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Abstract

Since the start of the making of the ESDP, backoi®9, there has been interest in a ‘Territorial
impact assessment’. This interest has been revanmpedhat the Territorial Cohesion green
paper is out. Yet, at the EU level there is stilld guidance on how a TIA might be done and on
what it actually is or could be. This paper aimas& and answer a set of fundamental questions
that need to be addressed before engaging intdagenwg an EU TIA instrument. Taking a
multi-level governance perspective we will disctlss conditions under which a TIA might be
able to serve its own purposes. The paper discudsatsactually can be understood under
territorial impact and whether this can be measutettidresses the question whether there need
to be a separate TIA at EU level, or whether ittdthintegrated in Commission working
methods? Is there any scope to introduce in thaiegiEuropean Commission’s Impact
Assessment a territorial dimension, and if so, leaw this be done?
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1. Introduction

Since the start of the making of the ESDP (CEC 1 98&ck in 1989, there has been interest in a
‘Territorial impact assessment’. This interest Haeen revamped now that the Territorial
Cohesion green paper is out. Yet, at the EU levagiet is still little guidance on how a TIA might
be done and on what it actually is or could be.sTpaper aims to ask and answer a set of
fundamental questions that need to be addressedebehgaging into developing an EU TIA

instrument.

In order to underline the necessity and importasfce spatial planning approach at EU level it
was the European Spatial Development Perspectiviehwtalled for carrying out territorial
impact assessments. Territorial impact assessmeatgamed necessary especially in relation to
infrastructure planning (option 29), the preseatand development of natural heritage (option
42), and large-scale water management projectso(ofi2). The ESDP does not, however,
elaborate which aspects of territorial developma&muld be assessed in a TIA and what the
position of a TIA could be in decision making prdaees. This became the topic of a follow-up
process (Bbhme & Eser, 2008). For example, a cenéer was organised in 2001 by the ECTP
(then known as the European Council of Town Pla)nand the Committee on Spatial
Development (CSD; the author of the ESDP) to exanditA in more detail. It did not bring
much clarity into how European TIA could or showlabrk. Nevertheless the participants —
mainly experts — agreed that some sort of teratampact assessment would be needed although
not in the form of a EU Directive which would mattés compulsory for Member States. The
European Spatial Planning Observation Network (EHSPOIn that particular stage about to take
off the ground — was singled out to bring the umstent of TIA further, especially in a technical-

methodological way.

The ESPON programme indeed took up this challengeiratiated a number of projects in this
field. In the context of this paper it would not teevant to discuss the outcomes of the various
ESPON studies, nor their methodologies althougth@uld be underlined that in every study a

considerable part of the research was dedicatedkeveloping these. However, there are two

2 Although in later stages often referred to as a first study which explored the territorial impact of European policies
the study of Robert et alia (2001) did not play a role during this conference, possibly because this study was not
known yet.
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important aspects of ESPON impact assessment thavould like to emphasize: (1) ESPON
only investigates the possible and/or potengalitorial impact of policies and (2) not the direct
and indirect impact opoliciesandgovernance systenasdpracticeswithin member states. The
latter is unfortunate as, for example, the literaton Europeanisation indicates that the impact of

EU policies on governance is often considerablmething that we will come back to below.

Whilst we will be discussing territorial impact assment at EU level, it is important to bear in
mind that TIA is not a common instrument in Eurap@aember states. At the 2001 ECTP/CSD
conference several participants indicated thateirtcountry bits and pieces of what could be
called territorial impact assessment where cawigdalthough the regulatory base differs greatly
and is not always there. Only in a few countriesmi@dorm of territorial impact assessment is
standard practice, i.e. Germany, Switzerland anstifau In the latter two — where the obligation
to carry out a TIA or &Raumvertraglichkeitsprifings based on law - TIA is directed to the
identification of possible territorial impacts ielation to concrete projects. The situation in
Germany is different. Territorially relevant planslicies and measures have to be assessed
whether these are in tune with the aims and oljestf official planning policies. This is called
the spatial planning procedure d&aumordnungsverfahréh.The actual tuning is called
Raumvertraglichkeitsprifing What is important, though, is that among the mansketes there

is no common understanding of TIA. Possibly throligflPON the situation may have slightly

changed.

The remainder of the paper will discuss more funetaadly the possibilities of a TIA instrument

at EU level. First, in section 2, we therefore addrthe question: what can understand under the
heading of territorial impact? Section 3 focusesta@mitorial impact assessment in a multilevel
context. Section 4 addresses the EU’s impact asseggprocedure in detail. Section 5 switches
to the level of discussion by particularly raisitige question how impact assessment could be
carried out in a way that territorial issues coméhie fore. Section 6 rounds off with conclusions.

3 Section 15 of the Spatial Planning Act (Raumordnungsgesetz or ROG; see http://www.jusline.de; consulted 14-6-
2009).
* Ibid.
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2. What is territorial impact?

Different sorts of impact

To understand what a Territorial Impact Assessnmeay involve, first we have to establish a
clear picture of what can be understood as teritanpact. There is no straightforward answer
to this question. Many territorial effects are uamded and indirect (Bbhme & Eser 2008;
Ravesteyn & Evers 2004; Evers/INEAA 2009). Not atdes EU policy sort out several effects,
also are there various sources. From Figure 1, islgoavtypology of various effects that the EU
has had on domestic planning, it becomes clearwiieatan distinguish between at least three
different types of EU policies that may cause apant (to be discussed below) and between at
least four different types of effects. The typologigo teaches us that the Europeanisation of
planning does have consequences for territory as well m&lfamestic) policies, on projects but
also on governance systems. This leads to the wsinal that several distinctions can be made
between types of impacts of EU policies on teryitdkn often made distinction concerns the
differentiation between direct and indirect impadsother distinction, as already mentioned
above, is that between impacts on territory andaictgp on territorial governance. Both

distinctions are important and will be further eaiped below (see also: table 1).

The distinction between direct and indirect impastss made by Van Ravesteyn and Evers
(2004) in an analysis of EU policy impact in thetiNglands. They argue that direct impact is
caused by all measures that stimulate developn{émésso-called ‘carrots’) or hamper it (the
‘sticks’), either through regulations or fundingndirect impacts are those effects that are not
always and immediately visible, but become cle&eraime. However, this distinction is not
always easy to make. A European subsidy may hetpraplete the budget for a specific project
that now can be developed: a direct impact. Thigept, in turn, may stimulate the economic
development of the region and therewith changecttuperation between layers of government:
an indirect impact. In other words, the time dimensplays a role. Often, indirect impacts
become clear later on whereas direct impacts irt gases are immediately visible.

