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Introduction to IMPEL  
 

The European Union Network for the Implementation and Enforcement of Environmental 

Law (IMPEL) is an international non-profit association of the environmental authorities of 

the EU Member States, acceding and candidate countries of the European Union and EEA 

countries. The association is registered in Belgium and its legal seat is in Brussels, Belgium. 

 

IMPEL was set up in 1992 as an informal Network of European regulators and authorities 

concerned with the implementation and enforcement of environmental law. The Network’s 

objective is to create the necessary impetus in the European Community to make progress 

on ensuring a more effective application of environmental legislation. The core of the IMPEL 

activities concerns awareness raising, capacity building and exchange of information and 

experiences on implementation, enforcement and international enforcement collaboration 

as well as promoting and supporting the practicability and enforceability of European 

environmental legislation. 

 

During the previous years IMPEL has developed into a considerable, widely known 

organisation, being mentioned in a number of EU legislative and policy documents, e.g. the 

7th Environment Action Programme and the Recommendation on Minimum Criteria for 

Environmental Inspections. 

 

The expertise and experience of the participants within IMPEL make the network uniquely 

qualified to work on both technical and regulatory aspects of EU environmental legislation. 

 

Information on the IMPEL Network is also available through its website at: www.impel.eu 

 

 

 

 

http://www.impel.eu/
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Executive Summary 

Planning is one of the key factors in making inspection more transparent, systematic and effective. 

Criteria for how often Natura 2000 sites should be inspected to ensure sufficient contribution to the 

maintenance of favourable status of the site are various and differ from country to country.  

During its work in 2017 on the item, IMPEL identified the need for a planning tool for inspections. 

IMPEL project 2018/14 worked on the development of a tool and defined criteria which would 

manage the frequency of inspection at protected sites (with focus on Natura 2000 sites). If possible, 

the tool should also store data collated through inspections over the long term in order to be used by 

inspection authorities for the purposes of evidence and long term trends in nature protected sites 

change and setting policy. The option of using the IMPEL IRAM-Tool was considered, and shown as 

able to be further developed for the purpose. The tool is called IRAM for Nature (NIRAM). It is very 

flexible and can be adjusted to the needs of different countries.  

 

Disclaimer 

This report is the result of a project within the IMPEL network. The content does not necessarily 

represent the view of the national administrations or the Commission. 
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1. Introduction 

According to 'Recommendation providing for minimum criteria for environmental inspections (RMCEI)' 

(adopted by the European Parliament and the Council in 2001) and the IMPEL document 'Doing the Right 

Things' Methodology (period 2006-2009) all inspection activities should be planned in advance and 

systematic approach to the inspection is recommended. Planning is about defining and explaining as 

accurately as possible beforehand the work to be done so that the work can be performed in an 

effective, efficient, transparent and accountable way. One important element in the planning procedure 

is the identification of the adequate inspection frequency.  Different planning systems work with a risk 

based approach. This allows for dedicating most efforts to the objects of highest risk.   

 

The Communication on the review of the RMCEI [COM (2007)707 final] highlights in section 2.1 that 

RMCEI does not include criteria for the inspection of Natura 2000 sites and it encourages IMPEL to 

develop such criteria. Criteria for the inspection of Natura 2000 sites to ensure sufficient contribution to 

the maintenance of favourable conservation status are various and may differ from country to country.  

The IMPEL project on Implementation of Art. 6(3) of the Habitats Directive (IMPEL project 2017/19) – 

Roadmap for Planning Tool for inspection of Natura 2000 sites (including the option of using the IRAM-

Tool)1 found out that a considerable number of IMPEL member states confirms the need for developing 

an IT tool for planning  Natura 2000 site inspections. It confirmed that an IT tool as a part of the planning 

of inspections of nature protected sites will provide a systematic approach which would maximize 

resources into key areas of concern. But it has to be taken into account that the approach to the 

inspection of protected areas is fundamentally different from the inspection of industrial installations.  

The Roadmap for a planning tool for the Natura 2000 site inspections included in-depth discussions and 

decisions around the existing tools “IRAM”, identifications of IT developers and development of criteria 

and scoring system. Other areas for considerations included tool development, test phases, final format 

and manual agreement, user feedback and any necessary adjustments. 

 

1.1 Objectives and scope of IMPEL project 2018/14 

In the IMPEL project 2018/14  the objective was to develop an easy and flexible tool as a part of 

the planning Natura 2000 site inspections - including the option of using the IRAM-Tool. The 

content of the inspection itself is not in the focus. 

 

1 https://www.impel.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/FR-2017-19-Habitats-Directive-Project-part-2-Roadmap-for-

a-planning-tool.pdf 
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The Terms of Reference (TOR) contained the following tasks: 

- Decision on type of IT tool (use of the already existing IRAM tool or not) 

- Definition of criteria that can be used for the IT tool and development of a scoring 

system 

- Identification of defined frequencies for Natura 2000 site inspections by applying the 

tool (examples from the project participants) 

- Resources needed for the development of the tool. 

 

1.2 Background – IMPEL’s strategic Work Programme 2016-2020 

  
IMPEL’s Strategic Work Programme 2016-2020 presents background information and the key 

priorities in line on the 7th EU Action Programme to 2020 “Living well within the limits of our 

planet” (Decision No 1386/2013/EU). According to both documents a key element for the 

improvement of shortcomings in the implementation of environmental requirements is an 

effective system of inspections and surveillance. The development of an IT planning tool for 

inspections is in line with both programmes. Benefits include: 

- relief for the daily work of authorities 

- transparency 

- simplified approaches to maximize resources. 

 

1.3 Inspections under the framework of the Habitats and the Birds Directive 

Neither the Birds nor the Habitats Directive contain detailed inspection provisions. However, some 

studies (e.g. IEEP, Bio Intelligence Service and Ecologic Institute (2013))2 relate to the inspection-type 

activities directed to Natura 2000 sites, namely: 

 

2 Information collection and impact assessment of possible requirements for environmental inspections in the area of EU 
legislation on water, nature protection and trade in certain environmentally sensitive goods. 
Final report for the European Commission, DG Environment. Institute for European Environmental Policy, Brussels and London, July 2013. 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/legal/law/pdf/Final%20report%20inspections.pdf.  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/legal/law/pdf/Final%20report%20inspections.pdf
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- Checking compliance of projects with assessment provisions set out in Art. 6(3) - (4)3 of Habitats 

Directive, ensuring the obligation of non-deterioration of sites under 6(2) (screening decisions, quality 

of assessments, alternatives) and related permits delivered (conditions attached there to concerning 

implementation of mitigation/compensation measures or monitoring requirements). 

- Checking compliance with management requirements for Natura 2000 sites in accordance with 

respective management plans and designation acts set out in Art. 6(1) of Habitats Directive. 

- Surveillance provided for in Article 11 of the Habitats Directive, of the conservation status of the 

natural habitats and species referred to in Article 2 with particular regard to priority natural habitat 

types and priority species. 

 
The Recommendation of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4th of April 2001 providing for 

minimum criteria for environmental inspections in the Member States (RMCEI) does not include any 

criteria for the inspection of Natura 2000 sites. Nevertheless inspections of nature protected sites are 

environmental inspections. 

The “Information collection and impact assessment of possible requirements for environmental 
inspections in the area of EU legislation on water, nature protection and trade in certain 
environmentally sensitive goods”2 describes aspects of inspection and follow-up activities. 
 
