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TOOLS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT IN
STRATEGIC DECISION MAKING - reflections on the
conceptual basis for a research programme.

Lars Emmelin

The programme Tools For Environmental Assessment In Strategic Decision Making , MiSt
for short, is a national research programme funded by the Swedish Environment Protection
Agency. It consists of a consortium of leading researchers and institutes in the field in
Sweden. The programme plan that in 2003 won the SEPA contract in stiff competition® is a
collective effort of the members of the consortium.

This article describes the basic ideas of the MiSt-programme. The anthology is intended to
highlight work in progress rather than to communicate final results or recommendations. As
such it is an early step in the long process reporting from the MiSt-programme. The list of
abbreviated project names with project leaders and lead institutions is shown in the table at
the end of this article. In line with the subtitle of the anthology this article presents reflections
on concepts but also on practice.’

The MiSt approach

At an early stage agreement was reached in the group behind the MiSt-programme that our
primary concern was with empirical research on the actual function of tools. Our concern is
not with adding yet another set of tools to the field. We want to avoid what we see as a set of
major problems in the environmental assessment and management research field.

“First, there is an overflow of tools and guidelines for practitioners and decision-
makers. They are developed on normative grounds and often based on piecemeal
assembly of ““good examples™ with little or no systematic evaluation.

Second, tools are often designed and developed from an expert-driven perspective
with insufficient attention to the context in which tools should function and to user
needs and capacities. Thus, a second ambition is to synthesise and harmonise
existing tools into functional systems of methods based on empirical studies of
function and effectiveness under representative conditions as well as favourable.

Third, the paradigmatic and methodological biases in tools are often hidden or
unclear to users with the assumption of goal neutral tools of rational decision
making. Thus, a third ambition is to clarify the paradigmatic and theoretical basis
of tools as a necessary basis for understanding their function and effectiveness.

Fourth, development of similar methods and tools in different fields, the fact that
tools are often developed with insufficient regard to previous international
experience or scientific literature, and the lack of evaluation, leads to lack of
cumulative learning and repetition of similar experiences.”

! The acronym comes from the Swedish programme name "MiljoStrategiska verktyg”. The object of the
programme is of course to see through the mist that gathers over SEA: www.sea-mist.se

2 We have been told that the first round had 17 entrants.

¥ The article is largely based on the main text of the programme proposal. However reflections have been added
for which | bear the sole responsibility.



The concept of tools

The concept of tools as used in this programme is “decision aiding tools” (Dale & English eds
1999) i.e. tools to handle knowledge on environmental issues in the processes of decision-
making with special reference to strategic decision-making rather than decision-making tools.
The term “tool” however is used in many different fields of science and practice. As a result,
the concept of "tools” is ambiguous and it may be used in a wide variety of connotations. At
one extreme are technical and scientific equipment and methods for gathering, processing,
storing or displaying information. At the other extreme tools may be used more or less
interchangeably with “instruments” to describe means to implement policies, programmes and
plans; economic incentives, legislation and information are at times termed policy tools. In
some systems, process tools e.g. in spatial planning or EIA are regulated with respect to
process and content to a degree which makes them close to scientific methods. In other cases
they could better be termed “approaches”. Central agencies in environment and planning have
developed “tool-boxes” for planning and management with illustrate the breadth of the term.
The concept of ’tools’ might also be used to denote “process packages” that might contain a
variety of processes, analyses and methods. Several tools such as EIA, SEA, TIA etc are not
well defined and a number of technical tools and expert methodologies can be used within
their framework (Finnveden et al 2003). One might usefully distinguish three different sets of
tools: one related to planning and management in the public sector which often has a major
component of participatory ideology, another from environmental systems analysis which
tend to be “expert tools” — LCA, SFA, MFA - and a third set of environmental management
system tools from the corporate sector which may be used also in the public sector providing
links to informal or market regulation mechanisms. The scientific theories, the legal
structures, the claims for function, the scope of application behind these are highly variable
(Dale & English eds 1999). Generally one can expect a difference in degree of formalisation
depending on the background in natural science or social science or practice. On prima facie
grounds it can be assumed that problems in present practice stem partly from the attempt at ad
hoc use of tools from widely different backgrounds; policy analysis, corporate planning,
technical systems management, and public planning; and in more or less appropriate
contexts.* This can be investigated both in initial surveys of international experience and in
examining cases. The efficient integration of different tools in such frameworks is a major
field of study in the MiSt-programme.

Understanding tool use

Tools can be evaluated and their effectiveness and function understood only in relation both
to the context of their application and the embedded theories, assumptions etc of their
construction. An important aspect of the interaction and embedded conditions for tool use is
the degree to which tool use can be regulated with legal instruments or otherwise
standardised; this is a central issue e.g. in the debate over EIA systems (Fischer 2002). The
function of tools and instruments is highly context-dependent and the relation of tools to the
context of their application must be considered in the research and development of tools
(English 1999). Many times, this has not been taken into account. Environmental systems
analysis tools for instance, like LCA or SFA are extensively used in the researcher
community and there are plenty of publications praising their applicability for corporate and
authority use. However, they are seldom used outside the research community. Experts that
develop such tools often have a background in natural sciences and technology or work within

* The context dependence is for example part of the explanation for the problems in direct application of project-
EIA to strategic decision making. (Hildén 2000)



scientific or administrative frame-works where assumptions of highly rationalist decision-
making models are not confronted with research on planning, decision-making or
implementation.

The oft repeated call for more empirical and systematic evaluation in the entire environmental
assessment field is valid for tools as well. Studying successful examples of tool use meets
with the problem noted by Merkhofer (1999) “...tools are complex, and their proper
application requires skill and experience. As a consequence, significant differences often exist
between the qualities of the best and the typical application practices...”. It is the application
practices that need to be understood in order to design tools and to regulate their application.

The context of tool use

A leading idea in the MiSt-programme is depicted in figure 1. As noted above tools have a
what we term a background of “implicit factors” as well as a context of use. These may not be
in harmony; tools having been developed within a certain theoretical context may be used in
practice for other purposes, in other contexts etc. The adaptation of tools to the appropriate
context and to combinations of tools in a given context is an important but oft neglected
problem.

A special case of the problem of the implicit factors and the context of development is of
course when tool use is regulated by international directives and agreements but are supposed
to be implemented in very different systems. The “SEA-directive” is a case in point for MiSt.
The minimalist implementation in Sweden presents several problems precisely in the interface
between the factors underlying the concept of SEA and the various contexts within which it is
to be applied (Emmelin & Lerman 200xx)

The notion of a professional culture applying tools is important, especially so when there are
competing paradigms in professions involved in planning and environmental management.

problem definition etc.

Figure 1. Tools relate to both a large number of implicit factors underlying their construction
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and the context of their application.
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The concept of environment within the framework of sustainable
development

The call for a programme defines the object of tool use as decisions on “environment within
the framework of sustainable development”. Sustainable development is a process rather than
a goal or fixed state (Harrison 2000). The approach here is to use official definitions of the
concepts of environment and sustainability in the different legislations governing strategic
decision-making. Concerning sustainable development the point of departure for the
programme is the context of a Swedish SD-strategy and the 16 environmental goals adopted
by Parliament. This approach does not imply an uncritical acceptance of concepts. The point
is rather that the function of the official definitions need to be studied. The programme will
address how these definitions are interpreted, operationalised and used and implemented at
various stages of decision-making and whether they affect assessment. The critical
examination implies studying whether certain goals or conceptions of “environment” receive
greater or less attention due to tool use and processes, whether goals, concepts etc contain
internal conflicts affecting decision-making, whether other groups’ perceptions of
environment or sustainable development are handled in a conscious way and examined
against perceptions of what is officially decided. Thus an aspect of providing insight, judging
effectiveness and attempting practical recommendation needs to be an examination of the
influence of concepts, definitions, regulated objectives and operationalisation of goals in the
form of indicators on tool use and decision-making, management and planning processes.
How for example is ”environment” in fact interpreted and operationalised in different types of
decision-making and planning. What shifts in emphasis occur when moving from central
policy levels to local decisions and conflicts?

Strategic decision-making

The assumptions of strategic decision-making in practice poses a number of important
problems and issues to address. The importance of context has already been noted above.
Complex scientific and societal knowledge has to be handled within a wide context of
strategic decision-making: A policy, programme or plan must be assumed to interact with
other developments in society: it will operate in a societal context. Generalisation about
complex decision making processes presupposes that there are structural and logical reasons
that govern the outcome of a decision process. However, decision-making also involves
informal and individual dimensions. The differences in decision-making between expert
systems and political systems discussed by e.g. Brunson (2002). Credibility of strategic tools
will depend on whether one can find a way of handling the problems of operating on a
political arena. This has obviously been a problem in SEA development.

Impact analysis rests explicitly or implicitly on rationalist planning and management
philosophy. The basis of rationalist planning is the notion that full information on goals and
objectives leads to the generation of alternative ways of achieving these. Analysis and
comparison of the impacts of the alternatives supposedly leads to decision on the optimal
alternative. That the rationalist model has come in for decades of massive criticism in the
planning literature is well known. Nevertheless both the legislation and to a large degree the
organisation and professional culture of environmental administration is rationalist (Emmelin
& Kleven 1999). Our object here is not to attempt a fundamental critique of rationalist
planning and decision making but merely to point at the need for observing the limitations
and to problematise the assumptions embedded in tools and procedures and to point at the
planning theory as an important component in the understanding of tools. Below we point at
some of the specific problems in environmental assessment. The role of assessment and



assessment tools in strategic decision making can be said to relate to the classic problem of
strategic decision making dilemma of balancing decisions between “weighting and daring™
i.e. between political, intuitive policy making and rationalist decision models. A major issue
relating to the relationship can also be expressed in simplified form: is the task of assessment
to aid in “deciding on what is right” or is it to aid in “getting things right, preferably from the
outset”? This issue relates not only to the role of EA — whether it is a tool for the ultimate
strategic decision or for mitigation of decisions taken on other grounds but also to theory and
doctrine of strategic decision making. Our preliminary leaning here is towards the doctrine of
“mixed scanning” (Etzioni 1967).

Already in an attempt to grasp a decision-making process in a simplified flow scheme, it is
obvious that the impact of many expert tools generating hard facts is limited and that they
play a smaller role than is perhaps necessary in a complex, multidimensional decision making
process. To make them operative, the development of tools that are independent of context is
often the solution for the consultant or researcher, which may account for much of the
problems. The planning literature and practice often takes the opposite stand: processes are so
context dependent as to make them more into approaches that are guided by practical
experience and loose norms (Fischer & Forester 1993). It is thus an issue to consider to what
extent it is at all possible to develop context independent tools that might be useful for
decision making.

The very concept of “strategic” comes in for a considerable amount of criticism in recent
literature. The projects SEAMLESS and the study of the integration of environmental concern
in regional development programme implementation — both reported in this volume — mirrors
much of this recent development.

Tiering — ideal and reality

A common conception of strategic decision making within a framework of rational decision
making is one of an hierarchical system with an increasing level of detail as one moves down
to implementation and daily operation. In the SEA literature this aspect is termed “tiering”
(Lee & Walsh 1992). The concept of sustainability and in particular the 15 national
environmental goals have added a visionary element decided at high levels but to be
implemented throughout the planning and management systems. Implementation of the
environmental goals rests on an ideology of management by goals and objectives where
interpretation and operationalisation is left to sectoral agencies. The tiered system is assumed
to be internally consistent and based on a scientific, calculating rationality (Sager 1994;
Emmelin & Kleven 1999). Systems are tempered with deliberative elements e.g. the
participatory elements in environmental and planning legislation and in such voluntary
processes as LA21. Regional and local development and such concepts as “regional
innovation systems” have increased the use of *visionary planning” where relation to
implementation is often unclear. All of this makes the tiering aspect especially interesting to
EA in Sweden.

