. We notice the condition of adopting ”appropriate” 

measures is interpreted strictly, meaning innovations that have not yet proven themselves do not get a chance 

to prove themselves by trial and error. This leads to a catch-22 situation. Guidance is very much welcomed. 

 
Netherlands uses an open data database [5.13.2] for species distribution (so a first insight on species 

occurrence can be done without costs) and actively shares knowledge among the authorities [5.13.3] thereby 

lowering admin burdens. 

 
Netherlands uses ‘Codes of Conduct’ [5.13.4]. This limits need for permitting activities that occur regularly and 

have predictable effects on species and for which there are well documented and well substantiated measures 

for mitigation. 

 

 
14 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers on the derogation system and administrative burden: 

e2f83bf0-73af-4c3b-ba4c-c3193942073f/5.12.1_faunabeheer.pdf 
02e70d8f-d3c1-4c1f-810c-457af581e1e9/5.13.1_stoer_eindrapport_woningbouw_TG part_1_.pdf 
6192a19f-80e3-4988-b25b-97a57959d95f/5.13.1_stoer_eindrapport_woningbouw_TG part_2_.pdf 
a7e0866c-1ded-40ac-a84a-0beb123195a5/5.13.2_NDFF.pdf 
231b11b0-0836-4cc7-99aa-164066b9fb29/5.13.3_kennisproducten.pdf 
f609198c-d935-46d5-bdb4-8488fd0ad519/5.13.4_Gedragscode.pdf 

 
 

15 To what extent is the administrative burden you have identified the result of one or more of the 
following potential underlying causes related to species protection and derogations (even if no 
data available): 

  
0 - 

Not a 

cause 

 

 
1 

 

 
2 

 
3 - 

Major 

cause 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

 
 

Not 

applicable 

Differences between species protection 

provisions under the Birds and the Habitats 

Directives (Articles 5 of the Birds Directive and 12 

/13 of the Habitats Directive) 
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Differences between derogation provisions under 

the Birds and the Habitats Directives (Articles 9 

of the Birds Directive and 16 of the Habitats 

Directive) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Unclear guidance on species protection 

provisions, e.g. regarding deliberate capture or 

killing, deliberate disturbance, satisfactory 

alternatives, the scope of serious damage 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Stricter national interpretation of species 

protection provisions than required by the Birds 

and Habitats Directives 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

The level of evidence to justify derogations is 

stricter than required by the Birds and Habitats 

Directives 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Lack of coherence and diverging practices 

among authorities 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Overly application of precautionary approach 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Lack of capacities in the authorities (staff, 

expertise, etc.) and digital systems 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Data and knowledge gaps, inadequate 

knowledge and difficulties in access to data (e.g. 

on species distribution) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Structural weaknesses in enforcement of species 

protection rules (e.g. lack of effective 

enforcement tools) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Complex requirements for reporting to the 

Commission in relation to the use of derogations 

under the Directives 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Other (please specify) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
17 Please explain your answers, in particular what could be done to reduce the administrative 
burden. 

2500 character(s) maximum 
 

o Knowledge gaps: Monitoring of effectiveness of measures applied in a project has proven to be difficult. 

This knowledge gap leads to administrative burdens to prove that measures are (can be) effective (see report: 

Schillemans et al). Coordinated research/meta analysis [5.17.1] can overcome this. The Netherlands has been 

facilitating such research [5.17.2] and is actively trying to expand knowledge (RVO Soortenopdracht: [5.17.3]) 

and together with competent authorities is collecting knowledge to disseminate across stakeholders [5.17.4]. 
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Improve access to data and digitalisation       

Implement conflict resolution mechanisms 

to address conflicts between species 

protection and damage caused by those 

species 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Other (please specify) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
21 Please explain your answers, in particular what could be done to reduce the administrative 
burden and any existing good practice that helped to streamline the implementation of species 
protection provisions and/or reduce its administrative burden 

 
If you have any relevant good practice examples specifically related to strict species protection and 

derogations, please use this occasion to explain what in your experience has helped or could help to reduce 

administrative burden. 
2500 character(s) maximum 

 

 
22 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers on what can be done to reduce administrative burden: 

e7a1c423-3b40-4881-8965-dbef0c09c0eb/5.21.1_Beaver_managment.pdf 
b9530be7-3b70-48cd-9073-f7a3226175b7/5.21.2_Gedragscode.pdf 

 
 

23 Has the recently adopted EU legislation relevant for implementation of protection regime and 
derogations led to a reduction in administrative burdens? 