Inspection requirements for nature protection should include: 

(a) Systematic surveillance, detection and characterization of breaches of site protection 
safeguards  

(b) Non-routine inspections where appropriate including in response to substantial complaints.  
(c) Co-ordination of site safeguard-related inspections with work focused on other related types 

of compliance work. 
 
Follow-up requirements for nature protection should include: 

(a) cessation of illegal activities. 

 

3 Article 6 3. Any plan or project not directly connected with or necessary to the management of the site but likely to have a 
significant effect thereon, either individually or in combination with other plans or projects, shall be subject to appropriate 
assessment of its implications for the site in view of the site's conservation objectives. In the light of the conclusions of the 
assessment of the implications for the site and subject to the provisions of paragraph 4, the competent national authorities shall 
agree to the plan or project only after having ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of the site concerned and, 
if appropriate, after having obtained the opinion of the general public. 
4. If, in spite of a negative assessment of the implications for the site and in the absence of alternative solutions, a plan or 
project must nevertheless be carried out for imperative reasons of overriding public interest, including those of a social or 
economic nature, the Member State shall take all compensatory measures necessary to ensure that the overall coherence of 
Natura 2000 is protected. It shall inform the Commission of the compensatory measures adopted. 
Where the site concerned hosts a priority natural habitat type and/or a priority species, the only considerations which may be 
raised are those relating to human health or public safety, to beneficial consequences of primary importance for the 
environment or, further to an opinion from the Commission, to other imperative reasons of overriding public interest. 
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(b) measures to rectify breaches (e.g. additional mitigation, restoration as where part of a 
protected site has been unlawfully destroyed). 

(c) dissuasive, effective and proportionate sanctions, incl. criminal penalties, monetary 
sanctions, confiscation of illegal equipment or other administrative measures. 

 
In the context of this IMPEL project on the development of a planning tool for nature protected 
sites with focus on Natura 2000 sites the following definition of “environmental inspection” will 
be used (noting organizational differences between Member States): 
 

‘Environmental inspection’ of Natura 2000 sites means all actions, including site visits, 
monitoring of impacts and checks of internal reports and follow-up documents, verification of 
monitoring, checking of the methods applied and adequacy of the environment management 
of the site, undertaken by or in behalf of the competent authority, to check and promote 
compliance of sites with their conservation objectives laid down in the standard data forms 
and, where necessary, to monitor the impacts and pressures on the sites to avoid breach of the 
concept of no deterioration and promote the development towards good conservation status. 

 
 

1.4 Methodology 

According to the Recommendation providing for minimum criteria for environmental inspections in the 

Member States (RMCEI) all routine environmental inspections should be planned in advance. For this 

purpose the competent authorities should draw up inspection plans and programs. This activity became 

biding through the Directive on Industrial Emissions (IED), 2010/75/EC. 

The programs should take into account the environmental risks and should include where appropriate, 

the frequency of site visits.  For the assessment of the frequency of inspections of industrial installations 

IMPEL has developed a rule based methodology, called Integrated Risk Assessment Method (IRAM)4. 

Besides the methodology the project also developed a web based tool Integrated Risk Assessment 

Methodology tool (IRAM), for which accessed can be applied for via the IMPEL website (www.impel.eu).   

Based on the results of the Roadmap for a Planning Tool for inspection of Natura 2000 sites [IMPEL 

project 2017/19] and basic information about the components of the IRAM) it was decided to explore 

whether IRAM would allow for an adjustment to the needs of routine inspections of Natura 2000 sites.  

The work started with the development of indicators/criteria and development of a scoring system, 

which was adjusted to the principles of the tool and were filled in. With available information about 

 

4 http://impel.eu/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/easyTools_-Guidance-Book_-2012-06-21.pdf (Version 

16/11/2018). 

http://www.impel.eu/
http://impel.eu/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/easyTools_-Guidance-Book_-2012-06-21.pdf
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selected Natura 2000 sites the system calculated the inspection frequencies. The result reflected the 

estimation of the expert. The criteria were then redefined, the system adjusted and another test on 

another Natura 2000 site was carried out. The name Nature Integrated Risk Assessment Methodology 

tool (NIRAM) was proposed for the IRAM adjusted to the needs of nature protected sites. 

2. Development of a tool for planning Natura 2000 site inspections 

IRAM is based on a set of basic assumptions and rules. It uses a risk based approach. The details are 

described in the easy-tools Risk Assessment Guidance Book4. Only the most important facts will be 

repeated here. 

In the context of the assessment of the inspection frequency of Natura 2000 sites the IRAM principles 

are the following: 

1. The inspection frequency is determined by value of the highest score; 

2. The inspection frequency is reduced by one step, if the set minimum number of highest scores 

(called “the Rule”) is not met; 

3. The inspection frequency can be changed by only one step up or down based on the probability 

criteria 

4. The higher the sum of scores the longer the inspection time. 

Risk is a function of the severity of the consequence and the probability this consequence will happen. 

The easy-tools Risk Assessment Guidance Book defines Risk as: Risk = Effect x Probability.  

Effect depends on the source (how powerful is it?) and on the receptor (how vulnerable is it?); what is 

the impact of the source on the receptor? In IRAM the effect is represented by Impact Criteria and it is 

acknowledged that Impact criteria can also include some probability.  

In the context of the risk assessment of Natura 2000 sites probability is considered to be a function of 

the level of management the likelihood of activities and overlap of Natura 2000 site(s) with national or 

other international sites (and Probability criteria), its role is to affect the inspection frequency by 

lowering or increasing it, for this reason probability scores are considered. 

 

2.1 Development of criteria and the scoring system 

Protected sites are exposed to different threats and pressures. They can come from inside or outside the 

site and can be of different intensity. Each of them poses a risk to the individual site. Some of them are 
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based on the nature or vulnerability of the site itself. This tool was developed for all Natura 2000 sites, 

independent of the individual characteristics (including size) of each site. It can be applied to all sites, 

resulting in a risk analysis score that determines frequency of inspection visits. 

For the development of criteria it was decided to choose the perspective of the site and to have in mind 

the requirements of the Directives.  

A set of criteria was identified for each of the two types: impact criteria (Table 1) and probability criteria 

(Table 2). The scores were determined by the requirements of the IRAM tool. For each criteria a 

definition and supporting information about “when to use which score” was developed.  

It turned out that the definition of criteria is difficult and manifold so that users may come to the 

conclusion to use other parameters. The high flexibility of the tool allows adjusting them to the 

individual needs. 

 

Table 1- Impact criteria 

No Criteria Score 

1 Presence of habitats and/or protected species 0 1 2 3 

2 Site vulnerability 0 1 2 3 

3  Gravity of offences 0 1 2 3 

4  Conservation status of the site 0 1 2 3 

5  Presence of activities with likely negative impact on conservation objectives, 

inside the Natura 2000 sites 

0 1 2 3 

6 a   Presence of activities outside the boundary of the Natura 2000 site which are 

likely to have a negative impact on the site conservation objectives – air quality  

0 1 2 3 

6 b  Presence of activities outside the boundary of the Natura 2000 site which are 

likely to have a negative impact on the site conservation objectives –water 

quality and water resources 

0 1 2 3 

7  Likely negative impact on conservation objectives changes in land use 0 1 2 3 
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Table 2- Probability criteria 

No Criteria Score 

8  Presence of management plan -1 0 +1 

9  Presence of custodian -1 0 +1 

6 c Likelihood of activities with in combination impacts  -1 Not 

applicable 

+1 

10 Presence of activities with favourable impact on conservation -1 0 Not 

applicable 

11a / b Overlap Natura 2000 sites with national or other 

international sites 

-1 0 +1 

 

Definitions:  

The following tables provide definitions for the application of the scoring: 

Criteria 1 – Presence of habitats and/or protected species 

SCORE   DEFINITION 

0 Less than 33% of total site area covered by habitats and/or species of Community interest 1) 

included in Habitats and/or Birds Directives. 