The notion of tiered systems of decision-making has been criticised from theoretical and
empirical standpoints. One such discussion is the policy analysis discussion on whether policy
is a top-down system or in fact a formation from below. In the Swedish environmental debate
this scientific discourse has also appeared.® However within the framework of strategic

5 This is the classic characterisation of the dilemma of stratgey by 19" Century military theorists: “zwischen
Wegen und Wagen” — see e.g. Liddell Hart, B.H. (1968)
6 Cf an article by Hjern (1993) who is one of proponents of a bottom up understanding of policy.



decision-making there are aspects of tiering of great importance. Of direct practical and
empirical importance is the problem of shifting priorities in a chain from policy to
implementation. In energy policy this shift can be observed from the policy level focus on
climate change and the climate environmental goal to local issues in the siting of for example
a district heating plant. In waste management similarly shifts from recycling and climate goals
to focus on noise, traffic hazards, toxic emissions which may at times be marginal take place
along the chain from policy to local implementation. In the strategic perspective it is
important to elucidate methods for maintaining focus on higher level objectives and
consistency within a hierarchy or into future decisions. From the local, democratic and
”bottom-up” perspectives it is important to recognise the legitimacy of local concerns and the
need for methods of handling such conflicts of interest that arise. Projects in the programme
will address this from several angles.

Professional culture - why is it important ?

Professional and organisational culture can be regarded as a filter or a lens which will
influence important aspects of the functioning of any administration. However the
environmental administrations, dealing as they do with complex scientific matters and highly
contentious issues and regulated by what is sometimes termed "frame-work legislation™ with
considerable latitude for interpretation, are particularly open to influences of organisational
and professional cultures (Emmelin & Kleven 1999). It will influence such important factors
as: what problems are identified, what types of knowledge are seen as important, what
solutions are seen as legitimate, how alternative solutions are sought and what policy
instruments are preferred. Implementation of the new "SEA-directive™ is an obvious current
example.

Culture facilitates or resists change, new approaches etc. and is central to "second order
integration”. The rationalist approach of the Nordic welfare state is likely to be strongly
enhanced in an organisational culture dominated by natural scientists and engineers, which
the Nordic environmental administrations are to a high, if somewhat variable, degree. To note
the importance of culture is in fact mainstream implementation theory. However, in
evaluation of the working of EIA and SEA little attention has been focused on this. In fact
Sager (1995) claims that much of the evaluation of EIA/SEA deals with systems rather than
actual function. Emmelin (1998 a & b) has discussed how systems and implementation can be
combined but also illustrated how evaluation of EIA can become trivial or unproductive when
filtered by professional culture.

An environmentalist paradigm

While there is no emerging unified "environmental profession” it can be argued that there is
an “"environmentalist paradigm" serving some of the functions of a culture in a more
established profession (Emmelin 1993, 2000). The administrations are dominated by officials
with their training from the natural sciences and technology. In spite of this the stated need for
further knowledge is dominated by natural science. The academic level is notably high; the
administrations are significantly being renewed from below with well educated women and
there may be a shift over several decades away from civil engineering and biology to a wider
spectrum of back-grounds.

Environment protection is seen as an overriding political goal by a compact majority of the
“environmental core administration”, taking precedence over for example employment. Also
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in among environmental administrators in the sector administrations that we have studies -
road, agriculture, forest — a very solid majority holds this view. As could be expected the
emphasis on a rationalist approach to planning and management is strong: the role of
politicians is to set goals, administrative strategy is geared towards control. The emphasis on
the expert role as opposed to stronger involvement by political decision making is very
marked.

The purpose of EIA according to legislation in Sweden is to provide a broad background
material to decision making. Public participation, although to a somewhat variable degree, is
decidedly considered important; especially so if one looks at the wider context of the planning
legislation and the guidelines issued on EIA. In a study of professional culture made by
Emmelin & Kleven (1999) questions concerning the object of EIA were asked.” An index,
combining several of the survey questions, of a minimum of agreement with the letter and
intent of the legislation was constructed. The index captures all those answers that see EIA as
a process of providing a broad background material or throwing light on alternatives
combined with a minimal amount of public participation, at least to the degree of informing
the public. The degree of agreement with this index of a minimum of accord with "the spirit
of EIA” was not particularly good in any of the countries although Sweden comes out
considerably higher on non-agreement. This is partly a function of the very low degree of
agreement that public participation is important but also low agreement that the role of EIA is
to examine alternatives or provide broad background. A technocratic and realist view of EIA
emerged as an important component of the environmentalist paradigm.

Sector integration and sector responsibility

Sector integration and sector responsibility is central to Swedish environmental and
sustainable development policy.? The arguments for this relate to efficiency, relevance etc but
also to the long term professional and institutional learning that is assumed to take place. To
manage by setting goals, delegating implementation to local agencies and monitoring results
at a central level are management strategies typical of the so called New Public Management
(NPM) doctrine which holds that effective implementation of public policy should include
management instruments like “Management-by-objectives’ (MBO), delegation of
responsibility to lower levels of organisation, supported by continuous monitoring and
evaluation of results (Emmelin & Kleven 1999:75). In situations with split responsibilities as
in the case of sustainable development — see e.g. project text on regional development —
integration may in fact be hampered by organisational conflict and professional and
organisational cultures at cross purposes as well as by other factors. The lack of functioning
monitoring at municipal level (Johanneson & Johansson 2000) is a problem to this
management model.

Sectors tend to have traditions and preferences for certain instruments. Modern institutional
theories suggest that institutional factors such as values, preferences, procedures and
organisational arrangements shape and constrain sector integration and strategic decision-
making. The study of developing and adapting tools to different institutional and decision-
making contexts in order to make them more effective is under-developed. Cross sector
integration necessitates both other types of tools and instruments and decision-making
contexts. In many cases however decisions on policies and programme are made at one level

" The study was made of environmental, planning and sector administrations at central and regional level in the
four countries: Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden.

® This topic is researched under a four-year research grant from FORMAS to SE| called “Policy Integration for
Sustainability” which will be interacting closely with the MiSt programme (see SEI institutional description).
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or in one sector and the environmental and sustainability issues are left to other levels or
sectors. A prime example of this is the development of the Swedish third generation mobile
telephone system (3G).

Regional development — sustainability in programming and planning

The situation at regional level is complex. Sweden is unique in the EU in not having a
distinctive regional planning in the spatial planning system®. However the sector co-
ordination and knowledge inputs into local planning are important elements of the regional
responsibility. With modes of regional administrations changing this function must be ensured
and supplied with adequate tools. Consistency e.g. between goals and objectives of regional
development programmes and planning and allocation of resources at regional and municipal
level is another central issue. The problem of three competing paradigms of regional
development: sustainable development, regional innovation and social cohesion is further
discussed in the proposal for a pilot study of regional development. (project 10)

In studying the regional development planning and programming now going on it is of
paramount importance to study not only the programmes and plans and the way in which they
are formed, but also their implementation. The present generation of “regional growth
agreements” have in many regions been characterised by a considerable difference between
programme documents and implementation in granting economic support to projects.
Implementation needs to be studied empirically and quantitatively. Implementation of
regional development programmes would seem to be a classic example of policy drift and
“street-level bureaucracy” problems (Pressman & Wildavsky 1973). To claim that there is a
regional “sustainability discourse” is to oversimplify a complex political, administrative,
cultural etc context. Into this complex situation new administrative actors are entering with
responsibilities cutting across traditional old territories or formal divisions e.g. with the
implementation of the EU Water directive. Regional political assemblies are also added to the
regional scene.

Environmental assessment

The peculiar situation with regards to implementation of environmental assessment in Sweden
(Emmelin & Lerman 2004) necessitates a brief look at the concepts of EIA and SEA.
Environmental assessment, EA,® has a diverse background both internationally and
nationally. In the international literature the origin of formalised EA in the form of EIA is
usually traced to the introduction of NEPA (Caldwell 1998). EIA was originally conceived in
the USA to serve as an action forcing mechanism to reform federal agency policy and large
projects. This process was to occur through the requirement, imposed on agencies, to prepare
an environmental impact statement (EIS) for ‘legislation and other major federal actions.....”.
Nevertheless, as reviewed by Partidario (1999) and many others, the principal focus of EIA
activity since 1970 has been at the level of individual projects. The rigorous project-by-
project evaluation has been seized upon in many countries and administrative systems as a

solution to many environmental problems (Wood 1995). The extension of EIA practice to

% The exception is the case of the three main urban regions with Stockholm and the regional planning done there
as the most significant case.

19 \We use "environmental assessment”, EA, as a generic term encompassing many forms of analysis and
description of the environmental consequences of human activity regardless of whether it is applied to actions,
products, projects, plans, programmes or policies. Thus EA includes the many variants of impact assessment
procedures, such as EIA, SEA, SIA, and TIA.
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include the assessment of policies, programmes and plans and thereby to return to the roots of
EIA, has been called for in the prescriptive literature since at least the early 1990s. The
application of EIA to these higher level proposals has become known as strategic
environmental assessment (SEA) (Wood & Djeddour 1992).

Claims for the effect on environment protection and ultimately on sustainable development
are divergent in the extreme. On the one hand recent professional literature makes extensive
claims for success™ . On the other evaluation or effectiveness studies of systems or
comparative studies have repeatedly shown major deficiencies in the function of systems ( cf
e.g. Sadler 1996) or of central components. For example the handling of alternatives is on the
one hand claimed to be "at the heart of” assessment (CEQ 1978) and on the other it is
repeatedly shown not to function. Part of this may stem from fundamental differences in
conception of what various tools and processes are in fact supposed to be. The lack of clarity
of what in individual cases is in fact being evaluated is thus a problem. One example is the
strife over whether EIA needs be a rigorously regulated system performing to certain
universal criteria."? Many official documents but also professional and scientific literature
take the opposite stance. In the case of implementation of the present EU directive on SEA
(42/2001/EC) there is a fundamental uncertainty over what the directive in fact applies to in
different countries and the process of exegesis is now under way in Sweden. The lack of
operative but also theoretically well founded criteria for “effectiveness” is another
methodological problem of evaluation. One set of criteria has been proposed and applied
internationally in several studies since (Sadler 1996; Sadler & Verheem 1996). However, the
criteria may be used in a less than consistent way, and weighting of different criteria vary. At
times rather piecemeal, pragmatic indicators are used such as efficiency of processes
evaluated simply as the time taken from application to decision regardless of content of
decisions. The confusion over what is in fact being evaluated — the systems of assessment as
theoretical structures or their actual function or the representativity problems of qualitative
case study based evaluation is another problem (Emmelin 1998a; Therivel 2002). As noted in
the leading international handbook on EIA a central problem is the lack of evaluation per se:
“..there remains an apparent antipathy to evaluation of practice, not least its actual effects. In
other words we still do not understand fully whether EIA is fulfilling potential or wasting
opportunity” (Petts 1999a, p 5). Lack of impact on decision-making is variously explained by
systems, processes or the implementation by professionals as being too scientific and rigorous
or not sufficiently scientific. It is explained by the profession variously as lack of time and
resources, inadequate technical tools and sufficiently sophisticated quantitative models or the
lack of commitment on the part of decision-makers (Sadler 1996; Emmelin 1998b). A
problem pertaining to all claims for effectiveness of EIA and SEA may be the development of
a separate “EIA-profession” more or less scientifically isolated from relevant fields such as
decision theory, policy science but also from planning and planning theory.

Since the 1960ies when EIA was introduced in the US, decision-making science has
demonstrated that the rational model is of limited explanatory value when it comes to
strategic decision-making and it has been extensively criticised in the literature (Kleindorfer
et al 1993; Zey 1998). However, at the same time it is widely asserted that in order to truly
influence these decision-making processes throughout, the assessment framework should go
beyond the environmental analysis and impact prediction and address the larger scope of the
decision-making process so that the environmental issues are considered already when, for

1 'such is the case both for handbooks such as Petts ed (1999) and for administrative literature from responsible
agencies; see for example “Boken om MKB for detaljplan”, Boverket which claims that EIA makes planning
more efficient.