  
Yes 

 
Somewhat 

 
No 

I don’t 

know 

Renewable Energy Directive (RED III - Directive (EU) 2023 

/2413) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Net-Zero Industry Act (NZIA) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Trans-European Energy Networks (TEN-E) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

o For Beaver management (as they may cause damage to rail, water and road infrastructure) parties 

involved are working together to implement one national approach, while ensuring the FCS of the species 

[5.21.1]. 

o Clarifying what may constitute ‘incidental’, ‘non deliberate’ victims (in art 5 BD, art 12 HD) helps to relieve 

administrative burden. 
o Codes of conduct can help lighten administrative burden [5.21.2] for recurring derogation cases. 

o Availability of data is important. Innovative solutions are being worked on to more easily collect data for 

assesments (for example: E-DNA, Battracker, … see documentary Question 13 of Section 5). In our view, 

European coordination regarding knowledge acquisition and sharing is of great importance. Despite the many 

studies being conducted on species, questions remain concerning effective preventive measures and the 

adoption of alternative measures. Also innovative techniques for predicting presence or absence of species and 

technical advances in field research could be stimulated in that way. 
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Critical Raw Materials Act (CRMA) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

CHIPs Act 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
24 How useful has been the following Commission’s guidance on the species protection regime 
and derogations in reducing the administrative burden? 

 
The Commission has issued a number of EU guidance documents on species protection and derogations. 

We would like to have your feedback on how useful these guidance documents have been for you. 

  
1 - 

Not 

useful 

 
2 - 

Somewhat 

useful 

 
3 - 

Useful 

 
4 - 

Very 

useful 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

 
Not 

applicable 

Guidance document on the strict 

protection of animal species of 

Community interest under the 

Habitats Directive (Document C 

(2021)7301) 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

Guidance document on the general 

system of protection of bird species - 

Article 5 and Article 9 of the Birds 

Directive (Document C(2026) 2274) 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Guidance document on hunting 

under the Birds Directive (2008) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Other (please specify below) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
26 What further EU guidance would help to reduce the identified administrative burden in relation 
to the species protection regime and derogation? 

400 character(s) maximum 
 

 
27 Do you consider that modernising the institutional procedure for updating the annexes of the 
Birds and Habitats Directives, following scientific and technical progress, currently governed by 
outdated procedures (Article 15 of the Birds Directive and Article 19 of the Habitats Directive), 
would improve the efficiency of Directives in achieving their objectives? 

 
For example, the Commission could be given delegated powers to adapt the annexes according to scientific 

criteria. 

- Guidance on proportionate derogation requirements for citizens (research, monitoring and mitigation for 

individual initiatives; see Question 5.12). - Guidance on cross-border populations, FCS assessment for 

derogations, coordinated conservation, and better access to aggregated MS data. - Guidance on the use of 

models to assess impacts. 
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 Yes 

 No 

 I don't know 
 
 

29 What else could the Commission do to reduce the administrative burden identified in relation to 
species protection and derogations? 

2500 character(s) maximum 
 

 
30 What are the benefits in the view of your Member State/organisation of the species protection 
provisions and derogations? 

 Halting biodiversity loss 

 Wild bird conservation 

 Species conservation (other than birds) 

 Habitats conservation 

 Other environmental benefits (e.g. water purification, air purification, soil quality, pollination) 

 Climate resilience and mitigation (e.g. flood, drought and wildfire prevention) 

 Society (e.g. health, culture, recreation, education) 

 Economy (e.g. jobs, tourism, food production, research and innovation) 

 Other (please specify in the following question) 

 I don’t know 

 Not applicable 

 
32 If you have selected any of the items in question 29 above, please explain further what the benefits 
are and whether you could provide any concrete or quantified justification, evidence or figures 

2500 character(s) maximum 
 

Consideration could be given to a technical amendment of the Directive to ensure that its procedural provisions 

are fully aligned with the framework established under the Treaty of Lisbon, thereby improving consistency 

between the Directive and the current EU legal framework. 