> Europeanisation of planning refers to the influence in large of the EU on domestic practices, in this case spatial
planning. Whereas Europeanisation of planning is not exactly the same as assessing territorial impact it provides a
useful overview of the types of impacts that can be expected (see also: Diihr et al. 2007; Dabinet & Richardson 2005;
Tewdwr Jones & Williams 2001). Studies to Europeanisation in general point out that EU policy impact should not be
regarded as a linear top-down process, but is a result of both a top-down and a bottom-up process in which member
states re-interpret EU policies from their own perspectives (Featherstone 2003; Radealli 2003, 2004; Lenschow 2006,
Olsen 2007).
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Figure 1: Typology of Europeanisation of planning Béhme & Waterhout 2008: 244)
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Another possible distinction concerns that betwemntorial impact and impact on territorial
governance. This distinction partly overlaps whhttof direct and indirect impact, but is clearer
and easier to use. Impacts on territory as welhgmacts on governance can be both direct and
indirect in the sense as meant above. For exartieCAP has had direct territorial impact by
requiring rationalizing the use of agricultural damr in other words, increasing parcels of arable
land. The indirect effect was the use of bigger mvaes, which in turn, required the provision of
better infrastructure, stronger and wider roadsingirect territorial impact. The latter was no
requirement of the Common Agricultural Policy regjidns, but was an implicit part of the grand

vision of a more rational agricultural sector ie tBU.

Impact on territorial governance also can be bditect and indirect. Direct in a sense that EU
directives, for example the Habitat directive, riegumember states to develop maintenance plans
for assigned habitat areas. Indirect in a senseinbegral spatial development projects within
areas where air quality thresholds are not met] desproportional amount of evidence that their

effects do not affect the current situation in gateve way, which goes at the expense of the
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project resources and shifts the focus within gegtoto one specific sector and therewith
compromises the overall balance in the decisionimgagrocess. Another example of indirect
effects on governance concerns the structural fwidsh are premised on decent institutions on
the regional scale, something that was lackingheniew member states and required them to
overhaul the administrative organisation. Similayer time, many member states chose to
synchronise their own regional spending programmath the six year periods of the
Commission. In a study to the impact of EU regukatpolicy on spatial planning in the
Netherlands it was found that due to all kind ofigdtions, in terms of providing detailed
evidence, reports, plans and so forth, posed bysé&tforal legislation, the decision space for
spatial planning had slowly but gradually shrankuch an extent that the usual way of balancing
various interests and organizing the decision ntpkirocess has become seriously jeopardized
(Zonneveld et al. 2008). Clearly, indirect impagtsterritorial governance are not always easy to
predict as they may be related not to just one,tbud large number of mutually unrelated

initiatives.

Table 1 — Types of territorial impact

Type of Direct Indirect
Impact
Territory . Land use is different due to EU =  Policy leads to additional, unforeseen, land
policy (e.g. place based developments use requirements (e.g. rationalization of
cannot take place due to habitat agriculture leads to need for better roads)
directive; infrastructure has been =  Policy has effects for land use and
developed in cohesion countries due to development elsewhere (e.g. stimulation of
cohesion fund) TENSs leads to better accessibility capital cities,
. Land use is same, but in different but to isolated in-between regions).
form (e.g. A2 Maastricht: air quality
demands different approaches — tunnel
is still build but with special measures
being taken at the ends)
Territorial =  Policy leads to new procedural =  Shift of balance in issues to address in
governance requirements in territorial decision territorial development plans and projects

making process (e.g.: environmental
impact assessment; procurement
regulations; habitat test etc.)

(e.g. unbalanced share of attention has to be
paid to, for example, meeting air quality and
birds impact requirements, which goes at the
expense of other urgent spatial planning issues
such as the overall spatial quality or territorial
cohesion)

Limitation of decision space in territorial
deliberation (e.g. sectoral requirements secure
certain land uses, thereby shrinking the room to
manoeuvre for deliberation on possible other
uses; indicative territorial governance
instruments, like global land use plans, are
challenged by research requirements of for
example environmental impact assessment that
require detailed analysis)
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Sources of impact

Generally there are three possible sources of Hidtimes that can have an impact on territory
and governance: the EU integration discourse, thesfiending programmes and EU legislation.
The integration project and the idea of being pagomething bigger does sound through spatial
plans in a sense of regions that position themsedpatially in a wider European context. On the
whole, this rather discursive source has only kehitand voluntary impacts in a sense of

inspiration, rather than hard direct and indiregpacts on territory and territorial governance.

The second source concerns EU spending progranmaesadicies. The impact of this source is
considerable both in terms of territorial impacirapact on territorial governance as indicated by
some of the examples above. In general spendinggmktome with regulations which deal with
the allocation of funding as well as all kinds @quirements to fulfil by the recipient of
incentives. Often this concerns quite an admirtisgaburden. A well known example concerns
the operational programmes that have to be dewveloperelation to the allocation of the
European Regional Development Fund subsidies. €nergl perception at a local and regional
level towards these spending policies is, undedstialy, rather positive and there is little
complaint about their eventual territorial impa€omplaints, if there are any, are generally

directed towards the administrative burden thate®pwmith these funding schemes.

At this stage it is of crucial importance to makelistinction betweermpolicy and legislation.
More complaints (arguably, a useful indicator ferritorial impact...) have been filed with
regard to the territorial impact of the EU’s rediva policies, mainly EU directives. Their impact
on territory is of a different character than thasespending policies in a sense that it hampers
and sometimes blocks developments. In particularléist decade many observers have been
surprised by the heavy impact of European legmhatin the Netherlands the most significant
example concern the impact of the EU directive anQuality (Waterhout 2008).

There are three forms of binding EU legislationgulations, decisions and directives.
Regulations include clear and precise obligatidmst from a specified moment have to be
implemented immediately and in the same way througlthe whole EU. All elements of a
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regulation are directly binding to the member statel, in contrast to directives, may not be
transposed into national legislation. Regulatiores used in several policy areas. The allocation
of the structural funds, an investment based padicierritorial relevance, takes place by means
of regulations. There are several other regulatiomsst of which have a much more specific
objective, such as for example determining the stiwl&l as regards public procurement.
Decisions, as a second form of binding legislati@fate to concrete cases. They can apply to a
private individual or a member state. An examplatieg to the latter case may be the approval

to a specific member state for granting state mjolirticular situations.

