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1

Introduction

Background to the consultation

Compileting this questionnaire will take around 45 minutes (15 minutes for sections 1 and 3 and 30 minutes for
the optional section 2).

The strategic objectives of the Birds and Habitats Directives

The Birds Directive[1] protects all wild birds and their most important habitats across the EU. Its strategic
objective is to maintain the population of all species of wild birds in the EU at a level which corresponds to
ecological, scientific and cultural requirements, while taking account of economic and recreational
requirements, or to adapt the population of these species to that level.

The Habitats Directive[2] protects about 230 habitat types and 1 000 species of wild animals and plants —

collectively referred to as ‘species of Community interest'. Its strategic objective is to maintain or restore
natural habitats and species of Community interest at favourable conservation status taking into account
economic, social and cultural requirements and regional and local characteristics.

The Birds and Habitats Directives are the cornerstone of EU nature conservation policy and the main legal

instruments for achieving biodiversity commitments at EU and global level.

[1] Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 on the conservation
of wild birds (OJ L 20, 26.1.2010, pp. 7-25).

[2] Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora
(OJ L 2086, 22.7.1992, pp. 7-50).

The approach of the Birds and Habitats Directives

In order to achieve their objectives, the Directives require the EU Member States to:

® establish a general system of protection for all birds that occur in the wild and other species listed in
Annex IV to the Habitats Directive, both inside and outside Natura 2000 sites;

® designate and effectively manage core sites for the protection of habitat types listed in Annex | and
species listed in Annex Il to the Habitats Directive and Annex | to the Birds Directive, as well as for
regularly occurring migratory birds; together, these sites form a coherent EU-wide ecological network
known as the Natura 2000 network; this consists of about 27 000 protected areas of high biodiversity
value covering approximately 18% of the EU’s land and over 10% of its seas; Member States must

ensure that damaging activities that could significantly disturb the species or cause deterioration of the



habitats for which Natura 2000 sites are designated are avoided; they must also ensure that positive
conservation measures are taken, where necessary, to maintain and restore the natural habitats and

the species for which the sites are designated.

Member States monitor progress in achieving the Directives’ objectives and report to the European
Commission every six years on the conservation status of the species and habitats of European importance
that are present in their country. The European Commission and the European Environment Agency aggregate
the information to determine the conservation status for each species and habitat across the EU and whether

they are reaching a favourable conservation status (EU state of nature report).

Further information (in all EU languages) about the Directives can be found at the following links: Birds

Directive and Habitats Directive.

The stress test of the Birds Directive and the Habitats Directive

As announced in the European Commission’s Communication — Simplifying for sustainable competitiveness of

10 December 2025, the Commission is conducting a stress test of the Birds and Habitats Directives. The
stress test is part of the Commission’s wider work on simplification to enhance EU competitiveness while
safeguarding economic, social and environmental goals.

The stress test will assess whether the Birds and Habitats Directives remain fit to achieve their objectives in a
cost-efficient way. This involves collecting evidence and figures in relation to administrative burden, costs and
benefits of implementation, identifying potential areas for simplification and for reducing administrative burden
and costs, while achieving the Directives’ objectives. More details on the timetable and process of the stress

test can be found on the dedicated web page.

This public consultation aims to gather the opinions of stakeholders and the general public on the
implementation of the Birds and Habitats Directives. The results will be assessed and summarised in a report,

which will, in due course, be made publicly available on the dedicated web page.

Structure of this questionnaire

The questionnaire consists of four sections:

® Section 0: ‘About you’ collects personal information.
® Section 1: ‘General questions’ contains more general questions on nature conservation.

@ Section 2: ‘In-depth questions’ includes more specific questions on the Directives and their

implementation on the ground. It is open to all, but has more detailed questions targeted at individuals
and stakeholders with some knowledge or good knowledge of the Birds and Habitats Directives.

® Section 3: ‘Final remarks’ allows you to make general comments and upload a document.

For methodological reasons, all questions are compulsory. However, you can always answer ‘no opinion’ or ‘I
don’t know’. We therefore encourage you to complete the second part of the questionnaire, even if only
partially, using the ‘1 don’t know’ option when needed. There is also a free text box at the end of the
guestionnaire where you can add further comments and/or upload a document. You're welcome to use this last
section to share more about your experience, as well as good practices and concrete solutions.

To help you prepare your contribution, a pdf version of the questionnaire is available.

You may interrupt your session at any time and continue answering at a later stage. Once you’ve submitted

your answers online, you'll have the option of downloading a copy of the completed questionnaire. Only



responses submitted through the online questionnaire can be accepted.

Disclaimer:



This document does not represent an official position of the European Commission. It is a tool to explore the
views of interested parties. The suggestions contained in this document do not prejudge the form or content
of any future proposal by the European Commission.

