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Environmental Aspect
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Environmental Aspect

Additional conditions and obligations
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Uncovered mitigation measur es




Environmental Aspect

All conditions and obligations
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Mitigation Type
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Effect of Publications

30
25
n
i 20
o] 0O 1988-1997
o 15
O @ 1998-2003
-’E-’ 10
-]
Z 5
0 B _[ I
conditions obligations not covered  extra extra
based on based on conditions obligations
EIS EIS
UCA UG

NORWICH EnU



Use of EMPs
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Conclusions

Half of mitigation measures in EIS not covered
oy conditions or obligations

_arge numbers of extra conditions and
obligations

Environmental aspect and mitigation type
Influence use of mitigation measures

Change over time not attributable to single
events

Guidance / policies institution-specific?
Need a greater role for EMPs or equivalent