Directives, a third form of binding EU legislatioand probably the form that is most significant
in terms of territorial impact, concern legislatiaimed at the member states. The obligation to
implement and apply directives on the whole teryitand with respect to citizens and companies
lies with the member states. In order to applydives a member states has to adopt national
legislation. Transposing directives into natioregislation knows certain degrees of freedom as
regards the legislative form, but the outcome &=xi§pd in the directive is imperative. Also the
‘original’ directives are not redundant when a memdtate has fulfilled its obligation in terms of
transposition in national law. Transposed EU divest have to be applied correctly and should
be upheld. Therefore, directives also contain mecand product requirements. Process: a
member state has to complete within a specifieé4{p@riod a process that usually consists of the
following steps: 1) research and analysis; 2) ptaaking; 3) evaluation of the effects of these
plans. The results of every stage have to be repqproduct requirement) to the European

Commission.

With regard to directives it may be argued thairtieal impacts can be both predictable and
unpredictable. Predictable in a sense that spdcrisults, processes and products have to be
delivered and are directly related to a directlvapredictable in a sense that impacts may occur
indirect, i.e. showing later in time, and in a setisat the transposition of directives in national
legislation varies from member state to memberestaid depends on national institutional
contexts. For example, member states may inclugl@itiective in existing or in completely new
legislation. Also, a member state may use the thedo pursue at the same time specific
national policy objectives and in so doing ‘raispecific thresholds or add new criteria to the
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directive. An example in which directives have bermsposed differently in member states
concerns the Natura 2000 network and the Habitectve. Germany and the Netherlands
assigned a large number of small areas to thisarkiwhereas France only indicated two very
large areas, among which the Pyrenees. Obvioustyimpact of the habitat status may be felt
entirely different in small areas, where citizemsl docal stakeholders feel to be ‘locked up’ as
the directive only allows developments “...for impera reasons of overriding public

interest...®, than in a large area like the Pyrenees wheréifeto go on and that can hardly be
expected to be locked up. What also plays a rdleedegal culture in a country; whether citizens
can easily bring a case to court and whether,Xample, the Court of State interprets legislation
very strictly or not. So, in case of directives tingpact often is a result of the original EU

directive itself as well as of several other sosrtkat along the way have influenced its

transposition and application.

Among the various types of legislation a furtheffedentiation can be made between sectoral
legislation, such as the air quality or habitatediives, and meta-legislation. Meta-legislation
does not aim at reaching specific sectoral goaisalms at influencing the way how policies are
developed and implemented regardless of the outcdhmse directives do not sajhat should

be done, buhow it should be done. In so doing they have an imitiégeon member states’
governance systems. Examples of such legislationcera directives on state aid and
procurement rights. Several examples of jurispradeelated to construction works and public-
private area based development projects indicaeirtipact of these directives on ‘ways of
doing’ (Korthals Altes 2006). Currently the EU Cowf Justice’s decision regarding the
Auroux/Roanne Case, whether public developmenteptsjon privately owned ground (by a
development company) had to be tendered openlyoprstill puzzles many local authorities.
Another well-known example of such meta-legislat@mncerns the directive on environmental
impact assessment, which requires that each plasedbdevelopment project is assessed on its
potential environmental impact. The impact of tiiective, direct and indirect, on territory and

on territorial governance, has throughout Europntsgnificant.

® Article 6.4: Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna
and flora (OJ L 206, 22.7.1992, p) 7
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The study of territorial impact

All different sources and impacts do not make gieato study territorial impact, or in other
words, to design a territorial impact assessmeok t&n additional complicating factor with
assessing territorial impact is that there are larcstandards as regards territorial quality.
Unlike, for example, environmental quality, whick defined in terms of pollution and the
decrease of certain species or their habitatsnaiocators have been defined for territorial quality
Nor has there been a thorough debate on this, egpeepaps at national level in some countfies.
Confusingly, despite that territorial quality isség recognizable in the fields or out in the stree
operationalising it in terms of indicators is quéedifferent story. This is because there are so
many indicators involvell,and because territorial quality often is the resafl a complex
interplay of these indicators. This is, however, the place for a discussion on territorial quality
indicators. Rather being able to identify terrigimpact and impact on territorial governance,
whether it will be regarded positive or negativeoud be the first step in performing territorial

impact assessment.

A first attempt to assess the EU wide territorrapact of EU policies was the report ‘Spatial
impacts of Community policies and the costs of noardination’ by Robert et al. (2001). At the
EU level this has been followed up by several impsodies in the ESPON programt{see
also: ESPON 2006). Also some national analyses haee carried out, but mainly in member
states that have experienced disproportional negatipact of EU policies. The technique of
doing a territorial impact assessment has not alligtd yet. For example, the ESPON studies,
each of which assessed the impact of a single Bldypsector against the objectives of the
ESDP, devoted much of their research budget onlojgwng a suitable assessment approach.
Between them, these approaches varied considerBistyapproach used by Robert et al. (2001)
was based partly on case study research and partiyeneral desk research. Also, most efforts

until yet are ex post research, whereas territarrgdact assessment proper will be ex ante

7 For example, in the Netherlands in the mid-1990s the national government did an attempt to define ‘spatial quality’.
But the result was endless discussions with no clear outcome in the end. Since then it has refrained from further
attempts.

8 The ESPON TEQUILA model for example differentiates between no less than 30 different indicators for territorial
quality (see: ESPON project 3.2 - 2006).

9 ESPON stands for European Spatial Planning Observation Network. The studies referred to concern projects 2.1.1,
2.1.2,2.1.3,2.1.4, 2.2.1, 2.2.2 and 2.2.3, which deal with topics such as Transport Policy impact, Fisheries impact,
Structural Funds impact. The reports can be downloaded from: www.espon.eu.

10



Zonneveld, Waterhout (2009) EU Territorial Impact Assessment, ERSA congress, 25-29 August, Lodz

research. Within ESPON there is attention for dgpielg such an ex ante assessment technique
called TEQUILA In a nutshell this TEQUILA project concerns an remmetric model that
calculates, on the basis of some 30 spatial quatithcators, whether a policy proposal is
beneficial or not for territorial cohesion aims. 9o doing the model primarily measures direct
territorial impacts. Another Territorial impact assment techniqgue has been developed by the
Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency (Tessék Hornis 2008; see also: NEEA
2009). The approach they suggest has a more guaitharacter and follows a number of steps

in which there is a large role for experts.

Probably the biggest challenge for any territonmpact assessment will be to unveil possible
indirect impacts, in particular those with respecimpact on territorial governance. Whereas it
may be well possible to assess direct territonmapacts from an isolated policy proposal,
assessing its potential impact on territorial goa@ce and indirect territorial impact requires a
deep understanding of the institutional as wetleastorial environments in which the policy will
be applied. Indeed, analysis of EU policy impaciptanning in EU member states indicates that
effects can vary greatly between member states (IB@003; Janin Rivolin & Faludi 2005;
Giannakourou 2005; Pedrazzini 2005; Duhr et al.7208haw & Sykes 2005; Bohme &
Waterhout 2008; Waterhout et al. 2009). It thereforay be assumed that, in particular where it
concerns indirect impacts and impacts on governaheedomestic territorial characteristics and
the territorial governance system in various situest act as a filter and interface. In order to
assess these impacts beforehand a deep undergtasdirerefore necessary which includes an
understanding of specific territorial charactedstiof a country, of stakeholders’ responses as

well as of the impact of existing regulation on tteav policy and vice versa.