2 About you

*2.1 Language of my contribution
Bulgarian
Croatian
Czech
Danish
Dutch

English
Estonian
Finnish
French
German
Greek
Hungarian
Irish
ltalian
Latvian
Lithuanian
Maltese
Polish
Portuguese
Romanian
Slovak
Slovenian
Spanish
Swedish



*2.2 | am giving my contribution as

© Academic/research institution

© Company/business

Business association

“ Consumer organisation
~ EU citizen
“ Environmental organisation
~ Non-EU citizen
- Non-governmental organisation (NGO)
“ Public authority
“ Trade union
- Other

*2.3 Age group
’ <15
n 15-29
~ 30-65
> 65

~' Prefer not to answer

*2.4 First name
Inger Kristin

*2.5 Surname
Holm

*2.6 Country of origin

Please add your country of origin, or that of your organisation.

This list does not represent the official position of the European institutions with regard to the legal status or policy of

the entities mentioned. It is a harmonisation of often divergent lists and practices.

© Afghanistan “ Dijibouti “ Libya © Saint Martin
© Aland Islands “ Dominica “ Liechtenstein “ Saint Pierre and
Miquelon



Albania

Algeria
American Samoa

Andorra

Angola
Anguilla
Antarctica

Antigua and
Barbuda

Argentina
Armenia
Aruba
Australia
Austria
Azerbaijan
Bahamas
Bahrain

Bangladesh

Barbados

Belarus
D Belgium

Belize
Benin
Bermuda

Bhutan

Dominican

Republic

Ecuador

Egypt
El Salvador

Equatorial Guinea
Eritrea
Estonia

Eswatini

Ethiopia

Falkland Islands
Faroe Islands

Fiji

Finland

France

French Guiana
French Polynesia

French Southern
and Antarctic

Lands

Gabon

Georgia

Germany
Ghana
Gibraltar
Greece

Greenland

Lithuania

Luxembourg
Macau

Madagascar

Malawi
Malaysia
Maldives
Mali

Malta

Marshall Islands
Martinique
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mayotte

Mexico
Micronesia

Moldova

Monaco

Mongolia

Montenegro
Montserrat
Morocco
Mozambique

Myanmar/Burma

Saint Vincent
and the

Grenadines
Samoa

San Marino
Séo Tomé and
Principe
Saudi Arabia
Senegal
Serbia

Seychelles

Sierra Leone
Singapore

Sint Maarten
Slovakia
Slovenia
Solomon Islands
Somalia

South Africa

South Georgia
and the South
Sandwich Islands

South Korea
South Sudan

Spain
Sri Lanka
Sudan
Suriname

Svalbard and



Jan Mayen

Bolivia Grenada Namibia Sweden



Bonaire Saint
Eustatius and
Saba

Bosnia and

Herzegovina

Botswana
Bouvet Island
Brazil

British Indian

Ocean Territory
British Virgin
Islands

Brunei

Bulgaria

Burkina Faso

Burundi

Cambodia

Cameroon
Canada

Cape Verde

Cayman Islands

Central African
Republic

Chad
Chile

Guadeloupe

Guam

Guatemala
Guernsey
Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Guyana

Haiti
Heard Island and

McDonald Islands

Honduras

Hong Kong

Hungary

Iceland

India

Indonesia

Iran

Iraq

Ireland

Isle of Man

Nauru

Nepal

Netherlands
New Caledonia
New Zealand

Nicaragua

Niger

Nigeria

Niue

Norfolk Island

Northern Mariana

Islands

North Korea

North Macedonia
Norway
Oman

Pakistan

Palau

Palestine

Panama

Switzerland

Syria

Taiwan
Tajikistan
Tanzania

Thailand

The Gambia

Timor-Leste

Togo

Tokelau

Tonga

Trinidad and
Tobago
Tunisia
Turkiye
Turkmenistan
Turks and

Caicos Islands

Tuvalu

Uganda

Ukraine



China Israel Papua New United Arab

Guinea Emirates

Christmas Island Italy Paraguay United Kingdom



Clipperton

Cocos (Keeling)

Islands

Colombia
Comoros
Congo

Cook Islands
Costa Rica
Cote d’lvoire
Croatia

Cuba

Curagao
Cyprus

Czechia

Democratic
Republic of the
Congo

Denmark

Jamaica

Japan

Jersey
Jordan
Kazakhstan
Kenya
Kiribati
Kosovo
Kuwait

Kyrgyzstan

Laos
Latvia

Lebanon

Lesotho

Liberia

Peru

Philippines

Pitcairn Islands
Poland
Portugal
Puerto Rico
Qatar

Réunion
Romania

Russia

Rwanda
Saint Barthélemy

Saint Helena
Ascension and
Tristan da Cunha

Saint Kitts and
Nevis

Saint Lucia

United States
United States
Minor Outlying
Islands
Uruguay

US Virgin Islands
Uzbekistan
Vanuatu
Vatican City
Venezuela
Vietnam

Wallis and
Futuna

Western Sahara
Yemen

Zambia

Zimbabwe

*2.7 Country of residence

Please add your country of origin, or that of your organisation.

This list does not represent the official position of the European institutions with regard to the legal status or policy of

the entities mentioned. It is a harmonisation of often divergent lists and practices.