12 This position is strongly advocated in Sweden by Carlman & Westerlund (1994) and Carlman (1995).
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instance, the agenda is set, and problems and objectives are articulated. This is claimed to
increase the opportunities for finding and proposing more environmentally benign solutions at
early stages, which is one of the main rationales for SEA. A major theoretical and practical
problem is thus the unclear relationship between SEA and spatial planning. This relates both
to fundamental theoretical differences in rationality between a “calculating rationality” of EA
and a “communicative rationality” (Sager 1990) and to practice e.g manifested in different
legislation, professional culture etc.

So far in Sweden the legislative support is for implementation of EIA and SEA through for
example the Environmental Code (Miljobalken) and the Planning and Building legislation
(PBL). The SEA approach will also be strengthened through the national implementation of
the recent European Directive on environmental assessments of certain plans and programmes
as it is being implemented in national legislation all over the European Union in the coming
years. When it concerns for example implementation of SEA in comprehensive municipal
planning in Sweden there is at present no systematic overview of what types of assessment is
in fact made concerning for example what issues, definitions of the concept of “environment”
in fact are prevalent. The project dealing with municipal planning will survey this. Of
paramount importance is the attention to how issues may be redefined as discussions at the
more rhetorical level are operationalised at lower levels and in the form of indicators. This
lack of systematic assessment applies to all kinds of impact assessments in Sweden.

Thus planning and assessment systems seem not to be learning systems in that monitoring and
comparison between predictions and actual results is not carried out systematically (Hilding-
Rydevik 2003). The lack of effective monitoring and administrative follow up, especially at
the local level (Rudén et al 1998; Johannesson & Johansson 2000), can also be pointed to as
an explanation for lack of development and learning. Evaluation is thus an important
empirical component of several of the projects and receives special attention in the “ex post”-
project (project 9). Furthermore this will be complemented by other projects of the
consortium described in the appendix presenting the institutions.

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

An early and widely quoted definition of SEA is: the formalised, systematic and
comprehensive process of evaluating the environmental impacts of a policy, plan, or
programme and its alternatives, including the preparation of a written report on the findings of
that evaluation, and using the findings in publicly accountable decision making (Thérivel et al
1992, pp. 19-20). SEA was thought of as the extension of project EIA to the so-called higher
levels of decision-making, with the principles, procedures and methods of EIA largely intact
(Lee &. Walsh 1992). In writing about the assessment of policy, Boothroyd (1995) described
this approach as formalized and positivistic. This was contrasted with what Boothroyd called
policy vetting—an informal and heuristic approach to the introduction of environmental
concerns into the normal processes of policy analysis and evaluation. The underlying
assumptions in much of the early SEA literature of hierarchical, consistent systems and the
confusion between integration into ongoing planning processes and formalised permit systems
has been discussed in the Scandinavian literature (Emmelin 1996; Hilden 2000)

The recent European Directive on environmental assessments of certain plans and
programmes provides a legislative framework for SEA that is, as noted above, ambiguous.
Since the Directive is essentially an extension of EIA-thinking it may be particularly difficult
to apply to programmes but also at the regional and comprehensive local level. SEA is a
decision-making support tool that aims at integrating the environmental aspects of decisions
in a structured manner. The first connotation is that the object of assessment is policies,
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programmes and plans that have long-ranging implications on broader aspects of society. The
second connotation is the up-stream focus, attempting to not just carry out an environmental
analysis of decisions already made. A problem in SEA is that policies or national and regional
programmes are rarely subjected to the formalised scrutiny of the adversary character and
setting that is the framework for EIA. There is no obvious point in the process that
corresponds to the analysis and approval procedure of a fixed and well-defined project.
Consistent with this, recommendations for SEA say that it should be done as part of the
planning and policy formulation process. This however would seem to reduce SEA to an
internal planning procedure without most of the characteristics of the impact assessment
procedure as an ideal type: the open and well-documented scrutiny of alternatives.

The extent to which there are or can be general methods for SEA seems uncertain and
contentious. The international scientific literature seems to indicate a trend for different fields
of SEA to develop related not only to the distinction between “plan-SEA” and “policy-SEA”
discussed above/below but also to assessment in various sectors such as infrastructure,
energy, waste etc.”® This may in fact be partly due to specialisations in tool use within the
framework of SEA rather than to any very major substantial differences in procedure and
SEA-methodology. Sector legislation may support the development of special approaches.
Different definitions or priorities concerning the content of the concept of “environment” in
sectors, professions, legislation etc are worth noting.

Alternatives in environmental assessment: ideals and reality

To evaluate alternative ways of reaching the objectives of a project, plan or policy is central to
environmental assessment and SEA: “alternatives are at the core of EIA” (CEQ 1978). Both
professional and academic literature stresses that the handling of alternatives in EIA and SEA
often does not work anywhere near the ideals (cf e g Glasson et al 1994). A resistance from
practicing planners to working with alternatives, especially in the form of scenarios, has been
studied by Sager (1995). In organisational theory, management theory, organisational
psychology etc theoretical approaches to this resistance can be found which are currently not
observed by planning theory and practice or in development of SEA (Emmelin 1988a&b).
The professional and administrative evaluations carried out arrive at explanations for the
dysfunction of EIA/SEA in this respect which are often neither based on theory nor
particularly helpful for further development of systems. At times the explanations border on
the trivial: decision-makers are not interested in the environment and need to be educated or
more time and resources are needed (Saddler & Verheem 1996) and so forth. Much of the
evaluation carried out is noticeably lacking in theoretical foundation (Emmelin 1998
a).”Alternatives” in EIA/SEA can mean several things: alternative locations, alternative
modes of production, alternative technologies. A special role is accorded to the no action”-
alternative or ”zero alternative” in that a prediction of the development without the project or
plan is normally mandatory. This alternative is supposed to serve both as a baseline for
evaluation the impacts of other alternatives and to elucidate the need for the project of plan
(Wathern, 1988). The "no action alternative” seems both difficult to make concrete and to
motivate administrations to make. What precisely is to be meant by “alternatives” in SEA
seems at best to be unclear (Markus & Emmelin 2004; Hildén 2000; Emmelin 1998a&b)

13 See for example Handbook of Environmental Impact Assessment vol 2 (Petts ed 1999) with separate "sector
experience” chapters on ”policy”, land-use planning, waste management, road and rail infrstructure, energy,
mining, water.
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Resistance and delays: the problems of not getting it right from the beginning

A much used argument for EIA/SEA is that if well done it facilitates efficient planning and
decision-making. The evidence for this seems largely indirect, based on the delays and
problems caused by inadequate planning and EIA/SEA and the delays caused by public
resistance. However there are several problems related to proving the counterfactual
standpoint that better SEA would have speeded up the process of EA at lower levels in any
particular case. Major energy, waste and infrastructure projects would seem to afford a
suitable model for a better understanding of the handling of alternatives especially in SEA.
The decisions are often of a policy setting nature: the ”contextuating decisions” of Etzioni
(1967). In recent years several such projects in Sweden have been subjected to major
decision-making processes where impact analysis has been an important element. The role of
resistance and “counter expertise” is interesting in these cases — see project 8.

A common claim in recent literature is that in order to be fully effective in influencing the
decision-making process, SEA should be set up as an integrated or at least closely tied process
(Therivel et al 1992; Kgrngv and Thissen 2000). This means that the SEA must be tuned to
the characteristics of the decision-making process that is being assessed. However, the basis
for the SEA approach is rationality of EIA and this influence is visible as the proposed and
existing SEA processes basically entail the same steps and stages as the standard rational
decision-making model (Lawrence 2000; Nilsson & Dalkmann 2001).

Effective versus efficient

The concepts of effectiveness and efficiency are central to the MiSt-programme. To
technology or economics these concepts are in principle both clear, straightforward and
fundamental. The distinction is important. Effective means “having an effect” whereas the
implication in efficient is doing so with a the minimum of effort needed to achieve the effect.
However even a superficial dip into literature in social science or law uncovers a much more
complex and confusing reality. The concepts seem to be used interchangeably. Partly this may
simply be a lax use.** However the discussions in the programme uncover deeper problems
with the terms. To mention only one such problem: the term efficient seems to be used to
indicate that outcomes are not only effective in relation to the tools used but also that they are
proportional to the expectations or norms of a system such as a legal system. Some of the
articles in this volume mirror this deeper conceptual problem, not least the article by Tuija
Hilding-Rydevik. I shall not here try to add to or attempt solve a problem which merits further
discussion. | merely note this complexity in what to some may seem a simple issue, that could
be resolved by recourse to simplistic technological terminology. The discussion of
effectiveness and efficiency of tools and tool use will be an important and interesting
challenge in the final reporting of the MiSt-programme. One can note that the remedy to low
effectiveness advocated by the EA-profession often is increases in resources such as more
data, better models etc but also education of decision makers, stronger positions of EA in
decision making (Emmelin 1998a). This raises interesting and important issues concerning the
relationship between effectiveness, efficiency and the intuitive notion of “success” discussed
by Hilding-Rydevik here and with the problems of an outside or an inside perspective of tool
use and on relevance (Emmelin 1998b).

4 possibly compounded in Swedish by the lack of a simple pair of terms corresponding to “effective” and
“efficient” which means that efficient (“effektiv”) is used as a synonym of effective (“verkningsfull”)
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A note on multi-disciplinarity and theory

It is inherent in the approach taken that a unified theory or simple hypotheses to test can not
form the basis of an applied programme as a whole. The different tools as well as areas such
as planning, legal regulation, participation etc have their own theoretical foundations. Some
such as planning, implementation or participation do however have alternative bodies of
theory making either paradigmatic choice or theoretical eclecticism necessary. The practical
fields of planning, decision-making etc. tend to have implicit or embedded components from
more than one doctrine or theoretical structure; environmental legislation has components of
both calculating and communicative rationality, the relationship between top-down and
bottom up doctrine is less than clear in EA regulation etc. Our standpoint is critical
examination taking the implicit or embedded theories as starting points. As in the field of
evaluation a form of “method triangulation” (Almas 1990) is necessary. The question that has
to be raised here is whether there is a theoretical framework within which environmental
policy and environmental management on a more general plane can be understood as the
context of tools and tool use.

Although the approach in most tools and assessment processes stemming from natural
science, technology or rationalist planning doctrines is “realist” (Wynne 1996) the approach
to research on tools must avoid both simplistic social constructionist approached as much as
the simplistic realist approaches that are set against social constructionism. The interaction of
science and society in environmental planning and management is not a research object in the
present programme. However recent research in the field (see e g Joas & Hermansson 1998)
is an important component of the understanding of the context of tool use. It will be a part of
the programme activities to review this and to instil major findings into individual projects.
Research on professional and organisational culture and the importance for determining both
problem definition, methods and approaches and solutions sought has been carried out by
consortium members (Emmelin & Kleven 1999; Emmelin 2000; Asplund & Hilding-Rydevik
2001)

It has been suggested that the concept of “ecological modernity” offers a theoretical
perspective for understanding environmental policy. Sector integration is central to ecological
modernity i.e the notion that growth can be combined with environment protection and that
existing institutions can cope with the challenges of sustainable development (Hajer 1996). It
is a cornerstone both of present Swedish environmental policy and of the EU sustainability
strategy adopted at the Goteborg EU-summit. The role of professional cultures in promoting
or impeding integration, the role of discourse coalitions etc has been outlined by Emmelin
(2000) but can be given concrete empirical examination in this case. Lundqvist (1997) has
shown the importance of the administrative and professional setting for an environmental
issue. "Ecological modernity"” seems to ignore or evade two problems. One is the distinction
between two ideal types of environmental issues. One type is the set of issues concerned with
the environmental impact as side effects. The second type of environmental issues are those
where the impacts are directly related to the primary goals of the project. For many theoretical
reasons - decision theory, organisation theory etc - environmental issues might be expected to
come out rather differently in the two types of conflict. The other problem of ecological
modernity is that discourse coalitions at the rhetorical or policy level need not be stable in the
sense that they exist also at the levels of implementation (Emmelin & Kleven 1999; Emmelin
2000). While “ecological modernity” may be illuminating at the level of abstract policy it
seems insufficient as a framework for more detailed study of the operation of tools and
processes.