 
Furthermore, the BHD both allow for the up and downlisting of species. Any such proposals should be based on 

robust evidence regarding conservation status following ecological, scientifical and technical progress. Quality 

of decision-making on up- or downlisting could potentially be improved when stronger guidance is available 

regarding what should be viewed as robust evidence (and the role of the BHD reporting), and scientifical and 

technical progress in that matter. Further guidance on the process for amending listings could also be valuable, 

including the role of the NADEG in valuing proposals. 

 
Next, amendments to listings under the BHD can require listing-amendments under the Bern Convention. As 

Bern Convention processes precede these BHD listing processes, the process for listing-amendments towards 

the Bern Convention are very influential for the process under the BHD. Hence requests on further guidance 

should take into account the strong relation with the process for listing-amendments towards Bern Convention. 

It is important to take note of the fact that members of the Bern Convention include states that are not EU 

Member States. 

We see that obligations of BHD can be part of a broader development of area’s, especially if they are combined 

with other benefits such an climate adapatibility and water retention 
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5 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers on the monitoring and reporting obligations and 
administrative burden 

 
 

6 In your experience, do any of the following monitoring or reporting obligations cause 
disproportionate administrative burden in your Member State/in relation to your organisation? 

  

 
Yes 

 

 
Somewhat 

 

 
No 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

Completion/updating of standard data forms (SDF) for Natura 2000 

sites 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Estimating the financing needs for the conservation of species 

/habitat types inside Natura 2000 and outside (previous Prioritised 

Action Frameworks) - Article 8 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Undertaking the surveillance of the conservation status of habitat 

types and species – Article 11 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Monitoring the incidental capture and killing of Annex IV species - 

Article 12(4) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Derogation reporting -Article 16 of the Habitats Directive/ 9 of the 

Birds Directive 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Reporting on the implementation of the directives under Article 17 of 

the Habitats Directive and Article 12 of the Birds Directive 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Other (please specify) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
8 To what extent is the burden identified the result of one or more of the following potential 
underlying causes related to monitoring and reporting: 

  
0 - 

Not a 

cause 

 

 
1 

 

 
2 

 
3 - 

Major 

cause 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

 
Not 

applicable 

Lack of coherence and diverging practices 

among authorities 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Lack of capacities in the authorities (staff, 

expertise, etc.) and digital systems 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Data and knowledge gaps, inadequate 

knowledge and difficulties in access to data (e.g. 

on species distribution) 
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Complex requirements for reporting to the 

Commission 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Other (please specify) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
9 If you answered "Other", please specify the other underlying cause 

250 character(s) maximum 
 

 
10 What can be done in your Member State/in relation to your organisation or at European level to 
reduce the administrative burden related to monitoring/reporting obligations? 

 0 - No 

reduction 

 
1 

 
2 

3 - Major 

reduction 

I don’ 

t know 

Not 

applicable 

Simplify reporting requirements 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Improve access / digitalisation of data 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Promote use of new monitoring 

technologies 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Make better use of spatial data (e.g. 

through Copernicus) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Increase support for citizen science 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Increase funding for monitoring 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Other (please specify below) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
12 Please explain further below your answers to questions 6 to 10 above, in particular what could 
be done to reduce the administrative burden. 

2500 character(s) maximum 
 

 
13 Please describe any good practice examples and initiatives that have helped to streamline the 
management planning/monitoring or to reduce the administrative burden of monitoring and 
reporting. 

 
If you have already given details of any relevant good practice examples in answers to previous questions, 

there is no need to give the same reply here. But if you have anything more that is specifically related to the 

management and protection of Natura 2000 sites please use this occasion to explain what in your 

experience has helped to reduce the disproportionate administrative burden. 

Resolve issues with error messages, and greater transparency on ReportNet3 validation checks would allow 

them to be built into our collaboration portal, reducing errors and saving time. The same applies to BHD 

reporting via ReportNet3. 
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2500 character(s) maximum 
 

 
14 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers: 

 
 

15 Digitalisation, earth-observation and artificial intelligence can potentially provide 
administrative burden reduction opportunities for monitoring and reporting. Please explain how 
concretely you think this could be the case in your Member State/in relation to your organisation 
or at European level and, if possible, provide concrete examples of tested solutions. 

