


Justification of deletion of two habitat types from two SACs in the Netherlands in SDF 2022


NL1000012 Kennemerland-Zuid
1. The habitat/species that is proposed to be deleted from the subject of protection in the site: 2140.

2. The habitats and species initially proposed as subjects of protection in the site at time of SCI proposal/SPA classification or in subsequent modified versions (as described in the latest “official act”/SDFs or in the latest submission of the Natura 2000 database (the two should be consistent):
SCI designation 2004:
2110	Embryonale wandelende duinen
2120	Wandelende duinen op de strandwal met Helm (Ammophila arenaria; z.g. witte duinen)
2130	*Vastgelegde kustduinen met kruidvegetatie (grijze duinen)
2150	*Atlantische vastgelegde ontkalkte duinen (Calluno-Ulicetea)
2160	Duinen met Duindoorn (Hippophaë rhamnoides)
2170	Duinen met Kruipwilg (Salix repens ssp. argentea)  
2180	Beboste duinen van het Atlantische, continentale en boreale gebied
2190	Vochtige duinvalleien
1014	Nauwe korfslak (Vertigo angustior)
1903	Groenknolorchis (Liparis loeselii) 

SAC designation (2013):
+1318	Meervleermuis (Myotis dasycneme)

Correction designation present values (2018/2022):
+2140	*Duinheiden met kraaihei
+7210	*Kalkhoudende moerassen met Cladium mariscus en soorten van het Caricion davallianae 
+1149	Kleine modderkruiper (Cobitis taenia)

3. A site-based explanation describing the reasoning for proposing a removal of the habitat/species from the subjects of protection in the site. The description shall answer following questions: 
· [bookmark: _Hlk124956318]Was the habitat/species proposed for removal present in the site at the time of SCI proposal / SPA classification, permanently or occasionally? 
[bookmark: _Hlk124956570]No. The vegetation of the site was mapped in Dutch vegetation types in 2004 by the owner (PWN Drinking Water Noord-Holland). This map was translated into a map with habitat types in 2007. Because there was an area mapped as vegetation with Empetrum nigrum, the habitat type 2140 was added to this site in a draft correction designation decision in 2017 and added to the SDF in that year. In the period this draft designation decision was under public consultation, a field visit proved that the vegetation concerned in fact falls under the definition of habitat type 2130. Probably there was a typo in the GIS of the vegetation map that lead to a wrong habitat type. So the mapping of 2140 in Kennemerland-Zuid turns out to be a mistake.


· Has the habitat/species proposed for removal been present in the site since the time of SCI proposal/ SPA classification, permanently or occasionally? 
No.  (see previous question)
· [bookmark: _Hlk124956702]What kind and frequency of monitoring/surveillance is carried out in the site of concern in general and for the specific habitat/species proposed for removal in particular? What is the quality of available data?
Complete vegetation mapping of the site every 12 years and field visits. 
https://atlas.bij12.nl/WebViewer/index.html?viewer=NDVH_Prof 
Because there was doubt about the existence and significance of this habitat type here a focused field visit was set up (see included document above).

· What protection and conservation measures have been established and implemented for the habitat/species proposed for deletion in the site since SCI proposal/SPA classification?
None. In the management plan (2017) of Kennemerland-Zuid the habitat type 2140 was not considered because it was not included in any designation decision of the site. (see page 124 in
https://www.bij12.nl/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/N2000-Beheerplan-Kennemerland-Zuid-2018-2024.pdf)

· For the case of natural developments: describe the characteristics of the natural development, the changes it has brought about in the site and explain whether measures have or could have taken to avoid a deterioration or loss of the habitat/species proposed for removal in the site. 
Not applicable

· For the case of ‘consequences of an Article 6(4) procedure’: provide a summary of the appropriate assessment (and the full version if this has not been already transmitted to the Commission), the justification for each of the conditions set in Article 6(4) and the compensatory measures taken. 
Not applicable

4. As the site for which the deletion of a habitat/species from the subjects of protection is proposed had been considered as a contribution to the coherence and sufficiency of the national/biogeographic network for that specific feature of EU-interest, an assessment of the situation is requested discussing also the potential need for adding another site(s) or expanding existing sites for protecting that specific habitat/species as replacement. Therefore for each of the proposed removals, an analysis is needed for the potential impact on sufficiency of the remaining network of sites in terms of protection of the habitat/species concerned, including in light of their conservation status at national biogeographical level.
Not applicable: the habitat type was never actually present.


NL9801021 Dinkelland
1. The habitat/species that is proposed to be deleted from the subject of protection in the site: 3260.