17



The MiST-programme must, in striving to develop from multidisciplinary towards
interdisciplinarity, examine theoretical perspectives but retain the open eclecticism advocated
for planning research (Hall 1981)

A final comment

In collecting the members of the consortium | had some simple basic ideas and concerns. |
wanted a team of senior researchers curious about how environmental assessment and
decision making actually works rather than concerned with the esoteric theorising largely
divorced from practice that plagues the field of social science environmental research. Also, |
was looking for a commitment to use knowledge to make an impact on the practice of
assessment, on means of public participation and on better methods for decision making in
what is ultimately a political or value based system of decisions not a technocratic one. And
finally | wanted to co-operate with research groups with promising young doctoral candidates.

That | succeeded in this will be evident from this anthology. It mirrors both the quality of the
cooperating researchers and groups and the lively exchanges that we have in seminars and
work-shops and the commitment to the programme shown by project members. The fact that
so many members have found time to contribute to this volume bears witness to this; not least
in keeping to the deadlines to make it possible to produce the volume in time for the 1AIA06
conference in Stavanger. Special thanks are due to the programme deputy director Dr Tuija
Hilding-Rydvik who first suggested that we produce a volume as a step in the long process of
digesting and assembling our reflections and results for the final reporting in 2008. Sincere
thanks also to Lena Petersson Forsberg, my assistant, who has done the job of assembling the
material and producing both a printed version and a CD-version, working against the clock
and disciplining us all. Without her dedication and organisational talent this volume would
never have been finished on time — if at all!
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT - EFFECTIVENESS, QUALITY AND SUCCESS
Tuija Hilding-Rydevik

Tuija Hilding-Rydevik (PhD, Associate Professor) currently has a
position as a Senior Research Fellow at Nordregio, Stockholm. Her
main research focus is on the experiences of the efforts to integrate
environmental and/or sustainable development perspectives in
different planning contexts, for example regional development or land
use planning. The role of different “tools” to promote these efforts are
explored, for example impact assessment. THR is also the deputy
director of the MiSt-programme.

Abstract: There are numerous questions to pose in trying to explore the content of the terms
effectiveness, quality and success in relation to national EIA systems, EIA processes and the
different parts of the EIA process (screening, scoping, predictions, review, public
participation, monitoring etc). This contribution explores the terms effectiveness, quality and
success in relation to the experiences gained of implementing EIA as part of the planning
process of five major Nordic development projects. From these experiences and from other
international evaluations studies it is argued that the EIA community has not well enough
elaborated upon the desired results in terms of the benefits to society and to the different
actors that use and implement EIA. In order to sharpen and develop the implementation of the
tool of EIA it is time to more systematically elaborate and develop the expected societal
benefits of implementing EIA. This need to be done with a much more firm empirical as
theoretically explicit basis.

Key words: Environmental Impact Assessment, EIA, effectiveness, quality, success, major
development projects, Nordic

Project: The contribution here is not directly linked to a specific MiSt -project but very much
so in relation to the main goals of MiSt — namely to explore empirically as theoretically the
effectiveness of different tools to promote the inclusion of environmental perspectives in
decision-making of strategic importance for the development of the environment.

Address: tuija.hilding-rydevik@nordregio.se
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT - EFFECTIVENESS,
QUALITY AND SUCCESS

Tuija Hilding-Rydevik

Introduction

‘However, in practice, it is still possible for decision-makers effectively to ignore the
EIA,.’

(Wood 1999)

Is an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) or Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)
process effective™ if it is possible for decision makers to ignore the results of the process? Is a
national EIA system effective if it does not function well for large and highly politicised
development projects? Is an EIA process effective if it delivers high quality EIA documents
but does not have any impact on the actual design of development projects or on the final
project decisions? How can we define what constitutes ‘good quality’ in relation to EIA, and
when can the implementation of EIA be considered a success? There are numerous questions
to pose in trying to explore the content of the terms effectiveness, quality and success in
relation to national EIA systems, EIA processes and the different parts of the EIA process
(screening, scoping, predictions, review, public participation, monitoring etc). The question of
how effective something is, which quality it possesses and when it can be considered a
success is naturally totally dependent on the question of effectiveness, quality and success in
relation to some goal within the EIA system, the processes and its parts. It can also be viewed
from the various and differing perspectives of the many actor groups that are a part of the EIA
system and its processes - legislators, proponents, competent authorities, NGO’s etc.

This contribution explores the terms effectiveness, quality and success in relation to the
experiences gained of implementing EIA as part of the planning process of five major Nordic
development projects. The initial question of interest here relates to the issue of the overall
benefit to society of EIA implementation. Moreover, this is an issue that has to some extent
however been “forgotten” in the ongoing process of EIA gaining world wide acceptance, and
this is particularly so in respect of the desire to refine ‘best EIA practice’, and outline the
principles of EIA, as well as its effectiveness criteria. Without clear, realistic and context
specific aims and goals we will encounter significant difficulties in creating prerequisites to
evaluate and make EIA systems and processes effective. This paper is open- ended, but also
contains some proposals for issues in need of further discussion.*®

The issues raised here may be of general interest for those following the wider EIA discourse,
though the specific issue here concerns the Nordic context, and in particular, the results of a
Nordic comparative study of the role of EIA in the planning and decision process of large
development projects in the five Nordic countries (reported in Hilding-Rydevik 2001).

1> Effective is here used in the Concise Oxford Dictionary (1995) sense: “having a definite or desired effect”.
'8 This contribution, with the same title as above, has previously been published in: Uhlin, A and Mariussen, A
(2006). Trans-national Practices - Systems Thinking in Policy Making. Nordregio, Stockholm.
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EIA in the planning and decision process of five large development projects
in the Nordic countries

The aim of the Nordic study “The role of EIA in the planning and decision process of large
development projects in the Nordic countries™ was to undertake a closer examination of some
major Nordic development cases in order to reflect upon how effective and successful
implementation of the EIA legislation had been in the Nordic countries, particularly in
relation to major development projects. One large development case from each country was
chosen and analysed, with mutual terms of reference providing the basis for each (in brackets
are included the authors of the case descriptions in the final report):

e Horsens-Skanderborg High Speed Rail Link, Denmark; EIA process conducted
1997-1998 (UIf Kjellerup)

e Hallandsas Railway Tunnel, Sweden; 5 EIA documents have been produced
between 1990-2000 (Hans-Georg Wallentinus and Josefin Paivio)

e Final Disposal of Nuclear Waste, Finland, EIA process 1997- 1999 (Pekka
Hokkanen,)

e Gardermoen National Airport and Railway Connections, Norway, EIA process
1991-1992 (Morten Stenstadvold)

e Aluminium smelter, Iceland, EIA process 1999-2000 (Ausdis HI6kk and Holmfridur
Sigurdadottir)

In addition, for the published report of the project (Hilding-Rydevik 2001) Tore Sager
provided a theoretical chapter analysing the five cases from a planning theory perspective.

Two of the Nordic development projects included in the study have actually been
implemented — those at Gardermoen and Hallandsasen. The Norwegian national airport
Gardemoen has been finalized, though, from an airport performance perspective, the issue of
localization has not been satisfactory. There also occurred during the construction of the
infrastructure for the airport, major environmental impacts that were not foreseen. The
Hallandsas railway tunnel construction project was initiated but remains incomplete at the
current time of writing, because of what has been described as ‘technical difficulties’ in
addition to the major environmental impacts occurring (for example cows and fish dying after
coming into contact with seepage water from the tunnel). As such then the process remains
ongoing in respect of how to continue the construction of the tunnel while avoiding further
environmental damage. The project relating to the final disposal of nuclear waste in Finland
has now been decided upon and will be implemented. Two projects were stopped - the
Horsens-Skanderborg project in Denmark and the Aluminium smelter in Iceland. The
Aluminium smelter project did however, during 2001, see a renewed application being made
and this included the conducting of a new EIA process. The project will now be implemented
in this amended form.

In three of the cases, namely, the Gardermoen, Hallandsasen and final disposal of nuclear
waste cases, the EIA process seems to have had a minor influence on the planning and
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decision-making process. — In two of the cases however, Horsens-Skanderborg and the
Aluminium smelter, the EIA process played a significant role in respect of the formal project
authorisation process. The reasons for the different roles of EIA in these processes are
described in more detail in the final report (Hilding-Rydevik 2001). Both the Gardermoen and
Hallandsas projects did result in major environmental impacts in spite of the EIAs being
conducted. In the Gardermoen case this happened in spite of the fact that the EIA actually
undertaken represented one of largest ever conducted in Norway up till then.

The poor EIAs and/or the poor impact of the EIA on the overall planning and decision making
processes in three of the cases highlighted above effectively illustrate the urgent need to
discuss the issues of effectiveness and quality. If national EIA legislation and its
implementation does not, in practice, actually work for major development projects or for
projects where the potential environmental impacts become major, then one can indeed begin
to question the whole rationale for implementing EIA at all. On the other hand, one can also
question whether the expectations invested in the outcome of EIA are too high or perhaps
whether they are sufficiently elaborated.

How are effectiveness and efficiency assessed?

It thus appears that in three of the five Nordic cases, the EIA process has had a minor
influence on the overall planning and decision-making process of the development project.
This result seems to be in line with results from evaluations of EIA processes and systems
worldwide. The link between EIA and decision-making seems to be one of the main
deficiencies in EIA performance in most national EIA systems (see statements in, for
example, Lee, Walsh and Reeder 1994, Sager 1995, Wood 1999, Barker and Wood 1999,
Commission of the European Communities 2003). Good examples of course do also in this
respect as for example provided by Sadler 1996.

EIA processes

Several attempts have been made to develop indicators for the performance of individual EIA
processes and for the performance of national EIA systems. In 1988 the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Research Council advanced the set of criteria outlined below, as
being suitable in the main for individual EIA processes and for the evaluation of their
effectiveness, efficiency and fairness (Wood 1999):

An EIA may be considered effective if, for example:

e Information generated in the EIA contributed to decision-making;
e Predictions of the effectiveness of impact management measures were accurate; and

e The proposed mitigating and compensatory measures achieved approved management
objectives.

Efficiency criteria are satisfied if, for example:
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e EIA decisions are timely relative to economic and other factors that determine project
decisions; and

e The costs of conducting EIA and managing inputs during project implementation can be
determined and are reasonable.

Fairness criteria are satisfied if, for example:

e All interested parties (stakeholders) have equal opportunity to influence the decision
before it is made; and

e People directly affected by projects have equal access to compensation.

One of the issues in respect of the performance of EIA processes and systems that has
received significant attention is the quality of EIA documents. Numerous indicators and
methods have been developed for the evaluation of the quality of EIA documents (for
example: EU Commission 1994, 2001, Lee and Colley 1990). The question remains however,
how important is the quality of the EIA document is for the influence of the EIA process on
the overall project planning and decision process? In the analysis of the Hallandsasen case it
was clearly pointed out that a thoroughly researched and expertly presented EIA document
would not have made any difference to the outcome, as the EIA results were neglected in any
case. A similar observation has, moreover, been made by Lee, Walsh and Reeder (1994),
where they conclude from their evaluation study: the influence of the Environmental
Assessment process, both on the final decision and on project modifications, seems to be no
greater in the case of satisfactory, than of unsatisfactory, Environmental Statements. In
Sadler 1996 (pp 61-65) a checklist for the review of EIA process effectiveness is provided,
covering a comprehensive and complex set of questions. Here the quality of the report is
recognized as just one of the many factors influencing the effectiveness®’ of the EIA process.
In most of the so -called “best practice” guides one will also find that the quality of the
document is just one of several factors receiving attention. Thus the EIA research and practice
community recognizes that a number of factors influence the overall performance of the EIA
process. The question is however what the fine-tuning of the different parts of the EIA-system
and processes (screening, scoping, assessment, public participation, mitigation measures etc)
is expected to lead to — what is the performance that this fine-tuning is aiming at, and will the
fine-tuning contribute to this? This link between the prescribed modes of EIA operation and
the outcome of this in relation to the planning and decision-process, or the state of the
environment, is in fact in most cases unclear.

