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ROYAL HASKONING

SUMMARY

1. Introduction

This study provides an insight into the impact of the aspect of cultural heritage in
environmental impact assessment (EIA). The study is being carried out on behalf of the
National Archaeological Field Survey Commission (ROB) and the Department for the
Preservation of Historic Buildings and Structures (RDMZ). It was prompted by the fact
that the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science (OC&W) will shortly become
statutory advisor for EIA. This has come about as a result of various parallel processes
including the implementation of the Valetta Convention, changes in cultural heritage
legislation and regulations, the Belvedere Policy Document and the developments
surrounding a new system of environmental assessment which coordinates various
assessment procedures including EIA and strategic environmental assessment (SEA).
The title ‘Evaluation of cultural heritage in EIA; Focus on the future' clearly reflects the
aim of this study: to review the role of cultural heritage in EIA so that the future (existing
practice and advisorship) can be interpreted in the best possible way.

2. Study approach

Planarch European research framework

This study forms part of international research in the context of Planarch Il. The
Planarch Il project, which is part of the Interreg Ill programme for North-West Europe,
covers a number of issues relating to spatial planning and the cultural heritage
environment (particularly archaeology). The aim of the project is to work out concrete
actions in practice and also to develop best practices with a view to integrating
archaeology in spatial planning. For this purpose, Action 3A of Planarch Il aims to
review and provide guidance on current practice in EIA in relation to the cultural heritage
environment in a number of partner countries and regions. This comparison should
result in recommendations for improving the impact of cultural heritage in EIA and
strategic environmental assessment. The structure of this study is based on the
framework drawn up for the Planarch Il research (action 3A).

The three phases of the study

This study was implemented in three phases. The first phase was a quantitative
analysis in which 100 EIA procedures performed during the period 2001 - 2003 (with an
extension to 2004) were examined. Amongst other things, we looked at how many
cases and what types of EIA activity involve cultural heritage, and at what stage it is
involved, as well as how the various cultural heritage disciplines were involved through
public participation and/or informal contact. In the second phase, the qualitative
analysis, 25 procedures were selected in order to ascertain how cultural heritage is
involved in the various phases of the EIA procedure (the existence or otherwise of
surveys, the subjects of the public participation procedures). We also examined whether
the information on cultural heritage collected is adequate and in which parts it is
discussed: alternatives, description of impact, omissions in information and mitigating
measures. In the third phase, recommendations for the future were made on the basis
of the findings from the qualitative and quantitative analyses.
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Sources used in the study

For the purpose of the study, data was obtained from the Netherlands Commission on
EIA (NCEIA)'s archive, where all the EIA documents (inception report, scoping
guidelines, EIS and advisory review), submissions in public participation procedures and
supporting documents for each EIA dossier are filed. We also used the so-called ROB
impact forms which provide information on the involvement of the ROB in each EIA
procedure. Finally, a selection from the RDMZ’s Docman post registration system was
used. As the latter two sources are incomplete, they were only used to a limited extent.
The information was supplemented by 15 interviews with people involved in EIA
practice. The practice was also involved at a round table discussion in which the findings
and recommendations were presented.

3. Answers to the questions
In this summary, the research framework is interpreted in accordance with the Planarch
framework (see annex 1). The following do not form part of this study:
Biii (list of planning applications) does not form part of the study (reason: the study
would otherwise be too elaborate);
Ci (presence of cultural heritage values): the aspect of historic landscape is not
included in the study (reason: it is the responsibility of the Ministry of Agriculture,
Nature Management and Fisheries (LNV), which is not one of the principals);
Cvii (b): the question as to the adequacy of the law is not included in the study
(reason: the study would otherwise be too elaborate);
Section Div (‘lessons for SEA’) does not form part of the study (reason: SEA has not
yet been implemented);
Output: the EIA manual does not form part of the brief (reason: it is not necessary at
present).

The EIA procedure in the Netherlands (Planarch Ai and Aii)

The formal procedure begins when the applicant announces (the outlines of) its
proposed activity in an inception report. After the inception report has been published,
the statutory advisors and the public are given the opportunity to make known their
opinions on what the content of the environmental impact statement (EIS) should cover.
During the 13 weeks following the publication of the inception report, the competent
authority draws up scoping guidelines on the basis of the advice from the NCEIA. These
scoping guidelines are used by the applicant when drawing up the EIS with alternatives
(including the alternative most favourable to the environment) and a description and
comparison of the environmental consequences. In EIA, the aspect of 'cultural heritage'
is often subdivided into archaeology and other cultural heritage (historic buildings and
structures and historic landscape). A separate archaeological specialist is often engaged
for the aspect of archaeology, and other cultural heritage is investigated by the applicant
or the consultancy firm engaged to draw up the inception report and/or EIS (often a town
planner or landscape architect).

The applicant sends the report to the competent authority, which must rule on its
acceptability within six weeks. If its ruling is positive, the EIS is published together with
the proposal in a form such as a permit application or a draft plan. After publication, the
statutory advisors and the public can submit comments on the EIS and the decision
taken. A period of at least four weeks is allowed for this, depending on the type of parent
procedure. The NCEIA reviews the EIS within five weeks after the end of the public
participation period. The competent authority must then make a decision in which it
explains how it has handled the results of the EIA procedure. All public reports and
information are stored in the library of the NCEIA.
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General characteristics (Planarch Bi)

The main applicants in EIA are municipalities and companies, and in most cases the
competent authority is a municipality or province. An EIA is often undertaken for the
purpose of a decision relating to spatial planning (including many local land use plans)
or a permit. Most activities fall into the categories C10 (tourist and recreational facilities,
golf courses, marinas), C11 (residential developments, business parks and market
garden areas) and C18 (waste materials). Inception reports and - even more often -
EISs are usually contracted out to large consultancy firms. A cultural heritage specialist
— always an archaeologist - is engaged for the EIS in only 15% of EIA procedures. The
other cultural heritage expertise comes from the (general) consultancy firm, the
applicant (province, municipality) or a regional or local cultural heritage organisation.
These characteristics apply to procedures in the period 2001 — 2003 with an extension
to 2004 (research period).

Type of cultural heritage survey carried out or yet to be carried out (Planarch Bi).
Archaeological surveys are undertaken much more often than surveys relating to historic
buildings and structures. 35 of the 44 EIA procedures with archaeological values are
based on surveys. Some of the surveys had already been carried out in a different
context, some were still ongoing when the procedure was completed and some had
been announced for a later phase. Surveys are asked for in the scoping guidelines more
often than they are announced in the inception report. The qualitative analysis shows
that the involvement of the ROB and (to a limited extent) the RDMZ in the public
participation procedure has a specific influence on this. The announcement of a survey
in the inception report is not always repeated in the scoping guidelines. More surveys
are carried out in the EIS than are requested in the scoping guidelines.

Presence / absence of relevant information (Planarch Bii)

The degree to which attention is paid to cultural heritage in the inception report and in
the scoping guidelines is more or less the same, but it relates to different procedures.
For example, the inception report for business park X mentions cultural heritage but the
scoping guidelines do not, and vice versa for residential construction site Z. The NCEIA
generally only mentions a subject in its scoping guidelines if it has been omitted from or
is inadequately stated in the inception report. Additional to the applicants, it is of the
opinion that cultural heritage is or could be relevant (whether or not ‘inspired’ by the
public participation procedure). More information on cultural heritage is included in the
EIS in an absolute sense. It is furthermore easier to say something about the relevance
of cultural heritage during the EIS phase, as better supported information is available in
this phase.

Presence of cultural heritage values® (Planarch Ci)

The documents examined show that cultural heritage values are present in more than
40% of the procedures. Cultural heritage values are present in more than half of the
procedures relating to spatial planning; they play a lesser role in permit procedures. The
values present are described vaguely: many different terms are used, and cultural
heritage is often inadequately indicated (legal status).

! The concept ‘cultural heritage value’ is used to indicate archaeological remains and sites,
historic-geographical elements and structures and built monuments (including landscape
patterns) and the significance given to them.
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Involvement of the ROB, the RDMZ and other organisations (Planarch Cii)
Cultural heritage values are mainly managed by the ROB. The RDMZ only occasionally
involves itself in the public participation procedure for an inception report or EIS; its
involvement then focuses on the fact that certain values have not been included. The
ROB’s submissions on inception reports are almost always incorporated in the scoping
guidelines; this was the case with one of the RDMZ's two submissions. The ROB
participates in the public participation procedure for inception reports more often than it
does in the process for EISs, and the tenor of its submissions is extremely diverse. In
the inception report they are principally aimed at ‘identifying’, ‘researching’ and
‘evaluating’ rather than actually considering the effect of cultural heritage in design or
alternatives. In the EIS it sometimes comments on the way in which previous
recommendations have been incorporated. It also often makes new recommendations
for surveys or points out deficiencies in knowledge. The ROB’s submissions on the EIS
are included directly or indirectly in the advisory review in more than 50% of cases;
those by the RDMZ in three out of the five cases. Informal contact with the culture
services is limited; the ROB is consulted more often than the RDMZ. Other (cultural
heritage) organisations and stakeholders participate in the participation procedure for
the inception report or the EIS to a limited extent; one has the impression that these
kinds of organisation are not familiar with or do not make use of the opportunities for
influencing decisions.

Quality of the information (Planarch Ciii and Dii)

Most inception reports contain little information on cultural heritage (in accordance with
the objective of the inception report); it is often expressed as 'in the EIS attention will be
paid to...". The information mainly draws attention to values and is only about the use of
cultural heritage in working out alternatives (evaluation) to a limited extent. The inception
report is also very rarely used as a 'scoping report’. Policy frameworks and statutory
frameworks are mentioned regularly, but their implications are not discussed,; this is
done in the EIS.

Almost all scoping guidelines pay attention to cultural history and almost always
incorporate the submissions by the ROB. Cultural heritage is clearly included in all
sections of the EIAs studied. The quality of the descriptive information is generally good,
that of the information used for appraising less so. The known values (those with legal
status) and visible values appear to receive more attention than other cultural heritage
values. Cultural heritage is certainly included in the advisory reviews, given the fact that
it is mentioned under missing essential information or in recommendations for further
decision-making.

Recommended surveys and surveys carried out (Planarch Cv)

Explicit references to surveys almost always relate to archaeology. An additional
archaeological inventory (AAI) or exploratory survey is mentioned in approximately 25%
of the inception reports. These are also often recommended in the scoping guidelines.
The information in the EIS is based on previous surveys or surveys carried out during
the EIS. In a considerable number of cases it is announced in the EIS that a survey - or
an additional survey - will be carried out in a later phase. Hardly any of the advisory
reviews mention either past or future surveys.
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Content of EIA (Planarch Civ, Cvii and Cuviii)

Attention is paid to cultural heritage in almost all of the scoping guidelines; in less than
half it is mentioned in the form of its impact on alternatives, criteria, determination of
effects and mitigating measures. In the EIS, cultural heritage is always an identifiable
part of the criteria to be examined and the description of the current state of the
environment and autonomous developments. Its impact on the formulation and
comparison of alternatives (impact scores) is often insufficiently identifiable. In the EIS,
cultural heritage is only mentioned occasionally in the alternative most favorable to the
environment; no cultural heritage friendly alternatives were encountered at all. Mitigating
measures are rare; the aspect of cultural heritage does not lend itself very well to these.
Cultural heritage, and in particular archaeology, is often included in omissions in
information. This is sporadic in the section on the approach to the assessment program.

Decision-making (Planarch Cvi)

The scoping guidelines from the NCEIA are almost always adopted verbatim; only in
exceptional cases does a competent authority provide an addition on cultural heritage.
In the NCEIA'’s advisory review, cultural heritage sometimes forms part of an essential
shortcoming or a recommendation for further decision-making. The general opinion in
the interviews is that cultural heritage does not play a major role in decision-making.
This is qualified by the statement that cultural heritage is certainly important but not
decisive in decision-making.

4. Recommendations (Planarch Diii)

The recommendations are aimed at improving the aspect of cultural heritage in EIA.
This is linked to section Diii of Planarch. Alternatively, they are aimed at improving the
statutory advisory role of the cultural heritage services. The recommendations are
described in three layers.

Layer 1: the position of cultural heritage in EIA. The RDMZ and the ROB (and the
Ministry of LNV) must first determine what is relevant to them in the EIA procedure and
its position in the decision-making chain. They must also determine the tenor of the joint
input (see recommendations 3 -7). In addition to internal parties, other main players
(applicants, competent authorities, consultancy firms etc.) can also be encouraged by
improving attitudes (everybody taking responsibility for themselves) and providing
practical assistance (contributing to deliberations and being accessible).

Layer 2: reflecting on the role of statutory advisor. 'Do the right things and do them
well': prioritize actions on the basis of effectiveness and efficiency. This should separate
the wheat from the chaff by prioritizing which procedures are relevant to cultural
heritage. It also means that the departments provide integrated advice where necessary
and sectoral advice where possible. In doing so, it is essential to build on the chosen
path of development-oriented advice. In addition, the input must be clearly balanced;
determine when and how (informally and/or formally) it should occur. A handy aid for this
is the development of a integrated cultural heritage advice toolkit. In order to avoid
putting the cart before the horse, it is necessary to anticipate developments surrounding
EIA, including SEA.

Evaluation of cultural heritage in EIA -V- 9P5823.A0/R0006/BGro/Nijm
Final Report 16 November 2004



Layer 3: practical and organisational recommendations

The practical and organisational recommendations start with the improvement of
knowledge of the various parts of EIA, both internally and externally; in the case of the
latter, a form of knowledge management is opted for which makes it easier for the
applicants and consultancy firms to incorporate cultural heritage. To this end there must
be more communication about the role of the cultural heritage service, statutory
advisorship and vision (development-oriented preservation). Oriented more towards
internal knowledge development is the gathering of best practices for EIA and SEA. Last
but not least, there is the very practical recommendation of digitizing the registration of
advice and keeping it fully up to date in all phases.
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1.2

INTRODUCTION
The issue

Cultural heritage is becoming an increasingly important element in environmental impact
assessment (EIA). The National Archaeological Field Survey Commission (ROB) and
the Department for the Preservation of Historic Buildings and Structures (RDMZ) need
to obtain insight into the issue of how the aspects of cultural heritage currently are dealt
with in EIA, both in general terms and in terms of the role of the RDMZ and the ROB.
This study provides such an insight. The aim is to use this insight to find starting points
for ensuring that cultural heritage has an integral and effective impact on EIA (and the
role of the RDMZ and the ROB in it), naturally in the light of the current policy and
statutory context — for example, the Belvedere Policy Document, the Wet op de
archeologische monumentenzorg [Historic Buildings and Monuments (Preservation) Act
(Wamz)], the Valetta Convention, the statutory advisorship of the Ministry of OC&W and
the developments surrounding strategic environmental assessment (SEA).

Context

An EIA evaluation was performed on behalf of the Ministries of Housing, Spatial
Planning and the Environment (VROM), the Ministry of LNV and the Ministry of OC&W?
in 2003. In this evaluation it is recommended that archaeological and cultural heritage
aspects be given a more prominent position in the EIA. This recommendation can be
placed in a context in which cultural heritage in its various manifestations is enjoying
increasing interest.

Cultural heritage defined®

Cultural heritage has different ‘manifestations’. In this study we apply the following distinction:
Archaeology
Historic buildings and structures;
Historic landscape.

It should be noted that 'historic landscape' is outside the scope of this study (see chapter 2).

The increasing interest in cultural heritage is visible not least in the public's 'perception
of the past'. The pace at which our society is developing (e.g. population growth,
urbanization, expansion and internationalization) invokes a reaction whereby people are
increasingly cherishing the past. People feel disengaged and look for meaning in their
own environment, resulting in greater appreciation of the identity, culture, traditions and
history of their region, city or village — not only in a preservational and conservational
sense but increasingly on the basis that the past is the ‘bearer of the future'.

This 'social trend' is also reflected in policy and legislation. A number of developments
illustrate this.

% EIA evaluation 2003, NovioConsult.

® The concept ‘cultural heritage value’ is used to indicate archaeological remains and sites,
historic-geographical elements and structures and built monuments (including landscape
patterns) and the significance given to them.
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Belvedere

The Belvedere Policy Document was signed by the Ministries of OC&W, VROM, LNV
and V&W in 1999. This policy document is based on the use of cultural heritage values
(archaeological remains, historic-geographical elements and structures, and built
monuments) as a fully-fledged starting point in spatial developments. The credo is:
'‘preservation through development'. Working to the principles of Belvedere means
continuing to build on the existing heritage (visible and invisible) as a source of
inspiration for new developments so that it can be preserved in the long term. Just as
important is ensuring that the complete integration of cultural heritage contributes to the
identity and therefore to the spatial quality of an area.

The Valetta Convention and the Wamz
The Valetta Convention” (also known as the Malta Convention) regulates how we
handle Europe’s archaeological heritage. The Convention has three main starting points:
To preserve archaeological values in situ as far as possible;
To take archaeology into account at an early stage in spatial planning;
Those who disturb the ground should pay for a preliminary survey, any excavations
required, reporting and dissemination.

Twenty European countries including the Netherlands signed the Valetta Convention or,
as it is officially known, the European Convention on the Protection of the
Archaeological Heritage, in 1992. The Convention was ratified by an Act in 1998 but it
has not yet been converted into new legislation. The Lower House has received the
Historic Buildings and Monuments (Preservation) Act (Wamz) and will be discussing it in
October/November 2004.

Historic Buildings and Monuments (Preservation) Act (Wamz)®

The Act makes archaeological surveys compulsory for interventions involving major disturbance of the
ground. This obligation applies to ground interventions for which an EIA is required and to earth
removal activities.

The Act also obliges municipalities to take the archaeological values in their ground into account when
drawing up new local land use plans. This means that preliminary archaeological surveys are also
compulsory for minor ground disturbances. An early archaeological survey reduces the chance of
interesting finds still being made once the ground is ultimately in use. This will therefore also reduce
the risk of a chance find delaying building work.

The National Archaeological Field Survey Commission (ROB) will enter the relevant results of these
surveys in a national information system.

The Act gives provinces the opportunity to designate ' archaeological attention areas’. The local land
use plans for these areas must then be quickly made 'archaeology friendly'. The provinces also usually
become the owner of the excavated finds. The Act requires the provinces to provide a depository for
managing the finds.

The cost of the survey and any excavations required is paid by the party responsible for disturbing the
ground. In exceptional cases this party may incur excessive costs.

Finally, the Act makes it possible for (archaeological) companies to carry out excavations. Up to how
this has been the preserve of government bodies and universities.

* Trb. 1992, 32.
® Lower House, 2003-2004 session, 29 259, no. 3.
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All over the country, archaeological heritage is now being treated 'in the spirit of Valetta',
for example in projects for which an environmental impact assessment (EIA) is
compulsory, for local land use plans and for earth removal activities.

Review of the Monumentenwet [Monuments and Historic Buildings Act]

The Valetta Convention encourages us to take joint responsibility for our ‘buried
resource’. The Valetta Convention must be implemented in Dutch legislation. This is
being done via the Historic Buildings and Monuments (Preservation) Act (Wamz). The
implementation of the Convention will result in a review of the existing archaeological
order. For this purpose, the Monuments and Historic Buildings Act 1998 will be amended
in line with the spatial planning system in the Netherlands. Archaeological values will
then play a fully-fledged role in decisions on ground interventions. The aim is to achieve
preservation in the ground. The state, provinces and municipalities will each have their
own responsibilities. There will also be more room for market participants.

EIA (see also chapter 3)

The position of cultural heritage is also reinforced in the instrument of the environmental
impact assessment. Cultural heritage is one of the aspects that are examined in an EIA.
The location of a proposed activity in a sensitive area may require an EIA to be
performed. This is because since 1999, the ‘sensitive areas’ in the EIA decree have
included areas that are designated as a protected monument under Article 3(1) of the
Monuments and Historic Buildings Act. The designation of the Ministry of OC&W as
statutory advisor will further improve the position of cultural heritage in EIA.