2500 character(s) maximum 
 

 
16 Please submit any documentary evidence studies, practical examples, analyses, in any EU 
language) that can support your answer in relation to the potential of digitalisation, earth 
observation and artificial intelligence. 

 
 

17 What are the benefits in the view of your Member State/organisation of the monitoring and 
reporting under the Birds and Habitats Directives? 

 Halting biodiversity loss 

 Wild bird conservation 

 Species conservation (other than birds) 

 Habitats conservation 

 Other environmental benefits (e.g. water purification, air purification, soil quality, pollination) 
 

- Netwerk Ecologische Monitoring: The NEM (Network for Ecological Monitoring) conducts a systematic 

study of nature in the Netherlands, collaborating with many people and organizations (for example data 

collection via a large group of volunteers). NEM is a partnership between the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries, 

Food Security and Nature, the Ministry of Infrastructure and Water Management, the PBL Netherlands 

Environmental Assessment Agency, CBS Statistics Netherlands, and the provinces. See: Netwerk Ecologische 

Monitoring | Het NEM (Netwerk Ecologische Monitoring) onderzoekt de natuur in Nederland structureel. 

 
- Nationale Databank Flora en Fauna: The National Databank Flora and Fauna (NDFF) contains more than 

250 million verified observations of plant and animal species. The database is freely accessible to anyone. See: 

https://ndff.nl/ 

 
VVM: The BHD Monitoring Improvement Program (see attachment "VHR Compleet: Samen op Pad (2022)") 

aims to achieve a more robust national nature monitoring, information provision, and reporting system for the 

Birds and Habitats Directives. Through the adjusted system, we can fully and timely monitor, assess, and report 

on progress towards and the realization of our BHD goals at multiple levels: from the local conservation 

objectives of individual nature areas, including Natura 2000 or sub-areas, to the national conservation status. 

We think there is a big opportunity here, but we are just at the beginning of exploring the possibilities. For 

example we are exploring Spheer. Spheer uses a machine learning model, a form of AI, for satellite monitoring. 

The European Sentinel-2 satellites provide satellite data about the Earth’s surface and Spheer trains its 

machine learning model so that it can analyze vegetation (type and cover) in different level of detail. Another 

example that we are exploring is e-dna. 
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Climate resilience and mitigation (e.g. flood, drought and wildfire prevention) 

 Society (e.g. health, culture, recreation, education) 

 Economy (e.g. jobs, tourism, food production, research and innovation) 

 Other (please specify in the following question) 

 I don’t know 

 Not applicable 

 
19 If you have selected any of the items in question 17 above, please explain further what the 
benefits are and whether you could provide any concrete or quantified justification, evidence or 
figures 

2500 character(s) maximum 
 

 
20 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers on the benefits of monitoring and reporting under the 
Birds and Habitats Directives: 

 
 

7. Policy coherence, public/stakeholder participation, funding support, 

efficiency and governance 

 
Policy coherence 

 
1 In your experience, is any disproportionate administrative burden created by implementing the 
Birds and Habitats Directives jointly with EU legislation in the following sectors: 

  

 
Yes 

 

 
Somewhat 

 

 
No 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

Agriculture (Common Agricultural Policy) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Forestry (e.g. LULUCF) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Water (e.g. Water Framework Directive) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Marine and maritime policy (Marine Strategy Framework Directive, 

Marine Spatial Planning Directive) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Fisheries (Common Fisheries Policy) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

     

 

- It creates awareness about the state of nature 

- The better we understand the state of nature, the better we know how to preserve and restore it 

- Conservation of VHR nature also has other environmental benefits, as part of the measures is directed at 

improving environmental conditions 
- Healthy nature has many benefits for society and for the economy 
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Energy (e.g. Renewable Energy Directive, TEN-E)     

Industry (e.g. Critical Raw Materials, Net Zero Industry Act) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Transport (e.g. TEN-T) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Defence (e.g. European Defence Industry Programme) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Other (please specify below) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
2 If you answered "Other", please specify which other legislation is contributing to administrative 
burden 

80 character(s) maximum 
 

 
3 To what extent is the disproportionate administrative burden you identified a result of one or 
more of the following potential underlying causes: 

  
0 - 

Not a 

cause 

 

 
1 

 

 
2 

 
3 - 

Major 

cause 

I 

don’ 

t 

know 

 
Not 

applicable 

Structural inconsistencies between policy 

objectives 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Structural inconsistency between legal 

instruments in the above-mentioned policy areas 

and requirements under the Birds and Habitats 

Directives 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Implementation issues at national/regional/local 

level 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Unclear or overly complex national legislation 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Lack of human resources and/or of technical 

capacity 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Insufficient ecological data and baselines 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Lack of or insufficient spatial or strategic planning 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Lack of or insufficient guidance from the 

European Commission 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
4 Please explain further below your answers to questions 1 and 3 under Policy coherence, in 
particular what could be done to reduce the administrative burden. 