1 More than 33% to 67% of total site area covered by habitats and/or species of Community 

interest 1) included in Habitats and/or Birds Directives. 

2 More than 67% of total site area covered by habitats and/or species of Community interest 1) 

included in Habitats and/or Birds Directives. 

3 Presence of habitats and/or species of priority interest (*) included in Habitats and/or Birds 

Directives. 

1) “of Community interest” = optional. 
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Criteria 2 – Vulnerability of the habitats in the site 

SCORE   DEFINITION 

0 high ecological complexity 

high resilience 

low sensitivity 

1 high ecological complexity 

medium/low resilience  

medium/high sensitivity 

2 low ecological complexity 

medium/high resilience  

medium/low sensitivity 

3 low ecological complexity 

low resilience  

high sensitivity 

 

Criteria 3 – Gravity of offences 

SCORE   DEFINITION 

0 No offences 

1 Low offences 

2 High offences 

3 Criminal offences 

 

Term Explanation 
 

Criminal offences To be defined by MS 

High offences To be defined by MS 

Low offences To be defined by MS 

 

Criteria 4 – Conservation status of the site 

SCORE   DEFINITION 

0 favourable 
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1 unfavourable - Inadequate when the conservation status of the site is unfavourable up 

to 25% of the area 

2 unfavourable - bad when the conservation status of the site is unfavourable in more 

than  25% of the area 

3  There is no information available 

 

 

Criteria 5 – Presence of activities with likely negative impact on objectives inside the Natura 2000 sites  

0 Potential impact but no quantifiable threat. 

1 Indirect impact with quantifiable threat to long term impact. 

2 Mid-term impact and/or cumulative pressure. 

3 Direct impact and/or current pressure. 

 
 

Criteria 6 a – Presence of activities outside the boundary of the Natura 2000 site which are likely to 

have a negative impact on the site – air 

Score Distance from Natura 2000 site boundary (km) 

0 15 to 10 

1 10 to 2 

2 2 to 0.5 

3 <0.5 

 
Criteria 6 b  - Presence of activities outside the boundary of the Natura 2000 site which are likely to 

have a negative impact on the site – water 

Score Distance from Natura 2000 site boundary (km) 

0 5 to 2 
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1 2 to 1 

2 1 to 0.5 

3 <0.5 

 
 
Criteria 6 c – Presence of activities outside the boundary of the Natura 2000 site which are likely to 

have a negative impact on the site – in combination 

Score Definition 

-1 No other activities within greatest emission distance 

0 Other activities that have no likely negative effect on objectives 

+1 Other activities within greatest emission distance which could have likely negative effect on 

objectives 

 

Criteria 7 – Changes in land use  

SCORE   DEFINITION 

0 There are no changes in land use (inside the Natura 2000 site and on the buffer zone). 

1 The change of land use is nearby Natura 2000, inside the buffer zone, inside the Natura 2000 

site but not on habitats of interest. 

2 The change of land use is inside Natura 2000 site on areas of habitats of Community interest 

and/or habitats for species of Community interest. 

 

3 The change of land use is inside Natura 2000 site on areas of priority habitats (*) and/or 

habitats for priority species (*). 
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Criteria 8 – Presence of Management plan  

 

Criteria 9 – Presence of Custodian 

 

Criteria 10 – Presence of activities with likely favourable impact on conservation objectives inside 

Natura 2000 sites (number of habitats and/or species listed in SDF chapter No. 3.1. and 3.2.) 

SCORE DEFINITION 

-1 Likely favourable impact on habitats and/or species. 

0 No favourable impact on habitats and/or species. 

SCORE   DEFINITION 

-1 Site specific MP in place and the requirements of MP are followed. 

0 General MP in place or under development and the requirements of MP are followed. 

1 No site specific plan or general MP or MP in place but requirements are not followed. 

SCORE   DEFINITION 

-1 The custodian activities positively effect the site. 

The -1 is also used when it is determined that no custodian is required for the site. 

0 The custodian activities have no effect on the site. 

1 The custodian activities negatively effect the site. 

The +1 is also used when it is determined that a custodian is required for the site but is 

not in place. 
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+1 Not applicable  

 

Criteria 11 – Overlap of N2K with other national and/or international sites 

Initial question: in your country does the overlap of N2K with other national and/or international sites 
means equal/more/less protection of the N2K site? 

• Equal protection: criteria does not apply; 

• More protection: apply subtable a); 

• Less protection: apply subtable b). 

 

Subtable a) – overlap of N2K with other national sites means more protection of the N2K site 

Score Definition 

-1 Bigger than 67 % to 100 % overlap of N2K with other national and/or international sites 

0 67% to 33 % overlap of N2K with other national and/or international sites 

+1 Smaller than 33 % to 0 % overlap of N2K with other national and/or international sites 

 

Subtable b) – overlap of N2K with other national sites means less protection of the N2K site 

Score Definition 

-1 Smaller than 33 % to 0 % overlap of N2K with other national and/or international sites 

0 67% to 33 % overlap of N2K with other national and/or international sites 

+1 Bigger than 67 % to 100 % overlap of N2K with other national and/or international sites 

 

It is important to point out that not applying all of the criterion is allowed (for example, in cases where 

the data is not available) and the final result is unaffected by the omissions and is still viable. 

More detailed information on the “Integrated Risk Assessment Method (IRAM) – further developed to 

IRAM for Nature (NIRAM)” and the criteria can be found in the Annexes II and III to this report.   
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2.2 Template Nature Inspection Tasks 

The criteria and the respective scoring were filled into the NIRAM tool. This is the task of the 

coordinator. Figure 1 shows the screenshot of the NIRAM template with the criteria “presence of 

habitats”. The whole template with all criteria is shown in Annex IV . (From criteria 8 on the template in 

Annex IV still has the expression “operator performance criterion” on the left side instead of “probability 

criteria”. This is due to the fact that during the adaptation of IRAM to NIRAM no programming work was 

carried out.) 

Short step-by-step description of access to the IRAM-Tool: 

1. Go to homepage of the European Union Network for the Implementation and Enforcement of 

Environmental Law (IMPEL), https://www.impel.eu/  

2. Enter IRAM under the SEARCH function of the IMPEL website   

3. Click on „Risk criteria database (IRAM)“ among the search results https://www.impel.eu/?s=IRAM  

4. In the text about the Risk criteria database (IRAM) you click the button „GO TO TOOL“ 

https://www.impel.eu/tools/risk-criteria-database-iram/  

5. IRAM website opens (https://www.fms.nrw.de/lip/authenticate.do)  

Here you find all general and specific information on the tool. For working with the tool you have to 

register. More detailed information can be found in Annex II. 

 

https://www.impel.eu/
https://www.impel.eu/?s=IRAM
https://www.impel.eu/tools/risk-criteria-database-iram/
https://www.fms.nrw.de/lip/authenticate.do
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Figure 1: Screenshot of the NIRAM template with the criteria “presence of habitats” 
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3. Application of the NIRAM tool – inspection frequency of selected sites 

Before carrying out the assessment of an individual site with NIRAM the inspector/surveillance officer - 

(explanation: In some MS different services are authorized for surveillance. For example in Croatia, 

Rangers are also authorized to carry out inspections in Natura 2000 sites) - has to collect the information 

on the site. As stated before, omission of individual criteria is possible to suit the MS, without affecting 

the final result. Increasing knowledge about the site will improve over time so that the next assessments 

can be carried out based on improved information.  