Layout of the study

The definition and the structure of the study are explained in Chapter 2. To this end, the
framework of Planarch II, action 3A was followed closely, in order to facilitate the
comparison of this study with similar studies conducted in other countries or parts of
countries. Chapter 2 closes with an account of the research method.

Chapter 3 then provides a brief description of the EIA procedure in the Netherlands. It
also outlines a number of important developments and looks at SEA. This chapter
provides a brief and succinct explanation of EIA and also complies with part A of the
Planarch framework.

Chapter 4 first describes the method used in the study and then sets out the results of
the quantitative analysis of 100 EIA procedures. The specific findings are then
presented, and the most important findings and conclusions are summarised in the final
paragraph. Chapter 4 provides a picture of the 'consolidated’ results. The results for
each individual procedure are set out in a separate book of annexes which can be
obtained from the RDMZ and the ROB.

Chapter 5 describes the results of the qualitative analysis. These are drawn from file
research involving 25 (of the 100) EIA procedures and 15 interviews with parties
involved in EIA practice. Chapter 5 follows the same structure as Chapter 4: first the
study method is explained, followed by the specific findings, and the most important
findings and conclusions are summarized in the final paragraph. The factsheets of the
file research and the interview reports can be found in the book of annexes referred to
above.
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2.1

The concluding chapter, Chapter 6, sets out the recommendations. These focus on the
opportunities for improving the position of cultural heritage in the EIA and the role of the
ROB and the RDMZ in this.

STUDY FRAMEWORK
Aim and study questions

Aim
The aim of the study is twofold:

1. To obtain insight into the way in which cultural heritage has formed part of the EIA
instrument over the past few years (content and process) and the extent to which
the aspect of cultural heritage has been taken into account in the consideration of
interests in the ultimate decision-making process (effectiveness);

2. To provide guidelines for improving existing practice in view of the future statutory
advisorship of the Ministry of Education, Culture And Science.

Study questions
The aim described above can be divided into three analysis phases, each of which is
linked to a number of specific questions.

1. Quantitative analysis
How many EIA procedures were carried out between 2001 and 2003?
In how many cases and at what stage was cultural heritage (partly) involved?
What is the proportion of involvement of the various cultural heritage disciplines?
How often do the culture departments make use of opportunities for participation and/or was there
informal contact with the applicant or the competent authority?
What is the proportion of involvement of cultural heritage in the various categories of activities
subject to EIA?

2. Qualitative analysis

To what extent is cultural heritage involved in the various phases of the EIA procedure?

Are the culture departments' recommendations followed up or not, and for what reason?

To what extent have surveys been carried out for the purpose of gathering cultural heritage
information (e.g. AAl, CV)?

Is the cultural heritage information gathered adequate, and how was its impact described?

Were cultural heritage friendly alternatives recommended or developed?

Was attention paid to deficiencies in knowledge and what consequences did this have on decision-
making and/or the evaluation?

Were adequate mitigating measures developed?

3. Conclusions and recommendations
Recommendations for the future can, finally, be made on the basis of the findings from the qualitative
and quantitative analyses. These recommendations may:
be of a general nature, focusing on improving the impact of the aspect of cultural heritage in EIA,
‘addressed' to applicants, competent authorities, the NCEIA and the statutory advisors;
be of a specific nature, focusing on improving the role of the Ministry of OC&W as statutory advisor
(content, procedure, process).
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2.2

Relationship to Planarch Il framework
This study fits in with international research in the context of Planarch Il (action 3A). The
results of this study will ultimately be included in an international comparison.

Planarch Il

The Planarch Il project, which is part of the Interreg 11l program for North-West Europe, covers a
number of questions relating to spatial planning and the cultural heritage environment (focusing on
archaeology in particular). The aim of the project is both to arrive at concrete actions in practice and to
develop best practices with a view to integrating archaeology in spatial planning. For this purpose,
Action 3A of Planarch Il aims to review and provide guidance on current practice in EIA in relation to
the cultural heritage environment in a number of partner countries and regions with the aim of
producing recommendations for improving the impact of cultural heritage in EIA and strategic
environmental assessment.

A framework has been drawn up for Planarch Il (Action 3A). The essential points of the
framework are set out in Annex 1. In consultation with the guidance group, it has been
concluded that the Planarch framework 'meshes' with the previously defined study
questions. The following comments have been added:
One A4 page will suffice for the description of the EIA procedure in the Netherlands
(A).
Section Biii (overview of ‘planning applications’) is not included in the study (reason:
the study would otherwise be too elaborate);
The following are excluded from the study:
- Ci (presence of cultural heritage values): the aspect of historic landscape is not
included in the study (reason: it is the responsibility of the Ministry of Agriculture,
Nature Management and Fisheries (LNV), which is not one of the principals);
- Cuvii (b): the question as to the adequacy of the law is not included in the study
(reason: the study would otherwise be too elaborate);
Sections Ci (presence of cultural heritage values) and Cii (picture of the process) of
the qualitative part are included in the quantitative analysis;
Section Div (‘lessons for SEA’) does not form part of the study (reason: SEA has not
yet been implemented);
Output: the EIA manual does not form part of the brief (reason: it is not necessary at
present).

From study questions to quantitative and qualitative analysis framework

The definition of the aim, the study questions and coordination with the Planarch
framework clearly define the study framework. The translation of this study framework
into the actual evaluation study (the study method) has been split into the quantitative
analysis framework (see paragraph 4.1) and the qualitative analysis framework (see
paragraph 5.1).

Structure of the survey

The study approach is divided into three interrelated phases:
Phase 1: quantitative analysis;
Phase 2: qualitative analysis;
Phase 3: conclusions and recommendations.
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2.3

Prior to phase 1, the study framework (aim, study questions and coordination with
Planarch Il) was discussed and established, and the study methods for the quantitative
and qualitative analysis were worked out on that basis.

In phase 1, a quantitative analysis of 100 EIA procedures from the period 2001 — 2003
was conducted. For this purpose, data was obtained from the NCEIA'’s archive, in which
there is a file containing all the EIA documents (inception report, scoping guidelines, EIS
and advisory review), submissions in public participation procedures (for inception
reports and EISs) and supporting documents (surveys etc.) for each EIA dossier. We
also used the so-called ROB impact forms which provide information on the involvement
of the ROB in each EIA procedure. Finally, a selection from the RDMZ’s Docman post
registration system was used.

The results of the quantitative analysis are available on three levels:
On individual procedure level: see book of annexes;
On an aggregate level: see paragraph 4.2;
On the level of the most important conclusions: see paragraph 4.3.

Phase 2 consisted of the qualitative analysis. This analysis was split into two parts:
A qualitative analysis of 25 (of the 100) EIA dossiers;
Fifteen interviews with parties involved in practice (applicants, competent authorities,
the RDMZ, the ROB, consultancy firms and the NCEIA).

The results of the qualitative analysis are available on three levels:
On individual procedure level: see book of annexes;
On an aggregate level: see paragraph 5.2;
On the level of the most important conclusions: see paragraph 5.3.

In phase 3, the findings and conclusions from the quantitative and qualitative analyses
were put together and translated into a number of recommendations with a view to
improving the input of cultural heritage in the EIA. In this context a round table
discussion was held with the participation of 16 people from EIA practice. The results
can be found in chapter 6.

Finally, all the building blocks of the evaluation study were collated in this final report.

Background to the study

The study framework determines the scope and depth of the evaluation study. A number
of points are relevant in this regard.

Study period: 2001 — 2003

The study period was limited to the period from 1 January 2001 to 31 December 2003.
During the selection of the procedures it turned out that fewer than 100 procedures had
been completed — from the inception report though to the advisory review — during the
period from 2001 to 2003. For this reason a number of procedures which were started
between 2001 and 2003 and completed in 2004 were also included.
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As a result of restricting the period to 2001 - 2003, a specific type of procedure falls
outside the random sample. These are procedures that usually have a longer lead time
because of the size or complexity of the plans, for example. The results of the study
show that the procedures for large infrastructural projects, for example (with the state as
the competent authority), fall outside the random sample. This study therefore does not
provide a picture of the impact of cultural heritage in these types of projects. However,
the NCEIA and the Directorate General for Public Works and Water Management have
indicated that cultural heritage regularly plays an important role in the alternative most
favorable to the environment in large infrastructural projects.

Historic landscape: outside the scope of the study

In the analysis of cultural heritage in the EIA, we looked at ‘archaeology' and 'historic
building and sites' and not at 'historic landscapes'. We did, however, establish that
historic landscape values were mentioned in 34 of the 100 EIA procedures (see chapter
4, paragraph 4.2).

Sources: availability

The availability and completeness of the sources consulted were contributing factors in
the study. The primary source for both the quantitative and the qualitative analysis was
the NCEIA'’s archive. This archive is well organized. This means that we were able to
access the EIA documents (inception report, scoping guidelines, EIS and advisory
review), public participation submissions (on inception reports and EISs) and supporting
documents (surveys etc.) for almost all EIA procedures.

The ROB impact forms (from 2001 onwards) provide information on the ROB's
involvement in the various stages of each EIA procedure. This (paper) archive provides
a great deal of information but is not complete. Many impact forms were incomplete
(often only the beginning of the procedure was filled in) and a number of forms are
missing. Finally, the RDMZ post registration system was used. This is of very limited use
as far as the EIA is concerned because it only contains incomplete information on a
small number of EIA procedures.

Results: comments on the ‘firmness’ of the study data
The study framework (see paragraph 2.1 and Annex 1) contains many questions, some
of which are of an “inventory” nature (e.g.: have surveys already been carried out or not,
at what points did the RDMZ and the ROB submit comments, are there any suitable
mitigating measures), and some are of an “assessing” nature. Examples of these are:
- Assess the quality of the information provided (Planarch Ciii);
Consider whether the historic environment component is a true reflection of that
which is present on site (Civ);
Assess whether sufficient information is provided to allow decision-makers to arrive
at a clear opinion (Cvi);
Assess whether the cultural heritage implications are appropriately integrated within
other aspects (Cviii).
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Throughout this study we have, as far as possible, regarded the judgment asked for in
these questions as a combination of:
the available information in the inception report and the EIS;
the opinion on it by the RDMZ, the ROB and other organisations in their public
participation comments on inception reports and EISs;
the NCEIA's opinion based on the scoping guidelines and the advisory review;
supplementary information from the interviews;
the ‘judgment’ of the researcher.

This last opinion in particular adds a subjective element to the assessment, although this
is, in our opinion, inevitable. Thus the question concerning the ‘quality of the information
provided' will not be explicitly answered in any of the documents; instead, this opinion is
always a combination of input from documents and interviews and the researcher's
interpretation of them.

Arrangements between the NCEIA, the ROB and the RDMZ concerning the public
participation procedure

The NCEIA alerts the ROB by letter of the fact that an EIA procedure for a project is
being opened or that the review phase has started. The announcement by the applicant
is generally enclosed with the letter, often along with the introductory chapter from the
inception report if it has already been published. The arrangement with the NCEIA is
that the ROB will then contact the RDMZ. Precisely how and by whom this should be
done within the ROB — namely by the regional employees - is set out in the internal
document "Guidelines on EIA public participation procedures", although these
employees are generally not aware of the fact that they are responsible for doing so.

The RDMZ uses the opportunities to submit comments on an EIA less frequently than
does the ROB. There are various reasons for this. On the one hand, this has to do with
the fact that the arrangement by which the ROB informs the RDMZ about relevant EIA
procedures has never been properly implemented, as a result of which the RDMZ is not
always aware of the opportunities to participate in specific procedures, unless of course
it is informed about them through other channels. On the other hand, regional
employees of the RDMZ are often involved in spatial developments and planning
processes at other times, and the department does not have a specific policy line or
transfer of knowledge concerning EIA. Partly as a result of this, the intrinsic added value
of the use of the opportunities to participate in an EIA procedure are not always
apparent.
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Previous research
One previous study of 'cultural heritage and EIA' is that carried out by the firm ‘STOGO
Onderzoek + Advies’ (7 October 1996). The study period was from January 1993 to
January 1996. The study only looked at the position of archaeology in EIA and the
opportunities for the ROB to influence it. The circumstances of the STOGO research
were different from those in the current study; for example, at the time there was no firm
agreement between the ROB and the NCEIA for keeping the ROB informed of all EIA
procedures in the review phase (although this did happen in the inception phase). The
main conclusions were that the frequent recommendations by the ROB to carry out
additional surveys were not always incorporated in the scoping guidelines by the
competent authority (although this did happen in relation to the inclusion of values and
impacts). The archaeological information in the EIA was variable: in 7 of the 19 projects
studied the information was incorporated well or adequately; in 8 projects, cultural
heritage was among the omissions in information, and STOGO reported that this should
have been the case in 4 projects. The main reason for the variances in the levels of
information was that archaeological surveys were only performed occasionally. Finally,
the presence of archaeological sites hardly ever played a role in changing the proposed
activity. Some interesting (summarized) recommendations were as follows:

Surveys are crucial, and the ROB must properly substantiate its request for surveys;

The public participation comment can be made more substantial by specifying what

role archaeology plays in the overall planning process. There are several

opportunities for the ROB to influence the planning process;

The NCEIA also informs the ROB about opportunities to participate in the EIS

phase;

It is important to improve the quality of the information provided to the competent

authority so that it is more aware of archaeology and the damage that projects can

do.
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3.1

THE EIA PROCEDURE IN THE NETHERLANDS (PLANARCH, PART A)
Current situation

The Environmental Impact Assessment Decree

The aim of environmental impact assessment (EIA) is to give environmental interests a
prominent place in decision-making processes for activities that may have negative
environmental consequences. The obligations arising from the European environmental
impact assessment regulations are implemented in the Dutch Environmental
Management Act (EMA). The concept of the environment is less broadly formulated in
the EMA than in European EIA regulations.

The Dutch Environmental Impact Assessment Decree (Bulletin of Acts, Orders and
Decrees 540, 26 July 1994) is an implementation regulation that sets out the activities
and decisions (the so-called parent procedures) for which an EIA must be compiled.
Part C of the annex list of the Decree lists the activities for which an EIA must be
compiled. These are known as activities subject to mandatory EIA. Part D of the annex
list contains activities that are subject to discretionary EIA (screening). The competent
authority must assess whether an activity has to be subject to EIA in each individual
case. This is done if there are particular circumstances, for example because of the
nature or scope of the activity or because the activity is taking place in a special area.
Threshold values (numbers, surface areas, geographical areas etc.) indicating whether
an activity is subject to EIA or to assessment are usually specified. However, activities
with a significant environmental impact are always subject to EIA, partly as a result of
the judgﬁment by the European Court of Justice in the matter of the Commission versus
Ireland.

Main elements of the procedure
The formal procedure begins when the applicant publicises the proposed activity in an
inception report. In the inception report, the applicant describes the why and wherefore
of his plans in general terms. After publication the NCEIA, the statutory advisors and the
public have an opportunity to submit their opinions on what the planned environmental
impact statement (EIS) should cover. During the 13 weeks following the publication of
the inception report, the competent authority draws up the scoping guidelines. The
applicant then compiles the EIS on the basis of the scoping guidelines. The most
important statutory requirements for the content of an EIS are:

The description of the activity and possible alternatives, including an alternative

most favourable to the environment;

The description of the existing environmental situation and autonomous

development;

The description and comparison of the environmental consequences of the activity

and the alternatives;

Omissions in information.

The law does not lay down a specific period of time for the compilation of an EIS.

® European Court of Justice, 21 September 1999, C392/96 (Commission/Ireland), legal
ground 65.
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3.2

The applicant sends the statement to the competent authority, which must give a ruling
on its acceptability within six weeks. If its ruling is positive, the EIS is published together
with the project, which is articulated in a document such as a permit application or a
draft plan. After publication the statutory advisors and the public have an opportunity to
submit their opinions on the EIS and the proposed decision. A period of at least four
weeks is allowed for this, depending on the type of parent procedure. The NCEIA
checks the EIS (see below) during the five weeks following the end of the participation
period.

After the NCEIA has published its advice, the competent authority must make a decision
and must provide details of how the environment, the alternatives identified in the EIS,
the results of the public participation procedure and the NCEIA'’s advisory review are to
be taken into account. Information on how the evaluation is to be performed must also
be included in the decision. In this evaluation, the impacts predicted in the EIA are
compared with impacts that are actually occurring, so that additional steps can be taken
if necessary. In practice, however, evaluations are only performed in a few cases. The
NCEIA only advises the applicant to state in the EIS what could be included in the
evaluation programme. Whether an evaluation is actually performed is not a matter for
the NCEIA but a matter for the competent authority.

NCEIA and statutory advisors

The VROM Inspector and the Director of Agriculture, Nature and Outdoor Recreation at
the Ministry of LNV have been designated as statutory advisors. All organisations
formally involved in the actual decision for which an EIA is being compiled are also
statutory advisors. An example is the role of the provincial planning committee in a local
land use plan. The statutory advisors can therefore differ from procedure to procedure.

The NCEIA advises the competent authority. It first reviews the content of the EIS on the
basis of the so-called scoping guidelines. This is done after publication of the inception
report. Secondly, it checks the EIS against the law and guidelines for completeness,
accuracy and quality (this is known as the advisory review). The outcome of the public
participation procedure and the opinions of the statutory advisors are included in both
the scoping guidelines and the review. The competent authority can disregard the
NCEIA’s advice if it has good reason for doing so, but it usually accepts all or most of it.
All public reports and information are stored in the NCEIA'’s library.

Significant developments

The most recent evaluation of the EIA (NovioConsult, October 2003) shows a highly
differentiated picture of the effectiveness of the instrument. Some no longer find that it is
functional. However, most consider it to be of great importance, albeit with room for
improvement. Many of the improvements suggested relate to: its sphere of operation
(when is an activity subject to EIA or to assessment), the scope (the environmental
impacts to be examined), coordination between the EIA and the procedure of the parent
decision, and finally improvements in the position and use of public participation.
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At the moment, the Ministry of VROM is working intensively with other ministries on the
implementation of a cohesive statutory system of environmental assessment. Besides
the implementation of the European directive for strategic environmental assessment
(see below), draft policies for modernising the EIA are being developed. The aim is to
reduce the administrative and governmental burden by simplifying the EIA regulations
and procedure and by adapting them to current social and policy-related wishes and
priorities. For this purpose, the sphere of operation of the EIA and its coordination with
the EMA permit are being examined.

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

The new European Directive 2001/42/EC came into force on 21 July 2004. The aim of
this directive is to identify the environmental impact of plans and programmes during
their preparation phase in the form of an environmental report. This is known as
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA).

An SEA is compulsory for plans and programmes which are required by law and which
may have a significant impact on the environment. These include plans and
programmes with activities subject to EIA or assessment or for which assessment is
required on the basis of the Habitat and/or Birds Directive.

Once it has been decided that an SEA is necessary, the most important steps are as
follows:
Determine the scope and detail of information in the environmental report. This
involves consulting organisations which "will be involved in the execution of the
plans on account of their specific responsibilities with regard to the environment".
Compile an environmental report describing the impacts and alternatives;
Publish the draft plan or programme and the environmental report. Under the terms
of the directive, Member States are required to establish detailed rules for informing
and consulting authorities, organisations and the public;
Explain the way the decision was arrived at and give monitoring measures.

The Dutch draft law implementing the European Directive has been put before the
Lower House (October 2004).
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4 QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS: FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
4.1 Study method
411 Relationship to study question

A framework for the quantitative analysis was compiled on the basis of the quantitative
study questions (see paragraph 2.1) and the Planarch framework (Part B and
subsections Ci and Cii). This framework can be found in annex 2.