Afghanistan Djibouti Libya Saint Martin
Aland Islands Dominica Liechtenstein Saint Pierre and
Miguelon
Albania Dominican Lithuania Saint Vincent
Republic and the

10



Gren
adine
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Algeria
American Samoa

Andorra

Angola
Anguilla
Antarctica

Antigua and
Barbuda

Argentina
Armenia
Aruba
Australia
Austria
Azerbaijan
Bahamas
Bahrain

Bangladesh

Barbados

Belarus
D Belgium

Belize
Benin
Bermuda

Bhutan

Bolivia

Bonaire Saint

Ecuador

Egypt
El Salvador

Equatorial Guinea
Eritrea
Estonia

Eswatini

Ethiopia

Falkland Islands
Faroe Islands

Fiji

Finland

France

French Guiana
French Polynesia

French Southern
and Antarctic

Lands

Gabon

Georgia

Germany
Ghana
Gibraltar
Greece

Greenland

Grenada

Eustatius and Saba

Luxembourg
Macau

Madagascar

Malawi
Malaysia
Maldives
Mali

Malta

Marshall Islands
Martinique
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mayotte

Mexico
Micronesia

Moldova

Monaco

Mongolia

Montenegro
Montserrat
Morocco
Mozambique

Myanmar/Burma

Namibia

Samoa

San Marino
Sao Tomé and
Principe
Saudi Arabia
Senegal
Serbia

Seychelles

Sierra Leone
Singapore

Sint Maarten
Slovakia
Slovenia
Solomon Islands
Somalia

South Africa

South Georgia
and the South

Sandwich Islands

South Korea
South Sudan

Spain
Sri Lanka
Sudan
Suriname

Svalbard and
Jan Mayen

Sweden
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Guadeloupe
Nauru

Switzerland

13



Bosnia and

Herzegovina

Botswana
Bouvet Island
Brazil

British Indian

Ocean Territory
British Virgin
Islands

Brunei

Bulgaria

Burkina Faso

Burundi

Cambodia

Cameroon
Canada
Cape Verde

Cayman Islands

Central African
Republic

Chad
Chile
China

Guam

Guatemala
Guernsey
Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Guyana

Haiti
Heard Island and
McDonald Islands

Honduras

Hong Kong

Hungary

Iceland

India

Indonesia

Iran

Iraq

Ireland
Isle of Man

Israel

Nepal

Netherlands
New Caledonia
New Zealand

Nicaragua

Niger

Nigeria

Niue

Norfolk Island

Northern Mariana

Islands

North Korea

North Macedonia
Norway
Oman

Pakistan

Palau

Palestine
Panama

Papua New

Guinea

Syria

Taiwan
Tajikistan
Tanzania

Thailand

The Gambia

Timor-Leste

Togo

Tokelau

Tonga

Trinidad and
Tobago
Tunisia
Tarkiye
Turkmenistan
Turks and
Caicos Islands

Tuvalu

Uganda
Ukraine
United Arab

Emirates
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Christmas Island

Clipperton

Italy

Jamaica

Paraguay

Peru

United Kingdom
United States

15



Cocos (Keeling)
Islands

Colombia
Comoros
Congo

Cook Islands
Costa Rica
Coéte d’lvoire
Croatia

Cuba

Curacgao
Cyprus

Czechia

Democratic
Republic of the
Congo

Denmark

Japan

Jersey
Jordan
Kazakhstan
Kenya
Kiribati
Kosovo
Kuwait

Kyrgyzstan

Laos
Latvia

Lebanon

Lesotho

Liberia

Philippines

Pitcairn Islands
Poland
Portugal
Puerto Rico
Qatar

Réunion
Romania

Russia

Rwanda
Saint Barthélemy

Saint Helena
Ascension and

Tristan da Cunha

Saint Kitts and

Nevis

Saint Lucia

United States
Minor Outlying
Islands
Uruguay

US Virgin Islands
Uzbekistan
Vanuatu

Vatican City
Venezuela
Vietnam

Wallis and
Futuna

Western Sahara
Yemen

Zambia

Zimbabwe

*2.8 Email (this won't be published)
akoninckx@eurelectric.org

*2.9 Scope

International

Local
National

Regional

16


mailto:akoninckx@eurelectric.org

*2.10 Level of governance

Local Authority

17



- Local Agency

*2.11 Level of governance
- Parliament
-~ Authority
- Agency

*2.12 Level of activity

- International
D EU

National
- Regional

- Local

*2.13 Research institutions
- Public research institute
- Private research institute
- Educational establishment — University level

- Educational establishment - Other

*2.14 Organisation name
255 character(s) maximum
Union of the Electricity Industry — Eurelectric aisbl

*2.15 Organisation size

- Micro (1 to 9 employees)

n Small (10 to 49 employees)
- Medium (50 to 249 employees)

-~ Large (250 or more)

*2.16 Are you self-employed?

“Yes

nNo



*2.17 Please indicate your main field of activity

Maximum 5 selection(s)

Agriculture
Forestry
Fisheries
Recreational fishing (angling)
Aquaculture
Environment
Nature protection
Education
Culture

Charity

Water

Hunting

Tourism

Sport and Recreation

n Renewable Energy

n Non-renewable

Energy
Energy transmission
Transport
Extractive Industry
Energy Intensive Industry
Manufacturing
Other Industry
Housing
Infrastructure Development
Defense and Civil Protection
Research
Financial and Insurance Sector
Health

Other (please specify below)



*2.18 If you selected other, please specify your field of activity:

80 character(s) maximum

2.19 Transparency register number

Check if your organisation is on the transparency register. It's a voluntary database for organisations seeking to

influence EU decision-making.