 

3.1 Inspection frequency of Delta Neretve (Croatia)  

3.1.1 Preparatory work 

The Natura 2000 site HR 5000031 Delta Neretva in Croatia was selected for testing. Significant 

work and information was needed to evaluate the proposed criteria. This site includes several 

natural protected reserves (ornithological) and overlaps with a Ramsar site (conservation of 

wetlands). Historically, traditional fishing and hunting occurred and the recent population tries 

to continue with these activities. The geographical position is also very interesting because it 

connects the middle and southern parts of Croatia (strategically important for traffic 

development), and its vicinity to the border with the neighbouring state of Bosnia and 

Herzegovina. Agriculture is also very intensive and its land use is noted as having a significant 

impact on biodiversity.  

The majority (approx. 80 %) of the information needed for the assessment of the criteria was 

obtained from the Standard Data Form (SDF), the remainder (approx. 20 %) was obtained from 

the Ranger service, Nature Protection Inspectors and experts services (biologists), who are 

authorised to work in the area which includes the tested Natura 2000 site.  

The following presentation provides the available information about the site. 
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Preparatory work – data collection 
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3.1.2 Inspection frequency for the Neretve Delta as result of using NIRAM 

The main goal of a risk assessment is to prioritise the workload for an inspecting authority. The result of 

an assessment is an accurate inspection frequency of Natura 2000 sites. 

In conclusion, the result of NIRAM testing model showed that the determined inspections frequency is 

one year, which reflects the fact that Neretve Delta is an area in Croatia with the highest risk and should 

be inspected with the highest effort. 

The following pages show the screenshots of the completed NIRAM template for the Neretve Delta. 
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Table 3: Results of the assessment of the inspection frequency for Neretve Delta by using the NIRAM 
tool.
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4. Conclusions on the development of NIRAM  

The work of developing a Natura 2000 risk assessment tool began with two questionnaires, sent to MS 

with a purpose to identify other methodologies to determine the frequency of inspections and to verify 

the need for the tool. 

Results of the questionnaire clearly indicated the need for such tool from all participating countries, and 

differing approaches where identified for supervising Natura 2000 sites (Final report 2017/19 part 2, 

Roadmap for a planning tool, 2018)5. 

Based on that knowledge it was decided to use an existing approach, the IRAM tool developed 
under the IMPEL project 2011/5 “easyTools - Risk Assessment Guidance Book“  

 (adopted by IMPEL in June 2012)6. 

Adjusting the IRAM tool that was developed for the risk based assessment of the inspection frequency of 

industrial installations to other inspection tasks allows the IRAM rules and principles to be used for 

nature inspection.  

Experience from the assessment of different sites showed that inspectors had not complete information 

to assess all criteria. If for one or more criteria data are not available, inspectors should try to work at 

the beginning without it and collect necessary data continuously so that increasing knowledge about the 

site will improve over time and then the next assessments can be carried out based on improved 

information. It is important to reiterate that not applying all of the criterion is allowed (for example, in 

cases where the data is not available) and the final result is unaffected by the omissions and is still 

viable. 

Agreement on criteria has been challenging due to differences between MS practices. The work in one 

authority/inspection body should be done with a set of fixed criteria, and it is recommended that all 

criteria are attempted in the first instance. However, the tool is flexible and can be adjusted to different 

needs. 

The previous NIRAM tool test phases for the assessment of Natura 2000 sites indicated that it is 

applicable for the purpose of establishing a multiannual inspection program for authorities.   

 

5 https://www.impel.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/FR-2017-19-Habitats-Directive-Project-part-2-Roadmap-for-

a-planning-tool.pdf  

 

6 https://www.fms.nrw.de/lip/download/IRAM_Guidance_Book.pdf 

https://www.impel.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/FR-2017-19-Habitats-Directive-Project-part-2-Roadmap-for-a-planning-tool.pdf
https://www.impel.eu/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/FR-2017-19-Habitats-Directive-Project-part-2-Roadmap-for-a-planning-tool.pdf
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5. Feedback from participating IMPEL member states 

In Latvia, July 2018, the current state of the inspection planning tool and results so far were presented to 

inspectors and directors of the inspectorate. The feedback was very positive and all showed significant 

interest in the results of the project. 

Mid October 2018 the basic principles and the current state of inspection planning tool for Natura 2000 

sites were presented during the annual national IMPEL network meeting in Portugal.  

Slovenia proposed to be the host for the workshop of the IMPEL project in 2019 and to provide 

information on Slovenian sites to be assessed during the meeting. Based on the results of the 2018 

project the workshop shall provide a sort of training for NIRAM users. 

Further steps such as training of inspectors in different MS and translation of basic documents on NIRAM 

are necessary in future. 

6. Recommendations for future IMPEL work 

The applicability of NIRAM has to be substantiated through tests and practical work. To achieve these 

objectives its aim will be to improve the proposed criteria and to adjust the first version of the NIRAM 

tool to manage the frequency of inspections of Natura 2000 sites. It was proposed that Slovenia hosts 

the testing of NIRAM on Natura 2000 sites in 2019. 

The joined inspections of two Natura 2000 sites will explore the applicability of the tool and if it is fit for 

purpose. 

The project will also explore the possibilities for storing data collated through inspections over the long 

term in order to be used by inspection authorities for the purposes of evidence and long term trends in 

nature protected sites change.  
In 2020 IMPEL will provide training for NIRAM administrators, coordinators and inspectors in different 
IMPEL member countries. 
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Annex I. Terms of Reference of IMPEL project 2018/14 
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Annex II. Description of the Integrated Risk Assessment Method (IRAM) – 

adjusted to nature protected sites (NIRAM) with focus on Natura 2000 sites 
 

The IRAM Web app 
Description of the internet application of the Integrated Risk Assessment 

Method (IRAM) – further developed to IRAM for Nature (NIRAM) 
https://www.fms.nrw.de/lip/authenticate.do 

 
The internet application of the „Integrated-Risk-Assessment-Method (IRAM)“ reflects the results of 
the easyTools and later projects within the European IMPEL network (www.impel.eu) dealing with 
risk assessment questions. In 2018 this method was adapted to the assessment of the inspection 
frequency of Natura 2000 sites. This application is called IRAM for Nature (NIRAM). This document 
provides support for administrators, coordinators and inspectors. For getting access to the NIRAM 
tool users have to register via the IRAM webpage. 
 
 
Content  
 
This description provides information on fundamental principles of IRAM and their adaptation to 
NIRAM, like f. ex. “The Rule” to calculate the risk category, the meaning of inspection effort or the 
possibilities of steering parameters. It explains the registration with the web app and describes the 
result presentation. Another focus is on the functions of the app especially for coordinators, 
inspectors. A detailed description can be found in the Guidancebook “easyTools – RISK ASSESSMENT 
GUIDANCE BOOK”, which can be downloaded from the website. A quick guide with screen shots is 
also available there for a rapid entry into the process. 
 