The quantitative framework has been converted into an MS Access format database.
The database includes the following information categories:
. General characteristics (Planarch Bi):
- EIA properties, such as the NCEIA number, name, location;
- Type of applicant;
- Type of competent authority;
- Type of EIA activity;
- Type of decision;
- Type of consultancy firm;
- Type of cultural heritage specialist;
Presence of cultural heritage values (Planarch Ci);
Nature of the cultural heritage surveys carried out/ to be carried out (Planarch Bi):
inception report, scoping guidelines, EIS and advisory review;
Presence or absence of relevant information (Planarch Bii): inception report, scoping
guidelines, EIS and advisory review;
Involvement of the ROB, the RDMZ and other (government) bodies (Planarch Cii):
participation procedure in respect of the inception report and the EIS.

4.1.2 Approach

Selection

Annex 3 contains an overview of the EIA procedures included in the quantitative
analysis. As has already been explained in paragraph 2.3, this selection differs slightly
from the selection for the research period 2001 - 2003 (with the extension to 2004).

Sources

The information required was obtained from three sources:
the NCEIA's archives;
the ROB impact forms;
the RDMZ registration system.

The inception reports, scoping guidelines, EISs, advisory reviews and comments in
public participation procedures for all the procedures inventoried were studied, and the
relevant information was entered in the database. The result of the quantitative analysis
is described in paragraph 4.2. The full result at the level of the individual EIA procedures
can be found in the book of annexes which is can be obtained from the RDMZ and the
ROB.
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4.2 Findings from the quantitative analysis (2001 - 2003, with extension to 2004)
421 Nature of the 100 EIA procedures (Planarch Bi), 2001 - 2003 (with extension to 2004)

Type of applicant and type of competent authority

It can be seen from the

100% gquantitative analysis that
municipalities and companies
(both 38%) are the main

75% applicants of EIA procedures.
The 'other' category consists
primarily of water boards, joint
ventures, project developers and
50% 0 Province development companies.

m Company
B Municiplty If we look at the competent

250 authorities, we can see that
municipalities are responsible for
more than half of the procedures
(52%). Provinces are also
responsible for a significant part
(34%), in a few cases in
conjunction with the Directorate
General for Public Works and Water Management or a water treatment authority. The
State (14%) is the competent authority for the granting of permits under the Mining Act
in particular. As a result of the limited study period (2001 - 2003, with the extension to
2004), other government projects (such as major infrastructure projects) were not
covered by the study.

o Other
m State

0%

Applicant Competent. authority

Type of EIA activity

20 The graph shows the distribution
c11 of EIA procedures across the
different kinds of EIA activity.
This overview shows that three
types of procedures make up
almost 50% of the total number
of procedures. Categories C10
and C11 are projects with spatial
relevance, and C18 comprises
environmentally relevant
projects. These include leisure
and tourist facilities, golf courses
— | and marinas (C10), housing,
business parks and glass
horticulture facilities (C11), and
waste facilities (C18). The Noord-Holland Zuid Strategic Integral Impact Assessment is
an example of a voluntary EIA. This is a development vision for regional spatial planning
policy in part of the province of Noord-Holland. Another example is the processing of

18

Voluntary

1ML Itiplg categories
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organic wet fraction. This EIA was performed for the purpose of internal decision-making
with a view to estimating the achievability of the plan. The applicant in this procedure

was a company.

C or D number
co1

Co4

C06

C09

C10 /D10
Cl1/D11
C14

C16

C17
C18/D18

C21/D21

C25

D22

D34

Explanation (C = subject to EIA, D = subject to EIA assessment)

Road building

Construction of ports

Construction of airfields

Land use / rural development

Construction of leisure or tourist facilities, golf courses, marinas
Construction of houses, business parks, glass horticulture facilities
Construction of facilities for breeding, fattening or keeping poultry or pigs

Extraction of surface minerals, exploitation of quarries or open-cast mines,
peat extraction

Petroleum and natural gas exploration and extraction

Establishment of policy for removing wastes

Construction of facilities for incineration, chemical treatment, dumping or
deep underground burial of dangerous waste substances

Construction of facilities for dumping dredgings

Construction of facilities for integrating or chemically treating non-
dangerous waste substances

Construction of facilities for dumping or deep underground burial of non-
dangerous waste substances excluding dredgings

Construction of facilities for treating waste water

Facilities intended for refining petroleum, producing pig iron or steel, extracting
crude non-ferrous metals, extraction, manufacturing or processing asbestos or
asbestos-containing products, integrated chemical installations

Facilities intended for the storage of petroleum, petrochemical or chemical
products

Facilities intended for the production of electricity, steam and heat, wind
energy, nuclear energy, reprocessing, production and enrichment of spent
nuclear fuel

Facilities intended for pesticides, pharmaceutical products, halogenated
organic compounds, paints and varnishes, artificial fertilisers, chemical
products

Table 4.1: EIA activities
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Types of decision

From the analysis we can
Various kinds of decisions see that 61 of the 100
procedures are procedures
that relate to a spatial
planning decision. In these
5% cases the applicant is
usually a government
agency. The procedures
relating to spatial planning

34% mPlanning are diverse. They include a
W Permits large number of local land
JRest use plans (43), as well as

regional spatial plans (3),
provincial environment plans
(2), core planning decisions
(2) and other regional and
structural visions. The scale
of the developments is
therefore very varied.
Twenty-three of the 34
permit-related procedures concerned permits under the Environmental Management
Act. In these cases, the applicant is usually a company. Other permits are permits under
the Mijnbouwwet [Mining Act] (for drilling platforms in the North Sea), The
Ontgrondingenwet [Earth Removal Act] and the Kernenergiewet [Nuclear Energy Act].
The relationship between decisions relevant to spatial planning and environmentally
relevant decisions is in line with the general distribution across the type of EIA activity.

Type of consultancy firm and use of cultural heritage specialists

The majority of inception

100 reports are compiled by

consultancy firms: 68 of the

95’. The other inception

75 reports are compiled by the

applicant itself. 85 of the 100

EISs were compiled by

mIR ;

50 consultancy firms. The

BEIS analysis also shows that 62 of

the 85 EISs were written by

25 | six large consultancy firms

(Arcadis, DHV, Grontmij,
Oranjewoud, Royal
Haskoning and Tauw). Larger

applicants in particular, such

as the Directorate General for

Public Works and Water

Procedure

O B T T
Conslt. firm  Applicant CH specialist

" Inception reports are not compiled for all EIA procedures. In some cases the procedure may be
shorter because, for example, an EIS has already been written.
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Management and Dutch Natural Gas Company (NAM), produce the inception reports
and/or EISs themselves. These organisations are so large and so specialised that they
are able to do so in-house.

A ‘separate’ cultural heritage specialist seems to have been called in in a few cases. In
all of these cases, the specialist’s field was archaeology. Such an archaeology specialist
was involved in the EIA in 15 of the 100 procedures, specifically in the EIS (not in the
inception report). In the other cases, cultural heritage knowledge is generated by the
main contractor (in this case the consultancy firm), other organisations (the province,
local associations, the ROB, the RDMZ) or the applicant itself. Thus, for example, many
provinces have a provincial archaeologist on their books, and some consultancy firms
and municipalities have cultural heritage knowledge in-house.

Presence of cultural heritage values (Planarch Ci) 2001 - 2003 (with extension to 2004)

Presence of cultural heritage values

In determining the presence of
100% + cultural heritage values, a
general opinion has been
given on this presence based
on the available information in
inception report, scoping

75% A

50% | & Not present scoping guidelines, EIS,
W Present advisory review and comments
in public participation
25% 1 procedures. This has been

done on the basis of the

following split:

- Archaeology

- Historic buildings and
structures

- Historic landscape.

0% -

Archaeology Historic build-  Historic
ings & struct. landscape

The general opinion is therefore specifically not based on the actual values present 'in
the field'. Extensive field research would have to be conducted for this purpose.

Archaeological values and/or values relating to historic buildings and structures are
present in a large number of procedures. Both are in fact often present simultaneously.
Descriptions are usually limited, so that the status of the value (e.g. in relation to the
Monuments and Historic Buildings Act) cannot be determined specifically on the basis of
the available information.

In this study we have not gone into the aspect of 'historically valuable landscape' in
greater depth, although the above graph shows that the presence of 'historically
valuable landscape' is mentioned in 34 of the 100 EIA procedures.
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Relationship between cultural heritage values and type of competent authority

When the presence of cultural heritage values is compared with the type of competent

authority, the following picture emerges.

It is striking that the

35 municipality is responsible for

BMunic, arch. | many of the procedures in

®Munic. hist. | \vhich cultural heritage values

are present. Local land use
plans (25 out of 43) play an

251 m State, arch.

— , important role in this.
[ State, hist.

30

O Province, arch

[ Province, hist.

207 The number of EIA
procedures with cultural

151 heritage values in which the
province or the state is the
10 competent authority is
significantly lower. With regard
to the province, these are
often EIA procedures for
permits for large-scale
facilities, and with regard to
the state, these EIA
procedures often relate to
mining permits. Archaeological values and values relating to historic buildings and
structures less often have an important role to play in these kinds of procedures.

Present Not present

Relationship between cultural heritage values and type of EIA activity
When the presence of cultural heritage values is compared with the type of EIA activity,
the following picture emerges.

‘Archaeological value present' versus ‘type of EIA activity’

The analysis shows that when
we look at the most frequently
occurring types of EIA activity,

12
particularly activities relevant to
10 spatial planning (C10 and C11),
archaeological values are
8 1 p—— present. These values are only
I Not present present to a limited extent in
® environmentally relevant EIA
. activities (C18). This picture is
not surprising, since
, archaeological values are more
likely to be affected in the
o | ‘ ‘ construction of a housing
C10 Cl1 C18

development, for example, than
in the construction or expansion
of a waste processing facility because of the magnitude of the activity.

14
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‘Historic building and structures values present' versus ‘type of EIA activity’

16

14

12

10

H Present
I Not present
C10 C11 C18

This picture is comparable with
the picture from the previous
graph.

Relationship between cultural heritage values and type of decision

Spatial procedures

Spatial procedures

W arch. present

W arch. not present

Permits

W hist. present

| hist. not present

Permits

When the presence of
cultural heritage values
is compared with the
type of decision, the
following picture
emerges.
Archaeological values
and/or values relating
to historic buildings and
structures are in
particular present in the
case of EIA procedures
relating to spatial
planning decisions.
These values are only
found to a limited
extent in relation to
environmental permits.
Cultural heritage plays
arole in relation to
spatial planning
procedures in
particular, because
these often relate to

interventions involving the use of large areas of land and/or earthworks. Many permits
relate to a small surface area (a single company's premises) and often relate to the
expansion of existing facilities, such as the construction of an additional line in a waste

Evaluation of cultural heritage in EIA

Final Report

-19 -

9P5823.A0/R0006/BGro/Nijm
16 November 2004



processing plant. Archaeology and historic buildings and structures often play a limited
role — if any — in these procedures. Procedures have also been carried out for earth
removal permits, in which archaeological values in particular may well play a role.

Archaeological values and values relating to historic buildings and structures are present
in a large number of procedures. However, we cannot tell from the quantitative study
exactly how many procedures this concerns.

Relationship between archaeological values and the use of archaeological

specialists

When the presence of archaeological values is compared with the deployment of
cultural heritage specialists, the following picture emerges. The deployment of
specialists is only found in procedures with archaeological values, because these
specialists are always archaeological specialists.

Use of archaeological specialist

Archaeological specialists were only involved
in 13 of the 45 EIA procedures with
archaeological values. RAAP is the most
frequently used archaeological specialists.
Another firm, Vestigia, is mentioned once.

In all other cases, the archaeological values

and/or values relating to historic buildings and
structures were determined and assessed by
the party compiling the inception report or the

W specialist EIS (the applicant itself or a consultancy firm).
B other
4.2.3 Type of cultural heritage survey carried out or to be carried out (Planarch Bi), 2001 —

2003 (with the extension to 2004)

This paragraph gives an illustration of the surveys that have been ‘announced or
requested’ (see inception report and scoping guidelines) and those that have been
‘carried out’ (see EIS). A distinction is once again made between ‘archaeology' and

‘historic buildings and structures'.
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Archaeology, survey requested

90

75

60

45

Survey

requested

Survey

not requested

30

15

The extent to which surveys
are being announced (in the
inception report) and
requested (in the scoping
guidelines) is increasing
slightly. The scoping
guidelines will in particular
ask for a survey to be carried
out if one is not announced in
the inception report. This can
be seen from the fact that the
scoping guidelines
sometimes refer explicitly to
the ROB'’s participation or the
fact that the tenor of their
public participation comments
is adopted. For example, this

may concern the execution of an AAIl (additional archaeological inventory) which has

been recommended 12 times.®

Archaeology, survey carried out

100

75

50

25

If we look at the surveys
carried out, these are,
logically, concentrated in
the EIS. Itis striking that
more archaeological
surveys are carried out

H Survey
carried out

l Survey not
carried out

than are requested in the
scoping guidelines. This
supports the assumption
that the scoping
guidelines do not ask for
surveys to be carried out

if they are announced in
the inception report.

The actual surveys are in
fact not always carried
out during the writing of
the EIS. Five of the total

number of surveys

specified under ‘survey carried out' had not been completed by the time the EIS was
finished, and four had not yet been started.

® AAl is the first stage of additional field research to desk study.
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Historic buildings and structures; survey requested

100 The extent to which
surveys are announced
(in the inception report)

75 and requested (in the
scoping guidelines) is
W Survey comparable with that of
requested

archaeological surveys,
B Survey not altho_ugh there are
requested considerably fewer of
these surveys.
One possible explanation
for this is that values
relating to historic
buildings and structures
are not, or do not have to
be, determined by way of
specific surveys. This is also evident from the tenor of the scoping guidelines. In 8 of the
13 scoping guidelines requesting a survey, the request only asks for a description of the
values and their impact on the proposed activity.

50

25

Historic buildings and structures; survey carried out

This picture is confirmed in
100 the overview of surveys
carried out. Once again this
only relates to a small number
of surveys. In 8 of the surveys
m Survey it is unclear what kind of

carried out .
0 B Survey not survey was actually carried

carriedo ut out.
CJUnclear As expected, in many of the
procedures with values
relating to historic buildings
and structures, a description
0 ‘ of the values present was

IR ElS given without a specific

survey having been
conducted. The values were
obtained from desk research, in-house knowledge (in the case of the applicant) or
consultation with the applicant (in the case of the consultancy firm).

75

25
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4.2.4

Presence or absence of relevant information (Planarch Bii) 2001 - 2003 (with extension
to 2004)

We examined the documents of the inception report, the scoping guidelines and the EIS
to establish whether they contained information on cultural heritage. The following
categories of answers were used:
Yes, information on cultural heritage is present, and it has been stated that cultural
heritage is relevant to the proposed activity;
Yes, information on cultural heritage is present, but it has been stated that cultural
heritage is not relevant to the proposed activity;
No, information on cultural heritage is not present, or it is not known whether cultural
heritage is relevant to the proposed activity.
Paragraph 4.2.2 contains an overview of the presence of the various cultural heritage
values. The presence or absence is determined from the various documents - the
inception report, the scoping guidelines, the EIS - but also submissions in the public
participation procedure. In this paragraph, we also state which documents pay attention
to cultural heritage and/or whether the relevance of cultural heritage is indicated. The
chart in this paragraph shows the phase in which attention is or has been paid to cultural
heritage.

Archaeology

The extent to which attention is paid

100% to archaeology is roughly the same in
the inception report and the scoping

250 guidelines; however, the extent to
which it is relevant or not relevant (to

aNo information|  the proposed activity) differs. The

50% mNotrelevant | NCEIA (perhaps ‘inspired’ by the
B Relevant public participation procedure) is
25% clearly more often of the opinion that

archaeology is or may be relevant
than the applicant. Leaving aside the
question of the impact of the
proposed activity on archaeology, in
overall terms the EIS contains more
information about archaeology than the inception report or the scoping guidelines.
However, it is also clear that the proportion of archaeological values found to be relevant
to the proposed activity is lower in the EIS than in the inception report or the scoping
guidelines. The information obtained during the writing of the EIS or during the surveys
carried out enables to appraise these findings better.

0%
IR GL EIS
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Historic buildings and structures

The picture for values relating to

100% historic buildings and structures is
the same as that for archaeological
75% 1 values.

0 No information

50% - W Not relevant
B Relevant
25%
0% ~+
IR GL EIS
425 Involvement of the ROB, the RDMZ and other organisations (Planarch Cii), 2001 — 2003

(with the extension to 2004)

General: Participation by the ROB and the RDMZ

The ROB often takes part in public
70 participation. It does so primarily in
relation to the inception report, and
participates much less often in the
public participation phase for the EIS

60

50 - ; ) : ; .
itself. If its advice on the inception
40 IR report is followed, there is no need
for it to do so as long as the advice is
30 1 mEIS fleshed out adequately in the EIS.
20 | The RDMZ very rarely takes part in

public participation. If it does
participate, this will usually be in

_. . relation to the EIS and not the

ROB RDMZ h inception report.
8|t_| (;rrg Other cultural heritage organisations

have only participated on a few
occasions.

10 +

0 4

The tenor of the ROB'’s submissions on inception reports is highly diverse. It often
recommends an AAI (16 times), a detailed list of expectations (6 times) or another form
of survey. In some cases it states that no relevant values are present (6 times). In the
other cases, reference is made to specific named values in the area, or it asks that
attention be paid to the impact of archaeology in the various parts of the EIS (e.g. the
alternatives or the mitigating measures).

Submissions on the EIS are not always a continuation of public participation comments
on the inception report. In some cases, the ROB submits comments not until the EIS
phase. Furthermore, its submissions on the inception report are not (properly)
incorporated in some EISs, as a result of which it will make submissions on the EIS.
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In some cases, its submissions on the EIS consist of comments on the way in which
earlier recommendations have been incorporated. It also often makes new
recommendations for surveys (‘an AAIl needs to be carried out’) or draws attention to the
deficiencies in knowledge (5 times). In three cases, the ROB commented that it was
satisfied with the way in which archaeology was included in the EIS. It was not possible
to deduce the tenor of 14 of the submissions from the available documents for the
guantitative analysis.

It was not possible to deduce the tenor of the submissions by the RDMZ from the
available documents for the quantitative analysis either. Other cultural heritage
organisations or stakeholders often refer to the presence of specific values in the
planning area.

Relationship between participation by the ROB and the presence of
archaeological values

50 The ROB seems primarily to
submit comments in procedures
20| in which archaeological values

are actually present. However, it
also submits comments on a
mSubm. on IR relatively large number of

mSubm. on EIS| inception reports from procedures
in which there are no
archaeological values present.

30+

20+

10

CH CH not Unknown
present present

Relationship between participation by the RDMZ and the presence of values

10 The study shows that the RDMZ
mainly participates in procedures
in which values relating to
historic buildings and structures
m Subm. on IR are actually present.

W Subm. on EIS

o] N

CH CH not Unknown
present  present
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4.3

43.1

Relationship between participation by ROB/RDMZ on inception reports and the
presence of information

254

20+

15+

104

B CH relevant

B CH not relevant

ONo information

ROB

RDMZ

45 The graph compares the
submissions on inception

40+ reports by the ROB and
the RDMZ with each other

31 and in relation to the

304 presence of cultural

heritage information. As
has been shown earlier, it
can be seen that the
RDMZ participates much
less frequently than the
ROB.

The graph also shows that
the ROB makes
submissions on a large
number of inception
reports containing
information and in which
cultural heritage is

regarded as relevant to the proposed activity. The ROB also regularly makes

submissions on inception reports that do not contain information on cultural heritage,
probably because it is of the opinion that information is missing.