4271427696-87

The Commission will publish all contributions to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would
prefer to have your details published or to remain anonymous when your contribution is published. For the
purpose of transparency, the type of respondent (for example, ‘business association, ‘consumer
association’, ‘EU citizen’) country of origin, organisation name and size, and its transparency
register number, are always published. Your e-mail address will never be published. Opt in to select
the privacy option that best suits you. Privacy options default based on the type of respondent selected

*2.20 Contribution publication privacy settings

The Commission will publish the responses to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would like your

details to be made public or to remain anonymous.
Anonymous
The type of respondent that you responded to this consultation as, your country
of origin and your contribution will be published as received. Your name will not
be published. Please do not include any personal data in the contribution itself.
Public
Your name, the type of respondent that you responded to this consultation as,
your country of origin and your contribution will be published.

*2.21 Contribution publication privacy settings

The Commission will publish the responses to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would like your

details to be made public or to remain anonymous.

Anonymous

Only organisation details are published: The type of respondent that you
responded to this consultation as, the name of the organisation on whose behalf
you reply as well as its transparency number, its size, its country of origin and
your contribution will be published as received. Your name will not be published.
Please do not include any personal data in the contribution itself if you want to

remain anonymous.

20



D Public

Organisation details and respondent details are published: The type of
respondent that you responded to this consultation as, the name of the
organisation on whose behalf you reply as well as its transparency number, its
size, its country of origin and your contribution will be published. Your name will
also be published.

D | agree with the personal data protection provisions

3 Section 1

3.1 Please score the following:

| don’
Not Somewhat Very
) ) Important )
important important important
know
* How important is nature D
conservation to you?
3.2 How familiar are you with EU nature conservation policy?
Not familiar Not very Somewhat Very [ don't
at all familiar familiar familiar know
* Birds Directive u
* Habitats Directive |-|
* Natura 2000 Network of D
Protected Areas
3.3 In your view, how important:
I
Not Somewhat Very don’
Important
important important important t
know
* are the Birds and Habitats Directives for D

nature conservation?

21



* js the Natura 2000 network for protecting
threatened species and habitats in the
EU?

22



3.4 In your view, for protecting nature in the EU, how appropriate are:

Not Somewhat ) Very I don’t
) ) Appropriate )
appropriate appropriate appropriate know
* the Directives' strategic D
objectives?
* the Directives' approach? D

(see ‘Background to the consultation’ section for more information)

3.5 Please score the following:

Not Somewhat ) Very don’
Effective
effective effective effective t
know
* Have the Directives been effective in D

protecting nature?

*3.6 If you think the Directives are not effective or only somewhat effective, is

this mainly due to the following:

Maximum 7 selection(s)

D Their provisions are unclear

D Their provisions are too
strict

Their provisions are not ambitious enough

D Problems with implementation at Member State/regional/local

level

D Stakeholders are not sufficiently involved and supported

D The funding and capacity allocated to the implementation are not
sufficient
Enforcement at EU level is mostly ineffective
Enforcement at Member State/regional/local level is mostly ineffective
The management of the Natura 2000 network is not delivering positive results on
the ground

D Other, please specify
23



below

| don’t know

*3.7 If you selected other, please specify:

e Lack of data/little knowledge when designating a species and/or a habitat.

e The Directives should explicitly allow compensatory and offsetting measures in
protected areas, for instance by financing a management plan that was not covered by
sufficient public funds or by financing some actions which are not integrated in the
management plan but could benefit to achieve directive objectives. In France, for
example, authorizing compensatory measures into protected areas are difficult due to
the principle of additionality requiring that any measure validated as compensatory or
offsetting should not have already been financed. But very often some management
plans of N2000 lack public funding. In some project development areas, protected areas
are everywhere around projects sites, which then offers possibilities to conduct
compensatory or offsetting measures ex-ante.

*3.8 If provisions are unclear, too strict, or not ambitious enough, please specify:

250 character(s) maximum
Preserve the directives’ objectives, but address outdated or incorrect designations, knowledge
gaps and disproportionate requirements. Greater flexibility is needed for safety, routine
maintenance, emergency works and clean energy deployment.

*3.9 If you think the Directives are effective or very effective, is this mainly thanks to
the following:

Maximum 7 selection(s)

[”! Their provisions are clear

™ Their provisions are strict enough

n Their provisions are ambitious enough

™ Implementation by national, regional and local authorities is mostly effective
I Stakeholders are sufficiently involved and supported

 The funding and capacity allocated to the implementation are sufficient

I Enforcement at EU level is mostly effective

I Enforcement at Member State/regional/local level is mostly effective

g The management of the Natura 2000 network is delivering positive results on
the ground

E Other, please specify
below

1| don’t know

24



*3.10 If you selected other, please specify:

80 character(s) maximum

*3.11 How do the costs of implementing the Birds and Habitats Directives
compare with the associated benefits?