EIA systems

All of the five Nordic development cases had EIA processes conducted in accordance with
their respective national EIA legislations. In the Nordic countries there is a tradition of
comprehensive laws giving room for interpretations and good or bad practice to develop. It is
therefore interesting to ask whether the level of performance in these cases was representative

7 Effectiveness is defined in Sadler 1996 as “whether something works as intended and meets the purpose(s) for
which it was designed”.
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of the overall functioning of the national EIA systems. The authors of the case studies have
touched upon this. The Gardermoen EIA process was considered to be below average. The
Horsens-Skanderborg EIA process was considered to be representative as a process but not
the outcome i.e. that the project was abandoned. In the Hallandsas case the EIA document
was considered to be of an ordinary level compared to other EIA documents at that time. In
the Aluminium smelter case there is no comment on this issue, besides that there were
previous experiences of EIA concerning aluminium smelters. And finally, the final disposal of
nuclear waste was a rather special case because of the nature of the development issue and
may therefore not be seen as being very representative. The issue of representativeness was
not per se however commented upon by the author.

The task of developing performance criteria also includes the development of criteria for the
performance of entire national EIA systems. The conclusions of a comparative study on eight
different EIA systems concluded that the main weaknesses were to be found in respect of
(Wood 1999):

e Coverage;

e EIA report quality;

e Integrating the EIA into decision-making;
e Impact monitoring and enforcement;

e Mitigation;

e Public participation;

e System monitoring;

e SEA

The above conclusions were based on a comparison of legal provisions, undertaken according
to 14 different criteria. The EIA systems included in these evaluations included those of
California, the USA, the UK, Canada, Australia and New Zealand, the Netherlands and
Western Australia. The evaluation criteria were as follows:

1. Isthe EIA system based on clear and specific legal provisions?
Must the relevant environmental impacts of all significant actions be assessed?

3. Must evidence of the consideration, by the proponent, of the environmental impacts of
reasonable alternative actions be demonstrated in the EIA process?

Must screening of actions for environmental significance take place?

Must scooping of the environmental impacts of actions take place and specific guidelines
be produced?

6. Must EIA reports meet prescribed content requirements and do checks to prevent the
release of inadequate EIA reports exist?

7. Must EIA reports be publicly reviewed and must the proponent respond to the points
raised?
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8. Must the findings of the EIA report, and the review, be a central determinant of the
decision on the action?

9. Must monitoring of action impacts be undertaken, and is such action linked to the earlier
stages of the EIA process?

10. Must the mitigation of action impacts be considered at the various stages of the EIA
process?

11. Must consultation and participation take place prior to, and following, EIA report
publication?

12. Must the EIA system be monitored and, if necessary, be amended to incorporate feedback
from experience?

13. Are the financial costs and time requirements of the EIA systems acceptable to those
involved and are they believed to be outweighed by discernable environmental benefits?

14. Does the EIA system apply to significant programmes, plans and policies, as well as to
projects?

EIA and the influence on overall project planning and decision-making — effectiveness

“A concern with effectiveness is a fundamental theme of EA'® theory and practice.” (Sadler 1996).
Systematic and scientifically based assessments of the actual impacts of EIA on the overall planning
and decision-making process are however not that abundant. Moreover, the assessments undertaken
thus far provide a mixed picture in respect of the influence of implementing EIA. The initial quote in
this paper is one of the conclusions from a comparative evaluation of the EIA systems in California,
the USA, the UK, Canada, Australia and New Zealand (Wood 1999). The Netherlands and Western
Australia were also included in the study but for these areas the conclusion was that the EIA systems
are indeed designed to ensure that the results of the EIA are taken into consideration in decision-
making. Evaluations from the Netherlands do however also provide us with indications of the
possibility of improvements - in an evaluation study 58% of the practitioners included in the study
judged that the EIA had a negligible or at best small influence in relation to the time and money spent
on EIA (Evaluation Committee 1990 in Sadler 1996)™. The existing weak link between EIA and the
overall planning and decision-making of projects, and the link with decision -making has been clearly
pointed out by for example Lee, Walsh and Reeder 1994, Sager 1995 and Barker and Wood 1999. The
EU Commission evaluation of how the EIA directive 85/337/EEC, as amended by Directive 97/11/EC,
has been implemented in all the EU member states concludes that they cannot draw any conclusions
on the role that EIA plays in decision-making (Commission of the European Communities 2003, p
96).

Studies of the contribution of EIA to overall project planning have been concerned with for
example the amount and importance of project modifications as a result of the EIA process.
The conclusion from an evaluation in the eight EU countries - Denmark, Germany, Portugal,
Spain, the UK, Belgium; Ireland and Greece - is that: There is no doubt that the EIA process
is bringing about modifications to the projects assessed, although many of the mitigation
measures proposed are of minor significance (Barker and Wood 1999). Lee, Walsh and
Reeder (1994) moreover conclude from their evaluation study of environmental assessment

'8 Environmental Assessment

19°0n the other hand, the same study showed that in 52% of the decision-making processes reviewed, EIA
modified the plan or project itself, while in 68% of all reviewed processes the EIA influenced parties involved in
the decision-making (Evaluation Committee 1990 in Sadler 1996)
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and project modification in UK that in about half of the cases investigated there were project
modifications leading to environmental improvements of varying levels of significance.
Christensen et al (2005) conclude from an evaluation of the Danish EIA experiences, that
modifications due to EIA implementation could be detected in 90% of the cases. The
modifications must however be considered to be minor.

Clearly then EIA processes do seem to have an impact on project modification in a fair
proportion of cases, even if there is a variation in the environmental significance of the
modifications, taking into consideration the results presented above. From the Nordic cases
the influence of EIA on project modification can obviously be said to have been of minor
importance for the Gardermoen and Hallandsas cases. In the Finnish case of the final disposal
of nuclear waste this was not really touched upon in the case description, while the high -
speed rail link between Horsens-Skanderborg was rejected. As such then no conclusions can
be made for these cases in respect of the project modification issue. When it comes to the
Aluminium smelter, the impact on project design was clear. At the time of the evaluation of
this EIA process the initial outcome was the rejection of the project. But the Aluminium
smelter project has undergone a renewed EIA process and was, in September 2001, approved
after major project modifications.

Evaluations of the actual influence of EIA on decision-making seem thus far not to have been
undertaken in any great detail. Clearly then there seems to be a need to develop performance
criteria for this issue (Lee, Walsh and Reeder 1994). There seems also to be a clear need to
both empirically and theoretically explore this issue in more detail. This is particularly so in
respect of statements referred to earlier highlighting the link between EIA and decision-
making as one of the main weaknesses in EIA implementation and practice. This must be
considered not merely as one of many weaknesses of EIA, but rather as being of major
importance in the further development of EIA and in further research on EIA performance.

One important comment in connection with developing criteria for the performance of the
EIA process and the link to overall planning and decision-making is to take into consideration
both the formal decisions (such as project authorisation) and the many informal decisions that
are made during the project planning process. The informal decisions may be of significance
particularly in major development cases where project planning takes place over a number of
years and includes many actors and high political stakes. In the Nordic cases there are at least
two clear examples, namely those of Horsens-Skanderborg and the Aluminium smelter where
the EIA process played a significant role in the formal project authorisation process. The
outcome of these processes was a rejection of the proposed projects.

At the time in which the Nordic study was conducted the various national EIA legislative
bases (which in several cases were subsequently modified) all contained provisions
concerning the relationship between EIA and decision-making. From the description in
Bjarndottir (2001) it seems that Denmark, Finland, Iceland and Norway had provisions
demanding that the grounds and reasons for the decision and how the EIA results had been
taken into account must be stated in writing and also in most cases made public. In Sweden it
was not necessary to make clear the grounds and reasons for the decision or to make a written
statement concerning this issue. The Swedish Environmental Code simply mandated that the
competent authority should take into consideration the results of the EIS. The other Nordic
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countries legislative bases also contained this proviso. It seems therefore that Swedish
legislation was quite weak on this point of the regulation of the link between EIA and
decision-making.*°

When is the implementation of EIA a success, and for whom?

One of the issues dealt with in the Nordic project in relation to the cases included was the
guestion of whether the EIA process had been a success or not. In relation to the Gardermoen
project and to the final disposal of nuclear waste case the answer is, yes and no. The answer
depends upon whose perspective one adopts in the analysis. In both cases, the EIA process
was considered to be a success for the proponent. The EIA process did provide a
comprehensive arena for planning and/or did not cause delays in the overall project planning
process. Proponents in both cases received acceptance for their project. The arena provided by
the EIA process did provide a democratic forum and did produce a wealth of material, which
was considered, in this sense, to be a success for the decision makers in the final disposal of
nuclear waste case. From an EIA ‘best practice’ point of view though, the Gardermoen case
must be considered a failure. Stenstadvold (2001) concludes that even if the EIA process was,
at the time, considered to be in compliance with the Norwegian national EIA provisions and
principles (this fact was however later questioned) the process did not however contribute to
the substantive purpose of EIA or decision making as proposed by Sadler (1996) that is say, it
did not protect the environment or minimize and mitigate environmental impacts.?*

Kjellerup (2001) considered the EIA process of the high -speed rail link project between
Horsens-Skanderborg to be a success because of its provision of alternatives by which the
proposed project could be assessed. The EIA process of the Aluminium smelter was
considered a success since it led to a comprehensive understanding of the environmental
impacts and was one of the main bases for scoping the whole project (Hlokk and
Sigurdadottir 2001). The EIA for the Hallandsdsen tunnel must be considered a complete
failure for all parties since it did not contribute to protecting the environment, or to the
mitigation of impacts. Moreover, as major environmental impacts occurred at the onset of the
project the project was stopped (SOU 1998). Today, 10 yrs after the first boring attempts of
the tunnel started, the tunnel is still under construction. To secure that the construction work
is environmentally friendly and of good quality the Swedish government has appointed a
special committee to oversee the work (www.hallandsaskommitten.se).

Was the EIA implementation a success for the legislators?

We can conclude thus far that an extensive effort has been made to outline ‘best’ and ‘good’
practice criteria and that in recent years there has also been some effort to put in place criteria

0 Both the project EIA as the SEA-legislation has since this study was conducted, been revised through a

revision of the Environmental Code (SFS 1998:808)

2! In 1996 Barry Sadler introduced three criteria for judging the performance of EIA:

e  Achievement of substantive purposes (e.g. did the EIA result in environmental protection, were impacts
minimised and mitigated as predicted?)

e Contribution to decision making (e.g. did the EIA assist in project redesign, provide information relevant to
approval and condition setting, lead to new policy values?)

e Application of provisions and principles (e.g. did the EIA follow or conform to procedural, methodological
and administrative guidelines?)
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for assessing the effectiveness and success of EIA processes. Assessments of EIA processes
and systems are moreover currently being undertaken. There does however seem, in spite of
these efforts, be a lack of profound input - empirically and theoretically - to the discussion
concerning when we, in different contexts, consider EIA to be a success, and to how we
‘measure’ this success. Most of the goals relating to EIA implementation are quite general,
giving little guidance over how to focus effort on the implementation of, for example, a
national piece of EIA legislation, while of course innumerable descriptions exist worldwide of
the aims of EIA in general.