Quantitative analysis: conclusions
Results

In the quantitative analysis, 100 EIA procedures started and completed in the period

2001 - 2003 (with the extension to 2004) were studied. The analysis of the study reveals

a number of points.

General characteristics (Planarch Bi)
Municipalities and companies are the most frequent applicants in an EIA (76%
together);
Municipalities and provinces are the competent authority in most cases (86%
together);
Most EIA activities (47%) fall in the categories C10 (tourist and leisure facilities, golf
courses, marinas), C11 (housing development, business parks and glass
horticulture facilities) and C18 (waste materials);
An EIA is often undertaken for the purpose of a decision relating to spatial planning
(61%, including many local land use plans) or a permit (34%);
Most inception reports (68%) and EISs (85%) are contracted out to consultancy
firms, especially the larger firms being engaged frequently;
Cultural heritage specialists — always archaeological specialists - are brought in for
EISs in only 15% of the EIA procedures; other cultural heritage knowledge comes
from the (general) consultancy firm, the applicant (province, municipality) or a
regional or local cultural heritage organisation.
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Presence of cultural heritage values (Planarch Ci)

- From the documents studied we can see that cultural heritage values (archaeology
and/or historic buildings and structures) are present in more than 40% of the
procedures.

34% of the procedures relate to a valuable historic landscape (which is beyond the
scope of the study);

Cultural heritage values are present in more than half of the procedures with a
spatial planning element (both with regard to the type of decision and the type of EIA
activity); these values play a less important role in permit procedures (less than
20%);

Municipalities are often the competent authority for procedures involving cultural
heritage values. This is as expected, since municipalities are generally also the
competent authority in more than 50% of EIA procedures.

Type of cultural heritage surveys carried out or to be carried out (Planarch Bi).

- Archaeological surveys (requested or carried out) are conducted much more
frequently than surveys (requested or carried out) relating to historic buildings and
structures.

More surveys are requested in the scoping guidelines than are announced in the
inception reports; this applies both to archaeology and to historic buildings and
structures. The qualitative analysis shows that the ROB’s and (to a lesser extent) the
RDMZ's participation have a specific influence on this. However, it should be noted
that if a survey is announced in the inception report, this is not always repeated in
the scoping guidelines;

More surveys are carried out in the EIS than are requested in the scoping
guidelines; this applies both to archaeology and to historic buildings and structures.
This is probably because aspects are looked at in greater detail in the EIS and
surveys may then be considered necessary;

Surveys play a role in respect of archaeological values in particular. Surveys were
conducted in 35 of the 44 EIA procedures with archaeological values. Some of these
surveys had already been carried out in a different context, some were still ongoing
when the procedure was completed, and some had been announced in the EIS for a
later phase.

Presence / absence of relevant information (Planarch Bii)

The extent to which attention is paid to cultural heritage in the inception report and
the scoping guidelines is roughly the same; however, the extent to which it is
regarded as relevant or not relevant (to the proposed activity) differs. The NCEIA
(perhaps ‘inspired’ by the participation) is clearly more often of the opinion that
archaeology is or may be relevant than the applicant.

Leaving aside the question of the impact of the proposed activity on cultural
heritage, in overall terms the EIS contains more information about cultural heritage
than the inception report or the scoping guidelines. However, it is also clear that the
proportion of cultural heritage values found to be relevant to the proposed activity is
lower in the EIS than in the inception report or the scoping guidelines. The
information obtained during the writing of the EIS or during the surveys carried out in
this phase enables to appraise these findings on the relevance of the project (and
alternatives) to cultural history better.
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4.3.2

Involvement of the ROB, the RDMZ and other organisations (Planarch Cii)
The protection of the interests of cultural heritage values is mainly the responsibility
of the ROB. The RDMZ only makes comments on inception reports or EISs in a very
few cases;
We have found that the ROB mainly makes submissions on inception reports. The
tenor of the ROB’s submissions on inception reports is highly diverse. It often
advises a form of survey, or in some cases it will state that no relevant values are
present. In the other cases, reference is made to specific named values in the area,
or it asks that attention be paid to the impact of archaeology in the various parts of
the EIS;
In some cases, the ROB’s submissions on the EIS consist of comments on the way
in which earlier recommendations have been incorporated. Furthermore, it often also
makes new recommendations for surveys or draws attention to deficiencies in
knowledge.

Striking aspects

In addition to the direct answers to the study questions (see paragraphs 4.2 and 4.3.1),
a number of striking aspects came to the fore during the quantitative analysis. These are
described in brief below:

In the EIA procedures, cultural heritage terminology is not used consistently:

- Cultural heritage is often included under the heading 'landscape, cultural
heritage and archaeology’;

- Cultural heritage is often used as a collective name for archaeology, historic
buildings and structures and historic landscape; if a distinction is made, it is
made between archaeology on the one hand and ‘other’ cultural heritage on the
other;

- The status of cultural heritage values is often not indicated, e.qg.: state, provincial
and municipal monuments are not distinguished between, or there may be no
reference to the corresponding article in the Monuments and Historic Buildings
Act;

The ROB's impact forms show that the EIA procedure is often only followed

administratively up to the inception report; the subsequent stages and completion of

the procedure are often not recorded on paper;

The documents of the EIA procedure seldom contain detailed information on the

sources from which the information on cultural heritage values is taken. The

information is provided, but the source remains unclear;

Inception report: Cultural heritage is often mentioned but only in wordings such as:

"is being studied/is being paid attention to in the EIS”;

Scoping guidelines: if the ROB or the RDMZ have patrticipated, the NCEIA also asks

for attention to be paid to cultural heritage. This also happens even if there has been

no participation;

EIS: the EIS often contains information on cultural heritage, unless it has no role to

play at all (e.g. the extension of a waste processing plant with no extra space

needed). However, the information is not always particularly detailed;
Advisory review: In the NCEIA's advisory review, cultural heritage is only identified as an
aspect that is not included properly in a few exceptional cases, and never (only) as an
‘essential shortcoming'. This despite participation on several occasions by the ROB in
EISs in which archaeology was not properly addressed.
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5 QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS: FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
5.1 Study method
5.1.1 Relationship to study question

A framework for the qualitative analysis was compiled on the basis of the qualitative
study questions and the Planarch Part C framework minus Ci and Cii (see paragraph
2.1).
This framework can be found in annex 4. The framework has been translated into a
factsheet for the file research and a questionnaire for the interviews. The following
elements are included in both:
Presence and quality of cultural heritage information (Planarch Ciii);
Recommended surveys and surveys carried out (Planarch Cv);
Content of the EIA (Planarch Civ, Cvii and Cuviii), with attention paid to:
- cultural heritage in the EIA as a reflection of the actual values present;
- method of determining and describing impacts (visibility' of cultural heritage);
- attention paid to cultural heritage in alternatives (and the alternative most
favourable to the environment);
- attention paid to cultural heritage in mitigating measures;
- attention paid to cultural heritage in deficiencies in knowledge and evaluation
(programmes);
- opinion on the position of cultural heritage in the ultimate conclusion (‘extent of
integration");
Participation by the ROB, the RDMZ and other organisations (Planarch Cii);
Consequences and impact of cultural heritage on decision-making (Planarch Cvi).

The above structure has been applied in the structure of the study and in the report of
findings in paragraph 5.2.

5.1.2 Approach

File research
25 of the 100 EIA procedures studied in the quantitative part were selected for the file
research (see Annex 5). In order to arrive at a balanced selection, the following criteria
were used:
Spread of types of applicants and competent authorities;
Spread of types of EIA activities and types of procedures;
Spread of consultancy firms and cultural heritage specialists conducting the studies;
Involvement of the ROB and/or the RDMZ;
Regional spread.

In the file research, the following documents were studied for each file: the inception
report, the scoping guidelines, the EIS, the advisory review and the public participation
comments on the inception report and EIS. The sources used were the ROB impact
forms, a selection from the RDMZ post-registration system and the NCEIA's archive.
The findings, with quotes where illustrative, were recorded on factsheets of every
individual files. See the specimen factsheet in Annex 5. The complete overview of
factsheets can be found in the book of annexes which can be obtained from the
ROB/the RDMZ. The general findings are described in paragraph 5.2.
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5.2

521

Interviews

A selection was made for the interviews in consultation with the principal (see Annex 7).
The selection comprised a mixture of the various parties involved: applicants, competent
authorities, cultural heritage and general consultancy firms, the NCEIA, the ROB and the
RDMZ. A questionnaire (see Annex 6) formed the starting point for the interviews. The
interview reports can be found in the book of annexes which can be obtained from the
ROB/the RDMZ.

Findings from the qualitative analysis
Presence and quality of cultural heritage values (Planarch Ciii and Dii);

To answer this question, we looked at the occurrence of information in various parts of
the documents: from an individual chapter to the bibliography. To establish the quality,
we looked at the extent of the text, the nature of the description and the sources used.
We also determined the actual reflection of the values present on the basis of the public
participation comments, the scoping guidelines, the review and the researcher’s opinion.

Inception report

In the vast majority of inception reports, cultural heritage is mentioned briefly (in a few
lines), more or less as follows: “In the EIS we will pay attention to cultural heritage; the
aspects to be studied are...”. Cultural heritage is not included at all in the procedures for
the multiplex cinema in The Hague (1172) and the business park/nature conservation
area in Schieveen (1288). In some cases, cultural heritage values are described in
detail, such as for the Het Klooster business park (1084) and the Sluis-Aardenburg
Marina (1176). This description is usually only indicative, or sometimes evaluative or
directive for review criteria and the formulation of alternatives. The description is based
on previous research or information obtained from the competent authority or cultural
heritage services, such as the IKAW (Indicative Map of Archaeological Values) .

The statutory frameworks (Valetta Convention, Belvedere, Monuments and Historic
Buildings Act, regional and local policy) are regularly referred to in the inception reports,
but the implications of these are not discussed. A few interviewees stated that they were
not familiar with the Valetta Convention.

Cultural heritage is often included under the heading 'landscape, cultural heritage and
archaeology'. Sometimes it is mentioned separately. Archaeology is referred to
specifically in most procedures, whilst historic buildings and structures and historic
landscape are included under ‘cultural heritage'. The wide variety of terminology is
striking. Terms like 'important monument, valuable monument or design, historic
monument and national monument’ are used interchangeably and usually without
reference to the legal status.

Despite the fact that the term ‘cultural heritage’ appears in most of the inception reports,
it is an inadequate reflection of the actual situation because in most cases there is no, or
only a summary, description of the values present.
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Scoping guidelines

The NCEIA has always regarded cultural heritage and archaeology as one of the
environmental aspects. This can be seen by the fact that it pays attention to cultural
heritage in almost all of its scoping guidelines. Only a very few scoping guidelines, e.g.
on the Block L5b natural gas extraction (1310), contain no reference to cultural heritage.
See paragraph 5.2.3 for more details on the type of advice provided.

The NCEIA convenes a working group which will contain a cultural heritage specialist or
an archaeologist if cultural heritage is an important aspect. This also applies to the
review phase. Comments made by the ROB are almost always included; this is evident
in the scoping guidelines 14 out of 16 times. The ROB's recommendations for more
detailed surveys were not explicitly included in a few cases. This applies to the RDMZ in
one of its two comments.

The reflection of the actual situation is for the most part regarded as positive and results
from the fact that the NCEIA almost always mentions cultural heritage and incorporates
submissions by the cultural heritage services. It cannot be said that the scoping
guidelines are literally an actual reflection of values present, because the information on
cultural heritage in the inception report is not repeated in the scoping guidelines. It only
states something if n it is not mentioned or is insufficiently mentioned in the EIS. The
NCEIA states that the quality of the inception reports is better than it used to be for most
aspects.

EIS
Cultural heritage information occurs in various parts of the main document. In four
cases, the document also includes a separate appendix on cultural heritage. These are
the Sluis-Aardenburg Marina procedure (1176), the Schieveen business park/nature
conservation area (1288), Grensmaas (1270) and the city expansion Waalsprong
(1189). Cultural heritage is elaborated upon at various levels in the environmental
impact statements studied. The following occur frequently:
Policy framework and decisions to be taken;
Descriptions of values present in the current state of the environment and
autonomous development, and descriptions of alternatives;
Starting points, impact methodology and criteria;
Assessments and comparisons in impact scores and comparison of alternatives;
Surveys carried out or announcements of surveys yet to be carried out into
omissions in information.

This paragraph contains a general description of the information. The various parts are
looked at in greater detail in paragraph 5.2.3.
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The cultural heritage information ranges from lists to a paragraph or many pages of
descriptions. In some cases it is based on earlier research, and in others it is based on
research carried out as part of the EIS - from desk research to field research. As can be
seen from the interviews, the cultural heritage departments are of the opinion that
cultural heritage is dealt with highly inconsistently. The description of the current state of
the environment and autonomous development is generally good, despite some
shortcomings in the research carried out. These factual observations are not discussed
in greater detail because the visible effect on the alternatives formulated and the
comparison of impacts is inadequate in many cases. The known values (those with legal
status) and visible values appear to receive more attention than other cultural heritage
values (not visible / no legal status). The connection between cultural heritage objects
and patterns is also not examined in many cases. The focus is only on describing the
(national) monuments or known archaeological sites. Thus it is soon reduced to whether
or not the object concerned is affected instead of looking at development issues.
Applicants and consultancy firms report that inclusion in alternatives is sometimes
lacking because of ambiguities surrounding the status of certain cultural heritage
objects.

Responses to the study question as to whether the EIS is a good reflection of values
present were 8 times ‘Yes’, 7 times ‘Yes, but’ and 10 times ‘partly/no'. ‘Yes, but’ was
answered if:
Cultural heritage is an inadequate starting point for the alternatives;
Cultural heritage information and its inclusion in the various parts of the document
are difficult to locate;
The description of impacts is not clear on account of poor substantiation of
considerations (in the text or through research); or if the impact scores are
overvalued (too positive).
The answer 'partly/no’ was given if cultural heritage surveys have not yet been
performed, if cultural heritage (usually archaeology) has not been dealt with properly or
if it was reported that a lot of cultural heritage was being lost but it was not stated how
this was being handled.

Advisory review
Cultural heritage was not included in 15 advisory reviews. Comments are included in
advisory reviews with regard to:

Essential shortcomings;

Recommendations for further decision-making;

Advice for future procedures.

The NCEIA regularly pays attention to cultural heritage, although one single point almost
never results in a request for additional information. Because of the lack of essential
information, additional information was requested in four cases in which cultural heritage
played a role. A ‘point for attention’ concerning cultural heritage or advice for further
decision-making was included in the advisory reviews on a number of other projects.
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It cannot be stated that the advisory reviews are literally a true reflection of the existence
of values. We looked at the inclusion of cultural heritage in the advisory review (see
above) and the influence of the public participation procedure. The ROB's comments
were directly adopted in seven cases and indirectly in two cases. Its comments were not
adopted in six cases. The RDMZ made comments five times; these were adopted
directly in two cases and indirectly in one case. The opinion (of the researcher) is that
the advisory reviews contain sufficient information. Their significance for decision-
making is described in paragraph 5.2.5.

Recommended surveys and surveys carried out (Planarch Cv)

We examined whether surveys were mentioned or carried out, or whether earlier or
future surveys are referred to, and the nature of the surveys.

Inception report

Where inception reports refer to surveys, this relates to archaeology. None of the
inception reports refer to surveys of historic buildings and structures. Archaeological
surveys are not mentioned at all in 14 inception reports. An AAl or exploratory survey is
announced in seven cases. Previous surveys are available for a number of projects.
This is indicated by means of a reference to the archaeological monument map, for
example, or a reference in the text or the bibliography. The idea that surveys are often
only discussed in the EIS phase is confirmed in the interviews. Furthermore, the
inception report often has the function of publicising the proposed activity without going
into great detail on a number of aspects.

Scoping guidelines

Here too, the recommendations on surveys refer to archaeology. An AAl or exploratory
survey was recommended 10 times in the scoping guidelines; the ROB specifically
requests one eight times. The ROB's recommendations for more detailed research were
not explicitly included in a few cases. These were the Heerenveen sports stadium
(1295), in which the NCEIA refers to a "quick scan" and "contacting the ROB". No
surveys at all were recommended in 14 procedures®, once because sufficient research
had already been carried out and twice because there was only a reference to the
ROB's submissions. The NCEIA states that they can request more detailed or additional
research, but they are not permitted to reject an EIS on the basis of this.

Cultural heritage surveys for historic buildings and structures are not mentioned
anywhere. One interviewee stated that a cultural heritage impact assessment (CHER) is
never, or hardly ever, recommended. One of the reasons for this is that it is a very heavy
instrument to carry out on top of the EIA.

% In one case the procedure was a short one with no inception report or scoping guidelines.
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EIS

In the EISs studied, the term ‘cultural heritage survey’ cannot always be clearly defined,

because it is not clear
Where the boundary for archaeology lies between desk research carried out by a
consultancy firm (with their own knowledge) and a more detailed survey by a
specialist firm;
Whether any and which kind of surveys of historic buildings and structures have
been performed, since this is an aspect that is usually examined by the applicant or
contracted out a (non-specialist) consultancy firm;
The surveys that are visibly identified in the procedures examined are primarily
archaeological, because more detailed archaeological surveys are usually
performed by archaeological consultancy firms.

No surveys were carried out at all in three EISs, and the cultural heritage information
was based on previous surveys in seven cases. Surveys were carried out during the
writing of the EIS in nine cases; these included desk research, AAI, the compilation of
an archaeological expectation chart and exploratory cultural heritage surveys. In 11
cases, more detailed surveys were announced (Additional Archaeological Research
(AAQ)), surveys have yet to be carried out, or they were asked for prior to the beginning
of the work. In some of the procedures, therefore, surveys are postponed until a
subsequent planning phase. Sometimes this is included in omissions in information. We
did not examine whether the postponement of these surveys was legitimate; this may be
the case, for example, if the EIA is being produced for a decision with a high level of
abstract information, such as a provincial environmental plan.

The conclusion and recommendations of the archaeological consultancy firm are usually
adopted verbatim. According to RAAP, a major shortcoming is that only the known and
visible values are focused on, and the unknown values (often referred to as expectation
values) are not included.

The Directorate General for Public Works and Water Management contracts out some of
its surveys; this is also often assessed by the ROB (which is involved in the quotation
phase).

In some cases, there is a reference in the text or in the bibliography which indicates that
use has been made of the instrument Provincial Cultural Heritage Infrastructure
(PCHS).%°

The interviews show that the importance of cultural heritage does not depend on the
cultural heritage survey but rather on the question of whether it may be severely affected
and the relevance attached to cultural heritage by the applicant.

Advisory review

The advisory reviews hardly mention surveys, although they do mention that cultural
heritage must continue to play a role in future planning. A recommendation for extensive
drilling before the commencement of earthworks was made in the Heerenveen sports
village procedure (1295).

% The PCHS states an overview of cultural heritage values — and their status, policies and
developments in the province.
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5.2.3

Content of EIA (Planarch Civ, Cvii and Cviii)

Under the heading ‘Content of EIA’ we studied the information from the various sections
on aspects such as alternatives, impacts, omissions in information and mitigation. We
looked at the integration of cultural heritage within the various parts of the EIA, following
on from the information in paragraph 5.2.1.

Inception report

In many cases, the inception report only states that the impact on cultural heritage is
examined in the EIS. If a description of cultural heritage values is given, it is merely an
indication and is not used for the formulation of the alternatives; "cultural heritage as a
carrier”. The interviewees state that it is important to include cultural heritage in the
inception report (preferably in the description of the area and the formulation of
alternatives) in order to pre-empt and avoid what can be unpleasant, often financial
surprises.

