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No plans or programmes outside The Planning and Building Act are covered. Main reason: No other required public planning set the framework for land use in the sense that the frame​work must be followed. This, however, is the case with one type (on detailed level) of planning pursuant to The Planning and Building Act.

Still, demands derived from the SEA-directive will be introduced to planning outside The Planning and Building Act. This is motivated by a “just in case”-notion. Thus, no particular plan will be mentioned in the screening mechanism. It will have to focus on criteria derived from the SEA-directive, for planning authorities to consider, in relation to changes in planning formalities. 

The committee seem to have been puzzled by the two phrases “plan and programme”, and has reduced that to only one phrase in Norwegian (plan), which is expected to cover the meaning of both of them outside The Planning and Building Act.

We also se demands derived from the SEA-directive introduced to other kinds of planning pursuant to The Planning and Building Act than that covered by the SEA-directive (master level). Here, SEA is linked to land use subcategories of this planning, and screening limited to deciding on this.

Modelling 

The purpose of the models is to give a conceptual framework for EIA and SEA-screening within a set of decision-making provisions that engages both, and which has the following characteristics:

· A set of decision-making provisions, in which:

· SEA requirement for some by directive

· EIA-preference, maybe requirement by directives, for some 

· No corresponding language in provisions

·  to set EIA and SEA apart?

This is the case with municipal development plans in Norway, and if similar situations exist in other countries the following models might be relevant there too.

One of the models introduces the possibility of creating such corresponding language. The other two favours an introduction of screening-approaches independently of that.

Model 1: Create a divide between what is screened by what directive

Model 2: Have no divide like model 1, but a screening approach derived from each directive used within this same framework.

Model 3: A joint screening mechanism derived from the two directives, which also implies that a coordinated or joint procedure is followed.