 
Assessment Criteria of NIRAM (based on the IRAM principles) 
 
NIRAM makes a distinction between two different kinds of assessment criteria: impact criteria (IC) 
and probability criteria (PC). Impact criteria such as site vulnerability, gravity of offences etc. are 
used to assess the possible impacts of different hazards to the protected site. Probability criteria are 
used as a measure for the probability of the occurrence of an impact. In combination the impact and 
the probability criteria describe the environmental risk of the assessed inspection object (e.g. a 
protected site). IC are scored for each inspection object by the responsible inspector according to 
the presetting by the coordinator. E.g. 0 = no impact, 1 = low impact, 2 = moderate impact, …, n= 
maximum impact. PC are scored by the inspector in the following way: -1 = effective reduction of 
probability, 0 = no change of probability and 1 = increased probability. 
 
From the scores of the probability criteria the average is calculated by the program – the  
Probability Term (PT). The PT can take the values of “-1”, “0” or “1”. The PT is added to each impact 

https://www.fms.nrw.de/lip/authenticate.do
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score by the program giving the risk profile. As a result the risk category will be one step lower for 
“-1” and one step higher for “1” (see below). 
 
 
Fundamental principles of IRAM (with reference to NIRAM criteria) 
 
“The Rule” to calculate the risk category  
 
In IRAM the minimum number of highest risk scores determines the risk category and consequently 
the inspection frequency: “x” or more than “x” highest scores result in a risk category with the same 
score (and an inspection frequency related to this score as set by the coordinator). If there are less 
than “x” highest scores the risk category and inspection frequency will be one step lower. In IRAM 
the number “x” is free to choose under “Minimum number of highest score”. For up to 5 impact 
criteria the number of highest scores may be 1, for up to 10 it may be 2 and for up to 15 it may be 3.  
 
Inspection effort  
 
In IRAM the sum of the (weighted) impact scores are related to the inspection effort; the higher the 
scores the more effort has to be put into the inspection and more time is needed for the inspection. 
If all scores are at maximum level the result of the inspection effort is 100%. The inspection effort 
output from IRAM (i.e. how much time or effort is needed for the inspection) is actually reported as 
a range of 4 categories in 25% increments. The highest range (100% - 75%) is termed “D” and the 
lowest (0% to 25%) “A”. Coming from this the coordinator may assign fractions of the maximum 
inspection time to the A, B and C inspection effort categories.  
 
Steering parameters  
 
IRAM offers a lot of steering parameters to make it fit for different demands of the inspection tasks 
and the inspection authorities. The most important is the minimum number of highest scores (see 
above). The default value is “2”.  
Other steering parameters are: 
 
Lowest risk category (safety net) – the resulting risk category of the assessment cannot be lower 
than the set value. The default value is “1”.  
 
Highest risk category – the resulting risk category of the assessment cannot be higher than the set 
value. The default value is “5”. 
  
Maximum possible score (of an impact criterion) – the inspector cannot score higher than the set 
value; it is also used for the determination of the inspection effort. If the maximum score of a 
specific criterion is lower compared to other criteria it cannot induce the highest inspection 
frequency (kind of weighting). The default value is “5”.  
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Shift of score (weight) – is used to put a weighting term (addition) on this specific impact criterion. 
The default value is “0”; the weight should be in the range from “-2” to “2”.  
 
Inspection weight – is used to put a weighting factor (multiplication) on the inspection effort of this 
specific impact criterion. The idea behind it is that some kinds of inspections needs more effort and 
takes more time than others. The inspection weight will also be multiplied with the maximum score 
to give the maximum inspection effort of the specific criterion. The default value is “1”; the weight 
should be in the range from “1” to “10”.  
 
Weight of criterion – is used to put a weighting factor (multiplication) on this specific NIRAM 
probability criterion. The default value is “1”; the weight should be in the range from “1” to “3”; 
fractions are also possible. In spite of this multiplication the result of the mean value will not be 
smaller or bigger than -1 or 1. The advantage of weighting is that the most important NIRAM 
probability criterion (e.g. compliance) will count more than the others.  
 
Finally – beginners should start with the default values and only introduce other steering values 
when they are familiar with the method.  
 
Result presentation 
Under “Risk profile” the calculated risk scores for every impact criterion of the inspection object are 
displayed. The risk profile indicates which criteria are more important and which are less. The 
information of the risk profile can be used for the inspection planning. No impact criterion scored 
with “0” can be in- or decreased by the NIRAM probability or a weighting factor. No risk score can 
be lower than “0”. 
 
Under “Inspection profile” the weighted impact criteria (shift of score and inspection weight: see 
above) are displayed. The scores tell us how much inspection effort is needed for every criterion in 
relation to the other criteria. The information of the inspection profile can be used for inspection 
planning.  
 
The risk category is calculated from the highest score of all risk criteria and the number of highest 
score. If the number is bigger than or equal to “minimum number of highest score” the risk category 
will be identical to the highest score. If the number is smaller than that the risk category will be 
identical to the highest score minus 1. If the risk category would be bigger than “highest risk 
category” it will be reduced to “highest risk category”. If – on the other hand – the risk category 
would be lower than “lowest risk category” it will be increased to “lowest risk category” (safety 
net!). 
 
From the sum of weighted impact scores (sum of inspection profile) the “inspection effort (%)” is 
calculated as a percentage of the “Maximum inspector effort”. The inspection effort output from 
IRAM (i.e. how much time to inspect) is reported as a range of 4 categories in 25% increments. The 
highest range (100 – 75%) is termed “D” and the lowest (0 – 25%) is “A”.  
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The risk category is assigned to an inspection frequency (in month) given by the coordinator. Also 
the latest date of the next inspection is calculated by using the inspection frequency and the date of 
the last inspection.  
As an alternative the “Sum of risk profile” or the “Mean of risk profile” can also be used to 
determine risk categories if appropriate.  
 
 
Linear mean value method  
 
An alternative approach to the integrated risk assessment method is realised with the linear mean 
value method. It is independent from NIRAM and should only be used if IRAM seems to be 
inadequate for the specific inspection task. In the linear assessment approach all risk criteria (there 
is no distinction between impact and operator performance criteria) are considered as equal and are 
combined in a linear equation together with weighting factors:  

Risk = (RC1*WF1 + RC2*WF2 + … + RCn*WFn) / (WF1 + WF2 + WFn)  

with RC = Risk criterion and WF = Weighting Factor 

 
 
Registration and functions of the web app 
 https://www.fms.nrw.de/lip/authenticate.do  

 
For registration the “Register” button on the start page has to be pressed. A registration form will be 
displayed in which the user has to fill in the following data: first name, surname, user identification, 
email address and the language. After the button has been pressed an email containing the 
password will be forwarded to the user’s email address. After the user has got the password he can 
log into the app by entering the user ID and password on the start page of the IRAM tool.  
To provide access to assessment forms for a new registered inspector the coordinator has to 
activate in the next step the account of the inspector (see below Functions of the coordinator level).  
To get an easy and flexible tool four types of registered users of IRAM were developed: authority, 
coordinator, group leader and inspector. These users have different levels of access into the system.  
 
The authority has the highest level of authority in the IRAM tool. Its responsibilities  
are:  
- Granting coordinator status to nominated users  
- Deleting registered users  
- Keeping contact with the host of the app 
 
The coordinator has the following responsibilities:  
- Putting the inspectors of his administration under his coordination  
- Development of forms for specific inspection tasks (f.ex. Natura 2000 sites) including 
determination of steering parameters  
- Setting up inspection groups and promoting inspectors to group leaders  
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The group leader is an inspector who has  
- an overview of all assessment results of the assigned inspectors. On this  
basis he can draw up inspection programs for the next year.  
- In addition he has the right to change the risk assessments of the assigned inspectors. 
 