2. The habitats and species initially proposed as subjects of protection in the site at time of SCI proposal/SPA classification or in subsequent modified versions (as described in the latest “official act”/SDFs or in the latest submission of the Natura 2000 database (the two should be consistent):
SCI designation 2004:
3130 	Oligotrofe tot mesotrofe stilstaande wateren met vegetatie behorend tot de Oeverkruid-orde (Littorelletalia uniflorae) en/of de Dwergbiezen-klasse (Isoëto-Nanojuncetea) 
4010 	Noord-Atlantische vochtige heide met Dophei (Erica tetralix)
4030	Droge Europese heide
5130	Jeneverbes (Juniperus communis)-formaties in heide of kalkgrasland
6120	*Kalkminnend grasland op dorre zandbodem
6230 	*Soortenrijke heischrale graslanden, op arme bodems van berggebieden (en van submontane gebieden in het binnenland van Europa)
6410 	Grasland met Pijpestrootje (Molinia) op kalkhoudende, venige of lemige kleibodem (Blauwgrasland, EU-Molinion)
91E0	*Alluviale bossen met Zwarte els (Alnus glutinosa) en Es (Fraxinus excelsior) (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion albae)
1149	Kleine modderkruiper 	
1163	Rivierdonderpad
1831	Drijvende waterweegbree

SAC designation (2013):
- 5130	Jeneverbes (Juniperus communis)-formaties in heide of kalkgrasland
+ 7150	Slenken in veengronden met vegetatie behorend tot het Rhynchosporion
- 1149	Kleine modderkruiper 	
- 1831	Drijvende waterweegbree

Correction designation present values (2018/2022):
+ 2310	Psammofiele heide met Calluna en Genista
+ 2330	Open grasland met Corynephorus- en Agrostis-soorten op landduinen
+ 3160	Dystrofe natuurlijke poelen en meren
+ 5130	Juniperus communis-formaties in heide of kalkgrasland
+ 7140	Overgangs- en trilveen
+ 7230	Alkalisch laagveen
+ 9120	Atlantische zuurminnende beukenbossen met Ilex en soms ook Taxus in de ondergroei (Quercion robori-petraeae of Ilici-Fagenion)
+ 9160	Sub-Atlantische en midden-Europese wintereikenbossen of eiken-haagbeukbossen behorend tot het Carpinion betuli
+ 9190	Oude zuurminnende eikenbossen op zandvlakten met Quercus robur
+ 91D0	*Veenbossen
+ 1096	Beekprik (Lampetra planeri)
+ 1134	Bittervoorn (Rhodeus amarus)

3. A site-based explanation describing the reasoning for proposing a removal of the habitat/species from the subjects of protection in the site. The description shall answer following questions: 
· Was the habitat/species proposed for removal present in the site at the time of SCI proposal / SPA classification, permanently or occasionally? 
No. The habitat type was mapped in 2014, based on the mapping of water plants. Although there was doubt about the occurrence of the habitat type, it was added to this site in a draft correction designation decision in 2017 and added to the SDF in that year. In the period this draft designation decision was under public consultation, a field visit (as announced in the draft designation decision) proved that the vegetation in fact was not present. The locations were situated in the shadow and there were no plants present. Because of the flow rate of the stream the species that were found earlier cannot form vegetations, so these must have been single plants. So the mapping of 3260 in Dinkelland turns out to be a mistake.



· Has the habitat/species proposed for removal been present in the site since the time of SCI proposal/ SPA classification, permanently or occasionally? 
No.  (see previous question)

· What kind and frequency of monitoring/surveillance is carried out in the site of concern in general and for the specific habitat/species proposed for removal in particular? What is the quality of available data?
Complete vegetation mapping of the site every 12 years and field visits.
https://www.geoportaaloverijssel.nl/metadata/dataset/332fc3ee-9888-484e-adeb-557de5dd0c91 
Because there was doubt about the existence and significance of this habitat type here a focused field visit was set up.

· What protection and conservation measures have been established and implemented for the habitat/species proposed for deletion in the site since SCI proposal/SPA classification?
None. In the management plan (2016) of Dinkelland the habitat type 3260 is only included as a habitat type for which presence still has to be checked. (see page 128 in
https://www.bij12.nl/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/dinkelland_natura_2000_beheerplan.pdf)

· For the case of natural developments: describe the characteristics of the natural development, the changes it has brought about in the site and explain whether measures have or could have taken to avoid a deterioration or loss of the habitat/species proposed for removal in the site. 
Not applicable

· For the case of ‘consequences of an Article 6(4) procedure’: provide a summary of the appropriate assessment (and the full version if this has not been already transmitted to the Commission), the justification for each of the conditions set in Article 6(4) and the compensatory measures taken. 
Not applicable

4. As the site for which the deletion of a habitat/species from the subjects of protection is proposed had been considered as a contribution to the coherence and sufficiency of the national/biogeographic network for that specific feature of EU-interest, an assessment of the situation is requested discussing also the potential need for adding another site(s) or expanding existing sites for protecting that specific habitat/species as replacement. Therefore for each of the proposed removals, an analysis is needed for the potential impact on sufficiency of the remaining network of sites in terms of protection of the habitat/species concerned, including in light of their conservation status at national biogeographical level.
Not applicable: the habitat type was actually never present.