- The implementation costs are greater than the benefits

ﬂ The implementation costs are more or less equal to the

benefits
- The benefits are greater than the implementation costs

o |ldon’t know

*3.12 How would you describe the administrative burden of complying with

the Birds and Habitats Directives for your activity?
Administrative burdens are a specific type of costs incurred by enterprises, public
authorities, and citizens solely to meet the legal obligations stemming from the
directives. This excludes the administrative 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.

- Very low

- Low

- Moderate
n High

- Very high

- | don’t know

- Not applicable

*3.13 Please specify the main causes:
250 character(s) maximum

¢ Extensive monitoring and mapping requirements can delay projects, increase costs and
create bottlenecks due to a lack of species experts.

e Changing protected-species lists may require assessments and derogations to be redone.

e Disproportionate mitigation, monitoring and permitting processes can add years to project

25



timelines.

3.14 To what extent have the following aspects been taken into account in

the implementation of the Directives at EU and national level?

Not taken into

account at all

* Economic
* Social and cultural

* Defence and civil
protection

* Energy
independence and

security

Not taken into
account very

well

Somewhat
taken into

account

L

Taken into
don’
account very )
well
know

26



* Housing and n
related 2

infrastructure

* Transport and D
related 2 #
infrastructure

* Climate change - i u

* Other n

environmental

* National, regional n

and local

3.15 To what extent do you consider EU policies in the following areas to be

coherent with the objectives of the Birds and Habitats Directives?

Not coherent Not very Somewhat Very I don’t

at all coherent coherent coherent know

* Agriculture and rural n

development - - - )

* Cohesion/regional : : 3 : U

* Fisheries and Maritime - 3 . 4 u
* Energy u
* Transport u

* Industry/enterprise - 2 1 : |-|
* Climate action : : |-|

* Health u

* Research and innovation |-|

*3.16 Would you like to answer the more specific questions in Section 2 of
the questionnaire?

Yes
No

4 Section 2

27



Effectiveness

The following questions explore the extent to which the objectives of the Birds Directive and Habitats Directive
have been met, and any significant factors which may have contributed to or inhibited progress towards
meeting those objectives.

4.1 How effective have the Birds and Habitats Directives been in:

Not Not

) Somewhat Very don’
effective at very

] effective effective t
all effective
know
* Protecting Europe’s most threatened D

species

* Protecting Europe’s most threatened
habitat types

* Protecting all wild bird species

OC O

* Ensuring that species are managed
sustainably (e.g. hunting, fishing)

* Establishing an EU-wide ecologically n
coherent network of protected areas
(Natura 2000)

* Managing and restoring Natura 2000 sites

* Limiting negative impacts of new plans

OC

and projects on Natura 2000 sites

* Ensuring ecological connectivity for n

migratory species

* Improving knowledge on the conservation D

status of protected habitats and species

28



4.2 To what extent do you think the factors listed below have contributed to

the ineffectiveness or effectiveness of the Directives?

) ] Minor Major
Major Minor
No contribution contribution
contribution to contribution to o
contribution to to
ineffectiveness ineffectiveness ] )
effectiveness effectiveness

* Clarity of legal text

together with case D
law at national and - - -

EU levels

* Ambition of D
Directives’ 4 3 #
provisions

* EU level D
implementation . 2 #

and coordination

* National

implementation

* Regional

implementation

* Local

implementation

* Enforcement at EU D
level - ) )

29



* Enforcement at
national/regional

/local level

* Guidance and best
practice for

implementation

* Scientific
knowledge about
species and
habitats

* EU-level funding
under the LIFE

programme

* EU-level funding
under other
instruments (e.g.
common
agricultural policy,
European
Regional
Development
Fund, Horizon

Europe)

* National/regional
/local funding

* Human resources
at EU level

30



* Human resources
at national/regional

/local level

* Stakeholders’

involvement

* Public awareness

and support

* |ntegration of
nature
conservation into

other policies

* |International
cooperation to
protect species
and habitats

Other (please
specify in the

following question)

31



“4.3 If you selected other factors, please specify:

80 character(s) maximum
Allow temporary nature measures without triggering long-term constraints.

*4 .4 Please specify how these factors contribute to the Directives’ ineffectiveness:

400 character(s) maximum
If not implemented, biodiversity could be lower.

Efficiency

The following questions explore whether the costs of implementing the EU Birds and Habitats Directives are

reasonable and proportional to the results achieved. The Directives were designed to deliver benefits in terms

of the conservation of species and habitats, but there are other benefits for the environment and society. Costs

arise from administrative requirements, compliance enforcement, and forfeited opportunities. These costs
include those due to permitting delays or restrictions on activities in Natura 2000 sites.

The efficiency section includes two sub-sections covering 1) Application of Articles 6(3) and 6(4) of the
Habitats Directive (appropriate assessment procedure for plans and projects likely to impact Natura 2000

sites) and 2) Species protection and derogations.

4.5 Based on your experience, how significant are the benefits associated

with the Directives?