Until yet the only research method that has bede &bidentify indirect effects on territorial
governance concerns an ex post case study appiObetously, this research method cannot be
applied in a territorial impact assessment. Yetatwthis tells us is that a territorial impact
assessment procedure, in order to do it right andeyond assessing the most obvious territorial
impacts, should provide room and time to actuallybiiise this deep knowledge. This can be

done in various ways, for example, through workshemere several experts meet, through

10 See ESPON project 3.2.

11
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fictitious ex ante case studies or through simgahniques, such as scenario building. What will
be necessary in all cases, however, is a sufficglatd bank that goes beyond the anecdotic
evidence that is so often used in these cases. $batald be available that briefly and clearly
show how previous EU policies have caused teratampacts, so that it becomes clear, also to
outsiders, how the system works or can work. Iti@aar in relation to indirect impacts and
impacts on territorial governance, ‘hard’ evidewceprevious cases will be necessary to make a

convincing statement.

4. EU TIA in a multi-level context

Given the fact that EU policies are developed anglémented in a multi-level context; does it
make sense to develop a Territorial Impact Assesttoebe applied only at the EU level? As has
become clear from the previous section, domestitdgal governance systems and the national
territorial characteristics often act as an integfaetween EU policies and their application at the
national, regional and local level. In such a crbietherefore hardly can be expected that a TIA
at EU level pre-empts all possible undesired outwf a new policy. If the aim of an EU TIA
iIs to measure and avoid all unwanted territoriapact of EU policies as such, then such a
procedure, in order to be effective, should be dempnted by similar assessment procedures at
the level of member states. Similar to the Strat&givironmental Assessment and environmental
impact assessment instruments, one should thinterotorial impact instruments that assess
national, regional and local policies as well asnstruments to assess individual projects (like
the RaumvertraglichkeitsprifungenGiven the current European spatial planningalisse, in
which a dominant storyline concerns the avoidanceal possible ways) of new obligatory
instruments that increase the administrative burdemew national TIA instrument can only be
introduced on a voluntary basis (Faludi & Watett2@02; Waterhout 2008; Faludi 2009).

In the view of the EU ministers responsible fortsgdglanning and territorial cohesion a new
TIA instrument will and should only be obligatory the European Commission. Also the latest
ministerial gathering in Prague 2009 concluded tMigisterial agreed documents like the ESDP

and the Territorial Agenda suggest that this pracedeads to better policy coherence; mutually

12
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consistent and territorially well-aligned EU poési This may be true, but as recent case study
research has pointed out, and in contrast to popeléf, from a territorial perspective local and
regional policy makers hardly experience any pnaislavith inconsistent EU policies, be they
transposed or not (Zonneveld et al. 2008). It isthat there are no inconsistencies at all between
EU policies, but their impact may just not be ag & assumed. Where inconsistencies occur
usually they can easily, though against some cbst&epaired’ at a lower administrative level.
Whilst EU policy coherence certainly can improvee tmain argument for a TIA at EU level
therefore remains the fact that single policy psa® can have significant impact on territory and

territorial governance.

A TIA at EU level could have added value. The gwesthowever, is whether the efforts
outweigh the potential benefits. This largely wod&bend on the design of a TIA instrument and
how it will fits with other procedures. It also damls on the question whether the political
climate in the Commission is right for a new ingtent like this? The answer to this question is
clearly no. Just as national politicians do notcfanew policies coming from Brussels, Brussels
does not like to be forced to implement new rowiaed instruments. Whereas this could be
dismissed as a standard reaction, Brussels maydaeant in this particular case. Since 2001,
when the white paper on governance was publistedEtropean Commission is working on a
so-called integrated impact assessment proceduris. grocedure henceforth referred to as
Impact Assessment, aims at integrating and aligrongin EU lingo, ‘streamlining’ all existing
sectoral assessment instruments. The next sectilodisguss the EU Impact Assessment in more
depth.

Thus, substantive as well as political and adnmaiiste reasons lead us to conclude that a TIA at
EU level will lead to better policies, in particulevhen similar instruments are applied at the
national level, but that an EU TIA should not beplemented as a separate instrument. A better
and probably more successful strategy would bentegrate TIA elements in the European
Commission’s own Integrated Assessment instrum@&averal important subject areas —
including areas related to the objectives of soama economic cohesion — are integrated in the
existing method of Impact Assessment and the is$uerritory alone is not that exclusive to
justify a separate evaluation instrument. In tl@spect we agree with a recent report by the

13
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Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency whedesses that the creation of evaluation
procedures alongside the existing IA would harmi&ige status (NEAA 2009).

5. EU’s Impact Assessment: a useful tool?

Now that we have concluded that the prospects ritnoducing an all together new TIA
instrument at EU level are rather slim, we turndiscussing the possibilities of achieving
territorial objectives by means of the Commissiolmgpact Assessment. Is there any scope to
introduce into the existing and just revised Impassessment procedure a territorial dimension?

And if yes, how could this be done and what wowdchbeded for such an effort?

Background and development IA

Being introduced on 5 June 2002 the European Cosioni's Impact Assessment (IA) procedure
is a relative new instrumeft. It followed on the report of the Mandelkern Groap Better
Regulation (2001) and the White paper on Governg@&eC 2001) that was inspired by the
Mandelkern group. Both documents address the 2@§loh European Council’s statement on
better regulatiotf which was reiterated at the Gotenburg and Laekenn€lls in 2001. The
Integrated Assessment aims to replace previouslesgagtor initiatives and to assess the
potential impact of policy proposals and legislaticom an economic, social and environmental

perspective.

The 1A procedure is exclusively aimed at policy gweals by the European Commission, but
aims to involve stakeholders from all administratikevels. The main objective of IA is to
improve the quality, effectiveness and efficiendyGommission proposals, to provide more
policy consistency and transparency and to imprave simplify the regulatory environment.
The idea is that, through IA, proposals do not dabkle the problem they aim to solve but also
take into account side effects on other policy sté#n so doing, the procedure is regarded an aid
to political decision making, not a substitute itor

1 European Commission Communication on Impact Assessment (COM(2002) 276). This communication included
guidelines on how assessment ought to be done: ‘Impact Assessment in the Commission — Guidelines’ and ‘A
Handbook for Impact Assessment in the Commission — How to do an Impact Assessment’.