The inspector has the lowest level of authority in the IRAM tool.  
- His responsibility is to fill in the data into the form developed by the coordinator.  
 
Functions of the coordinator level  
The coordinator will be set by the authority or the IRAM administrator after nomination by the 
competent authority.  
After logon into the system using ID and password the coordinator gets five menus:  
- Forms – which includes the Integrated Risk Assessment for Inspection Planning template  
- Master data – containing the User Administration template  
- Folders A – Z – which cover all folders developed within the tool  
- Forms A – Z – which contain all IRAM/NIRAM forms developed within the tool  
- Search - which facilitates to find a certain form by following criteria: title, author or keywords  
- Support – with the source code and the description of the Java script used for the programming of 
the tool  
 
The User Administration template (under master data) allows changing the coordinator’s inspection 
identification data including password. Also under this field the coordinator can choose the 
inspectors who will be under his coordination by marking the box corresponding to the inspector’s 
ID/name. Unmarking this box will release the inspector from his coordination.  
 
For every inspection task a specific template should be used, f.ex. Natura 2000 sites. For this 
purpose the coordinator can develop a specific template or copy an existing one, change it and store 
it under a new name. Examples are provided in the Guidancebook.  
 
The coordinator can create a new form for risk assessment under Master data, then Template 
Inspection Tasks, then pressing the button “New record”. As a first step the coordinator has to 
choose the method he wants to use for risk assessment:  
- IRAM by marking the box corresponding to Integrated Risk Assessment Method  
Or 
- LMVM by marking the box corresponding to Linear Mean Value Method  
 
Using the “+”-button beneath the impact criteria box and operator performance criteria box new 
criteria can be created. Here the name and the graduation of score (between “0” and “maximum 
score”) have to be set for each criterion. For this the coordinator can use the examples given by the 
guidance book or the inspection authority can develop new ones.  
 
Under the IRAM/NIRAM method the coordinator has to set the steering values like lowest/highest 
risk category, minimum number of highest score, maximum score, weight term/factor and 
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inspection weight. The lowest risk category should be set according to regulatory request (f.ex. for 
Natura 2000 sites the minimum inspection frequency should be at least one inspection every six 
years). The steering values set by the coordinator are mandatory for the inspectors under his 
coordination.  
 
Every form developed by the coordinator will be stored in the folder “Master data”. Also a 
compilation of these forms will be found under the drop down menu of “Template Inspection tasks” 
and “Data Browser”.  
 
 
Functions of the inspector level  
 
The inspector has the lowest level of authority in the IRAM tool. His responsibility is to fill in the data 
into the form developed by the coordinator.  
 
The inspector enters into the system using ID and password. Under menu “Forms” on the start page 
of IRAM he can open the folder “Integrated Risk Assessment for Inspection Planning” where the 
forms developed by his coordinator can be found. For flexibility reasons a compilation of these 
forms will be found under drop down menu “Inspection task” from the IRAM/NIRAM form. To find 
the adequate form for the task it is recommended to enter “NIRAM” or “nature” into the “search 
criteria” box. 
 
First the ID-number and the name of the inspection object (e.g. IPPC installation, Seveso 
establishment, waste water purification plant, landfill or Natura 2000 site) must be entered by the 
responsible inspector. Also the date of the last inspection and the address data can be entered for 
identification purposes.  
 
Then the inspector has to enter values for “lowest risk category” and “highest risk category”. For 
that he/she has to check if there are any regulatory demands or an inspection task (like at least one 
inspection every six years for Natura 2000 sites). The corresponding risk category has to be entered 
in the “lowest risk category” cell. If after the calculation the risk category will be lower than that it 
will be increased to the set value for “lowest risk category”. All other results will remain unchanged. 
Also if the calculated risk category will be higher than the value entered for the “highest risk 
category” it will be decreased to this value. All other results will remain unchanged.  
 
In the next step the scores for all impact criteria (IC) have to be entered according to the settings of 
the coordinator. The range of scores is from “0” to “maximum score”. The description of each score 
from this range is set by the coordinator and can be seen under the corresponding drop down 
menu.  
 
Next the scores of the probability criteria (PC) have to be entered. The range of scores is from “-1” 
to “1”. The description of each score is set by the coordinator and can be seen under the 
corresponding drop down menu.  
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After clicking the calculator button on top of the form the results of the calculation are shown in and 
under the “Risk and inspection profile” box. The tool will calculate the following parameters:  
 
- Risk ranking number  
- Highest score  
- Number of highest scores  
- Risk category  
- Maximum inspection effort (100%)  
- Sum of inspection profile  
- Inspection effort (percentage)  
- Inspection category  
- Inspection frequency (in month)  
- Latest date of next inspection  
- Sum of risk profile and  
- Mean of risk profile  
 
All entered and calculated data can be downloaded into inspector’s computer by clicking “Download 
XML” or “Download CSV” buttons. The XML and CSV files will be named according to the ID of the 
inspection object and date of assessment. The tool will also develop a printable file (PDF) if the 
“Print” button is pressed. 
 
The XML files can also be uploaded into the IRAM tool for recalculations with changed risk scores or 
with different steering values. This could be done with the help of the “Upload XML” button.  
 
The XML and CSV files can be read into databases to see all data together and compare them.  
 
The IRAM app can also be used for drawing up of inspection programs. All IRAM assessment data 
are stored within the IRAM database and can be used for the needs of an inspection program within 
the app. There is a table (data browser) within the folder “Forms” where the conducted risk 
assessments are displayed.  
 
In this table the name and ID-number of the site, the inspection task, risk category, inspection 
category and inspection frequency, the latest date of the next inspection and the status of the risk 
assessment are displayed. To see the calculated date of the next inspection the date of the last 
inspection has to be typed in during the assessment. The status distinguishes between “in use” (the 
typed in data can still be changed), “completed” (the typed in data cannot be changed any longer) 
and “archive” (the data shall not be used any longer, e.g. incorrect entry or installation is closed 
down). The data set can be completed by the inspector within the risk assessment form. Completed 
data sets can be copied and used for a new assessment. A completed data set can be reset to “in 
use” or put into archive by the coordinator.  
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For optimal use as an inspection program the data browser comes up with a lot of filter and 
sorting functions.  
 
Most changes of the app were introduced for coordinators:  
 

1. Under “Master data” the coordinator can use the data browser “Template Inspection Tasks” to 
browse all risk assessment forms of all coordinators and copy them for his own purposes. 
Modifications or forms are only possible within own or copied forms.  

2. At the bottom of the form an inspection frequency (in month) can now be introduced for each 
inspection category.  

 
3. The coordinator can now also use the data browser under forms and see all risk assessments 
done by the inspectors under his coordination.  

4. The coordinator can select individual assessments of his inspectors and change them. At the top 
of the form he can also change the inspector for this specific installation or for all installations of this 
inspector, e.g. in case of staff change.  

5. The coordinator can complete and reset assessments or put them into the archive.  

6. The coordinator can create inspection groups and promote inspectors to group leaders.  
 
Dr. Horst Büther  
Bezirksregierung Köln 
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Annex III. Criteria for Natura 2000 sites – Supporting information  

 

CRITERIA 1. PRESENCE OF HABITATS AND/OR PROTECTED SPECIES. 

Criteria 1 – Presence of habitats and/or protected species  

This is a impact criteria.  