Insignificant Minor Moderate Major don’ Not
benefits benefits benefits benefits t applicable
know
* Wild bird conservation - - - u
* Species conservation (other n
than birds) ' ' '
* Habitats conservation : 3 - U

* Other environmental

benefits (e.g. water D
purification, air purification, - -

soil quality, pollination)
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* Climate change 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)

“4.6 If you selected other, please specify the other benefits:

80 character(s) maximum

Clarify assessments and apply precaution proportionately and predictably.

4.7 Based on your experience, how significant are the implementation costs

associated with the Directives?

* Costs of habitat protection and

restoration

* Costs of species protection and

restoration

* Compensation costs linked to

species protection

Insignificant

Minor

costs

Major don’ Not
costs t applicable
know

33



* ‘Hassle’ costs (costs that may
result from delays, litigation,

redundant legal provisions)

* OQpportunity costs (the costs of

foregone income)

34



“4.8 Please specify the major costs selected:

400 character(s) maximum

e Proportionality is often lacking, with uncertainty systematically interpreted against projects.

e Changing protected-species lists can require reassessments and new derogations, delaying
projects and increasing costs.

e Extensive monitoring, mapping and disproportionate compensation requirements create
significant administrative burdens.

e Low-carbon energy projects can face stricter environmental requirements than other

sectors.
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4.9 Based on your experience, are these costs proportionate, given the

benefits associated with the Directives?

Not at all Not very Somewhat Very don’
proportionate proportionate proportionate proportionate t
know

* Costs of
habitat D
protection and

restoration

* Costs of
species D
protection and

restoration

* Costs of
species
protection,
additional to
habitat D
protection and
restoration
(including
compensation

for damage)

Not
applicable
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*

*

Adjustment
costs
(investments
/expenses that
people,
organisations
or economic
sectors may
have to make
fincurin order
to adjust their
activity to the
requirements
of the

Directives)

Administrative
costs
(administrative
activities
performed to
comply with
administrative
obligations
included in

legal rules)
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* ‘Hassle’ costs
(costs that
may result
from delays, = n
litigation, )
redundant
legal

provisions)
* Opportunity
costs (the D
costs of © ®
foregone

income)
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Specific questions on the application of Article 6(3) and 6(4) of the
Habitats Directive (‘appropriate assessment procedure’ for plans and
projects likely to impact Natura 2000 sites)

Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive requires that any plan or project likely to significantly affect a Natura 2000
site, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects, must be subject to an appropriate assessment
and be authorised only if this will not adversely affect the site’s integrity. Article 6(4) provides that, in the
absence of alternatives and for imperative reasons of overriding public interest, a plan or project with
significant negative effects may still proceed if compensatory measures are adopted to preserve the overall
coherence of the network. By virtue of Article 7 of the Habitats Directive, this also applies to the sites classified
under the Birds Directive.

“4.10 Based on your experience, how efficient is the appropriate assessment

procedure in preventing the degradation of habitats and species protected
in Natura 2000 areas (e.g. taking into account effectiveness, duration, costs,

administrative burden)?
Not at all efficient
Not very efficient

Somewhat efficient

D Very efficient
| don’t know

Not applicable
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4.11 Please rank the following elements with regard to how they contribute
to the efficiencyl/inefficiency of the ‘appropriate assessment’ procedures
under the Birds and the Habitats Directives

Major Minor ) ) I
Minor Major
contribution contribution No don’
contribution contribution
to to contribution o )
o S to efficiency to efficiency
inefficiency inefficiency know
* Legal D
formulation of
the Directives
* Interpretation of
legal
requirements by D
the Court of

Justice of the

European Union

* Administrative

procedures as D

described in the

Directives
* Administrative
procedures in D
place at national
/regional/local

level



* Guidance
documents
developed at
EU level

*

National
/regional/local
guidance and

support

*

Integration of
the appropriate
assessment
with the
environmental
impact
assessment
under the EIA

Directive

* |mplementation
practices by
national/regional
/local authorities
compared with
the Directives’

requirements
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* Coordination
between
several
competent
authorities at

national level

* Capacity or
resources of
competent

authorities

*

Availability and
level of quality
of data on
species and
habitats

*

Existence, level
of quality and
preciseness of
site-specific
conservation
objectives
which inform
the assessment
of the plans and

projects

* Litigation before
national/regional

/local courts
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* The
requirement for
a formal
Commission
opinion for
certain plans
and projects
affecting
‘priority’ habitats
/species in
Natura 2000
sites (Article 6
(4) of the
Habitats

Directive)

Other (please
specify in the
following

question)
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*4.12 If you selected other elements, please specify the other elements:

80 character(s) maximum

o Expanded list of justifications for ‘overriding public interest’, also e.g. energy security and
clean energy deployment.

*4.13 Please specify how the elements selected contribute to the inefficiency of the
appropriate assessment procedures under the Birds and the Habitats Directives.

400 character(s) maximum

e Some Member States apply the directives more restrictively than required, treating
common and non-threatened species similarly to species at risk. This leads to extensive
inventories, assessments and permitting requirements that delay projects and increase
costs.

e Greater transparency, consistency and proportionality are needed, alongside better-
resourced and more competent authorities, to ensure timely, predictable and evidence-
based environmental decisions.