First we will look at the different aims put forward in the Nordic EIA legislations at the time
that the Nordic project was conducted. A closer look at the aims of implementing EIA in the
Nordic legislation give the following picture (Bjarnadéttir 2001):

o Denmark: There are no specific aims for implementing EIA. The EIA legislation is part
of the Danish Planning Act. The goals expressed for the whole act include for example
continuing to maintain the open coasts as an important natural and landscape resource
and preventing air, water and soil pollution, noise ‘pollution” and involving the public
as much as possible.

o Finland: The aim of the EIA Act is to further the assessment of environmental impacts
and consistent consideration of this impact in planning and decision-making, and at the
same time to increase the information available to citizens as well as their opportunities
to participate.

o Iceland: The objectives are threefold. Firstly to ensure that, before consent is granted for
a project, which may, due to its location, the activities which it will involves, and its
nature or extent, have significant effects on the environment, an assessment of the
environmental impact of the project is carried out. The second is to encourage co-
operation between the parties with interests at stake and concerned parties with regard
to a project that affects the environment. The third objective is the involvement of the
public.

o Norway: The purpose of environmental impact assessment is to elucidate the effects of
projects that may have a significant impact on the environment, natural resources or the
community. Environmental impact assessment shall ensure that such effects are taken
into account during the planning of projects and when a decision is taken as to whether,
and if so, subject to what conditions, a project may be carried out.

o Sweden: The requirements on EIA are incorporated into the Environmental Code,
which provides an overall framework for EIA implementation. Overall goals for
example include the protection of human health and the environment from damage and
the promotion of sustainable development. In chapter 6, relating to the sub-objectives or
purpose of the environmental impact assessments it is stated that: “The purpose of an
environmental impact assessment is to establish and describe the direct and indirect
impact of a planned activity or measure on people, animals, plants, land, water, air, the
climate, the landscape and the cultural environment, on the management of land, water
and the physical environment in general, and on other management of materials, raw
materials and energy. A further purpose is to enable an overall assessment to be made of
this impact on human health and the environment”.
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The above outlines a bouquet of overarching, though very general and comprehensive,
societal aims concerning the implementation of EIA in the Nordic countries. Reading the
legislative texts concerning the aims of EIA gives the following picture of the aims in the
Nordic countries summarizes in table 1.

Table 1. Main contents of the EIA objectives in national legislations in the Nordic countries
(Bjarnadéttir 2002)

Den- Fin- Ice- Nor-
mark land land way Swe-
den
Elucidate environmental impacts of v v v v
projects
Ensure that environmental
considerations are incorporated in
decision-making v v
Enhance public participation v v v
Promote cooperation between main v
actors
Protect the environment v v

Looking at the cases analyzed in the Nordic study we can conclude from the above that the
Danish case met the over -arching aims of the planning act into which the EIA regulations are
included. In the Finnish case it also seems that the aims of the legislation were met and this
seems also to be the case in Iceland. In the cases of Norway and Sweden however the aim in
relation to the first bullet point was met though the assessments failed to identify the impacts
that actually occurred. The aim in the second bullet point was not met in Norway and the aim
in the third bullet point was not met in Sweden. This is a ‘quick-and-dirty’ statement based
only on these cases. Thus far however in none of the Nordic countries looked at does an
evaluation and assessment study exist that specifically focuses on the question of whether
EIA implementation actually meets the goals set in the legislation, though a number of
national evaluations of the functioning of the national EIA-systems and processes do of
course exist (Bjarnadottir 2002). The question then is what these national evaluation studies,
both nationally and internationally led, do in practice assess — effectiveness, quality, success
in relation to what?

The Canadian criteria described earlier are however explicit when it comes to making the
goals explicit and, judging from these criteria developed for the Canadian planning and EIA
context, the two Nordic development cases that did move to implementation i.e. Gardermoen
and Hallandsasen, did not have EIA processes that can be considered either effective, efficient
or fair. In both the concerned countries, Norway and Sweden, the EIA legislation was
however subsequently amended, which may or may not have delivered an altogether different
result in relation to EIA procedures were they to be implemented on similar projects today. It

34




may not however be relevant to apply the Canadian criteria to the context of the Nordic
national legislations.

Understanding the benefits for society of implementing EIA

If EIA is implemented according to “the book™ what will the outcome be? If all of the criteria
of an efficient, effective and fair EIA process are implemented, if EIA *‘best practice’ is
observed, if the basic principles of EIA are adhered to, and for example if all the 14
evaluation criteria, described earlier, can be checked off, then what would the outcome be?
Would the environment be protected, would the impact assessment information provided to
those in charge of the planning process be perfect, would the decision-makers self-evidently
take the EIA results into consideration, what would the outcome be? This is not clear from
any of the “best practice’ exhortations guidance papers, evaluations and assessments made,
indeed, Wood (1999) states that “there has been, as yet, no reliable quantification of the
effectiveness of EIA”. This is exemplified by a quote from the US Council of Environmental
Quality (CEQ)(1990, p 15) and the evaluation of the US EIA legislation the National
Environmental and Policy Act (NEPA):

Because NEPA was not designed to control specific kinds or sources of
pollution, its benefit to society is difficult to quantify. The act was designed
primarily to institutionalise in the federal government an anticipatory concern
for the quality of the human environment, that is, an attitude, a heightened
state of environmental awareness that, unlike pollution abatement, is
measurable only subjectively and qualitatively.”

This is very interesting. The overarching aim of NEPA, the benefit to society, is stated as the
promotion of environmental awareness in the federal government. This can be interpreted
both as a short -term aim for each project undergoing EIA as a long term overall societal aim.
In the CEQ evaluation study (1997, p iii) of NEPA’s effectiveness after 25 years of
implementation they conclude that NEPA “is a success — it has made agencies take a hard
look at the potential environmental consequences of their actions, and it has brought the
public into the agency decision-making process like no other statute.” The problematic issue
emerging from the citation above is the difficulty of quantitatively measuring the benefit to
society, not that the aim of the legislation is too general.?> CEQ also highlights the needed
improvements: “agencies sometimes confuse the purpose of NEPA. Some act as if the detailed
statement called for in the statute is an end in itself, rather than a tool to enhance and
improve decision-making.” This last statement is indeed right *on the money’. We, as EIA
professionals, tend to focus on the principles of EIA, the best practice of EIA and thus we
focus on how to improve the quality of screening, scooping, predictions, EIA documents etc
which we consider to be essential parts of EIA implementation. We develop evaluation

%2 In USA the number of Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) filed with the Environmental Protection
Agency according to NEPA has declined from about 2000 in 1973 to 500 in 2000 (EPA homepage 2001). These
numbers could be interpreted as a quantification of at least one part of the success of NEPA. The reason for this
decrease is apparently that the proponents today have included, from the start of the project design process, the
environmental measures in order to avoid the time and money consuming EIA processes. | have not however as
yet found any reference to confirm this statement. This positive outcome was also proposed by the EU
Commission in its evaluation of the EIA implementation in the member countries but they concluded that the
member states are not in a position to confirm that this is the case (Commission of the European Communities
2003, p 96)
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criteria for systems and processes as well as for their different constituents in order to
promote a vaguely defined or implicit idea of what constitutes ‘effectiveness’ in order to
attain the ambrosia of ‘good quality’ in relation to EIA implementation. We seem however in
this quest to have become a little lost in terms of the evaluation and design of details that
might not be crucial to achieving the overall aims of EIA.

The aims of EIA need to be differentiated according to the legislative, administrative and
cultural context each EIA system is designed to be incorporated in. We may formulate EIA
aims (for example the aims defined by the International Association of Impact Assessment®)
and develop context-independent best practice guidance. But we must also transform and
adapt these to the various national contexts. The different aims of the various national EIA
legislative approaches described in the context of the Nordic countries are probably to some
extent at least deliberate adaptations of the general aims of EIA to the national context. The
Icelandic EIA legislation is, for instance, the only Nordic body of EIA legislation explicitly
aiming at the promotion of co-operation between the concerned parties concerned in a
development project. This can be assumed to be due to the fact that the Icelandic planning
legislation remains weak and undeveloped. Therefore the EIA process needs to serve as a co-
operation arena, a function that is not placed on EIA in the other four Nordic countries as this
function is already fulfilled by the well-developed planning legislations and traditions
pertaining in these countries.

With the above in mind it can be stated that the comparisons of EIA systems and comparative
evaluations of their performance between countries does of course say something about the
EIA systems and their performance in relation to some general view of what constitutes ‘best
practice’, effectiveness, quality and success. But it will not reveal the specific role of EIA in
relation to other measures taken in a national context to protect the environment, enhance
awareness or promote public participation in the planning and decision-processes of
development projects. The EIA system may in some countries have a more, and in other
countries a less, crucial role in the overall national environmental management context. In
defining the aims of EIA however, the role of EIA in relation to other measures must be
remembered, and it is particularly important here not to exaggerate the level of expectations
and/or overburden the design of EIA systems. It therefore seems apposite to outline a basic
assumption used here. The general and vague aims that seem to be inherent in many national
EIA legislations, EIA guidance papers and EIA evaluations are expressions of the fact that the
empirical and theoretical understanding of the context specific needs to enhance planning and
decision-making in relation to environmental issues is underdeveloped or even missing.
Therefore the internationally posed general aims and effectiveness criteria etc do have a
significant impact on national formulations.

%% Objectives of EIA (IAIA home page 2001):

e To ensure that environmental considerations are explicitly addressed and incorporated into the development
decision making process;

e To anticipate and avoid, minimize or offset the adverse significant bio-physical, social and other relevant
effects of development proposals;

e To protect the productivity and capacity of natural systems and the ecological processes which maintain
their functions; and

e To promote development that is sustainable and optimises resource use and management opportunities.
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The discussion of the benefits to society must also include the perspective of aims for
implementing EIA at the project level, as well as the wider aims in the context of an overall
societal and long- term perspective. It must also include the perspective of the different aims
of all of the actors involved. This point is crucial. Evaluations worldwide of EIA performance
seem to relay a clear picture of a large number of the proponents seeing EIA as an ‘extra
burden’ and thus, for example, postponing the start of the EIA process to the later stages of
the overall planning process where the option to alter project location, design, etc become
increasingly remote. It seems also that in many EIA systems, the results of the EIA process
can easily be neglected by both proponents and decision makers, as indeed was noted
previously in this paper. Large development projects with high political and economic stakes
pose extra challenges in this sense for EIA implementation. The Nordic examples illustrate
this in three of the cases and this has also been shown for example in terms of the
implementation of EIA in respect of dams worldwide (Sadler, Verocai and Vanclay 2000). A
more thorough understanding of the different “user” perspectives in respect of EIA may thus
be an important ground for enhancing its performance and its overall benefit to society.

A further issue of importance in relation to sharpening up EIA evaluations is the notion that
not all evaluation criteria have the same value as regards their contribution to the over -
arching societal aims of EIA. The 14 criteria used by Wood (1999), and describes previously,
were mainly put together to enable a comparison of the legal provisions not to evaluate the
performance of the systems. Considering the performance of EIA processes and EIA systems,
the link to decision making must be considered not just one of many criteria but one of the
most important as was also pointed out by Sadler (1996).

Challenges and obstacles in relation to large development projects

Albzk (1996) explores the societal function of evaluation activities from three theoretical
perspectives — organizations as rational, political and cultural systems. This approach could be
used to assess the societal role of EIA, which can be viewed as one form of evaluation. What
should be highlighted from Albak’s paper is his conclusion on the role that evaluations play
for organizations as cultural systems. “The cultural perspective does not focus on making
(rational) choices but on the production of norms and meaning.” According to the cultural
perspective organizations are judged not only — and not even primarily — by what they do, but
by their appearance. Therefore his conclusion about evaluations is that their cultural function
IS to “create the image of a serious, responsible, and sensibly managed organization.
Moreover, Albzk also states that “.., an evaluation possesses the essential qualities to
function as a rational ritual” and that evaluations “enable us to rationalize our actions after
the fact.”