Natura 2000 is a coherent European ecological network with the aim of the biodiversity conservation. 
Biodiversity is determined, inter alia by the richness and quality of habitats and species that compose 
it. Natura 2000 is composed of sites hosting the natural habitat types listed in Annex I and habitats of 
the species listed in Annex II of the Habitats Directive and the special protection areas classified under 
Birds Directive.  

1. Natural habitat types of Community interest (Article 1 Definitions of the Habitats Directive). 

2. Priority natural habitat are natural habitat types in danger of disappearance and for which the 
Community has particular responsability in view of their conservation. Priority natural habitat types 
are indicated by an asterisk (*) in Annex I. Also, in Article 2 of the Habitats Directive and with the aim 
to contribute towards ensuring biodiversity through the conservation across EU are classified the 
species of Community interest: 

Such species (flora and fauna) are listed or may be listed in Annex II and/or Annex IV or V. Also, 
priority species (like priority habitats) are indicated by an asterisk (*) in Annex II. 

The percentage classes are a proposal that can be adapted according to the actual needs. The current 
figures are based on an abstract split, of thirds, and can be adapted according to the needs of the MS. 

Source: 

• SDF 

• GIS 

• Country specific data 

 

Criteria 2 – Vulnerability of the habitats in the site 

This is a impact criteria.  

This is a impact criteria.  
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The Natura 2000 network consists of sites housing different natural habitats (Annex I) and species 
habitats (Annex II) of the Habitats Directive, and special protection areas under the Birds Directive.  

Defining the vulnerability of a habitat to pressures due to human activities is very complex.  If we 
consider vulnerability of a habitat as defined for a study in climate change (in Somodi et al., 2016) 
with the appropriate adaptations, we can think vulnerability as the degree to which a system is 
susceptible to, and unable to cope with, adverse effects of external pressures; vulnerability is a 
function of the character, magnitude, and rate of external pressure and variation to which a system is 
exposed, its sensitivity, its resilience and its adaptive capacity.  

This is a criteria to be used by technicians who may not have basic training to assess the vulnerability 
of a site, so this indicator should be obtained relatively easily, taking into account its complexity. 

Which aspects of vulnerability (i.e., sensitivity, exposure and/or poor adaptive capacity, resilience) are 
most prevalent for the habitats/species at the site. Vulnerability is related to potential outside impact 
and habitat capacity to respond to this impact. So, vulnerability is closely linked to habitat resilience, 
considering resilience as the degree of change a system can undergo without changing state. 

The greater the ecological complexity of the plant community that characterizes the habitat, the 
greater its resilience and the lower its sensitivity (Flor et al., not published) in general terms. 

The methodological suggestion with regard to the criterion "vulnerability" considers: 

- identification of the Natura2000 Site under study 

- identification of the habitats/species present and its distribution data (national  
     cartography of habitats and species is an essential tool) 

- review of the Natura 2000 Sector Plan and/or Management Plan 

- assignment of index to the criterion based on the identification of these habitats. 

 

Criteria 3  – Gravity of offences  

This is an impact criteria. 

Supervision of legal and natural persons in respect of compliance with regulations regulating the 
implementation of N2K, resulting from article 11 and 12 of Habitat Directive, and from article 5 Bird 
Directive is obligation to all MS. Each MS is obligated to develop supervisory services to monitor 
(surveillance) the conservation status of natural habitats and species (art. 11 HD) and undertake the 
requisite measures to establish a general system of protection for all species of birds (Art. 5. BD) 
prohibiting particular activities listed in art. 5 BD. The degree of offences in the time period of the 
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surveillance can indicate whether the risk is increasing or decreasing. It is recommended that the time 
period is three years but the MS can be flexible. 

Because of the differences in the legal systems of the MS concerning the classification of the breaches 
of law, each MS will adopt a definition/explanation according to their national legislation. 

Some provisional definitions are described here, in an example of Croatia. The severity of an offence 
is graded as criminal, misdemeanour or as a mandatory fine for the purpose of scoring, where the 
most severe grade is criminal. 

Criminal Offence – any conduct which causes the significant deterioration of a habitat within a 
protected site (art. 3.h of the Crime Directive7 when unlawful and committed intentionally or 
with at least serious negligence). According the art. 2.c of the same Directive, a habitat within 
a protected site is considered to be any habitat of species for which an area is classified as a 
special protection area pursuant to art. 4.1 or 4.2 of the Birds Directive8, or any natural habitat 
or a habitat of species for which a site is designated as a special area of conservation pursuant 
to art 4 .4 of the Habitats Directive9. Pursuant to art. 3. Of the Crime Directive MS shall ensure 
that the above mentioned conducts constitute a criminal offence. 

Misdemeanour (Minor) Offence – any conduct which causes minor damage (as determined by 
the MS legislation) on conservation objectives, species and habitats of Natura 2000. Note that 
many legal systems of the MS recognise the difference between offences and criminal acts and 
they do not classify any offence as a misdemeanour in accordance with the Nature Protection 
Law and bylaws. 

Mandatory Fine/Fine – any breaches of the Nature Protection Provisions fined on site by the 
enforcement officer and payed directly to the enforcement officer thus presumably the most 
minor offense. (These breaches are not registered in official records as offences). 
 

No offences 
 

 

 

 

7 DIRECTIVE 2008/99/EC OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 19 November 2008 on the protection 

of the environment through criminal law 

8 DIRECTIVE 79/409/EEC of 2 April 1979 on the conservation of wild birds 

9 DIRECTIVE 92 /43 /EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora 
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Criteria 4  – Conservation status of the site 

This is an impact criteria. 

The Habitats Directive aims to achieve and maintain a favourable conservation status for all habitat 
types and for species of community interest.  

It can be described as a situation of prosperous in habitat or species (qualitative and quantitative 
aspects) where both, the perspectives regarding the vitality of species populations or habitat 
structures and the intrinsic ecological elements of ecosystems or geoclimatic conditions for the 
habitats, are favourable.  

The conservation status assessment includes a diagnostic based on the present state elements, but 
also considers future prospects and evolution in their state, based on foreseeable and assessable 
threats.  

The assessment is carried out in Europe according to a common protocol. The result of this 
assessment can be consulted in the National Report on the Implementation of the Habitats Directive. 

Source: Standard Data Form (SDF). 

 

Criteria 5  – Presence of activities with likely negative impact on conservation objectives, inside the 
Natura 2000 sites  

 

This is an impact criteria. 

The criteria refers to activities of an economic or recreational nature. 

Potential impact but no quantifiable threat. 
Activities in the Natura 2000 site are low but still need supervision in order to meet its objectives. 
 
Indirect impact with quantifiable threat to long term impact. 
Activities in the Natura 2000 site are low but have a steady impact. Objectives remain protected by 
constant and qualified supervision. 
 
Mid-term impact and/or cumulative pressure. 
Activities in the Natura 2000 site require increased effort to ensure that the objectives are met. The 
objectives are impacted, but not in an irreversible manner. 
There are at least two or more activities that can act in combination to change the impact (for 
example, intensive agriculture and logging, gravel pits and service roads, stable tourism fluxes and 
increase in tourism facilities, etc.). 
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Direct impact and/or current pressure. 
Activities in the Natura 2000 site require immediate intervention in order to meet the objectives. The 
objectives are affected in an irreversible manner and may require mitigation, rehabilitation or 
compensation measures. 
 
 
Criteria 6a / 6b / 6c - Presence of activities outside the boundary of the Natura 2000 site which are 
likely to have a negative impact on the site – air/water/in combination 
 
This is an impact criteria (6a and 6b) and probability criteria (6c). 