12 presidency Conclusions, Lisbon European Council, 23 and 24 March 2000.

13 http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/aims_en.htm
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The 1A procedure is introduced by means of a grbduacess that allows Commission officials
and organisation to grow with it. New guidelineayimg been issued in 208/snd in 200% and
based on several evaluations (e.g. Renda 2006¢@nthentaries (e.g. EEAC 2006), serve as an
in indication of the progress and further evolvetmaithe IA procedure since its introduction in
2002. The Impact Assessment is considered serigsiadss. This is confirmed by the so-called
inter-institutional backing of the procedure by themmission, the European Parliament and the
Council. A growing number of joint agreements engia the positive contribution of impact
assessments in improving the quality of Commuretyidlation, particularly with regard to its
scope and substant®Also Impact Assessment is discussed within thedo& Commissioners
itself, with President Barosso himself calling gfets'’

A further indication that the 1A procedure is begog'business as usual’ is the organisational
footprint of the IA instrument within the Commisei@dministration. The IA procedure, despite
previous experiences with single sector assessmemgant a departure with policy routines.
Organizationally, an Impact Assessment Board has set-up in 2006, which evaluates impact
assessment processes and provides recommendatiomptove their quality. Also, each

Directorate-General has an Impact Assessment umithwassists its policy makers in carrying
out IA’s related to the proposals they are workorg Indeed, IA is carried out by the policy

initiative taker.

How it should work

The basic principle of the IA procedure is thatame impact evaluation, parallel to the policy
making process, will improve the original ideas aedult in robust, effective, efficient and
widely supported policies. An IA usually takes abalyear to one and a half year and is intended

as a bottom-up process. In principle each and estleholder is invited to be part of the IA

14 Impact Assessment Guidelines’, SEC(2005)791, 15 June 2005.

15\ Impact Assessment Guidelines’, SEC(2009)92, 15 January 2009.

16 Inter-Institutional Agreement on Better Lawmaking, Official Journal of the European Union, 2003/C321/01, 16
December 2003. In November 2005 this agreement was supplemented by the *Common approach to Impact
Assessment’ setting out ‘traffic rules’ for impact assessment in legislative processes: Council document 14901/05 of
24 November 2005.

17 Better Regulation and enhanced Impact Assessment’, Information note from the President to the Commission,
SEC(2007)926, 28 June 2007.
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process. In reality this is not always feasiblenas all stakeholders are aware of the ongoing
policy process or do not have the resources tacgzate. This issue will be addressed below.

According to the IA Guidelines impact assessmerit.i® set of logical steps” to be followed

when preparing policy proposals: “It is a procdsat tprepares evidence for political decision-
makers on the advantages and disadvantages ofblgogmilicy options by assessing their
potential impacts.” (CEC, 2009a: 4). In this vision where IA is about and how it should
influence the decision-making process IA is seempas of the design of new policy and not
something which starts after policy proposals hasen fully drafted. This does not mean that 1A
is always carried out in this way (see CEC, 20@b0) but in an ideal case it should.

According to the IA guidelines a number of questibave to be answered:

1. What is the nature and scale of the problem, hoivasolving, and who is most affected by
it?

What are the views of the stakeholders concerned?

Should the Union be involved?

If so, what objectives should it set to addresytiodlem?

What are the main policy options for reaching thasectives?

What are the likely economic, social and environtaempacts of those options?

N o gk~ Db

How do the main options compare in terms of efleriess, efficiency and coherence in
solving the problems?

8. How could future monitoring and evaluation be oigad?

In term of the actual design of policy questiorsimost critical. Here the full array of possible

policy instruments should be laid on the table. wersng question 6 obviously is the core of an

IA procedure. Here a three step procedure has tollmeved in which every step is meant to

sharpen the focus of the actual IA and to deepemassessment:

= Step 1. Identification of economic, social and emwmental impact of a policy, why they
occur and who is affected.

= Step 2: Qualitative assessment of the more sigmfionpacts.

= Step 3: In-depth qualitative and quantitative asialpf the most significant impacts.
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To guide the impact assessment a very large sgiedgtions — nearly 150 under 35 headings! —
has been developed by the Assessment Board whicbugposed to assist the impact assessors
particularly during the first step. This number ahds the vast array of potential impacts — the
guestionnaire is not meant to be exhaustive sor @jhestions and their related issues may be
raised - makes it necessary to pose the questianttiomprove the IA’s performance from a
territorial perspective? We will address this gioesin the next section. First we take a look at

the questionnaire itself.

How territorial is the Commission’s 1A?
Many of the questions guiding the IA process arated to territorial interests. Table 2
summarizes the most important territorial issugagughe headings of the IA questionnaire and

offers — between brackets — some explanation forw think they are territorial.

It is obvious that the largest number of questiaiated to territorially relevant issues is raised
under the heading of environmental impacts. Onentragsume that there is a relation with the
European Spatial Development Perspective, butwiki€annot prove. Since the ESDP is a non-
binding, informal policy framework it seems morikelly that the IA guidelines are much stronger
linked to a number of environmental directives. dvikse questions raised under the heading of
economic and social impacts are related to EU ¢oheaxbjectives and the Lissabon strategy. So
the majority questions and issues raised in the r@ission IA Guidance are related to policy
objectives and legislation agreed upon within the E

Nevertheless the conclusion can be drawn that@08 2evised Impact Assessment guidelines of
the European Commission provide for territorial aop assessment of legislative and policy
proposals? Perhaps not everything is worked out properlyayet in terms of operationalisation

the 1A certainly has its shortcomings. At a bageel however planners cannot ask for more.
Their biggest challenge now is to provide the taold data that can be applied in IA processes.
An important issue remains though. All questionsthe revised IA guidelines table address

single issues. There are no questions that addreds-dimensional spatial concerns. An

18 Tn fact, most of the questions were also raised in the 2005 IA Guidelines.
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integrating spatial element like accessibility segmbe missing. But since the EU does not have
an integrated, comprehensive spatial planningegyat and probably never will — it should not

come as a surprise that integrated spatial plarcongepts are not part of the 1A guidelines.