image2.emf
H3260A in Dinkelland  tbv veldcheck.docx


H3260A in Dinkelland tbv veldcheck.docx
Locaties met mogelijk H3260A in Dinkelland



[image: ]

Dinkel bij Dennenlust, noordoost van De Lutte; ZGH3260B o.b.v. 5RG8
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Snoeijinksbeek zuid van boerderij Kolkhamer, noord van Losser; H3260B o.b.v. RG Grote waterranonkel
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Oude Dinkelmeander west van De Zandbergen, oost van Losser; ZGH3260B o.b.v. 5RG8






Relevante zelfstandig kwalificerende vegetaties zijn:

		5Ba1

		Ranunculo fluitantis-Potametum perfoliati

		Associatie van Doorgroeid fonteinkruid

		mits in beken of riviertjes en mits met waterranonkel- of sterrenkroossoorten



		5Bc1

		Potametum berchtoldii

		Associatie van Klein fonteinkruid

		mits in beken of riviertjes en mits met waterranonkel- of sterrenkroossoorten



		5Ca1

		Callitricho-Hottonietum

		Associatie van Waterviolier en Sterrekroos

		mits in beken of riviertjes



		5Ca2

		Ranunculetum hederacei

		Associatie van Klimopwaterranonkel

		mits in beken of riviertjes



		5Ca3

		Callitricho-Myriophylletum alterniflori

		Associatie van Teer vederkruid

		mits in beken of riviertjes



		5Ca4

		Callitricho hamulatae-Ranunculetum fluitantis

		Associatie van Vlottende waterranonkel

		mits in beken of riviertjes



		5-RG8-[5C]

		RG Callitriche platycarpa-[Callitricho-Potametalia]

		Rompgemeenschap met Gewoon sterrekroos van de Orde van Haaksterrekroos en Grote waterranonkel

		mits in beken of riviertjes



		SBB-05D-c

		RG Ranunculus aquaticus-[Parvopotamion]

		RG Fijne waterranonkel-[Verbond der kleine Fonteinkruiden]

		mits in beken of riviertjes



		SBB-05E-a

		RG Ranunculus peltatus-[Ranunculion peltati]

		RG Grote waterranonkel-[Verbond van Grote waterranonkel]

		mits in beken of riviertjes



		SBB-05-h

		RG Callitriche obtusangula-[Potametea]

		RG Stomphoekig sterrekroos-[Fonteinkruid-klasse]

		mits in beken of riviertjes
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H2140B in Kennemerland tbv veldcheck.docx
Te onderzoeken locatie met H2140B in Kennemerland-Zuid



Door Waternet is naar aanleiding van het ontwerp-wijzigingsbesluit over de enige locatie met H2140B in het Natura 2000-gebied Kennemerland-Zuid naar voren gebracht: "De oppervlakte is dusdanig klein dat het in de habitatkarteringen niet als habitattype duinheiden met kraaihei, droog (subtype B) te karteren is."

H2140B staat op de concept-habitatkaart met 65% in een vlak (ID_BRON_12 4395) ten noordoosten van de golfbaan bij Zandvoort, op basis van de Associatie van eikvaren en kraaihei (20Ab2) zoals vermeld op de vegetatiekaart 2009 van PWN. De netto-oppervlakte betreft 21 are. Zie onderstaande figuur.
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Op de volgende pagina is het vlak meer in detail te zien.



Theoretisch zou ook een vegetatie met Gewone eikvaren en zonder Kraahei tot deze vegetatie kunnen zijn gerekend, maar dat is niet heel waarschijnlijk (in de Synbiosystabel komt dat in 2% van de opnamen voor).

In de Verspreidingsatlas Vaatplanten en op Waarneming.nl is geen bewijs te vinden van de aanwezigheid van Kraaihei voor deze locatie.

Op de luchtfoto's is de H2140B-locatie onduidelijk. In principe zou Kraaihei goed herkenbaar moeten zijn (dat is bijvoorbeeld het geval op een veenheide-achtige vegetatie enkele kilometers zuidelijker). Dat is in dit vlak niet het geval. Daarom is een veldcheck noodzakelijk.

Centraal staat de vraag: komt in dit vlak minimaal een are van associatie 20Ab2 met Kraahei voor?

Het bewijs voor aanwezigheid kan het beste gegeven worden door een vegetatieopname, een foto en een omgrenzing van de kwalificerende vegetatie op de luchtfoto (indien meer dan een are, dan moet in elke are minimaal één exemplaar van Kraahei voorkomen; een locatie van een are 20Ab2 zonder Kraahei kwalificeert niet).
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