The inconsistencies in the terminology used in the inception reports studied (and in the
EISs) are also recognised in various interviews. This is because the cultural heritage
terminology currently in use is very varied. Another reason is that terms are not always
used accurately; "sometimes people do not even seem to know what they are talking
about”. Another opinion is that although it may be clear what is meant by cultural
heritage, it is not clear how it should be handled in the EIA and planning. The cultural
heritage departments (including the Ministry of LNV) do not provide much guidance in
this area. In various interviews it was stated that more contact with the ROB and the
RDMZ would be desirable right from the beginning. The services should also be more
informative, for example by providing a website containing a wide range of basic
information.

According to various applicants and consultancy firms interviewed, the limited attention
paid to cultural heritage in the inception report phase is often the result of a lack of time
and money. Furthermore, the inception report often has the function of announcing the
proposed activity, so it does not need to go into great detail about individual aspects.
However, it is said that the inception report should be used more often as a scoping
document. Another factor is that large consultancy firms have the generic knowledge in-
house and bring in specialist knowledge at a later stage. The covenant partners usually
incorporate aspects such as archaeology properly right from the beginning.**

Scoping guidelines

The NCEIA pays attention to cultural heritage in almost all its scoping guidelines.
Specific attention has been paid to the incorporation of cultural heritage in alternatives,
criteria, the determination of impacts and mitigating measures in more than 10
procedures, including the Sluis-Aardenburg Marina project (1176) and the reconstruction
of the N31 Zurich-Harlingen road (1227). Explicit recommendations for the alternative
most favourable to the environment were made in a few cases (including the Dousberg
leisure complex (1190)). This picture is confirmed by the NCEIA.

" The Ministry of OC&W and a number of other parties (the Directorate-General for Public
Works and Water Management, NS (Dutch Railways), Natuurmonumenten (the Dutch
Nature Conservation Association), Staatshosbeheer (The Dutch National Forest Service)
and the Rural Areas Service) have entered into a covenant to include archaeology in
projects right from the beginning.
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EIS

Cultural heritage forms a recognisable part of the basic assumptions and for the current
state of the environment and autonomous development in almost all procedures. The
use of this information in the comparison of alternatives and impact scores could be
improved, however. This may be because of the late availability of information, for
example for the EIA on the Klooster business park (1084). Because cultural heritage
proved to be so important, it would, retrospectively, have been better to take it as one of
the starting points for the alternatives formulated. Cultural heritage interests did in fact
ultimately influence another alternative, however.

A number of other interviewees state that cultural heritage is increasingly being
incorporated into EIA, but that it only forms a key part of EIA in very few cases. In fact,
people are under the impression that archaeology is paid more attention to and that
other cultural heritage is very underexposed in a structural sense (context etc). Some
applicants and consultancy firms report that the quality is sometimes poor because the
status of certain cultural heritage objects and similar items is unclear; this is not
specified by the cultural heritage departments (or the Ministry of LNV). This makes it
difficult to determine how it should be evaluated in alternatives and impacts.

Cultural heritage is generally clearly visible (as a subject) in impact descriptions and
impact scores. Substantiation of the impact score is clear and accurate in half of the
procedures examined. This is confirmed in the interviews which show that the value of
cultural heritage is often difficult to deduce from the scores. Objects are easier to
formulate in a score than patterns and historic landscapes. Furthermore, it is difficult to
weigh up 'expected archaeological value'; this is reinforced by the fact that
archaeological consultancy firms are usually only involved in the descriptive survey and
not in the comparison and impact scores. In the interviews it was mentioned several
times that the inclusion of cultural heritage depends very much on the relevance that the
applicant attaches to cultural heritage or the presence of a cultural heritage department
in the applicant's organisation. Applicants and competent authorities specify that the
weighing up of aspects is always a difficult issue in an EIS. The ROB and the RDMZ are
not responding to this as well as they might because of the high abstraction level in
public participation comments and a lack of guidance with regard to their significance for
alternatives and impacts.

Cultural heritage was mentioned explicitly in the alternative most favourable to the
environment in five procedures. In the interviews it is stated that the alternative most
favourable to the environment usually only aims at the aspect of nature, which can be at
odds with the aspect of cultural heritage. An alternative that is favourable to cultural
heritage was not provided in any of the procedures examined. Various interviewees say
that cultural heritage does not have the same status as other aspects (including nature)
which are either strictly regulated, have an effective lobby or have a long history.

Evaluation of cultural heritage in EIA 9P5823.A0/R0006/BGro/Nijm
Final Report -36 - 16 November 2004



Cultural heritage is found in virtually none of the mitigating measures. The general
opinion is that mitigation is virtually impossible and is much easier for other aspects. The
Utrecht Directorate-General for Public Works and Water Management states that
involving a landscape architect earlier on (which is currently often done only after the
EIA phase) might result in good mitigation. Cultural heritage was mentioned in
omissions in information' in 10 procedures studied, mostly in the context of the need for
additional information and research. Despite the fact that it is mentioned frequently, it
can be seen from the interviews that cultural heritage is not simply being pigeonholed as
“omissions in information”.

It is difficult to form an opinion on integration because the focus in this study lies on the
aspect of cultural heritage. In some cases, cultural heritage comes to the fore clearly in
the various parts of the EIA (alternatives, impacts etc). Its integration into other
environmental aspects is very limited, but this actually applies to all aspects that are
always considered separately but not in context (i.e. forming nothing more than a sum).
Cultural heritage is also barely touched on in the aspects of soil and water which are
relevant to it, although it is mentioned occasionally in that of water (groundwater).

Advisory review

The NCEIA mainly monitors whether the subject of cultural heritage has been included
properly, whether there are values present, what the impacts are or whether there is an
alternative that might minimise any impact (this could be the alternative most favourable
to the environment). The NCEIA may state that there is essential information missing
and that additional information is required. It may also make recommendations for later
phases and for decision-making. Additional information is not necessary for these
points. Cultural heritage was only mentioned to a limited extent in the advisory reviews
studied. It was not mentioned at all in 15 reviews. Additional information involving
cultural heritage was requested in four cases (one point on its own does not often result
in a request for additional information). In the Heerhugowaard recreational area project
(1123) a different alternative layout was requested; in the Hunzegat residential
development/port project (1151) the alternative layouts were unclear, in the Westpoort
Groningen business park project (1188) the alternative most favourable to the
environment is not in fact the alternative most favourable to the environment and the mill
has to be integrated better, and in the MTC Valburg project (1185) the plans were
changed to such an extent that a new EIA had to be produced. On some occasions it
was specified that the alternatives or impact scores were not arrived at properly. One
example is the Sluis-Aardenburg marina procedure (1176) in which the impact on
cultural heritage was said to have been overvalue
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Participation and involvement of the ROB, the RDMZ and other organisations (Planarch
Cii);

Inception report

The ROB is constantly kept informed about new EIA procedures by the NCEIA; the
RDMZ is not.'? As a result, the ROB is able to assess the EIA documents in a structural
way. If the ROB does not make use of the opportunity to participate, it has an agreement
with the NCEIA that it can announce this by e-mail. However, this is not always done.
The arrangements between the NCEIA and the ROB are regularly evaluated. The ROB
and the RDMZ have an agreement that the ROB will inform the RDMZ when necessary.
interviews with both services have shown that this arrangement is not always clear to
everyone concerned and is not always implemented.

The ROB made use of the opportunity to submit comments on inception reports 16
times. The interviews show that the ROB’s general impression is that the inception
report offers little information on cultural heritage. The ROB impact forms are usually
completed for the inception report only; there is a lack of information on the subsequent
phase. A practical suggestion was made that the ROB impact forms be digitised.

The nature of the participation by the ROB varies. In half of its submissions, it asks for
surveys - often an AAI (now known as an 10 (inventory survey)) — to be carried out. In
half of its public participation comments it also provides advice on the elaboration of the
EIS or the starting points or criteria to be applied in it. Roughly a quarter of its
submissions draw attention to specific named archaeological values in the area or
simply give a general opinion on the inception report. This picture is reinforced in the
interviews with the ROB: Its participation (in respect of the inception report and the EIS)
often focuses on 'identifying’, 'research’ and ‘evaluating’. It does not often play a truly
advisory role aimed at actually considering the impact of cultural heritage on the design
or on the various alternatives (development directed point of view). The ROB ought to
assume this role more often, although not in all EIA procedures. This would significantly
increase the effectiveness of the ROB's input. This train of thought - less retrospective
reviewing, more proactive advice - was confirmed in an interview with the Directorate-
General for Public Works and Water Management. RAAP is also of the opinion that the
ROB's participation is too general and that it focuses too much on 'known values'.
However, from a number of interviews it can be seen that the ROB needs to be on its
guard against providing excessively scientific input and needs to focus more on using
language that can be understood by the applicant and the competent authority.

The RDMZ made public participation comments on two inception reports. It stated that it
did not actually make submissions on one occasion but consulted with the ROB. This is
partly because of its agreement with the ROB on its involvement in EIA, although the
RDMZ refers in the interviews to the (ambiguous) agreement with the ROB on input in
EIA and the fact that there are no internal guidelines on EIA participation. The RDMZ
focuses primarily on the spatial (parent) procedure. The RDMZ is hardly ever involved in
EIA and rarely has contact with the NCEIA.

12 See paragraph 2.3 regarding the agreements between the ROB and the RDMZ about
public participation in EIA.
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In addition to the formal opportunity to participate, there is also informal contact with the
RDMZ and the ROB. The initiative for this may come from the cultural department, the
applicant, the competent authority or the consultancy firm. Whether this is actually used
in practice seems to depend very much on the persons concerned. From the interviews
we get the impression that the ROB has informal contact with the applicant, the
competent authority or the consultancy firm (and vice versa) during the EIA much more
frequently than does the RDMZ. However, this is hardly ever specified on the ROB's
impact forms. The RDMZ mainly has contact with these parties during the spatial
planning procedure.

Sometimes the involvement of a cultural service takes the form of a working group or
aspect support group (Directorate-General for Public Works and Water Management) or
via ‘design workshops’, as was the case with the Klooster business park (1084). In the
context of this procedure, it was remarked that it is strange that the agreements made
during informal contact are sometimes scuppered by the participation.

Other organisations and stakeholders submitted public participation comments on nine
inception reports. In an interview with the ROB, the suggestion was made to examine
whether it is possible to inform regional and local cultural heritage organisations better
about the opportunities for participation. There is an impression that local knowledge is
often present but that these organisations have too little understanding of the workings
of (EIA) procedures and the opportunities they have to influence them.

EIS

The ROB made comments on 13 EISs. In approximately half, it asked for more
information or additional surveys. Many of the submissions (10) contained an evaluation
of the consequences of parts of the EIS, for example the attention - or lack of attention -
paid to cultural heritage in the alternatives or the description of the cultural heritage
impacts. Specific advice was given on how cultural heritage could be given more
prominence in the EIS (or parts of it) in two cases.

The RDMZ made comments on 5 EISs. The nature varied, and included the lack of
valuable elements, the ignoring of an important cultural heritage element (in this case
the Nieuwe Hollandse Waterlinie) as a starting point for the alternatives, or an
inadequate assessment of the alternatives in terms of the aspect of cultural heritage.
The RDMZ gave a positive assessment of the EIS in one case, and in another it
expressed its regret that it was not involved in the process.

Other organisations and stakeholders made submissions on seven EISs. In the
interviews, it was commented that local interest groups and other interest organisations
(such as the heritage organisation Natuurmonumenten and the nature protection
organisation Das en Boom) are becoming increasingly well informed. Cultural heritage
increasingly forms part of this information process. This does, however, apply more to
historic buildings and structures and historic landscape rather than to archaeology.

The cultural heritage services (or specialists) were involved in the production of
provincial cultural heritage infrastructure (PCHS) on some occasions and not on others.
Furthermore, these PCHSs were developed in different ways and are used in planning
in different ways (some are not used at all).
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5.25

Consequences and role of cultural heritage on decision-making (Planarch Cvi)

Scoping guidelines

The opinion on the consequences and role of cultural heritage on decision-making in
respect of the scoping guidelines relates to whether the competent authority adopts the
NCEIA's scoping guidelines or not. In 19 of the 25 scoping guidelines, it appears that the
scoping guidelines were established in accordance with the NCEIA's scoping guidelines.
Whether the scoping guidelines were established in accordance with the NCEIA’s
scoping guidelines was unclear in four cases (information missing). Additional
information on cultural heritage was included in the final scoping guidelines in two cases
(Near Shore Wind Farm (1287) and N31 Harlingen (1227)). The following additional
information was included in the final scoping guidelines for the Near Shore Wind Farm:
"The extent to which shipwrecks and other underwater archaeological heritage are
present and how they can be preserved during the construction and use of the wind
farm must be specified in the EIS."

EIS

Opinions on the consequences and role of cultural heritage in decision-making in
respect of the EIS fall into two camps: firstly, the question as to whether cultural heritage
has a sufficiently prominent position in the EIS, so that the aspect of cultural heritage
can play a role in decision-making, and secondly, the question as to whether the aspect
of cultural heritage actually does play a role in decision-making. Both questions can only
be answered subjectively based on the picture that emerges from the EIS, the public
participation procedure, the advisory review and the interviews.

The first question can in fact only be based on the advisory review. This shows an
overwhelmingly positive picture. The advisory review, which is partly based on the public
participation, shows no ‘essential shortcomings' at all in relation to the aspect of cultural
heritage only. This implicitly leads us to conclude that the consequences and role of
cultural heritage in the EIS are adequate. However, we should like to qualify this in two
ways. Firstly, one point on its own almost never gives rise to additional information
(essential shortcoming). Secondly, cultural heritage is more often mentioned as a point
for attention in the advisory review (not as an ‘essential shortcoming'). This relates, for
example, to inadequate information and/or surveys, but also to unclear consequences,
substantiation and elaboration of alternatives and impacts for the aspect of cultural
heritage. Points for attention may also be formulated for the role of cultural heritage in
further decision-making.

The researcher's impression is that because cultural heritage plays a limited role in the
formulation and comparison of alternatives, it remains underexposed in decision-
making. This impression is based on the picture obtained from all the documents studied
and interviews conducted.

The question as to the actual role of cultural heritage in decision-making cannot be
answered directly from documents. However, in most of the interviews we got the
distinct impression that, with a few exceptions, the role of cultural heritage in the
decision-making process is very limited. These exceptions relate to plans in which
cultural heritage values are an important foundation for the design (e.g. the Sluis-
Aardenburg marina (1176) or Grensmaas (1270)), or plans in which cultural heritage
values are at issue, such as the Klooster business park (1084). In one interview, the
ROB explained the minimal role of archaeology in the decision making process:
"Archaeology is not visible and it is not sexy".
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5.3

As was shown in its interview, however, the NCEIA is of the opinion that cultural
heritage has a role to play in the decision-making process. The RDMZ also qualifies the
picture in an interview: "Cultural heritage does play a role, although this depends on the
applicant/competent authority and the time, but it does not ultimately influence the
essence of the planning.”

Qualitative analysis: conclusions

Conclusions on the quality of the information (Planarch Ciii)
Most inception reports contain little information on cultural heritage; it is often
formulated (in accordance with the objective of the inception report) as "in the EIS,
attention is paid to the impact on cultural heritage, or this impact is studied." The
information focuses primarily on identifying values and only to a limited extent on the
impact or role of these values in the elaboration of alternatives, etc.;
The inception report is hardly ever used as a "scoping document”, although it is
clearly stated which aspects will or will not be examined in the EIS. A standard list
describing the aspects to be examined in more detail in the EIS is often provided;
Policy frameworks and statutory frameworks are regularly mentioned in the inception
report, but the implications of these are not examined; this is done in the EIS;
Attention is paid to cultural heritage in almost all scoping guidelines, and the ROB's
submissions are almost always adopted;
Cultural heritage is clearly included in all parts of the EISs examined. The quality of
the descriptive information is generally good, but that of the evaluative information
less so (not often used as a basis for alternatives and in the impact comparison);
Cultural heritage is definitely included in the advisory reviews, given the fact that it
sometimes forms part of the missing essential information and is sometimes
adopted in recommendations for further decision-making.

Conclusions on recommended surveys and surveys carried out (Planarch Cv)
The explicit reference to surveys (in the inception report, the scoping guidelines, the
EIS and the advisory review) almost always relates to archaeology;

An AAIl or exploratory survey are mentioned in approximately one quarter of the
inception reports.

An AAI (now known as an 10 (inventory survey)) or exploratory survey is
recommended 10 times in the scoping guidelines;

The information in the EIS is based on previous surveys or surveys carried out
during the EIS. In a considerable number of cases it is announced in the EIS that the
surveys, or additional surveys, will take place in a later phase.

The advisory reviews hardly ever mention surveys that have been carried out or
surveys yet to be carried out.
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Conclusions on the content of the EIA-process (Planarch Civ, Cvii and Cviii)
Attention is almost always paid to cultural heritage in the scoping guidelines;
attention is paid to the impact of cultural heritage on alternatives, criteria, the
establishment of effects and mitigating measures in less than half of the advisory
reviews;

In the EIS, cultural heritage always forms a recognisable part of the criteria to be
examined and the description of the current state of the environment and
autonomous developments; the impact of cultural heritage on the elaboration of the
alternatives and the comparison of alternatives (impact scores) is often insufficiently
discernible;

The prominence of cultural heritage in impact descriptions and scores in the EIS is
clear (it is mentioned separately); the substantiation of the impact scores for cultural
heritage, however, is often insufficiently clear;

In the EIS, cultural heritage is only mentioned a few times in the alternative most
favourable to the environment. No cultural heritage friendly alternatives were
encountered at all;

Mitigating measures for cultural heritage are rare in the EIS; the aspect of cultural
heritage does not lend itself very well to these;

Cultural heritage, and in particular archaeology, is included in omissions in
information in a considerable number of EISs. However, cultural heritage is not
consigned to this part. Cultural heritage is mentioned sporadically in the section on
the approach to the evaluation programme.

Conclusions on involvement and participation (Planarch Cii)
The ROB makes comments in the participation procedure for the inception report
and the EIS more often than does the RDMZ. The arrangements between the ROB
and the RDMZ concerning comments on the EIA are insufficiently clear;
The ROB's submissions are aimed primarily at 'identifying’, ‘research’ and
‘judgement’ rather than actually considering how cultural heritage may impact on the
design or the various alternatives; this is regarded as a deficiency;
The RDMZ'’s submissions focus primarily on the fact that certain values are not
included;
The submissions by the ROB on the inception report are almost always included in
the scoping guidelines; this was also the case with one of the two submissions by
the RDMZ;
The ROB's submissions on the EIS are directly or indirectly included in the advisory
review in more than half of the cases; this applies to three of the five submissions
made by the RDMZ;
Informal contact with the cultural services is limited; the ROB is contacted more
often than the RDMZ during the EIA;
Other (cultural heritage) organisations and stakeholders make submissions on the
inception report or the EIS to a limited extent; the impression exists that such
organisations are not familiar with the opportunities to influence or do not use them.
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Conclusions concerning decision-making (Planarch Cvi)
The NCEIA's scoping guidelines are almost always adopted verbatim; the competent
authority provides additional information in exceptional cases only;
No 'essential shortcomings' relating only to the aspect of cultural heritage are
mentioned in the NCEIA's advisory reviews in any of the procedures examined; this
usually forms part of a larger whole or a recommendation for attention at a later
stage and/or in the decision-making process;
The interviews show that the general opinion is that cultural heritage does not play an
important role in the decision-making process, although this is qualified by some of the
interviewees: cultural heritage does play a role in decision-making but not a decisive
one.
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6.1

6.2

6.2.1

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
From analysis to recommendations

Method

The quantitative and qualitative analyses produced a large number of findings. The
results of the findings are summarised in paragraphs 4.3 and 5.3 respectively. On the
basis of these findings we drew up draft recommendations which we submitted to a
number of persons involved in practice at a round table discussion on 7 October 2004
(see Annex 8 for participants). The recommendations were discussed, supplemented
and tightened up, resulting ultimately in the definitive recommendations described in
paragraphs 6.2 to 6.4.