Table 2 — IA questionnaire heading of territorial relevance

Economic impacts

- Competitiveness, trade and investment flows, for instance cross-border relocation of economic activity
(cross-border effects have always drawn the attention of spatial planners taking a European
perspective);

- Property rights (a fundamental issue in relation spatial planning; see Needham, 2006)

- Specific regions or sectors (‘region’ is of course a classic territorial unit)

Social impacts

- Access to services of general economic interest (the origin of the principle of territorial cohesion and
as such already part of the present EC Treaty)

- Social impact on — amongst others — localities (the latter form a territorial unit)

- Impacts on health due to changes in the amount of noise, air, water and soil quality (apart from soil
quality — the draft directive has been turned down by the EP — there are directives on every
environmental component which have an effect on territorial development and policy)

- Impact on the cross-border provision of services and cross-border cooperation in terms of health and
educational systems (see our remark on cross-border relationships above)

- Impact on the preservation of cultural heritage (the latter concept has been introduced in the ESDP
as an important object of — European — spatial planning policy)

Environmental impacts

- Influence on the demand for transport and/or modal split (obviously a highly relevant spatial planning
issue)

- Effect on emissions of air pollutants (relevant for land-use and quality of life in general)

- Influence on the number and range of species (this concerns the qualities of areas and places in
terms of natural heritage)

- Effects on endangered species, their habitats or ecologically sensitive areas (different sorts of
territorial units are explicitly mentioned here)

- Effect on the increase of landscape fragmentation which may effect migration routes, ecological
corridors or buffer zones (territorial integration of nature is the obvious spatial concept behind this)

- Effects on the scenic value of protected landscapes (again: a territorial category is the key issue here)

- Water quality and resources (the water system approach is leading as is explicitly stated in the EU
Water Framework Directive to which this refers)

- Soil quality or resources, including the loss of soil through urbanisation (this basically addresses land-
use; the background is formed by the Soil Framework Directive which was proposed in 2004 but was
eventually rejected in the EP)

- Effects on land use mainly in terms of the use of greenfield sites and the divide between rural and
urban areas (this is a classic core issue of spatial planning)

- Waste production, generation and recycling (there are obvious links with land-use here).
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Some experiences: Analysis of territorially relewvibiis
Is the IA procedure an appropriate route, or haspbtential, for addressing issues related to
territorial impact? To answer this question we haralysed three recently completed IA
procedures relating to policy proposals that padéipthave a clear territorial impact:

- Proposal for a regulation concerning a Europedmedivork for competitive freight;

- Package of Implementation measures for the EU'sabives on climate change and

renewable energy for 2020;

- Towards a better targeting of the aid to farmeraréas with natural handicafis
As is the case with all completed Impact Assesseidrgy are all accompanied by a brief report
of the Commission’s Impact Assessment Board exjmgsiss opinion on the quality of the
assessment as such and recommendations for impeovEm

There is no room here to discuss each IA separatelye only present our conclusion. What
becomes clear from the three Impact Assessmetitgiishere is no run-of-the-mill format to be
used. Each IA follows its own logic and uses itsnawethods and data, depending on the policy
proposal at stake. The main challenge of the I isanslate broad and abstract policy proposals
into plausible and concrete expected outcomesaAdsird approach is to ‘calculate’ the impacts
of three or more policy alternatives. Dependingadrat sources of evidence are available use is
made of several techniques such as modelling, exg@Enions, inter service consultation,
consultation with stakeholders outside the Commigsexisting datasets, handbooks, indexes,
case studies. IA procedures always make use ofirexiknowledge and never develop data on
their own. In terms of addressing territorial imp#tds may have consequences as (apart from
ESPON) there is little territorial data availablie.this sense it was, for example, striking to see
that the renewable energy Impact Assessment dicaduhiess territorial issues at all, but mainly
focused on the economic consequences for energgnoass. Only in the case of proposals with
a clear territorial dimension, such as the aid flsmers in areas with natural handicaps and
railway freight transport, will the territorial demsion be taken into account. In other casesghis i
less likely to happen and will land use impactg/did addressed if the Impact Assessment Board

19 COM(2007) 608, SEC(2008)3028 (summary), SEC(2008)3029 and IAB opinion SEC(2008)3030.

2 gee: SEC(2009)450, SEC(2009)451 and SEC(2009)452.

2L All completed Impact Assessments plus accompanying proposal and opinion of the Impact Assessment Board can
be downloaded from: http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/iab_en.htm.
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asks to do so. The other option is when stakeh®lffem outside point at possible territorial
impact and are able to deliver easily applicabtdst@nd instruments to take this issue further

into account.

6. How to improve the 1A’s performance from a territorial perspective?

The necessity of thinking out of the box

IA is carried out by the developer of the policyoposal, i.e. commission officials from the
respective Directorate General. The Secretary Gé&nier the form of the Impact Assessment
Board, monitors and facilitates this process, whicHirst instance is done by the in-house
Impact Assessment Unit of the DG itself (each DG &iach a unit). The IA procedure follows a
number of standard steps, starting with develofiegproblem definition. Completing the IA can

take about one to two years.

An issue which is of critical importance to TIAtise horizontal challenge of impact assessment.
In the previous section we have seen that the mutfe evaluation guidelines contain a large
number of territorially relevant issues. We canextfghat most people trained in territorial policy
immediately know what is meant by these issuespaobably will also be able to propose some
criteria or indicators to assess the impact intieleto the policy or regulatory proposal which is
under scrutiny. However, the impact assessmerdriged out by the Commission service which
is responsible for the proposed legislation orgoliThus, people who carry out an IA have to
think of possible impacts outside their own domdihinking out of the box so to speak is
crucial. The IA procedure provides for an organaal platform focussing on horizontal
relationships within the Commission to make thipgen: the so called Impact Assessment
Steering Groups or IASGs. Such groups allow easbpi@ination and in principle enables other
services to provide specific expertise and guidaand contact with a broader range of
stakeholders which could be involved along the @Wayhe latter has a vertical component
because the opinion of member states and locateandnal government within member states is

of crucial importance here.

22 Introduction Robert Scharrenborg (EC; Secretariat General) EU Seminar on Territorial Impact, Amsterdam, 5 March
20009.
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The IA guidelines are quite clear who should be phsuch an IASG: “You [=Commission staff
preparing an impact assessment] should includeennASG the DGs whose policies are likely to
be affected by or contribute to the objectives adiryinitiative ...” (CEC, 2009a, 8). In relation to
possible territorial impacts this is however notyvebvious. Nevertheless tipolitical ownership

of territoriality and territorial issues — we usgstterminology because there is compétencen
relation to territorial development or policy magin is in the hand of DG Regio and within this
DG of a very small number of people. Identifying tlelevant unit and people when it comes to

territorial issues is therefore a challenge omws for those groups carrying out an assessment.

There is a reverse side to this as well. DG Regiddcdecide to be pro-active in these matters
although it remains to be seen whether there isiginananpower to do this. Nevertheless one
may expect that DG Regio knows the Commission laiye and Work Programme (CLWP)
like the back of its hand since it is part of dehtifying those proposals which are territorially
relevant and seeking possibilities to get involwedhe relevant Impact Assessment procedure
seems an obvious strategy here although this ngighdgainst the administrative culture within

the Commission.

How to facilitate Impact Assessment?