*4.14 Which of the following measures would most improve the functioning of

appropriate assessment procedures for your activity?

Maximum 11 selection(s)

™ More detailed EU guidance documents

n Increased capacity/resources/upskilling of competent

authorities

n Better and more easily/publicly available scientific data

™ Increased involvement of and support to stakeholders

g A clearer and more predictable framework for the timely completion
of appropriate assessments at national level

n A clearer and more predictable framework for the timely completion
of appropriate assessments at regional level

n Better coordination between competent authorities at regional and/or national

level

n Faster and improved permitting and authorisation procedures
I | don’t need appropriate assessments procedures in my activities

=1 don't think appropriate assessments procedures need to be improved
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™I Other (please specify in the following question)
™| don’t know

*4.15 If you selected other, please specify:

80 character(s) maximum

*4.16 Do you have examples of best practices or solutions to reduce costs or

administrative burden in appropriate assessment procedures?

1000 character(s) maximum

Timely and full implementation of relevant EU law by national, regional and local
authorities.

Digitalization and National one-stop shops for all permitting procedures, including the
relevant environmental assessments.

Expanded list of justifications for ‘overriding public interest’, also e.g. energy security
and clean energy deployment. This allows to speed up clean energy and enabling
infrastructure deployment, which reduces administrative burden and has significant
overall environmental benefits.

Adjustment of procedures to reconcile the protection of biodiversity and the priorities
promoted by other imperatives (security, safety)

Adaptation of procedures for recurring works, such as maintenance work on dikes
Better consideration of local biodiversity issues

Maintain the principle of proportionality in the analysis of files

Specific questions on species protection and derogations.

Article 5 of the Birds Directive and Articles 12 and 13 of the Habitats Directive establish a general system of

species protection for all wild birds covered by the Birds Directive and for species listed in Annex IV to the

Habitats Directive, respectively, prohibiting their deliberate killing, capture, disturbance, or trade, as well as

the deterioration or destruction of their breeding sites or resting places.

Under Article 9 of the Birds Directive and Article 16 of the Habitats Directive, Member States may grant

exceptions from these species protection provisions. Derogations are only allowed for certain reasons, if there

is no other satisfactory solution and the consequences of these derogations are not incompatible with the

overall aims of the Directives.

“4.17 In your view, how clear are the current rules on species protection
under the Birds Directive (Article 5) and the Habitats Directive (Articles 12
and 13)?

“ Very clear

D Rather clear

~ Rather unclear
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Very unclear

| don’t know

*4.18 To what extent does the current derogation system from the general
species protection rules (Article 9 of the Birds Directive and Article 16 of the
Habitats Directive) efficiently address the specific challenges associated
with your activity?

Not at all efficiently

Not very efficiently

D Somewhat

efficiently
Very efficiently
| don’t know

Not applicable
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*4.19 Which of the following measures would most improve the functioning of
species protection and derogations for your activity, while ensuring that the

Directives’ objectives are achieved?

Maximum 11 selection(s)

n Clearer/less complex/more consistent provisions in the Directives

n Easier procedure to adapt the annexes of the Directives listing the species

concerned to technical and scientific progress

g More targeted rules focusing on how activities affect species populations

rather than individual specimens

I Clearer definitions and concepts in EU guidance

n More and better publicly available scientific data on species, their habitats and
other data to support derogations

n Simplification of procedures to approve derogations at regional/local

level

n Simplification of procedures to approve derogations at national level

1 don't deal with species protection and derogations procedures in my activity

n Other (please specify in the following question)
©'1 don't think species protection and derogations need to be improved
™1 don’t know

“4.20 If you selected other, please specify:

80 character(s) maximum

Align derogations with energy security and simplify emergency procedures.

“4.21 Please provide examples of how that would help you:

400 character(s) maximum

e The objectives of the directives should be preserved, while allowing greater flexibility to
address safety, security and climate resilience needs, including flood protection, wildfire
prevention and emergency response.

¢ Routine maintenance and emergency works should benefit from simplified procedures,
with predefined mitigation measures reducing the need for case-by-case derogations and
ensuring timely interventions when public safety is at stake.
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4.22 Please rank the following elements with regard to how they contribute

to the efficiencyl/inefficiency of species protection and derogations under

the Birds and Habitats Directives.

Major
contribution
to

inefficiency

* Legal
formulation of
Article 5 of the

Birds Directive

* Legal
formulation of
Articles 12 and
13 of the
Habitats

Directive

* Interpretation of
legal
requirements by
the Court of
Justice of the

European Union

* Administrative
procedures at
national/regional

/local level

Minor
contribution
to

inefficiency

No

contribution

Minor
contribution

to efficiency

Major
don’
contribution

to efficiency
know
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* Guidance
documents
developed at
EU level

* National
/regional/local
guidance and

support

* Coordination
between
several
competent
authorities at

national level

* Capacity or
resources of
competent

authorities

* Availability and
level of quality
of data on
protected
species and
their habitats

* Litigation before
national/regional

/local courts
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Derogation
reporting under
Article 16 of the
Habitats
Directive and
Article 9 of the

Birds Directive

* Procedures to
change the
annexes listing
protected

species

Other (please
specify in the
following

question)
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*4.23 If you selected other elements, please specify the other element:

80 character(s) maximum
Broaden derogations for energy, maintenance and emergency actions.