Recommendations in three layers
The recommendations resulting from the findings in Chapters 4 and 5 are of a diverse
nature. We therefore decided to describe them in three layers:

Layer 1: position of cultural heritage in EIA,

Layer 2: reflections on the role of statutory advisor;

Layer 3: practical and organisational recommendations.

Each layer is elaborated upon in a similar way. First we refer back to the important
findings from Chapters 4 and 5, and then we explain the recommendations.

Layer 1: Position of cultural heritage in EIA
Relationship to Chapters 4 and 5

Chapters 4 and 5 contain a great number of findings about the input and impact of
cultural heritage in EIA. A number of these findings are of an 'observing' nature, and
others provide starting points for improving the input and impact of cultural heritage in
EIA. Without wanting to repeat ourselves too much, the following findings illustrate this:
The quality of the information on cultural heritage in the EIS is generally good, but
the impact of this information on the formulation and comparison of alternatives, for
example, and on the impact scores is often insufficiently explicit and recognisable;
The cultural heritage survey often plays a role at a late stage in the EIA process;
surveys are regularly postponed until a subsequent planning stage. Archaeological
surveys in the construction phase are an example of this;
The ROB very often makes comments on the inception report and regularly on the
EIS; the RDMZ does so considerably less frequently. The status of the
arrangements between the two services is not clear (to everyone);
The comments submitted by the RDMZ and the ROB during the participation
procedure for the EIA are often limited to questions about the surveys and
information and the identification of cultural heritage values; the submissions rarely
contain actual (development-oriented™) advice on the impact of cultural heritage in
the design or the various alternatives;

13 During the round-table discussion, however, the question was raised as to whether EIA
lends itself sufficiently well to the provision of development-oriented advice (such as for the
development of alternatives) or whether the decision-making process surrounding the ‘parent
decision’ is more suitable for this. The RDMZ indicates that advice given in spatial planning
procedures is often strongly development-oriented.
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6.2.2

The opinion obtained from the interviews is that cultural heritage does not usually
play a decisive role in the decision-making process.

Chapters 4 and 5 show that views on the importance of the EIA differ, as can be seen
from the varying intensity with which the RDMZ and the ROB follow the EIA procedures.
The RDMZ does not become involved in the EIA to a particularly great extent; its focus
is on spatial planning procedures. The involvement of the ROB in this area is greater
and more structured. However, there are also comments to be made on the nature of
the input and the diminishing attention after the public participation procedure on the
inception report.

Views on the importance of the EIA also differ markedly, as was evident during the
round table discussion. They vary from comments such as 'EIA is not a good tool' to 'EIA
is a good tool but has a bad image'. The review of the statutory system of environmental
assessment (SEA, EIA, EMA permit) aims to bring about improvements (see Chapter 3).
The aim is to reduce the administrative and bureaucratic burden by simplifying the EIA
regulations and procedure and by adapting them to current social and policy-related
wishes, priorities and decision-making processes.

Recommendations

Recommendation 1: Joint standpoint of the RDMZ and the ROB (and the Ministry
of LNV)

ElA is a tool that can be used to provide cultural heritage with a place in the decision-
making process for spatial planning and development. It is not the only possibility, as it
can also be given prominence by way of the ultimate decision (the ‘parent procedure' or
strategic decisions to be taken at an earlier stage).

The following arguments support the importance of EIA:
ElA is an excellent tool for providing insight into various aspects (including cultural
heritage) and linking them with one another;
The statutory and policy framework of the EIA (such as the broad definition of the
concept of the 'environment’*®, Valetta, the Archaeological Monuments
(Preservation) Act, Belvedere, the Monuments and Historic Buildings Act) provide
different reasons for presenting cultural heritage as one of the aspects;
EIA provides clear opportunities for participation at two points, which the competent
authority must take into account;
EIA facilitates good decision-making in the context of the 'parent procedure'.
The EIA is not an instrument in its own right but is increasingly 'more firmly’ linked to
the parent procedure (as far as content and planning are concerned) — for example,
the EIS and the draft local land use plan are increasingly being drawn up
simultaneously;
The future statutory advisorship of the Ministry of OC&W emphasises the
importance of cultural heritage as an aspect and reinforces the position of the RDMZ
and the ROB in the EIA procedure.

* The broad concept of the environment formulated by Europe has not yet been fully
incorporated in the Environmental Management Act. The Netherlands has promised
Brussels that it would see to this.
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In our opinion, the above arguments require the determination of a joint standpoint
(RDMZ and ROB) on the importance of the EIA procedure as a supporting instrument in
the decision-making process (including in relation to the primary planning process and
the influencing opportunities contained in it), and, resulting from that, the interpretation
of the role of the RDMZ and the ROB. Given the RDMZ’s and the ROB’s current modus
operandi, this question has a different context for both of these organisations, but the
future perspective requires a joint standpoint. There are two significant arguments for
this:

The future statutory advisorship of the Ministry of OC&W;

The forthcoming merger of the ROB and the RDMZ.

In addition, it is also advisable for the Ministry of LNV to be involved in determining this
joint standpoint. In our opinion, an integrated approach to cultural heritage (in general
and therefore also in relation to EIA) is one of the 'trump cards' which can contribute to a
clear (no confusion of concepts, no inconsistencies), simple (one aspect, one vision, one
purpose) and strong (combined forces) cultural heritage input in EIA.

Finally, the joint standpoint should not be limited to EIA but must definitely also include
strategic environmental assessment (SEA). SEA tackles strategic and often far-reaching
issues. This requires a proactive and early involvement on the part of the RDMZ and the
ROB aimed at somewhat abstract yet strategic input.

In this way, a joint and substantiated standpoint needs to be developed on the role of
the RDMZ and the ROB (and possibly the Ministry of LNV) in EIA and strategic
environmental assessment, which will also provide a good foundation for interpreting the
future statutory advisorship (see also recommendations 3-7). We consider the latter to
be of particular importance, as the present advisory role of the Ministry of OC&W (i.e.
the RDMZ and the ROB) is insufficiently self-evident (e.g. in comparison with the
statutory advisorship of the Ministries of VROM and LNV). We believe that the status of
the statutory advisorship, supplemented by a joint standpoint on its concrete
interpretation, can contribute to the reinforcement of the role of the Ministry of OC&W as
the statutory advisor in EIA.

Recommendation 2: Role of the other main players
The RDMZ and the ROB do not bear sole responsibility for ensuring that cultural
heritage has adequate input and impact in EIA. The primary responsibility naturally lies
with the applicant and the competent authority, the secondary responsibility with the
consultancy firms and the advisory responsibility with the NCEIA. The study reveals that
the interpretation of this responsibility varies in this area too.
This poses the question as to whether the efforts of applicants, consultancy firms,
competent authorities and the NCEIA are sufficient in respect of the input and impact of
cultural heritage in EIA. In other words: what recommendations can be made to these
players in order to strengthen the input and impact that cultural heritage has in EIA?
Possibilities are:
The position (and value) of the EIA process in relation to the planning process;
Prompt input of cultural heritage information in the EIA process; rule of thumb: the
sooner the better;
The attention paid to cultural heritage in the inception report: informative (the values)
and the role of these values (scoping);
The attention paid to cultural heritage in the scoping guidelines: informative (the
values) and the role of these values;

Evaluation of cultural heritage in EIA 9P5823.A0/R0006/BGro/Nijm
Final Report - 46 - 16 November 2004



6.3

6.3.1

The role of cultural heritage in the formulation of alternatives (‘preservation through
development');

The visibility of cultural heritage in the (valuation of) impacts;

A clear position for the ROB and the RDMZ as cultural heritage services;

Proper deployment of the cultural heritage knowledge present and expansion of
such knowledge.

At various points the RDMZ and the ROB can encourage the applicant, competent
authority and consultancy firms (the NCEIA already has a clear position) to take
responsibility by drawing attention to the significance of the cultural heritage values
present and to the responsibility of all the players (preventing buck-passing). But it
should also be made easier for them by demonstrating a clear, cohesive vision to the
outside world and offering theoretical and practical guidance. This could be done by
indicating which statutory and policy framewaorks play a role, what consequences these
could have at different points throughout the planning process, and how cultural heritage
should be described and appraised; the latter in particular requires a considerable
degree of knowledge and skill. The cultural heritage knowledge available at the ROB
and the RDMZ and the opportunities (and limitations) of using it could also be pointed
out. In summary, it partly boils down to influencing attitude (each party taking their
responsibility) and a more practical interpretation (see also paragraph 6.4).

Layer 2: Reflecting on the role of statutory advisor
Relationship to Chapters 4 and 5

This 'second layer' elaborates on the ‘first layer' and focuses on the (future) role of the
RDMZ and the ROB. A number of characteristic aspects are mentioned in paragraph
6.2.1. Specifically with regard to the role of the RDMZ and the ROB, the following is
important:
The ROB very often makes comments on the inception report and regularly on the
EIS, the RDMZ does so considerably less frequently;
The comments submitted by the RDMZ and the ROB during the participation
procedure are often limited to questions about the surveys and information and the
identification of cultural heritage values; the submissions rarely contain actual advice
on the impact of cultural heritage in the design or the various alternatives;
Unclear arrangements and little coordination between the various cultural heritage
departments.
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6.3.2

Recommendations

Recommendation 3: do the right things, and do the right things well (effectiveness
and efficiency)
We believe that the starting point for determining the joint standpoint (see
recommendation 1) should be dictated by the adage 'do the right things and do them
well’. This adage helps to illustrate the picture that EIA is, on the one hand, an important
support tool for decision-making and is an effective way of placing cultural heritage in
the limelight, but that, on the other hand, it is not always the best tool for this (fluctuating
interest in cultural heritage in the various planning processes) or the only possibility.
Another possibility might be exerting influence via the so-called ‘parent procedure’. This
implies on the one hand that the input in the EIA should always be weighed up against
the input in the 'parent procedure'. On the other hand, it implies that the EIA input has to
be carefully targeted, with the following interconnected aspects playing an important
role:

Separate the wheat from the chaff: when does cultural heritage play a (potentially)

important role, and when does it play a lesser role or none at all?

Integral where necessary, sectoral where possible: taking action jointly

(ROB/RDMZ/LNV, ROB/RDMZ, ROB/LNV, RDMZ/LNV) sometimes delivers value-

added but is not always necessary;

Towards development-oriented advice: the advisory role should not be limited to

pointing out cultural heritage values and evaluating their impact on the EIA, but must

much rather be aimed at development-oriented advice;

Dosing the input: decide in which procedures a formal input in the two formal

opportunities for participation would suffice and in which procedures you would want

to go a step further. For example, making use of informal influencing opportunities

and/or participating in the planning process (of EIA or of the ‘parent procedure’).
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These aspects are not isolated but must be seen in context in the light of the
effectiveness of the advice. This is illustrated by the following diagram:

Separate the wheat from the
chaff

Determine relevance s _ )
of CH in project No or little input

Determine value-added .
of integral input Sectoral input

Determine nature
of advice requwed
Focus on Focus on
alues dev. .
Determine nature
of advice reqwred
Focus on ; Focus on Focus on
ormal inform particip

Integral where necessary,
sectoral where possible

Towards development -
oriented advice

Dose input

The elaboration of these aspects leads to the following recommendations:

Recommendation 4: Separating the wheat from the chaff (prioritising)

Each year there are approximately 75 EIA procedures. These may differ radically in the
type and scope of intervention, and may also be in a different phase (inception report,
review etc.). To follow these up adequately requires considerable effort on the part of
the various culture departments. It is important to develop a selection method which
makes it possible to quickly assess which procedures are important (prioritising). This
question has two levels.

On the level of the individual culture departments, the services have sufficient tools,
maps and data files to be able to identify, list and evaluate (potential) values. The
challenge lies in seeing the picture of (potential) cultural heritage values present in
relation to the proposed development.
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On the level of the joint culture services, the challenge lies in creating an intrinsic
harmonisation between the various cultural heritage disciplines. We believe that the
various cultural heritage disciplines are missing a significant opportunity in this area.
Joint input will improve the quality of the cultural heritage-related advice (connection,
common priorities, and mutual reinforcement) and will contribute to the spatial quality of
the ultimate planning. In our opinion, this joint endeavour by the cultural heritage
disciplines to influence spatial quality in a positive sense should therefore be seen as a
‘challenge’ for joint input in these types of (spatial) planning processes. This challenge is
further elaborated upon below.

Recommendation 5: Integral where necessary, sectoral where possible™
The various advisors on archaeology (ROB), historic buildings and structures (RDMZ)
and historic landscape (Ministry of LNV) are either not looking to provide integral cultural
heritage advice in their current modus operandi or are only doing so to a limited extent.
There may be various reasons for this: political (different departments, competencies
and briefs), intrinsic (lack of integral instruments) and practical (distance between the
organisations, short participation periods, and available capacity for advice). Given the
importance of cultural heritage in the EIA, the risk of conflicting advice on cultural
heritage and missing opportunities for synergy and mutual reinforcement, we are,
however, of the opinion that collaboration and coordination must be intensified. The
cultural heritage services will need to produce a common vision, create cohesion
between "archaeology’, 'historic buildings and structures' and 'historic landscape’,
identifying (development-oriented) opportunities, issuing unanimous advice. This
question has two levels:

Reinforcing collaboration and coordination between the RDMZ and the ROB (partly

in view of the merger of the two organisations);

Reinforcing collaboration and coordination between the RDMZ, the ROB and the

Ministry of LNV.

Coordination and collaboration raise various questions: What are the common priorities
when seen from the relevant overall cultural heritage point of view? What do the joint
departments want to achieve in the planning process? And how does this objective
target the input and impact of cultural heritage in the (spatial) plan? This requires the
various cultural heritage disciplines to initially use their 'sectoral’ interest as a starting
point, but thereafter:
. To be able and willing to look further than their 'sectoral’ interest;
To be wiling to not always give priority to their own 'sectoral’ interest (and thus also
‘to be able to take a loss') for the benefit of the overall cultural heritage interest;
To be willing to make choices between things 'that really matter' and things of lesser
importance for the benefit of the overall cultural heritage interest;
To be able to coordinate cultural heritage information (in terms of the level of detalil
and the extent) on the planning level (e.g. the difference between a strategic and a
project EIA); the same applies to the input from cultural heritage surveys;
To be able to avoid viewing the overall cultural heritage interest 'in isolation' and to
always place this interest in the context of the (spatial) development.

!> ‘Integral when necessary’ indicates that the ROB and RDMZ (and LNV) should give
collective advice when both their interest are involved. ‘Sectoral when possible’: individual
advice if only one interest is involved.
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The following criteria can be used as pointers for producing joint input:
Planning level: the difference between strategic and project EIA;
Basis: the policy-related and statutory frameworks in the area of cultural heritage;
Opportunities: connection, dependence and opportunities for mutual reinforcement
between the various cultural heritage disciplines;
Relationship with intervention: the relationship between the overall and prioritised
cultural heritage values and the nature and impact of the (spatial) intervention,
resulting in development-oriented advice.

On the basis of this and possibly other criteria, it should be possible to determine at the
beginning of the advice phase whether overall input is desirable, and if so, which overall
cultural heritage input geared towards the (spatial) intervention can guarantee qualitative
cultural heritage advice which contributes to the spatial quality of the ultimate plan. This
input then impacts on the further progress of the advice phase.

Finally, the concept ‘cultural heritage’ plays a role in the integration of the cultural
heritage-related advice. From Chapters 4 and 5 we can conclude that the aspect of
cultural heritage is characterised by a broad pallet of definitions (archaeology, historic
building and sites, historic landscape), visions (preservation and protection, preservation
through development), terminology, instruments and types of survey (the archaeological
monument map (AMK), cultural history infrastructure (CHS), the additional
archaeological inventory (AAl), the additional archaeological survey (AAS), the cultural
heritage impact statement (CHIS), and so on), frameworks (Belvedere, Valetta) and
bases (statutory / non-statutory status, national / provincial / local interest). This great
diversity does not always help efforts to ensure a clear contribution and presentation of
cultural heritage in the EIA as a related aspect that plays an essential role in (spatial)
deliberations.

Recommendation 6: Towards development-oriented advice

Development-oriented advice

The ROB is guided primarily by the national policy of leaving archaeological remains in-situ when
possible during spatial development. Within these constraints, it is often difficult to provide
development-oriented advice, particularly as not all archaeological remains are known about. The
extent to which development-oriented advice is given in the framework of EIA also depends on the type
of intervention planned or on whether the services receive a closed or open request for advice.

As far as the RDMZ is concerned, the development-oriented approach takes shape in particular by
means of participation in and/or advice on the spatial planning procedure. This is partly translated into
the input on and the nature of the advice in the framework of the EIA.

Evaluation of cultural heritage in EIA 9P5823.A0/R0006/BGro/Nijm
Final Report -51- 16 November 2004




The current advice provided by the RDMZ and the ROB on EIA has a number of striking
points: the tone is not decisive, often indicative and judgmental, much less often thinking
along and advisory. This picture can be translated into the following forms of advice:

Nature of advice

Identifying, pointing out, drawing attention . Drawing attention to important cultural
heritage things, e.g. on the basis of existing
maps and data files

Exploring and investigating . Exploring and inventorying things with
relevant cultural heritage things

Evaluating, reviewing, responding - Assessing the impact of relevant cultural
heritage, responding (good/not good), setting
conditions

Advising and appraising . Proactively considering possible development

potential and opportunities

In our opinion, the nature of the advice, particularly in those EIA procedures which
‘matter’ (see recommendation 4) and which require overall advice (see recommendation
5), needs to be much more oriented towards the pro-active consideration of
development opportunities and direction (in this case the ‘actual’ impact of cultural
heritage in the planning process, e.g. in developing alternatives) *°:

Credo: 'preservation through development'.

From 'assessor to advisor';

From ‘follower to inspirer’.

In this way the cultural heritage EIA advice will, we believe, be less 'defensive’ (focus on
values and effects), much more recognisable and usable (practical and pragmatic), and
will contribute more effectively to the spatial quality of the ultimate planning. This
specifically places demands on advice skills (e.g. 'design-oriented thinking' with a view
to developing alternatives, mitigating and compensatory measures, indicating
background conditions for future research, design, layout, execution, evaluation).
Choices will also have to be made concerning the method of input in the various EIA
procedures (see recommendation 7).

16 See note 13.
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Recommendation 7: Balancing the input

The input of the RDMZ and the ROB in EIA differs. Nevertheless, they have an
agreement that they will predominantly make use of formal opportunities to participate
(inception report, EIS) only, and that they will only use other influencing opportunities to
a limited extent. This picture can be translated into the following forms of input:

Nature of input

Focus on formal opportunities for providing . For example: public participation comments,
advice opinions, complaints and appeals

Ditto + informal contact and influencing
Focus on formal and informal opportunities parties such as the competent authority,
for providing advice applicants and interest groups

Active participation in the planning process,
Focus on direct participation in the process e.g. participation in workshops, design
studios, support and brainstorming groups,
project and steering groups

In our opinion, the nature of the input, particularly in those EIA procedures which ‘matter’
(see recommendation 5) and which require overall advice (see recommendation 6),
needs to be much more oriented towards deeper involvement than simply the formal
opportunities for participation. A pro-active role and early involvement are important in
this regard. The same applies to the accessibility of the RDMZ and the ROB for
applicants, competent authorities and consultancy firms, both in terms of personal
contact and the provision of cultural heritage information (improving the RDMZ and
ROB websites with a view to creating a 'knowledge bank’). This relates to
recommendation 3.