A main question is: who could possibly provide thkevant knowledge, data and tools to assess
which territorial impacts are at stake? Impact sssent is carried out in a constrained time
frame and more often than not by people who ardraoted in territorial research. As we have
seen in section 2 in many cases territorial impantsimpacts on territorial governance systems
will not be immediately manifest and are not veagyto predict and to measure. So there is a
great need for easy to handle research tools. Herkgbcould be very usefilbut one can think

of other tools as well. In terms of the amount &kl of detail of research the 1A guidelines
themselves emphasize the principle of proportionalasically meaning that the research efforts
should be in balance with the anticipated impadt its 1 nature. Also the manpower which could

be invested in impact assessment is limited ane e time constraints as well.

2 The IA on freight railway made widely use of a handbook.
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ESPON could facilitate Impact Assessment grettyitorial impact assessment providing the
tools that are indeed simple and transparent aisterims of the data needed. In the ESPON
programme a great deal of research has been dadlitat— in most cases — ex post impact
assessment. To influence policy making in an aastege of the policy cycle it seems an obvious
choice that part of the programme is and/or wildedicated to the development of impact tools.
For ESPON this has not been main business so fdreaprogramme is dedicated to carry out
research itself by selected research groups ansbdim Providing methods and tools so others
can do research is something different. NevertseleESPON has developed an assessment
model: TEQUILA. TEQUILA however is a very refinethpact assessment tool which needs a
great deal of data as the instrument is mainly kib@eel to carry out research covering the entire
EU — or ESPON - territor}® So it may be questioned whether TEQUILA fits tequirement of

an easy to handle tool. Parts of it may be singaifio allow non-specialists to work with it.

The issue of ‘softer voices’

So far we have discussing impact assessment asizomtal single-level policy tool. The
Commission Impact Assessment procedure is nevegfdb be carried out in a multi-actor as
well as a multi-level setting. Consulting “all afted stakeholders” is specifically mentioned in
the 1A guidelines. This is considered “an essenbal for producing high quality and credible
policy proposals.” (CEC 2009a: 18)

To be able to indentify the relevant stakeholdemg @lready needs to have some idea or
hypothesis about the likely impacts. This countsifopact in general but possibly territorial
impacts in particular as these impacts can diffelatly across the EU. Next to that territorial
impacts manifest themselves particularly at thall@nd regional levels as the ESPON impact
assessments show. So these are the levels whiehtdée addressed by the Community impact
assessment procedure. In theory this in itselfd&aonkan that local and regional stakeholders
have to be identified and consulted following tmepact guidance we have quoted above.
However, for the small groups within the Commissiservices that carry out an impact

assessment it will be impossible to do this.

2% In ESPON also five non-EU member states participate to the ESPON area is larger than the EU.
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In discussions this is sometimes referred to assthee of ‘softer voices’ (see VROM, 2009) In
practice, it is expected that stakeholders prosalstitry to get engaged in IA procedures and will
deliver easy to handle tools and examples thahesmthe Commission official to carry out the
IA. However, it is very unlikely that small locahd regional administrations — the soft voices —
will be able to keep track of all EU proposals,dkine have the capacity to influence them. This
is where the member state level becomes partigulagportant as a watch eye and as a mediator
between lower levels of government and the ComiaissAlso interest groups may play a role
here. Like DG Regio — the owner of territoriality the Commission — they have to keep a very
close eye on the CLWP in order to detect when fpeagpriate window of opportunity is there to
try influence the course of action in general andransfer the evidence of possible territorial
impacts in particular. To be able to do this somenéwork has to be done i.e. some kind of
territorial impact assessment a country level.ekkrss a prerequisite that the ministry which is
responsible for territorial issues cooperates tyosath the ministry that is responsible for the
follow up of a possible new EU legislation and pgli

7. Conclusion

The necessity to carry out some sort of what isqguly called territorial impact assessment has
been underlined by many starting as early as ttlee1l860s. The object of this call has always
been the interaction between territorially relev@&niropean Community and member state
policies and legislation. The bottom line of theyuanentation is that if these policies and

legislation have a territorial impact at membetestaegional or local level this impact should be

the object of explicit research and — subsequentligcision making.

It has indeed become clear that EU policies sottterritorial impact, so the concern about
Territorial Impact Assessment does make sense. @ldigs, be they spending or regulative
policies, can cause various effects on territotyisTpaper has differentiated between direct and
indirect impacts (the main difference being theetidimension) on the one hand, and impacts on
territory and territorial governance systems on oftiger including democratically legitimized
choices in relation to territorial development. €it territorial impacts, i.e. impacts on territory
that become immediately visible, may be the mosly ¢a assess based on just the EU policy
proposal. Due to variables such as the territarigracteristics of a country and the territorial

23



Zonneveld, Waterhout (2009) EU Territorial Impact Assessment, ERSA congress, 25-29 August, Lodz

governance system the final impact of EU policiedl differ across Europe. Filtering out
impacts on territorial governance systems beforeéhianvery difficult and requires a lot of
expertise. Territorial impact assessments shoutdebow facilitate the mobilisation of such
expertise. However, before this is tackled, firs focus should be directed at developing easy

tools (not blueprints, however) to assess diredtdeial impacts, as such tools do not exist yet.

This having been said, the authors of this papestamgly oppose against developing a separate
TIA instrument at the EU level, rather they woullvige to integrate territorial elements in the
existing European Commission’s Integrated Assessnmstrument. Clearly, from a political
perspective any additional assessment instrumdhinat be accepted, as this would harm the
efforts of the Commission in streamlining assessmgrocedures and developing good
governance. Based on the multi-level governanaetsire in which the EU operates it has to be
concluded, though, that a territorial impact assesg at EU level will not pre-empt all unwanted
and unintended impacts. If this is what a membatesaspires, then it should consider the

voluntary application of a TIA instrument at natdm@and lower levels of government.

Moreover the present EU Impact Assessment procadumgpected to address a great number of
territorially relevant issues. However, IA proceelmwill take account of economic, social and

environmental impacts, since this is prescribedfbguidelines, but will not automatically assess

territorial issues. Only in the case of proposaitha clear territorial dimension, such as the aid
for farmers in areas with natural handicaps antiag freight transport, will the territorial

dimension be taken into account. In other casaessHess likely to happen.