2500 character(s) maximum 
 

Energy Performance of Buildings Directive (EPBD) 
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Funding and financial support 

 
1 To what extent do existing funding instruments adequately support the implementation of the 
Birds and Habitats Directives? 

 Fully 

adequate 

Rather 

adequate 

Rather 

inadequate 

Fully 

inadequate 

I don’t 

know 

EU funding 

instruments 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

National/regional 

funding 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Private funding 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
2 If you consider funding to be rather or fully inadequate to support the efficient implementation of 
the Birds and Habitats Directives, what are the main challenges? 

 Insufficient overall funding level 

 Fragmentation of funding sources 

 Temporal mismatch between funding cycles and long-term management needs 

 Administrative burden linked to access to funding 

 Lack of or insufficient co-financing at national or regional level 

 Lack of private funding and excessive reliance on public funding 

 Other (please specify) 

 
3 If you answered "Other", please specify the other challenges: 

250 character(s) maximum 
 

 
4 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers to question 1 under Funding and financial support: 

321c12c4-89e0-40bd-a6f6-922a1985ed7d/Funding_-_7.3.1 
_beoordeling_van_de_effecten_van_financiele_en_fis-
wageningen_university_and_research_708514 part_1_.pdf 
a76dee10-3ae0-41bc-b280-3eb78d502013/Funding_-_7.3.1 
_beoordeling_van_de_effecten_van_financiele_en_fis-
wageningen_university_and_research_708514 part_2_.pdf 
4cacc602-8800-4772-ae18-7c57e73c3e8c/Funding_-_7.3.1 
_beoordeling_van_de_effecten_van_financiele_en_fis-
wageningen_university_and_research_708514 part_3_.pdf 

Environmentally harmful subsidies in the NL and EU should be addressed; research shows many Dutch 

subsidies negatively affect biodiversity [7.3.1]. Research also shows provinces face a widening funding gap for 

nature tasks [7.3.2]. 
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627b9200-af7c-4d7a-b3e7-ab29ea93d9bf/Funding_-_7.3.1 
_beoordeling_van_de_effecten_van_financiele_en_fis-
wageningen_university_and_research_708514 part_4_.pdf 
439337c6-a9f6-4472-992f-a8568ea45265/Funding_-_7.3.2_rapport-onderzoek-naar-natuurtaken-en-
middelen-van-provincies-3 part_1_.pdf 
ee68a131-a9f3-4c7b-b058-3c712493e93a/Funding_-_7.3.2_rapport-onderzoek-naar-natuurtaken-en-
middelen-van-provincies-3 part_2_.pdf 
4165a374-fe6a-402e-874f-8b09de86d0fd/Funding_-_7.3.2_rapport-onderzoek-naar-natuurtaken-en-
middelen-van-provincies-3 part_3_.pdf 

 
Benefits and efficiency 

 
The Birds and Habitats Directives aim to protect the most valuable and threatened biodiversity in the EU. To 

assess the effectiveness and efficiency of the directives and their implementation it is essential to compare 

them with the associated benefits. 

 
1 How significant are the benefits associated with the implementation of the Birds and Habitats 
Directive in your Member State/in relation to your organisation? 

  
0 - No 

benefits 

 
 

1 

 
 

2 

3 - 

Major 

benefits 

I 

don't 

know 

 
Not 

applicable 

Halting biodiversity loss 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Wild bird conservation 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Species conservation (other than birds) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Habitats conservation 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Other environmental benefits (e.g. water 

purification, air purification, soil quality, 

pollination) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Climate resilience and mitigation (e.g. flood, 

drought and wildfire prevention) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Society (e.g. health, culture, recreation, 

education) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Economy (e.g. jobs, tourism, food production, 

research and innovation) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Other (please specify in the following 

question) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 



51  

3 Please explain your answers to question 1 under Benefits and efficiency, in particular elaborate 
on the chosen level of significance for the benefits of the Birds and Habitats Directives you have 
identified and if you can provide concrete quantified evidence to support it. 