Recommendation 8: Developing integral cultural heritage advice instruments

The link between recommendation 1 (standpoint) and recommendations 4 to 8 should
be 'brought together" in a set of integral cultural heritage advice toolkit (for the RDMZ,
the ROB and the Ministry of LNV)'". This set of instruments is no more and no less than
an aid. The 'power' of the set of instruments will have to prove itself in practice.

Recommendation 9: Preselection for SEA and responding to EIA developments
The EIA is currently changing (see chapter 3) with the aim of creating one single
cohesive statutory system of environmental assessment: implementing SEA, simplifying
EIA and coordinating with Environmental Management Act permits. The outcome of this
is not yet known. However, it is important to keep tracking these developments and,
where relevant, to respond to them in good time.
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) is expected to expand enormously over the
next few years. It is therefore important to take the nature of SEA on board:

SEA relates to the higher planning level and is therefore more abstract and more

strategic by nature;

SEA focuses on potential, opportunities and flashpoints;

SEA can be used for scoping in respect of cultural heritage for later EIA procedures.

" The development of this set of instruments is currently being handled by Projectbureau
Belvedere, Expertisecentrum-LNV, the RDMZ and the ROB.
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6.4

6.4.1

6.4.2

Besides the need for the RDMZ and the ROB to reflect on the importance of SEA (see
recommendation 1), they must also reflect on their advisory role in SEA. All the
aforementioned recommendations play a role in this. Specifically, this requires the ability
to respond to the nature of the SEA (abstract, strategic, potential, opportunities,
flashpoints). This impacts on the input of cultural heritage information on the right
level'®, the availability of the right set of instruments (e.g. ‘potential maps’) and advice
skills.

Layer 3: Practical recommendations
Relationship to Chapters 4 and 5

The findings in Chapters 4 and 5, finally, provide starting points for a number of more
practical improvement opportunities. Many of these are not isolated but usually relate to
one another or to one or more of the recommendations set out above.

Recommendations

Recommendation 10: Improvement of the knowledge and position of the various
parts of the EIA process
This has an external and an internal component. The external component consists of
making others aware of the knowledge and information available from the ROB and the
RDMZ, and the possibilities for their use (see also recommendation 13). It also includes
mobilizing and making better use of regional and local cultural heritage organisations.
The internal process can also be improved, amongst other things by:
Organising an information session for the RDMZ and the ROB on the EIA and its
various parts and the opportunities for influencing;
Making clear arrangements about the opportunities for participation, the structure of
the services and the role of their employees, and reviewing these arrangements
periodically (when there are new developments);
(Periodically) adapting the EIA manual available from the ROB, paying attention to
the various parts of EIA, as well as expanding this assistance to include the RDMZ'’s
field of work.

Recommendation 11: Knowledge management (information, instruments); make it
easy for the applicants and consultancy firms
The ROB and the RDMZ have a great deal of knowledge which is scarcely being used
by applicants and consultancy firms, if at all. This can be improved by:
Defining the position (cultural heritage service, statutory advisorship) and vision of
the ROB and the RDMZ more clearly;
Making people aware of the knowledge, information and instruments available from
the ROB and the RDMZ;
Improving access to the services and clearly publicising the names of regional
contacts (see recommendation 13). This also has a practical side: the form and
provision of information, e.g. via a website containing contact information.

'® This also applies to the difference between a strategic EIA (in the near future: SEA) and
project EIA.
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Recommendation 12: More communication
Disseminate information on the statutory advisorship and its implementation (vision)
clearly so that you become a fully-fledged party;
Play a more active role in providing information for municipalities and provinces (this
can also be linked to recommendations 3 and 12);
The image and appraisal of cultural heritage: interests, opportunities and
preservation through development;
The merger of the RDMZ and the ROB; the relationship with the Ministry of LNV.

Recommendation 13: Best practices for EIA and SEA

There is a great deal of experience with EIA, and the first SEA procedures were also
recently started. It is useful to bundle this knowledge and to discuss it with ROB and
RDMZ employees (see recommendation 11).

Recommendation 14: Registration advice (complete and digital)

The ROB impact forms are a useful but thus far not fully utilised instrument. The

following actions can rectify this:

- Their content should be amended: use shorter and more clearly formulated
categories (e.g. separate 'national interest / no time");
They must be given a clearer role in the activities by making unambiguous
arrangements regarding how to fill them in in each EIA phase (ability to follow
procedures) and feedback;
They should be digitised so that they are easy to fill in and can be stored in the
digital project archive.

=0=0=0=
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Annex 1
Framework for Planarch Il, Action 3B
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A) Overview of Process
Ai) Provide a brief overview of how the European directives (EIA & SEA) are interpreted in England,
particularly indicating:
- The different bodies which may be competent authorities and in what circumstances
Procedures for screening
Procedures for scoping
How historic environment consultants are appointed
Procedures for reviews of ESs and decision making
Procedures for post-decision monitoring

Observations and variations between Government guidelines and actual practice should be made. This section is
intended to provide a basic framework of the interpretation of the directives by different regional and national
governments of the full European Planarch partnership and to allow comparison of the different organisational
frameworks for implementing of the directive to be noted.

Aii) Assess what provision is currently made for making EIA/ES available to the public and for long-term
storage both paper and digital format

B) Overall Quantification

Bi) List the ESs undertaken within the study areas indicating:
- Date

Type* of developer(s)

Type* of lead consultant(s)

Type* of historic environment specialist(s)

Type* of competent authority

Type* of development

The processes undertaken (within the ES) — such as desktop survey, fieldwalking etc.

The consultants are expected to define the criteria further including those suggested above

Bii) List the presence or absence of relevant historic environment information:

a) which address cultural heritage/archaeology

b) which do not address cultural heritage/archaeology but where cultural heritage/archaeology is in fact present
¢) where development has taken place

The study should now review in more detail those ESs which satisfy (a) & (c) or (b) & (c) above, examining other
ESs more summarily.

Biii) List the number of planning applications in each region for the study period. This data will be used
to review the percentage of planning applications that require ESs and/or have had ESs submitted.

C) Detailed Review of individual ESs
C-i) Consider the scope of cultural heritage issues covered in the ESs studied

To what extent are the following considered:

a) archaeology — Primary core subject area for Planarch partners

b) historic landscape — Secondary core subject area for Planarch partners
¢) historic buildings — Optional subject area for Planarch partners

C-ii) Review which processes relating to the historic environment have been undertaken - see A (i) above

C-iii) Assess the quality of information provided — including coverage of location, character, extent, periods &
limitation of evidence. What sources have been consulted?

*The consultant will recommend criteria to achieve this — A starting point will be Appendix A — of Sarah Dandy’s
thesis — ‘Evaluation Criteria; EIA coverage of cultural heritage’ — see Annex to this document

Evaluation of cultural heritage in EIA Annex 1 9P5823.A0/R0006/BGro/Nijm
Final Report -1- 16 November 2004




C-iv) Consider whether the historic environment component is a true reflection of the nature, extent, date

and importance of any potential or known historic environment remains - set against
a) what was in the existing record, and
b) what was found/known following mitigation

(Have agreed criteria for assessing importance been appropriately applied?)

C-v) Assess the proposals within the ES for any further information gathering, following the production
of the ES (e.g. fieldwalking, trial trenching, geophysical survey and at what stage this is to take place

C-vi) Assess if sufficient information is provided within the ES to allow planning advisors to identify
clearly the impact of the development on the heritage resource and to allow decisions to be taken within
the planning system

C-vii) Assess whether mitigation proposals are appropriate to the case - Further definition of what

constitutes ‘appropriate’ will be needed, but:
a) Has sufficient evaluation taken place to enable decisions to be taken about mitigation? and
b) Is the mitigation proposed appropriate? (there are two aspects to this: a) how is the law interpreted
and b) is the law adequate)

C-viii) Assess whether the heritage implications are appropriately integrated within the other elements of
the ES — A definition of what constitutes ‘appropriate’ will be needed

D. Synthesis
Di) Combine the results of the individual studies in a synthesis related to questions Ci - ix

Dii) Assess what effect the presence of heritage assets of national significance have on the process - for

example:
- What % of projects involve EH?

Does the presence of SAMs, Listed Buildings or any other statutory designations affect the

approach taken?

What types of site are not well protected by the law

Diii) Consider generally ways in which the archaeological component of ES/EIA might be improved
Div) Assess the lessons that can be learnt for SEA
Output

The report structure will follow the headings given (A - D) above and will at least include
1. Introduction

2. Methodology
3. Definition of review criteria
4. Synthesis of results by question
5. Conclusions
6. Recommendations (these will be provided in the form of a supplementary section/letter)
7. Guidance for both authors of ESs and on the EIA process for ‘cultural experts’
8. Appendix — response to questions Bi —viii — for each ES studied
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Annex 2
Quantitative framework and example of database
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Quantitative framework

Sources
- NCEIA library:
0 Documents (IR, SG, EIS, AR)
0 Archive / file (submissions etc.)
- ROB: impact forms
- RDMZ: quick scan based on postregistration system

General properties

- Consecutive number

- NCEIA number

- ROB number

- Name

- Location

- Type of decision

- Date of announcement of inception report
- Date of advisory review

Nature of initiative
- EIA activity:

Involvement

- Applicant:

- Competent authority

- Statutory advisors involved

- Advisor involved (principal contractor)
- Cultural heritage specialist called in

Reporting presence or absence of relevant information
Actual presence of cultural heritage
- Archaeology:
0 Protected archaeological monument (art. 3 of the Monuments and Historic Buildings Act)
0 Other archaeological monuments
0 Present but status unknown
0 Not present
- Historic buildings and structures;
0 Protected monument (art. 3 of the Monuments and Historic Buildings Act)
0 Protected townscapes and villagescapes (art. 37 of the Monuments and Historic
Buildings Act)
o Other monuments
o0 Present but status unknown
0 Not present
- Historic landscape (identification function)

Presence / absence in documents
- Archaeology:
0 Inception report:
Information present, cultural heritage relevant
Information present, cultural heritage not relevant
Information not present, relevance unknown
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0 Scoping guidelines
Information present, cultural heritage relevant
Information present, cultural heritage not relevant
Information not present, relevance unknown

o EIS
Information present, cultural heritage relevant
Information present, cultural heritage not relevant
Information not present, relevance unknown

0 Review phase
Processed properly
Additional question
Recommendation in respect of relevant decision
Recommendation in respect of assessment programme

- Historic buildings and structures

0 Inception report
Information present, cultural heritage relevant
Information present, cultural heritage not relevant
Information not present, relevance unknown

0 Scoping guidelines
Information present, cultural heritage relevant
Information present, cultural heritage not relevant
Information not present, relevance unknown

o EIS
Information present, cultural heritage relevant
Information present, cultural heritage not relevant
Information not present, relevance unknown

0 Review phase
Processed properly
Additional question
Recommendation in respect of relevant decision
Recommendation in respect of assessment programme

Type of cultural heritage survey carried out or yet to be carried out
Inception report:
- Archaeology:
0 Nothing included on survey to be carried out
o Detailed map of expectations if survey to be carried out is included
0 AAlif survey to be carried out is included
0 AAS if survey to be carried out is included
0 Includes other type of survey to be carried out, namely: ....
- Historic buildings and structures:
o Nothing included on survey to be carried out
0 Includes survey to be carried out, namely: ....

Scoping guidelines:
- Archaeology:
0 Nothing included on survey to be carried out

o Detailed map of expectations if survey to be carried out is included
0 AAlif survey to be carried out is included
0 AAS if survey to be carried out is included
0 Includes other type of survey to be carried out, namely: ....
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- Historic buildings and structures:
0 Nothing included on survey to be carried out
0 Includes survey to be carried out, namely: ....

EIS:
- Archaeology:
o No survey carried out
Details map of expectations compiled
AAI carried out
AAS carried out
Other type of survey carried out, namely: ...
0 Survey included in assessment programme
- Historic buildings and structures:
o No survey carried out
0 Survey carried out, namely: ...
0 Survey included in assessment programme

O O O o

Review phase:
- Archaeology:
o No survey carried out
Details map of expectations compiled
AAI carried out
AAS carried out
Other type of survey carried out, namely: ...
0 Survey included in assessment programme
- Historic buildings and structures:
o0 No survey carried out
0 Survey carried out, namely: ...
0 Survey included in assessment programme

O O o o

Involvement of ROB

Inception report

- NCEIA natification

- Written submission in public participation procedure

- Ifno:

Activity not threatening

Lack of time / not of national importance
Archaeology is included properly

NCEIA e-malil

- Ifyes, tenor of response:

SAl enclosed / archaeological data delivered
Detailed list of expectations recommended
AAIl recommended

AAS recommended

Assistance for location choice / layout aspects
Attention paid to mitigating measures
Attention paid to evaluation programme
Other, namely: ...

O O ©o o

O 0O 0O oo o o o

Scoping guidelines
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- Scoping guidelines received:
- Ifyes:
0 Recommendations adopted
0 Recommendations not adopted
0 Recommendations partially adopted

EIS / review phase
- NCEIA notification
- EIS received
- Written submission in public participation procedure
- Ifno:
0 Lack of time / not of national importance
0 Archaeology is included properly
0o NCEIA e-mail

0 Recommendations:
Recommendations adopted
Recommendations not adopted
Recommendations partially adopted
0 Scoping guidelines followed-up:
Yes
No
Partially
- Ifyes, tenor of response:
0 AAl recommended
0 AAS recommended
0 Assistance for location choice / layout aspects
0 Attention paid to:
mitigating measures
deficiencies in knowledge
assessment programme
o Preference for alternative / variant
0 Other, namely: ...

Assessment programme

- Archaeology included in assessment programme
- ROB involved in assessment

- Other archaeological organisations involved

Involvement of RDMZ

Written submission on inception report:
- Yes

- If yes, tenor: ...

- No

- Unknown
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Written submission on EIS

Yes

If yes, tenor: ...
No

Unknown

Involvement of other organisation in context of archaeology / historic buildings
and structures

Written submission on inception report:

Yes

If yes:
0 Organisation 1: ...
O Tenor...
0 Organisation 2: ...
0 Tenor ...

No

Unknown

Written submission on EIS

Yes

If yes:
0 Organisation 1: ...
0 Tenor...
0 Organisation 2: ...
0 Tenor...

No

Unknown
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Example of database

NCEIA number
Name
Location

Competent authority:

Statutory advisers:
Type of decision:

1084

Het Klooster business park
Nieuwegein

Municipality

Local land use plan etc.

Type of initiative
Applicant

C11
Municipality

Cultural heritage values present in the planning area:

Archaeology:

Historic building:

Present, status unknown

Present, but status unknown

Date of inception 02/03/2000

report;

Date of review: 25/09/2001 Landscape: Present

INCEPTION REPORT 2002
EIA number 1084 Adviser: Other: BRO

Information present in document?

Archaeology:
Historic building:

Inormation present, cultural heritage relevant
Inormation present, cultural heritage relevant

Communication with ROB:

NCEIA notification received?

Document for this last phase received?

Participatoin submissions:

Cult. heritage specialist:
Survey requested?
Archaeology:

Historic building:

Ditto, main contractor

No info on survey included

No info on survey to be carried out
included

Org. participating Submission Tenor of submission
RDMZ No
ROB Yes AAIl recommended

Wednesday October 27, 2004

Annex to list of data

Page 2 of 304

SCOPING
GUIDELINES

EIA no.

1084

Information present in document?

Archaeology:
Historic building:

Inormation present, cultural heritage relevant
Inormation present, cultural heritage relevant

Communication with ROB:

Survey requested?
Archaeology:
Historic building:

2010

AAl to be carried out
Survey: indicate conseq NHW etc.

NCEIA notification received? Recommendations from previous Yes
Document for this phase received? participation procedure adopted?
EIS 2005
EIA no. 1084 Adviser Other: BRO
Cult. heritage specialist: RAAP

Information incorporated in EIS?

Archaeology:
Historic building:

Communication with ROB:

NCEIA notification received?

Document for this phase received?

Participatoin submissions:

Has survey been carried out?
Archaeology:
Historic building:

Recommendations from previous
participation procedure adopted?

AAIl carried out
Research: desk research

Partly

Org. participating Submission Tenor of submission
RDMZ Yes Other: unknown
ROB Yes Oterh: unknown
RDMZ Yes Other: unknown

Wednesday October 27, 20004

Annex to list of data

Page 3 of 304
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ROB Yes Oterh: unknown
ROB Yes Other: unknown
REVIEW PHASE 2011
EIA no. 1084
Information incorporated in EIS? Has survey been carried out?
Archaeology: Recommendation on relevant decision Archaeology: No survey carried out
Historic building: Recommendation on relevant decision Historic building: No survey carried out
Scoping guidelines
followed in EIS?
Communication with the ROB: Evaluation programme:
NCEIA notification received? Is a programme being initiated? Yes
Document for this phase received?
Recommendations from earlier Partially Archaeology included in evaluation programme?
participations adopted? ROB involved in evaluation?
Other organisation in evaluation?
Wednesday October 27, 20004 Annex to list of data Page 4 of 304
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List of the 100 EIA procedures
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List of the 100 EIA procedures in the quantitative study

EIA EIA Name of procedure Location
number activity

1084 | C11 Klooster business park Nieuwegein

1121 | C18 Use of secondary fuels in coal unit 12 Borssele
Borssele

1122 | C18 Use of secondary fuels in the Amercentrale | Geertruidenberg
power station

1123 | C10 Heerhugowaard-Zuid recreational area Heerhugowaard

1129 | C18 Use of secondary fuels in WA-centrale Haelen

1131 | C18 Meers clay storage Meers

1132 | D18 Addition of a fourth line to domestic waste | Alkmaar
treatment plant

1133 | CO1 N280 East: Roermond- Empt (D) Roermond - Empt

1135 | C18 Incineration of paper residues Parenco, Renkum
Renkum

1136 | C18 Sewage water treatment plant, Amsterdam
Amsterdam-West

1137 | C10 Coastal zone and east edge renovation Almere
project, Almere-Haven

1138 | C11 Aalsmeer business park Aalsmeer

1139 | D18 Use of sewage sludge in the Amsterdam Amsterdam
waste processing plant

1142 | C17 Extraction of natural gas in block G16a of North Sea
the Dutch part of the continental shelf

1143 | C11 Overbuurtsche Polder location glass Bleiswijk
horicultural facilities

1144 | C10 Hypeco-terrein recreational area Vinkel

1145 | C10 Construction of outer harbour at Bergen op | Bergen op Zoom
Zoom

1146 | C11 De Vaart IV/VI business park Almere

1147 | Voluntary | Processing of organic wet fraction at Wijster
Essent Milieu

1149 | C18 Active soil management in Maas and Maas and Rhine
Rhine branches branches

1151 | Voluntary | Residential development and extension of | De Marne
Hunzegat marina at Zoutkamp

1152 | C17 Natural gas extraction block K7 platform North Sea
K7-FB1 in the Dutch part of the continental
shelf