The question therefore becomes: how to improve I&kis performance from a territorial
perspective? In the previous section we have toeidentify a number of building blocks to at
least partially answer this question. We have ersigbd that there is a horizontal dimension to
this question which not only concerns the Europ€ammission itself but also the level of
national government in EU member states. We has@ addressed a vertical dimension because
knowledge and insights about possible or likelyritetial impacts of new policies and
regulations have to be found at the local and regjitevel but at the same time have to arrive at

the level of the Commission’s impact assessmentgoiare. We have also addressed the
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instrumental side of carrying out (territorial) iagi assessment. Territorial impact assessment as
part of the standard Commission impact assessnmenégure could be seen as an exercise in
learning. We have emphasized the need for easgrtdié tools because impact assessment has to
be done in time and manpower constraints and +obée overlooked! — as part of a regulatory
design process. ‘Heavy’' multivariate methodologragght be scientifically interesting and
challenging but impractical to use in such a contex

References

Bohme, K. & T. Eser (2008) Territorial Impact Angiy of EU policies, in: A. Faludi (ed.)
European Spatial Research and Planni@ambridge (MA): Lincoln Institute of Land
Policy: pp. 43-66.

Bohme, K. & B. Waterhout (2008) The Europeanizaté®lanning, in: A. Faludi (edturopean
Spatial Research and Plannin@ambridge MA: Lincoln Insitute of Land Policy: 22
248.

Buunk, W. (2003)he Locus of European Integratiobelft: Eburon.

CEC, Commission of the European Communities (19B8)yopean Spatial Development
Perspective Towards balanced and sustainable developmertteoterritory of the EU.
Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of tli&uropean Communities.

CEC (2001)European governance: A white pap€&OM (2001) 428, Brussels: CEC.

CEC (2009a) Impact Assessment Guidelines, SEC(2209)

CEC (2009b) Commission Staff Working Document; letpassessment Board Report for 2008,
SEC(2009) 55.

Dabinett, G., & T. Richardson. 2005. The Europeatin of spatial strategy: Shaping regions
and spatial justice through governmental iddagernational Planning Studie40(3):
201-218.

Duhr, S., D. Stead & W. Zonneveld (eds.) (2007)cspdssue: The Europeanization of Spatial
Planning through Territorial CooperatioRlanning, Practice and Resear@2(3): 287-
271.

EEAC Working Group on Governance (2006)pact Assessment of the European Commission

Policies: Achievements and Prospec&atement of the EEAC Working Group on

25



Zonneveld, Waterhout (2009) EU Territorial Impact Assessment, ERSA congress, 25-29 August, Lodz

Governance, Brussels: European Environment andaifable Development Advisory
Council.

ESPON (2006 Applied Territorial ResearchBuilding a scientific platform for competitiverses
and cohesion, ESPON Scientific Report I, EschAlzette: ESPON Coordination Unit.

ESPON 2.1.3./Arkleton Institute (2004Fhe Territorial Impact of CAP and Rural Development
Policy, www.espon.eu

ESPON 3.2/Free University Brussels (208@gatial Scenarios and Orientations in relationhe t
ESDP and Cohesion Policwww.espon.eu

Evers, D., J. Tennekes, J. Borsboom, H. vd. Heibgeg, M. Thissen (2009erritorial Impact
Assessment of Territorial Cohesjofhe Hague: Netherlands Environmental Assessment
Agency.

Faludi, A. (2009) A turning point in the developmenof European spatial planning? The
‘Territorial Agenda of the European Union’ and thk@st Action Programme’Progress
in Planning71(2009): 1-42.

Faludi, A., & B. Waterhout (2002)The making of the European Spatial Development

PerspectiveNo masterplan! London: Routledge.

Finnish Presidency (1999 ampere ESDP Action Programm&ampere Ministerial, Informal
Meeting of EU Ministers responsible for Spatial ifieng and Urban/Regional Policy of
the European Union, Tampere, October, Saarijanvim@erus Printing.

Giannakourou, G. (2005) Transforming Spatial PlagnPolicy in Mediterranean Countries:
Europeanisation and Domestic Charigeropean Planning Studids3(2): 319-331.

Janin Rivolin, U and Faludi, A. (2005) The HiddemacE of European Spatial Planning:
Innovations in GovernancBuropean Planning Studids3(2): 195-215.

Korthals Altes, W. K. (2006) The single Europeanrke& and land developmenRlanning
Theory and Practic&(3): 247-266.

Lenschow, A. (2006) Europeanisation of public pglin: J. Richardson (ed.fruropean Union:
Power and policy makin@rd Edition, Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge, pp. 55-71

Needham, B. (200&planning, Law and Economics: The Rules We Make&Jging Land RTPI
Library Series, Routledge.

Olsen, J. P. (2007kurope in Search of Political Orde®©xford: Oxford University Press.

26



Zonneveld, Waterhout (2009) EU Territorial Impact Assessment, ERSA congress, 25-29 August, Lodz

Pedrazzini, L. (2005) Applying the ESDP through BRREG I1lIB: a Southern Perspective,
European Planning Studids3(2): 297-317.

Radaelli, C.M. (2003) The Europeanization of pulghalicy, in: K. Featherstone and C.M.
Radaelli (Eds.Jhe Politics of Europeanizatip®xford, Oxford University Press: 27-56.

Ravesteyn, N. van & D. Evers (2004ihseen Europe: A survey of EU politics and its iotgmn
spatial development in the Netherland@se Hague: Ruimtelijk Planbureau.

Renda, A. (2006) Impact assessment in the EU: Téte ©f the are and the art of the state,
Brussels: Centre for European Policy Studies.

Robert, J., T. Stumm, J.M. de Vet, G.J. Reincke,Hdllanders & M.A. Figueiredo (2001):
Spatial impacts of Community policies and the cadtsnon-coordination European
Commission, Brussels.

Shaw, D. & O. Sykes (2005) European spatial devetyg policy and evolving forms of
territorial mobilisation in the United Kingdon®lanning, Practice & ResearcB0 (2):
183 - 199.

Tennekes, J. & W. Hornis (200&®uimtelijke-effectanalyse van EU-beleid: een leddiaDen
Haag: Ruimtelijk Planbureau.

Tewdwr-Jones, M., & R. H. Williams (200Ihe European dimension of British planning
London: Routledge.

VROM, Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and tBavironment (2009Report EU Seminar
on Territorial Impact of EU policiesThursday 5 March 2009, Amsterdam, Action 2.2 of
the Action Programme for the implementation for B¢ Territorial Agenda [unpublished
report], The Hague: VROM.

Waterhout, B. (2008 he institutionalization of European Spatial Plamgi Amsterdam: 10S
Press.

Zonneveld, W., J.J. Trip & B. Waterhout (2008)e Impact of EU Regulations on local planning
practice: the case of the Netherlangsiper presented at ACSP-AESOP conference 11-14
July, Chicago.

Zonneveld, W., Waterhout, B. (2008grritorial Impact Conferenges March 2009, Amsterdam,
Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Eowiment; Report on Workshop 8:
European Commission Impact Assessment [unpublisbpdrt], Delft: OTB Research
Institute, TU Delft.

27