Practical experience and evaluations of EIA performance in general, but particularly in
connection with large development projects with high political and economic stakes attached,
render the above perspectives highly relevant from an EIA perspective. It is often said,
somewhat skeptically, that EIA plays the role of legitimating decisions that would
nevertheless have been taken in any case, and specifically on grounds other than
environmental ones. Therefore EIA in many instances, for example in connection with large
development projects, is something that is used (consciously and unconsciously)(by the
proponents and others wishing that the project be implemented) in order to give the image of
a “serious, responsible and sensibly managed” planning process in order to make the project
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come true. Among the Nordic cases studied here, the Gardermoen and final disposal of
nuclear waste cases could be pointed to in this respect.

The general challenges associated with implementing EIA seem still to be rather large, while
a number of obstacles (many of which are alluded to in this paper) remain. These challenges
and the obstacles they create bring matters to a head when EIA is implemented in projects
with high economic and political stakes because cultural and political values usually override
other values. In the Norwegian case study (Stenstadvold 2001) the conclusion was that the
Norwegian EIA system, at that time, was not designed to cope with this kind of large project
and that a special set of EIA rules were needed.

Effectiveness, quality, success and the benefits to society

Effectiveness is essentially, ‘to bring about a desired result’. Success is ‘to gain what you are
aiming for’ or ‘to accomplish an aim’. Quality can only be defined with some kind of
yardstick defining good, bad or average levels, but it is also used in the sense of something
having an “‘excellent quality’ or possessing a “distinctive attribute’.?* EIA needs to be effective
in order to be successful and this will be achieved by having an operation with high quality.
This empty phrase can only be given content and meaning by putting it into context (national,
regional, local etc) and in relation to a desired goal for the EIA implementation. All in all
then, effectiveness, quality and success in relation to EIA are about knowing more accurately
what the EIA implementation is aiming at. The point here is that the EIA community has not
well enough elaborated upon the desired results in terms of the benefits to society and to the
different actors that use and implement EIA. This lack of a clear perception of the societal
benefits, the aims of EIA and what, for example, constitutes a successful EIA process, will
make it hard to find indicators for effectiveness and to define good or bad quality operations.
The citation from CEQ and its comments about NEPA highlights this. The different aims put
forward in the Nordic EIA legislations also do likewise.

The bottom line then is that so- called ‘best EIA practice’ and ‘EIA principles’ seem to be
rather more difficult, in practice to implement than to regurgitate. This is particularly so for
large development projects. Why is it so? Is it because the desired results of EIA
implementation on project planning, project design and decision making cannot be fulfilled in
the short term, but only after quite a long period of implementation, for example like the 25
year implementation of NEPA in USA? Perhaps this is the case, but even evaluations of
“older” EIA systems seem to deliver up the same results. Or do we evaluate the wrong
factors, or perhaps it is because we evaluate too many details at the same time because the
desired core outcome, aim, societal benefit is not well enough understood and defined?

In order to sharpen and develop the implementation of the tool of EIA it is time to more
systematically elaborate and develop the expected societal benefits of implementing EIA.
This is valid both from the short term and project-specific implementation as from a long -
term and national EIA systems point of view. It is however crucial to do this in relation to the
specific implementation contexts — national legislative, planning culture, etc. Though the

#Using the definitions for effectiveness, success and quality as defined in the Concise Oxford Dictionary
(1995).
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results of 25 years of implementing NEPA may be convincing, many other evaluations of EIA
systems and processes do not show very encouraging results (for example three of the Nordic
cases) in relation to effectiveness.

The assumption made here is that the lack of clear goals and perceptions of the societal
benefits of introducing and implementing EIA in different national contexts will result in poor
prerequisites being made in respect of making EIA effective, or seeing that it performs to a
high quality and is thus successful. Bartlett and Kurian’s (1999) work underpins this
assumption. Their conclusion is that a number of implicit models of how EIA works and the
impacts it has on policymaking (see box in appendix) exist. Questions in respect of the
normative assumptions underpinning these models and the normative values and principles
that ought to be driving EIA are, on the whole, unaddressed and unanswered by scholars in
the field. As pointed out earlier, this lack of clear and context specific goals for EIA
legislation, implementation and operation is part of a larger picture. This relates to the overall
need for improvements in the planning and decision-making processes for development
projects in respect of how environmental issues, perspectives and information is dealt with in
different national contexts. In essence we can state, out of context that:

If the claimed attribute of EIA to be one of the more successful policy innovations of the 20™
Century (Sadler 1996) is actually to become true, then our assumption is that the following
improvements are needed:

o The desired results of national EIA systems and processes need to be defined
more accurately and in relation to the national context needs (defining context
specific effectiveness).

o Understanding the national context need includes an overview of the overall legal
project planning and decision-making situation in relation to how environmental
considerations are handled and the improvement needs following up from this.

o Understanding the national context needs also include the specific approach to
national professional planning and decision-making practice in relation to
environmental considerations, information production etc in project planning and
decision-making.

o Effectiveness, good and bad quality and success can only be measured in relation
to a defined and desired goal for EIA implementation and this needs to be context
specific, and as Sadler (1996 p ii) puts it, in relation to the policy and institutional
framework in which EIA operates.

o EIA implementation cannot remedy all flaws in the way in which wider
environmental issues are handled in project planning and decision-making.
Moreover, other tools and measures are needed (Hilding-Rydevik et al 2004). The
role of EIA needs also to be defined in relation to the other tools and measures
that are available.

o Further empirical studies of the actual contribution of EIA in different contexts is
needed to enhance the understanding of the concepts of effectiveness, quality and
success and in order to more accurately formulate context specific aims and
operational needs.

39



References

Albzk, E. (1996): “Why all this evaluation? Theoretical notes and empirical observations on
the functions and growth of evaluation, with Denmark as an illustrative case.” The
Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation, Vol 11, No 2, pp 1-34.

Barker, A. and Wood, C. (1999): “An evaluation of EIA system performance in eight EU
countries.” Environmental Impact Assessment Review 1999: 19, pp 387-404.

Bartlett, R. V. and Kurian, P. A. (1999): “The theory of environmental impact assessment:
Implicit models in policy making.” Policy and Politics, vol 27, no 4, pp 415-433.

Bjarnadottir, H. (ed)(2000): A comparative study of Nordic EIA systems. Similarities and
Differences in national implementation. Nordregio R2001:1.

Bjarnadottir, H. (2002): “Tackling quality in Environmental Assessment — An overview of
experience from the Nordic countries.” Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
International Association for Impact Assessment, 15 - 22 June 2002, The Hague. In
conference proceedings.

Christensen, P, Korngv, L and Holm Nielsen, E (2005) EIA as Regulation: Does it Work? J of
Environmental Planning and Management, Vol 48, No 3, 393-412, May 2005.

Commission of the European Communities (2003): How successful are the Member States in
implementing the EIA Directive? Report from the Commission to the European
Parliament and the Council On the Application and Effectiveness of the EIA Directive
(Directive 85/337/EEC as amended by Directive 97/11/EC).

Council on Environmental Quality (1997a): The national environmental policy act. A study of
its effectiveness after twenty-five years. CEQ, Executive Office of the President,
January 1997.

Council on Environmental Quality (1997b): Environmental Quality 1989: Twentieth Annual
Report. Government Printing Office, Washington DC.

European Commission (1994): Environmental Impact Assessment. Review Checklist.
Luxembourg.

European Commission (2001): Guidance on EIA. EIS review. Luxembourg.

Evaluation Committee (1990): Towards a Better Procedure to Protect the Environment.
Summary. Netherlands, Leidschendam: Report No. 3.

Hilding-Rydevik, T. (ed)(2001): EIA, large development projects and decision-making in the
Nordic countries. Nordregio report R2001:6.

Hilding-Rydevik, T. (2001): “Large projects, decision making and EIA.” In: Hilding-
Rydevik, T. (ed) (2001): EIA, large development projects and decision-making in the
Nordic countries. Nordregio report R2001:6.

Hilding-Rydevik, T., Clement, K., Bradley, K. & Hansen, M. (2004): Tools for Sustainable
Regional Development. Experiences and Prospects. Nordregio report R2004:4.

Hlokk, A. & Sigurdadottir, H. (2001): “An aluminum smelter in Redarfjorour, Eastern
Iceland.” In: Hilding-Rydevik, T. (ed)(2001): EIA, large development projects and
decision-making in the Nordic countries. Nordregio report R2001:6.

Hokkanen, P. (2001): “EIA and decision making in search of each other.” In: Hilding-
Rydevik, T. (ed)(2001): EIA, large development projects and decision-making in the
Nordic countries. Nordregio report R2001:6.

40



Kjellerup, U. (2001): "Horsens-Skanderborg rail link.” In: Hilding-Rydevik, T. (ed)(2001):
EIA, large development projects and decision-making in the Nordic countries.
Nordregio report R2001:6.

Lee, N & Colley, R (1990): Reviewing the Quality of Environmental Statements. EIA Centre,
Dep of Planning and Landscape, Univ of Manchester.

Lee, N., Walsh, F. & Reeder, G. (1994): “Assessing the performance of the EA process.”
Project Appraisal, Vol 9, no 3, pp 161-172.

Sadler, B., Verocai, I. & Vanclay, F. (2000): Environmental and Social Impact Assessment
for large dams. Final version. World Commission on Dams (WCD). WCD Thematic
Review V.2. Institutional processes.

Sadler, B. (1996): International Study of the Effectiveness of Environmental Assessment.
Final Report. Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency and the International
Association for Impact Assessment.

Sager, T. (1995): “From impact assessment to recommendation: how are the impact
assessment results presented and used?” Environmental Impact Assessment Review
1995:15, pp 377-397.

Sager, T. (2001): “A planning theory perspective on the EIA.” In: Hilding-Rydevik, T.
(ed)(2001): EIA, large development projects and decision-making in the Nordic
countries. Nordregio report R2001:6.

SFS 1998:808. Environmental Code.

SOU (1998): Miljo i grund och botten — erfarenheter fran Hallandsasen. Slutrapport av
tunnelkommissionen.

Stenstadvold, M. (2001): “The role of EIA in the planning and decision processed of large
development projects in the Nordic countries. The case of the Gardermoen project.”
In: Hilding-Rydevik, T. (ed)(2001): EIA, large development projects and decision-
making in the Nordic countries. Nordregio report R2001:6.

Wallentinus, H-G. and Pdéivio, J. (2001): “The Hallandsas railway tunnel project.” In:
Hilding-Rydevik, T. (ed)(2001): EIA, large development projects and decision-
making in the Nordic countries. Nordregio report R2001:6.

Wood, C. (1999): “Comparative evaluation of EIA systems.” In: Petts, J. (1999): Handbook
of EIA. Volume 2. EIA in practice: impact and limitations. Blackwell Science.

41



Appendix 1

The Bartlett and Kurian (1999) typology of how and why Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) works (very short version)

According to Bartlett and Kurian all of the below models have been empirically validated
by different researchers

‘The information processing model, with its emphasis on EIA as a technique for
producing, processing and transmitting information, assumes that rational,
comprehensive decision making is not only desirable but possible. The driving normative
assumptions of this model are value neutrality, technical and scientific rationality, and the
power of 'perfect’ information to ensure that the right decisions are taken by policy
makers.’

‘The organisational politics model of EIA makes the fundamental assumption that what is
right’ will prevail by the import of virtue into organisations. Bureaucratic organisations, in
other words, will change for the better by getting the right people into the right place who
will then incorporate environmental values into the organisation.’

‘The pluralistic model seeks to achieve a higher degree of public participation in the
decision-making process. EIA is primarily then a tool for ensuring more democratic
processes and practices through citizen involvement.’