Activities outside the Natura 2000 boundary with likely negative impact on objectives. An activity is 

any plan or project with an emission likely to have a negative impact on the nature conservation site 

either directly or indirectly. The criteria refers to activities of an economic or recreational nature. 

Emissions from a plan or project can have a widespread impact through extended dispersion in the 

atmosphere (e.g. atmospheric ammonia or nitrogen deposition), dilution and downstream flows of a 

watercourse (e.g. pollutants entering a watercourse) or even upstream 'blocking' activities such as 

reduced flows or increased temperatures limiting migration (e.g. spawning salmon). As a result of the 

different media and extended range some pollutants can have, it is virtually impossible to create one 

singular scoring system for all. 

The criteria is scored by distance from the Natura 2000 site boundary, with greater distances being 

afforded to air impacts and shorter distances to water impacts. Current distances are based on UK 

screening processes, but can be changed to member states/authorities’ needs.  

Criteria 6 c is a probability criteria to cover the possibility of in combination issues, and will have an 

outcome of +1 (impact) or – 1 (no impact). 

 
 
Criteria 7 – Likely negative impact on conservation objectives - changes in land use  

This is an impact criteria. 

Changes in land use are causing the alteration of ecosystems and the loss of biodiversity. 

The data for detecting changes in land use can be obtained from different sources, for example the 
Programme Corine Land Cover provides information on the main changes that occurred in land cover 
coverages with respect to different periods of time, its evolution and trends and be able to take 
action on those changes of land use management. 
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Buffer zones are used only in certain MS, this depends on how a MS has defined its Natura 2000 sites. 
Several Member States have proposed large sites including ‘buffer zones’ as Natura 2000 sites, while 
others have proposed only the core areas. 

 

Criteria 8 – Presence of Management plan (MP) 

This is a probability criteria.  

According to HD, within six years of designation of any Natura 2000 site, MS need to adopt conservation 
measures involving if need be, appropriate MP and other measures which correspond to the ecological 
requirements of the natural habitat types and the species of Community interest (e.g. conservation MP, 
protection plan and other). 

 

-1 Site specific MP in place and the requirements of MP are followed 

Site specific MP contains detailed descriptions of practical management techniques which are designed to help 
site managers prepare their own site-specific management plans for the habitat types and species targeted, 
and to implement these “in the field”, taking local constraints into account. Specific MP should include 
information on the distribution, ecological requirements of the habitat, main trends and threats. Relevant 
management actions and prescriptions are described in detail. Main constraints, risks and modifiers of the 
proposed management are also included. Relevant parameters for cost estimates, cost estimate examples and 
potential sources of EU financing are illustrated. 

0 General MP in place or under development and the requirements of MP are followed 

General MP does not contain a detailed description of activities and actions (dedicated to subjects of 
protection with description of their occurrence) or MP is under development (draft of the document is 
available/ management planning authority announced that the document is under development) 

1 No site specific plan or general MP or MP in place but requirements are not followed 

There is no MP for the Natura 2000 site and the process of this document development has not been started 
yet or the requirements of already existing MP are not followed. 

 

Criteria 9 – Presence of Custodian 

This is a probability criteria.  

According to 6.1 Art. HD for special areas of conservation, MS shall establish the necessary conservation 
measures involving, if need be, appropriate management plans specifically designed for the sites or integrated 
into other development plans, and appropriate statutory, administrative or contractual measures which 
correspond to the ecological requirements of the natural habitat types in Annex I and the species in Annex II 
present on the sites. Conservation measures are positive and apply to all the natural habitat types of Annex I 
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and the species of Annex II present on the sites, except those whose presence is non-significant according to 
the Natura 2000 standard data form. A regime laying down special conservation measures for the SPAs is 
classified under the ‘Birds’directive, according to its Article 4(1) and (2). The ecological requirements can only 
be defined on a case-by-case basis and on the basis of scientific knowledge. 

Custodian are responsible for the implementation of measures when they are required in the field custodians 
could be different entities, such as land owners, authorized bodies from responsible Ministries, entrerpreneurs, 
local communities, tourism associations, NGOs, other individuals etc. 

On the field many of Natura 2000 sites has a specific custodian who takes care of the site and provides the 
implementation of conservation measures set up in management plans or other appropriate documentation. 

-1   The custodian activities positively effect the site. 

The -1 is also used when it is determined that no custodian is required for the site. 

0  The custodian activities have no effect on the site. 

1     The custodian activities negatively effect the site. 

The +1 is also used when it is determined that a custodian is required for the site but is not in place. 

 

Criteria 10 – Presence of activities with likely favourable impact on conservation objectives inside Natura 
2000 sites (number of habitats and/or species listed in SDF chapter Nr. 3.1. and 3.2.) 

This is a probability criteria. 

Each Natura 2000 site has one or more objectives for why it is established – to protect species, habitats, 
landscape, cultural and historical heritage. In Natura 2000 SDF information can be found about species and 
habitats for which the site is established. In most cases to ensure favourable conservation status of species and 
habitats within a site, there is a need for appropriate management activities, including mitigation, restoration 
or maintenance of specific environmental conditions. However, sometimes for ensuring favourable 
conservation status of species and habitats, it is better to avoid any disturbance.  

The activities can be carried out as part of different projects or as regular activities according to the MP. This 
criteria includes activities directed at improving the conservation status of species and habitats listed in SDF or 
restored in certain Natura 2000 sites. The indicators for this criteria can serve a number of species and habitats, 
listed in SDF chapter 3.1. (Habitat types present on the site and assessment for them) and 3.2. (Species referred 
to in Article 4 of Directive 2009/147/EC and listed in Annex II of Directive 92/43/EEC and site evaluation for 
them) on which activities with a positive effect are directed. 

In the context of activities with likely favourable impact on conservation objectives the scoring is only 0 (no 
favourable impact) or -1 (favourable impact). If there are favourable impacts, the inspection frequency might 
become lower.  
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Criteria 11 – Overlap of Natura 2000 with other national and/or international sites 

This is a probability criteria. 

In different countries the overlap of Natura 2000 with national and/or international sites can increase, 
decrease or be irrelevant for the protection of a Natura 2000 site. In each country it is up to the inspector using 
NIRAM to decide (based on experience/studies/etc.) on how the criteria will be applied and the outcome of the 
overlap. Based on this answer NIRAM will apply table 1, table 2 or skip this criteria all together. 

For example, an area recently designated as a Natura 2000 site overlaps with a longstanding National Park. 
There is a historical environmental structure installed to protect the national site. The public is well informed 
that in order to use the land they must get a permit from the National Park. There are National Park staff that 
regularly inspect the area and report illegal uses of the land, etc. The overlap of these two sites results in an 
increased level of protection for the Natura 2000 site, thus there is more protection for the National Park that 
extends to the Natura 2000 site. Table 1 is applied, as the risk decreases and as the overlap increases. 

In other cases the opposite may happen, then Table 2 is applied. In this case the risk decreases with the 
decrease of the overlapping area. 

If the inspector thinks the level of protection is the same, with or without overlapping national and/or 
international sites, then this criteria does not apply. 
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Annex IV. NIRAM Template Nature Inspection Tasks 
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(From criteria 8 on the template still has the expression “operator performance criterion” on the left side 

instead of “probability criteria”. This is due to the fact that during the adaptation of IRAM to NIRAM no 

programming work was carried out.) 

 