*4.24 Please specify the provisions and/or species concerned for the elements

selected contributing to the inefficiency:

400 character(s) maximum
Members are kindly invited to provide input here.

*4.25 Do you have concrete examples of best practices or existing solutions
to reduce costs or administrative burden in relation to species protection

and derogation procedures?

1000 character(s) maximum

e Authorities could pre-approve avoidance, mitigation and compensation measures for
defined species and habitats, enabling emergency works to proceed rapidly without
lengthy case-by-case derogation procedures.

¢ Routine maintenance activities could benefit from permanently validated mitigation
measures, reducing administrative burdens while maintaining biodiversity protection.

e Clear ex ante criteria should determine when impacts are sufficiently limited to avoid
derogation requirements for emergency works, flood protection, wildfire prevention and
other activities required by law.

e Strategic planning approaches should be encouraged. For example, the Netherlands
conducts detailed biodiversity assessments at plan level for offshore wind development,
allowing mitigation measures and cumulative impacts to be addressed upfront and
providing greater certainty for individual projects.

Coherence

This section explores whether the Birds and Habitats Directives are consistent with each other and with other
EU policies and legislation. It also examines whether the Birds and Habitats Directives and these policies and
legislation are complementary or if there are significant gaps, overlaps and inconsistencies in EU policy action
that stand in the way of their effective implementation.

4.26 To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Neither |
Totally Mostly agree Mostly Totally don’
disagree disagree nor agree agree t
disagree know
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* The provisions of the Birds and the
Habitats Directives are consistent
with each other and mutually

supportive

* The provisions of the Birds and the
Habitats Directives are consistent
with the objectives of the EU

biodiversity strategy and contribute

to their achievement
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* The provisions of the Birds and the
Habitats Directives are consistent
with international biodiversity
commitments, and contribute to their
achievement (e.g., the Convention - - - u
on Biological Diversity, the
Convention on the Conservation of
Migratory Species of Wild Animals,

the Bern Convention)

* The provisions of the Birds and the
Habitats Directives are consistent = = D
with those of other EU environmental - - -

legislation

* The provisions of the Birds and
Habitats Directives are consistent
with other EU policies in the field of ' ' - u
the Green Deal and long-term

competitiveness

“4.27 Please describe the provisions concerned, the gaps, overlaps or

inconsistencies, and any solution for addressing them.

1000 character(s) maximum

This legislation, if applied too strictly, can go against the development of projects that meet carbon
neutrality objectives, even though climate change is the 3rd pressure responsible for the collapse
of biodiversity. So we have to find a fair compromise

Define a priori criteria to avoid a sufficiently characterized impact on protected species in order to
avoid an EP derogation, this for legal obligations under other regulations (e.g. legal obligations to
clear brush to limit fire risks) or for emergency work following a disaster (landslides in mountain
areas, cyclons, etc.) or for works in rivers necessary for flood protection.

5 Section 3: Final remarks

You are encouraged to share more about your experience, and to provide examples of good practices and/or

of concrete solutions for making the implementation of the Birds and Habitats Directives more efficient.

*5.1 Is there anything you would like to add in relation to this questionnaire?

1000 character(s) maximum

Article 12 of the Habitats Directive should be relaxed to allow the investments of the overriding
public interest, as long as the investor pledges to compensate / create alternative habitats for the
protected species
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5.2 Would you like to upload a document to supplement your input with

concrete evidence or examples? Please upload one document only.
Only files of the type pdf,txt,doc,docx,odt,rtf are allowed

Thank you for your feedback.
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@urelectric

Eurelectric represents the interests of the electricity industry in Europe. Our work covers all major issues
affecting our sector. Our members represent a total of +3500 companies in over 30 European countries.

We cover the entire industry from electricity generation and markets to distribution networks and customer
issues. We also have affiliates active on several other continents and business associates from a wide variety
of sectors with a direct interest in the electricity industry.

We stand for

The vision of the European power sector is to enable and sustain:
- Avibrant competitive European economy, reliably powered by clean, carbon-neutral energy
- Asmart, energy efficient and truly sustainable society for all citizens of Europe

We are committed to lead a cost-effective energy transition by:

investing in clean power generation and transition-enabling solutions, to reduce emissions and actively
pursue efforts to become carbon-neutral well before mid-century, taking into account different starting points
and commercial availability of key transition technologies;

transforming the energy system to make it more responsive, resilient and efficient. This includes increased
use of renewable energy, digitalisation, demand side response and reinforcement of grids so they can
function as platforms and enablers for customers, cities and communities;

accelerating the energy transition in other economic sectors by offering competitive electricity as a
transformation tool for transport, heating and industry;

embedding sustainability in all parts of our value chain and take measures to support the transformation of
existing assets towards a zero carbon society;

innovating to discover the cutting-edge business models and develop the breakthrough technologies that are
indispensable to allow our industry to lead this transition.
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