2500 character(s) maximum 
 

 
4 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) that can support your answers on the benefits associated with the implementation of 
the Birds and Habitats Directives: 

d9c95378-0feb-4cb0-9e21-adaae95e2087/7. 
BENEFITS_Meer_ruimte_voor_recreatie_I_Verkenning_nationaal_toekomstig_recreatietekort part_1_. 
pdf 
2ff7b6fc-e5ab-4b18-b512-26412ded9fa2/7. 
BENEFITS_Meer_ruimte_voor_recreatie_I_Verkenning_nationaal_toekomstig_recreatietekort part_2_. 
pdf 

 
 

5 How do the costs of implementing the Birds and Habitats Directives compare with the 
associated benefits? Please explain and, if possible, provide concrete quantified examples. 

 
NB: this question considers a wider range of compliance costs, which include adjustment costs as well as 

administrative costs (see definitions in Box 1). Adjustment costs are the incremental costs (i.e. those in 

addition to business as usual) of complying with new regulations other than charges and administrative costs. 
2500 character(s) maximum 

 

 
6 Please attach any documentary evidence (studies, practical examples, analyses; in any EU 
language) evaluating how the costs of implementing the Birds and Habitats Directives compare 
with the associated benefits. 

f7fb034b-2a75-40f5-a11a-3ea51c655bfd/7. 
BENEFITS_Impact_Assessment_Europese_Natuurherstelverordening part_1_.pdf 
836fed9e-6920-4ee3-806f-79b129e5c371/7. 
BENEFITS_Impact_Assessment_Europese_Natuurherstelverordening   part_2_.pdf 

The implementation of the BHD has been a major contributor to halting biodiversity loss and conservation of 

habitats and species in the Netherlands. Besides the ecological benefits that come directly from implementation 

of the BHD, there are also other environmental, social and economical benefits. Especially in the long term, the 

BHD also contributes to public health, clean air, clean water, recreation, tourism, climate adaptation and 

mitigation, water safety, protection against wildfires and food production. 

 
The ANWB has published a study that shows that there is a growing need in the Netherlands to be outside in 

nature, but there is actually a shortage in green space for recreation[ [see upload] 

Berenschot and Arcadis have performed an Impact Assesment of the NRR, providing insight into the costs and 

benefits that come with implementing the Nature Restoration Regulation. This shows that the societal benefits 

(129 billion) outweigh the societal costs (76 billion) when looking at the period up until 2050[see upload]. 



1  

Governance 

 
1 Is the governance framework in your Member State (or across Member States for organisations 
or activities operating in several Member States) causing disproportionate administrative burden 
for the implementation of the Birds and Habitats Directives (e.g. interaction between different 
levels national/regional/local, competencies spread across different bodies, role of expert bodies 
such as agencies)? 

 Yes 

 Somewhat 

 No 

 I don't know 
 
 

2 If you answered "Yes" or "Somewhat", please specify. 
2500 character(s) maximum 

 

 
You have reached the end of the questionnaire - thank you very much for your contribution! 

 
 
 
 
 
Contact 

Contact Form 

The decentralized system in the Netherlands in which the provinces are responsible for nature policy, and the 

central government has a responsibility for the system as a whole, creates some extra administrative burden in 

terms of governance. Because of this system, the central government is responsible for achieving the BHD 

objective, but is not in control of the locations where this objective needs to be realized. The management of the 

N2000 sites lies with different organizations, namely the provinces, Rijkswaterstaat and the Ministry of Defence. 

Other areas that can contribute to realise the nature objectives are privately owned. This makes implementation 

of the BHD complex, as there are many parties involved. 

Moreover, the varying approaches to project reviews and the differences in how natural data is made available 

among competent authorities can create unnecessary administrative burdens. In addition, the local authorities 

in the decentralized system are also responsible for implementing other European legislation. This makes the 

system even more complex within the limited physical space available and having to prioritize the different EU 

legislation all placing an additional claim in the physical living environment. 