‘The normative principles of the political economy model are efficiency, innovation,
flexibility and integration — the mutually reinforcing environmental and economic benefits
of using resources more efficiently by integrating environmental objectives into economic
decision-making and providing incentives for the development and adoption of adaptive,
minimising, preventive technology.’

‘The symbolic politics model is Janus-like in the values and norms to which it subscribes.
From one perspective, the purpose of EIA is assumed to be duplicitous — EIA is a
formality that serves no purpose other than to generate huge volumes of information that
remain inaccessible to people and are superfluous to the decision-making process.
Others however see EIA as serving to create particular kinds of meaning that shape the
world we live in. EIA’s goal then is to become a tool for moral reaffirmation of certain
values that have environmental preservation as their core. *

‘Of all the models examined here, the institutionalist model most explicitly and extensively
integrates normative principles with its operative aspects. The institutional politics model
sees the purpose of EIA as the transformation of institutional values by changing the way
of doing things in such a manner as to incorporate environmental values. Successful EIA
will bring about changes in the mandates, rules and procedures of the agencies that in
turn will influence and shape the notions of culture, values, norms and principles
throughout society. Fundamental to the institutionalist politics model is a vision of EIA as
a mechanism to bring about ecological rationality in decision — making - ...’
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PUBLIC DELIBERATION IN STRATEGIC
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT: AN EXPERIMENT WITH
CITIZENS’ JURIES IN ENERGY PLANNING

Hans Wiklund and Per Viklund

Introduction

Public participation is a key component of environmental assessment (EA); both of
environmental impact assessment (EIA) of projects and strategic environmental assessment
(SEA) of plans, programmes and policies. There are several standards of good practice of
public participation in EA (e.g. André et al. 2004, Bond et al. 2004, Palerm 2000, Webler et
al. 2001). Most of these standards have been developed for EIA while their guidance
regarding the appropriate forms of public participation in SEA is more limited. This indicates
a general need of searching for effective public participation tools in SEA.

A recent trend regarding public participation in EA is the interest for deliberative
democratic and deliberative planning ideals. EA has been described as a potential arena of
democratic deliberation (Bond et al. 2004, Palerm 2000, Petts, 2000, 2003, Sager, 2001,
Wilkins, 2003). As Petts puts it: ‘EIA (including SEA) has the potential to be a decision
process which includes deliberation, inherent learning and decision influence through
stakeholder and public input’ (Petts 2003, p.373).2° Richardson expresses a similar idea by
stating: “What has been described as the ‘communicative turn’ in planning seems to be
repeating itself in EA’ (2004, p.24). There is also a still limited, but growing, number of
empirical studies of deliberation in EA (e.g. Diduck and Mitchell, 2003, Fitzpatrick and
Sinclair, 2003, Petts, 2000, 2001, 2003, Saarikoski, 2000, Sinclair and Diduck, 2001,
Soneryd, 2002, Webler et al., 1995).

The purpose of this paper is to contribute to the search of effective tools for public
participation in general and public deliberation in specific in SEA through an experiment with
citizens’ juries in municipal energy planning. Citizens’ jury is a public participation tool that
has been developed with the intention of implementing deliberative democratic and
deliberative planning ideals.

Deliberative democracy and deliberative planning

Deliberative democratic ideals are very popular (e.g. Bohman and Regh 1997, Dryzek 2000,
Elster 1998, Gutmann and Thompson 2004), and several models of deliberative democracy
have been formulated, e.g. “discursive democracy’ (Dryzek 1990), ‘contestatory democracy’
(Pettit 2000) ‘reasonable democracy’ (Chambers 1996), ‘communicative democracy’ (Young
1993), and “deliberative politics’ (Habermas 1996a, 1996b). In addition, there are several
models of deliberative planning, e.g. ‘communicative planning’ (Forester 1993, Sager 1994),
‘collaborative planning’ (Healy 1997), ‘planning through consensus building’ (Innes 1996)
and ‘deliberative planning’ (Forester 1999). In common for models of deliberative democracy
and models of deliberative planning is the emphasis on the significance of voice, even though
the models disagree about what forms of voice that should be enabled.

% Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is used on projects while Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)
is used on plans and programmes.
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A key challenge for deliberative democratic and deliberative planning theorists is bridging
the gap between theory and practice (cf. Klymicka 2002, p.292, Uhr 1996). At what levels
should arenas for deliberation exist — local, national or international? How should these arenas
be integrated into the public policy-making process? Is the goal to make established decision-
making and planning mechanisms more deliberative or to create novel arenas for
deliberation?

In response to this challenge a number of deliberative tools have been developed, such as
‘citizens’ juries’ (Croshy 1995), “deliberative opinion polls’ (Fishkin et al. 2000), ‘planning
cells’ (Daniel and Renn 1995), ‘consensus conferences’ (Joss 1998), ‘authentic dialogue’
(Innes and Booher 2003) and “deliberative mapping’ (Eames et al. 2004). There is also an
increasing number of evaluations of experiments with deliberative decision-support tools
(Erikson and Fossum 2000, Hajer and Wagenaar 2003, Premfors and Roth 2004).

Citizens’ juries is probably the most frequently used deliberative tool, and it has been
applied in many different contexts, for example national health care reform, budget
prioritising, elections, medical ethics, education and land use planning (Jeffersson Center
2000). The basic idea of citizens’ juries is that ordinary citizens, if they are given time,
information and opportunity to discuss, are able to give qualified recommendations on
complex problems of public concern.

Design of the experiment

The experiment combines design principles of citizens’ juries with scenario methodologies
used. A jury of ordinary citizens have participated in a series of scenario workshops with the
objective to formulate of a local strategy for sustainable production, distribution and
consumption of energy in a Swedish municipality.

The jury consisted originally of 12 participants, of which 9 participated on a regular basis.
The participants were recruited through an advertisement in a local newsletter distributed to
all households in the municipality.”® In order to create a more diverse group, the
advertisement was complemented by contacts with individual citizens. These contacts were
managed by the municipality.

A core ambition of the experiment was to promote interplay between “ordinary citizens”
and “experts”. Therefore experts, hand picked by the research team, attended the scenario
workshops. The experts contributed with their expertise, while the citizens analysed and
evaluated the information.

The scenario methodology used followed the Shell-GBN approach (Dreborg 2004). Three
scenario workshops were conducted during the spring 2005. The aim of the first workshop
was to generate a vision of a sustainable energy system. The goal of the second workshop was
to formulate possible internal and external development scenarios. The objective of the third
workshop was to develop robust strategies for realising the vision.

The workshops followed a structure consisting of six steps. First, the research team
explained the rules for the workshop. Second, the research team and the invited experts
provided background information, for example regarding energy consumption and
environmental problems. Third, the participants generated ideas through structured

26 According to the design principles for citizens’ juries the ideal method of participant selection is a process of
stratified random sampling (Crosby 1986).
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brainstorming. The process leader asked the participants one by one to put forward an idea.
This was repeated until the participants had no more ideas to contribute with. Fourth, the
ideas were clustered into themes. Fifth, the participants prioritised among the ideas through
voting. Six, the research team summarised the results of the workshop and submitted the
results for comments to the participants.

Method and material

The evaluation of the experiment has been structured around a framework of analysis
(Wiklund 2002, 2004, 2005a, 2005b) derived from Jurgen Habermas’s notion of discourse as
an ideal democratic procedure (Habermas 1990. 1996a, 1996b, 2001). The main reasons for
focusing on Habermas’s theory of deliberative democracy is that the theory is coherent and
structured, and that most arguments for a more deliberative style of decision-making have
been strongly influenced by his writings (Bohman and Rehg, 1997, Elster, 1998).

The four principles derived from Habermas’s notion of discourse have been used as an ideal
type. This is a conceptual construct which stylises a phenomenon, and an analytical tool that
can be used for studying practice (Eliaeson 1982, p.104-122). The difference between an ideal
type and a hypothesis becomes clear when the two are confronted with empirical findings.
While the hypothesis claims to describe and explain reality, the ideal type provides a
perspective from which practice can be viewed. An ideal type, by definition cannot be
falsified; it can only be found to be less useful in some situations than others (Petersson 1987,
p.30).

The analysis is based on a number of materials: minutes and background materials from
project meetings (the research team and municipality representatives) and scenario
workshops, participatory observation in the scenario workshops, and in-depth interviews with
the 9 ordinary citizens who participated on a regular basis. The minutes and background
materials have been used to describe the formal structure of the experiment. The participatory
observations have been used to explore the interaction between the individual citizens and
between the citizens as a group and the experts in the workshops. The interviews have been
used to document the experiences of the participants.

Framework of analysis

In his model of deliberative democracy, Habermas identifies discourse as an ideal procedure
for rational and democratic decision-making.?” At the core of the notion of discourse is the
view that the democratic legitimacy of an outcome is dependent on the soundness of the
reasons provided for its support (Habermas, 1990, pp. 43-115, 1996a, pp. 157-168, 296-302,
1996b).

To fulfil the requirements of discourse, communication must be structured in a very special
way. The notion of discourse specifies a number of conditions aiming at ensuring that the
outcomes of public deliberations are nothing but the result of “‘the forceless force of the better
argument’ (Habermas 1975, p. 108).

In the essay Discourse Ethics: Notes on a Program of Philosophical Justification, Habermas
outlines the structure of discourse (1990, pp. 43-115). More precisely, he identifies three sets
of rules applying to three levels of rational argumentation (ibid., pp. 86-89). The first set is
based on the premise that ‘argumentation is designed to produce intrinsically cogent

*" For a thorough description of the model and derivation of the framework, see Wiklund (2002, 2004, 2005).
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arguments with which we can redeem and repudiate claims to validity’ and stipulates that
participants in discourse must make use of the same logical-semantic rules, e.g. participants
may not contradict themselves and they must use expressions in a consistent way over time as
individuals as well as across individuals (ibid., p. 87, italics in original). The second set is
based on the principle that ‘arguments are processes of reaching understanding that are
ordered in such a way that proponents and opponents ... can test the validity claims that have
become problematic’ and states that participants must follow certain procedural rules, e.g.
participants must state and defend only what they believe, and they must provide reasons to
justify their opinions (ibid., p. 87). The third set is based on the idea that ‘argumentative
speech is a process of communication that, in the light of its goal of reaching a rationally
motivated agreement, must satisfy improbable conditions’. The set of process rules insulates
the communicative process from coercion and inequality and specifies that no one with the
competence to speak and act should be excluded from discourse, that everyone is allowed to
question or introduce any assertion as well as to express his or her needs, beliefs and wants,
and that no one should be prevented by external or internal coercion from exercising these
rights (ibid., pp. 88-89).

From the notion of discourse four principles can be derived against which institutional
arrangements and practice can be assessed with regard to deliberative potential (cf. Chambers,
1996, pp. 193-211, Kettner, 1993).2

First, generality: a principle derived from the first rule of the third set, stipulating that
discourses shall be open to all competent speakers whose interests are, or will be, affected by
a matter of common concern or the norms adopted to regulate a matter. The principle
stipulates that all actors affected, or at least their interests, shall be included in the deliberative
process.

Second, autonomy: a principle derived from the second rule of the third set, specifying that
participants in discourse shall be granted the right to take sides with or against raised validity
claims. They shall be granted the right to effective participation, i.e. equal opportunities to
express and challenge arguments and counterarguments in the deliberative process.

Third, power neutrality: a principle derived from the third rule of the third set, stating that in
discourse only ‘the forceless force of the better argument’ (or communicative power) shall be
allowed to sway participants.' To produce legitimate and rational outcomes, asymmetries of
the three kinds of power with distorting effects on deliberation, which can be derived from
Habermas’s model of modern society as lifeworld and system, must be neutralised.
Administrative power finds expression in formal organisation in general and the political
system in particular, economic power follows the logic of market exchange and is represented
by financial resources, and cultural power finds expression in values and norms generated in
the lifeworld.

Fourth, id