1154 | C10 Haarlem Raaks area Haarlem

1155 | C11 Bergerden location glass horicultural Bemmel
facilities

1156 | C18 Elhorst-Vloedbelt waste processing facility | Borne

1157 | C11 Kernhem project memorandum Veenendaal, Ede

1158 | D21 Expansion of chlorine production AKZO Rotterdam
Nobel

1159 | Voluntary | Overall impact assessment, Randstad
Deltametropool
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1160 | C17 Natural gas extraction blocks KO2b & KO3a | North Sea
platform KO2-FA-1 in Dutch part of
continental shelf
1161 | C0O9 Second phase of Zoetermeer Zuidplas Zoetermeer
1162 | D22 Expansion of uranium enrichment capacity | Almelo
Urenco
1163 | C10 De Voorwaarts Omni Sports Centre Apeldoorn
1171 | Voluntary | Noord-Holland Zuid strategic impact Noord-Holland
assessment
1172 | C10 Spuimarkt multiplex cinema The Hague
1174 | C11 Luttelgeest Il location glass horicultural Luttelgeest
facilities
1175 | C14 Expansion of Van Gisbergen pig farm Hooge Mierde
1176 | D10 Sluis aan Zee marina Sluis-Aardenburg
1177 | C11 Stichtse Brug business park, Almere Hout | Almere
1179 | C10 Expansion of Amersfoort Zoo Amersfoort
1181 | C18 Use of secondary fuels in coal-fired power | Amsterdam
station Hemweg 8
1182 | C18 Vulcanus Doetinchem cupola furnace Doetinchem
material return
1185 | D02, D12, | Multimodal transport centre Valburg
CO01, C04,
C11
1188 | C11 Westpoort business park Groningen
1189 | D10-11, Town expansion Waalsprong Nijmegen
D15-16
D22, C11,
C16
1190 | C10 Dousberg leisure complex Maastricht
1193 | C11 Lorentz-Oost business park Harderwijk
1194 | C10 De Pieterman / Slobbeland leisure and Volendam
tourism facilities
1195 | C11 Partial review of regional structure plan for | Utrecht
Leidsche Rijn residential development and
business park
1196 | D11 Harselaar-Zuid business park Barneveld
1197 | C11 Almere Hout building site Almere
1199 | C11 Drachten A7-Noord business park Drachten
1202 | C16 Sand extraction for Westerschelde Vlissingen
container terminal
1203 | CO1 Construction of Nijreessingel Almelo
1204 | D22 Modification of high flux reactor Petten
1206 | C10 Expansion of Bruinisse marina Bruinisse
1208 | C11 Business parks in Zuid-Limburg Limburg
1213 | C25 Storage of petroleum products etc. by Terneuzen
Qiltanking Terneuzen
1214 | C18 Expansion of sewage treatment plant Dordrecht
1217 | C02 RijnGouweLijn West Zuid-Holland
1218 | CO1 Extension of N302 Zeewolde
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1223 | D10 Naarderbos Masterplan Naarden

1225 | C18 Expansion of capacity at Aluchemie with Rotterdam
7th furnace

1226 | CO1 Ring road at Den Bosch Den Bosch

1227 | CO1 Reconstruction of N31 Zurich-Harlingen Harlingen

1229 | C17 Natural gas extraction in block K15 from North Sea
platform K15-FK-1

1230 | C11 Ede-Veenendaal business park Ede

1232 | C16 Expansion of salt extraction area for Frisia | Franekeradeel
Zout

1235 | C18 Expansion of Amsterdam waste incinerator | Amsterdam

1239 | C18 Tar-containing asphalt granulate Rotterdam
processing plant

1241 | C06 Maastricht and Lelystad airfields Maastricht and

Lelystad

1242 | C11 Renovations at Bijlmermeer Amsterdam

1243 | D09 Development of Groningen Meerstad Groningen
Masterplan

1246 | C17 Natural gas extraction platform Q4-C in North Sea

blocks Q1 and Q4 in Dutch part of
continental shelf

1247 | C11 Boekelermeer-zuid business park phases 2 | Alkmaar and
and 3 Heiloo

1248 | D18 Vathorst biomass power plant Amersfoort

1249 | C10-11 IJburg phase 2 Amsterdam

1253 | D10 't Waal leisure lake Houten

1255 | D25 Development of satellite production North Sea
platform L4G for production of gas in block
L4

1261 | D11 Koegorspolder business park Terneuzen

1263 | D10 Deventer Entertainment Center Deventer

1268 | C09 Restoration of Salland-Twente Overijssel

1270 | C16, C18 | Grensmaas 2003 Maas

1273 | CO9 Restoration plan for Noord- and Midden- Limburg
Limburg

1275 | C03-04 De Haven Noordwest business park, Drachten
Drachten

1281 | D18 Expansion of Twente waste processing Enschede
plant with a third incineration line

1287 | D22 Construction of Near Shore Wind Farm North Sea
demonstration park

1288 | D11 Schieveen polder business park / nature Rotterdam
reserve

1290 | D11 Polderwijk residential development Zeewolde

1295 | C10 Sports facilities and wellness centre at Heerenveen
Sportstad stadium area

1299 | C16 Blauwe Stad Winschoten

1307 | C10, D11 | Approach to Utrecht station area, Holland Utrecht
Casino site

1310 | C17 Natural gas extraction block L5-B of the North Sea

Evaluation of cultural heritage in EIA Annex 3 9P5823.A0/R0006/BGro/Nijm

Final Report -3- 16 November 2004



Dutch part of the continental shelf

1313 | C14 Extension and alterations to Van Diermen Barneveld
poultry breeders

1314 | D11 Steenbrugge residential development Deventer

1322 | C11 Haarlemmermeer A4-zone-west business Haarlemmermeer
park

1325 | C21 Chlorine and MCA factory for AKZO Nobel | Delfzijl

1332 | D14 Expansion of Kruit poultry farm Gasselternijeveen

schermond

1360 | C11 'De Draai' residential development, Heerhugowaard
Heerhugowaard

1361 | C18 Northern sound barrier for landfill site Drachten

1362 | C11 Bornsche Maten residential development Borne
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Annex 4
Qualitative framework
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Qualitative framework

Sources
NCEIA library:
0 Documents (IR, SG, EIS, AR)
0 Archive / file (submissions etc.)
ROB: impact forms
RDMZ: quick scan based on postregistration system

More detailed questions
A factsheet containing the following for each phase/document is created for each EIA
procedure:
. Inception report
Scoping guidelines (+ participation)
EIS (+ participation)
Advisory review

All relevant cultural heritage information is scanned. This information can be found at
various points in the documents. For example:
Inception report: table of contents, project, important aspects and environmental
impact, bibliography
Scoping guidelines: complete screening + annex with public participation
comments
EIS: screen complete document for ‘cultural history’, e.g. autonomous
development/current state of the environment, aspects and criteria, impacts,
alternatives, mitigating measures, deficiencies in knowledge etc.
Advisory review: complete screening + annex with public participation comments

This screening produces a picture of the following qualitative information:
General (number, activity, location, CH relevance (C-i))
Quality of the information (C-iii)
Surveys (C-v)
Reflection of actual cultural heritage aspects present (C-iv)
Content: mitigating measures, alternatives, deficiencies in knowledge (C-vii) and
integration with other aspects (C-viii)
Process (C-ii)
Decision making (C-vi)
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Annex 5
25 EIA procedures and example of factsheet for
gualitative analysis
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List of 25 procedures for qualitative analysis

EIA EIA Name Location

number | activity

1084 Cl1 Construction of Klooster business park Nieuwegein

1123 C10 Heerhugowaard-Zuid recreational area Heerhugowaard

1137 C10 Coastal Zone and East edge renovation Almere
project, Almere-Haven

1138 Cl1 Aalsmeer business park Aalsmeer

1146 D11 De Vaart IV-VI business park Almere

1151 Voluntary | Hunzegat residential development/port De Marne

1155 Cl1 Bergerden location glass horticultural Bemmel
facilities

1161 C9 Second phase of Zoetermeer Zuidplas Zoetermeer

1172 C10 Spuimarkt multiplex cinema The Hague

1176 C10 Sluis-Aardenburg marina Sluis-Aardenburg

1185 Cl/4/11 MTC Valburg Overbetuwe

D2/12

1188 Cl1 Westpoort business park Groningen

1189 Cl0etal | Town Expansion Waalsprong Nijmegen

1190 C10 Dousberg leisure complex Maastricht

1199 Cl1 Drachten A7-Noord business park Drachten

1208 Cl1 Limburg (POP) business park Limburg

1227 C1 Reconstruction of N31 Zurich-Harlingen Harlingen

1243 Voluntary | Meerstad Masterplan, Groningen Groningen

1247 C1l1 Boekelermeer-zuid business park, Alkmaar
phases 2 and 3

1270 C16/18 Grensmaas 2003 Maas

1287 D22 Nearshore Wind farm North Sea

1288 D11 Schieveen polder business park / nature | Rotterdam
reserve

1295 C10 Sports facilities and wellness centre at Heerenveen
Sportstad stadium area

1310 C17 Natural gas extraction block L-5b North Sea

1362 Cl1 Bornsche Maten residential development | Borne

Example of factsheet

Qual. aspect Elaboration in procedure

Name of procedure | Dousberg leisure complex

Date of procedure | 5 September 2001 \ 26 April 2002

EIA number 1190

Location Maastricht

Type of procedure

Local land use plan

Values present

Yes. AAl recommended, not completed at time of EIS

Applicant SFB Vastgoed Competent City of Maastricht
Authority

Advisor Taken Advice CH specialist Taken Advice

Inception report
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C-iii Information

H2 project description. 2.4 Existing: cultural heritage including
archaeology: whole planning area has been under cultivation for
centuries. A large part is an area of archaeological interest. A
number of valuable streets in terms of cultural heritage. Parceling
of land of some interest. 2.7. Description of impacts: (6 rules)
cultural heritage including archaeology. The aim is to maintain the
important road pattern. Boundary stones merit preservation. Any
archaeology found in the ground during construction can be
registered and inventoried. Planning will be coordinated with this if
possible.

C-iv Actual No, entirely summary and overcautious formulation.

reflection

C-v Survey From the ROB'’s response it appears that an AAIl will be carried
out.

Public

participation

C-iii Information

Comment no. 1 ROB 28 September 2001: comment: preserve,
otherwise excavate. IR states in brief what archaeological
interests are present (does not say why the area is important). It
also needs to be mentioned that the area on the map of indicative
archaeological values has medium theoretical archaeological
value. The starting point for inventorying and registration during
construction mentioned in the impact description is an incorrect
starting point as it should precede planning. Also no chapter on
deficiency in knowledge. Finally: we know that an AAI will be
carried out. ROB registration form: only completed for IR phase.
Announcement and written response: yes: AAl recommended.
Report on public participation evening on 27 September
2001: speaker says that it is important not to lose sight of cultural
heritage value of area. Comment no. 13 private person 11
October 2001: pay attention to Dousberg as an archaeological
site. Comment no. 4 private person 9 October 2001:
archaeology Belgian part must also be included and then some
information follows. Information on cultural heritage too brief.

Scoping
guidelines

C-iii Information

H2 main points: to increase the choices for laying out the area in
an environmentally friendly way, the alternative most favourable to
the environment should in any event consist of avoiding harmful
effects on geomorphological and archaeological values as much
as possible, minimising deliveries of raw materials and other
materials and preventing erosion. H4 proposed activity and
alternatives. 4.2 Alternatives: The EIS should contain a limited
number of alternative layouts which should include the following
aspects: the incorporation of valuable landscape elements. 4.2.2
Alternative most favourable to the environment: These should
at least include: optimum incorporation in the landscape (taking
account of the height, place, concentration and appearance) of
the hotel resort (‘city'), the golf resort and the sports resort
(village"), as well as the multiple landscape-related additions — as
mentioned in the inception report — in the current landscape and
thereby finding a link with the characteristics of the environment;
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avoiding harmful effects on geomorphological and archaeological
values as much as possible, minimising deliveries of raw materials
and other materials and preventing erosion. H5 existing,
autonomous etc. An overview of the sensitive areas and objects
in the area being surveyed, such as monuments with cultural
heritage value, valuable landscape elements and valuable
archaeological areas, should also be provided on the map. 5.2
Consequences for the environment. 5.2.3 Landscape and
cultural heritage: existing landscape structure and cultural
heritage value, including archaeological values (note: see also
annex 4, comment no. 1 by the ROB) and indicate how valuable
elements can be fitted in or can contribute to the layout without
damage. These effects should not only be described on their own
but should be visualised as effectively as possible with the aid of
drawings and photomontages.

C-v Survey

No survey recommended but reference to the ROB'’s response.

C-vi Information for
assessment

Largely present

Competent
authority scoping
guidelines

C-iii Information

Established in accordance with NCEIA's advice

EIS

C-iii Information

H2 policy frameworks: not mentioned at national level but at
prevailing local land use plan: area of archaeological interest.

H4 Current state of environment/autonomous development.
4.1.3.3 CH: (1 A4) area of archaeological interest where presence
is defined but no complete inventory drawn up. The following can
be cited as the main cultural heritage features: summary. An order
was issued for an AAl partly as a result of archaeological
expectations in relation to Dousberg. In anticipation of this, a
rough, indicative description has been provided. H5
conseqguences and alternatives. 5.5.2 cultural heritage
aspects: a number of elements and preservation of recognition
underlined. AAI will be completed before the plans are finalised.
The finds found in the ground during construction should be
registered and inventoried. Overview of impacts on other aspects
(table): cultural heritage scored (on different parts of basic variant
and more environmentally friendly variant). H6 alternatives. 6.1.
general: cultural heritage elements are not harmed in both
alternatives. Difference between preferred alternative and
alternative most favourable to the environment: conserve and
exhibit archaeology. 6.2 Preferred alternative: archaeological
finds should be examined, documented and conserved. 6.2
Alternative most favourable to the environment: continuous
adjustment of progressive insights into cultural heritage etc.
Preserve archaeological finds and document before disturbance if
unavoidable. 6.4 comparison: table with other aspects including
cultural heritage which scores 0 for the preferred alternative and +
for the alternative most favourable to the environment: both
ensure the preservation of historic country roads and mark
national borders. See also 6.2. H 7 omissions in information
and recommendations for evaluation: archaeological survey
(has yet to take place).
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C-iv Actual Partially, as the survey has not yet been carried out.
reflection
C-v Survey From the ROB'’s response to the IR, it appears that an AAl was to

be carried out, but had not yet been finished at the time of the
EIS.

C-vi Information for

Inadequate, AAI not yet completed at time of EIS

assessment
C-vii Mitigating Not listed separately. Difference between preferred alternative
measures and alternative most favourable to the environment for cultural

heritage

C-viii Integration
implications for CH

Yes, clear place in impact table. Only the achievement of the
score is based on purely positive things. Negative effects not
discussed. Omissions very brief (1 bullet).

Public
participation

C-iii Information

No comments by ROB and RDMZ. Public participation evening
with comment by Ministry of the Flemish Community EIA cell.
Impact on archaeological findings remains unclear. Response:
identified. Private persons: comments on cultural heritage.

Additional
information
(optional)

C-iii Information

There were two additions: no information about them in archive.

Advisory review

C-iii Information

H 1 introduction: On two occasions it was observed that
essential information was missing during the review; this was
communicated to the applicant and the coordinating competent
authority. The applicant provided additional information twice as a
result of this observation. As this additional information — referred
to as 'the addition' below — has not yet been published, the NCEIA
is advising the competent authority to publish it as soon as
possible or at the latest simultaneously with the decision to be
made. H2 judgement: the essential information in the EIS and the
two additions to it are intended for decision-making both in the
Netherlands and Belgium. Some comments on the accessibility of
the information have been made. In particular, the EIS lacks clear
maps, quantitative descriptions and clear, easily accessible
general information. There is no essential information in the EIS
on the proposed activity, soil and water, traffic, maintenance and
management and nature. 2.2.3 Other aspects: recommendation
to draw up an evaluation program at the same time as the
amended local land use plan.

C-iv Actual No information on cultural heritage in advisory review.

reflection

C-v Survey No recommendation, logical given the execution of the AAI

C-vi Information for | Adequate - not in EIS - but 'missing’ information on various sides
judgement clearly pointed out.

Comments none
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Annex 6
Interview questionnaire
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Interview questionnaire

General

The concept of cultural heritage (is the concept generally clear; what is, what is not).
The nature of the aspect of cultural heritage (archaeology, historic buildings and
structures, historic landscape).

The place of cultural heritage in EIA (e.g. compared with other aspects,
archaeology/building compared with (historic) landscape).

The involvement of cultural heritage departments: procedural and intrinsic opinion
Opinion (general) as to whether cultural heritage is given enough prominence in EIA
and causes (hature of aspect, tradition, attention by NCEIA, involvement of cultural
heritage services etc.).

Avoid opinion on EIA in general (trap).

Valetta Convention: familiarity with it, Dutch legislation, statutory advisorship of
ROB/RDMZ

Involvement
Questions for each phase (inception report, scoping guidelines, EIS, advisory review
and other informal involvement) on:

Time of involvement.

Type of involvement (telephone, email, meeting).

Nature of involvement (action, product, result).

What is done with the input (information adopted or not, survey meeting and
recommendations), has there been any feedback.

Opinion on involvement.

Role of other organisations.

Information and surveys

Opinion on the adequacy of the information (are all relevant matters included
throughout, are relevant matters being overlooked): in EIS but also in other
documents.
Conclusions on the quality of the information (focus on EIS and advisory review)
Surveys:

0 onwhat basis is the decision to conduct a survey/recommendation for a

survey made;

0 the researcher’s perception and choice;

0 perception of type of survey, perception of quality of surveys;

o0 what information from the surveys is ultimately included in the EIS

Content

Is the cultural heritage input a good reflection of reality?

Method of determining impacts and description of impacts (overlaps partly with
previous category).

Attention paid to cultural heritage in alternatives (including the alternative most
favourable to the environment)

Attention paid to cultural heritage in mitigating measures.

Attention paid to cultural heritage in omissions in information.

Evaluation research.

Opinion on the position of cultural heritage in the ultimate deliberation (in relation to
appraisals on other subjects).
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Decision-making
Is the cultural heritage input sufficiently well worked out to enable:
0 a picture to be obtained of the impacts of the proposed development on
cultural heritage:
0 adecision to be made on the proposed development (parent procedure).

Points for improvement and recommendations

What points could be improved in the future, with the following distinction:

- Of a general nature, focusing on aspects such as involvement, information, surveys,
content and decision-making, EIA procedure, ‘addressed’ to applicants, competent
authorities and the statutory advisors;

With a specific tenor:
0 aimed at the current role of the ROB and the RDMZ (formal/informal, role in
knowledge network);
0 aimed at improving the role of the Ministry of OC&W as statutory advisor
(content, process, procedure);
o0 looking ahead to the strategic environmental assessment (SEA).
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Annex 7
List of interviewees
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List of interviewees

Name Organisation
Nicole van Buren NCEIA
Nathalie Vossen ROB

Truus Poppelaars ROB

Andrea Otte ROB

Okko Kloosterman RDMZ

Peter Timmer RDMZ

Ivar Schute RAAP

Ronald Schoofs

Directorate General for Public Works and
Water Management, Utrecht

Inez 't Hart

Directorate General for Public Works and
Water Management, Utrecht

Ruud van den Bosch

Municipality of Nieuwegein

Miranda de Lange

Municipality of Sluis-Aardenburg (now the
municipality of Noord-Beveland)

Jan Nuesink

DHV

Maarten Loenen

Directorate General for Public Works and
Water Management, North

Jan Verwoerd

Province of Zuid-Holland

Bram Schout

Province of Noord-Holland

Gerrit Haanstra

Municipality of Heerenveen
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Annex 8
List of participants in round-table discussion
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List of participants in round-table discussion on 7 October 2004

Name Organisation

Frank Altenburg RDMZ

Gerhard Glas RDMZ

Gerda de Bruijn ROB

Iris Reuselaars ROB

Els Romeijn ROB

Henk Wubbolts Province of Overijssel
Freek van der Woude Infomil

Nicole van Buren NCEIA

Marjan De Groote

Scheldewerken

Anika Hesselink

RIZA (Institute for Inland Water
Management and Waste Water Treatment)

Astrid Aarsen

Ministry of OC&W / DCE

Chiel Husmann

Ministry of VROM / DGM (Directorate
General of the Environment) / S&B
(Strategy and Administration)

Eli Gehasse DWW (Road and Hydraulic Engineering
Institute), Ministry of Transport, Public
Works and Water Management

Inez 't Hart Directorate General for Public Works and

Water Management, Utrecht

Kien van Hovell tot Westerflier

Municipality of Nijmegen

Ivar Schute

RAAP
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