Following are the minutes of the last session of this year’s SEA workshop. During this session summaries of the preceeding sessions were provided and a concluding debate took place.

Based on this sessions, the following workshop conclusions are drawn:

The SEA workshop at IAIA02 included some 30 high quality presentations from all over the world, highlighting a large variety of different themes and topics. The last session was used to summarise and to discuss core findings and suggestions. In short, the main areas of debate included:

· The form of SEA

· whilst SEA needs to be compatible with the system it is operating in and 
reflect its culture ('we have to start with whatever there is - so test it 
out!'), it also needs to be a strong and beneficial support instrument
o decision makers do not want to be confused and guidelines are needed 
[processes at strategic levels are 'mushy' already]; in this context, 
planners' views and terminology should be used and the purpose of SEA needs 
to be clear

· a perception of SEA being very soft and non-binding might be in the way 
of a wider application; in this context, the New Zealand Resource 
Management Act and the Dutch e-test were mentioned, both of which have 
struggled to make an impact

· a combination of [traditional] EIA and [flexible and adaptable] SEA might 
be the way forward

· the continuing invention of new terminology for fundamentally the same 
thing as SEA is counter-productive

· The role of decision makers and politicians

· SEA needs the support of decision makers and politicians; however, a 
supportive culture can only be developed if there is an awareness of the 
benefits of SEA - currently, this awareness is still underdeveloped

· The SEA process

· a number of challenges are connected with the SEA process, particularly 
when applied in situations with a strong political dimension [typical 
policy situations]

· there should be an agreement at the outset of SEA about the stages to be 
applied; currently, the fact that decision-making is not linear is a major 
reason for practitioners' frustration with SEA.

· whilst SEA needs to use the policy, plan or programme process, it should 
also aim at influencing and possibly improving this process

· an objectives-led procedural approach to SEA is likely to be the way 
forward - 'SEA can support everyone running in the same direction'

· pre-scanning might help to improve SEA effectiveness

· use a range of different applicable tools and instruments

· SEA should support the process towards obtaining a shared perception of 
reality; in this context, SEA may act as a facilitator.

· Tiering

· Use the right tools and techniques at the right time - interactive 

· Computer aided tools can make an important contribution.

· Trace the decisions made in the decision making hierarchy

· Distinguish between strategic decisions that are time sensitive ['need to 
agree at a certain time'] and those that are not.

-------------------------------------------------------------------

Protocol of last session in the SEA workshop at IAIA02 (21/06/02): SEA – the way forward – workshop leader: Thomas Fischer

Reports by the rapporteurs

First rapporteur: Olivia Bina 

(1) session 1.5: SEA methodologies, session chair: Maria Partitario

Jessica Johannson addressed the question of what factors can help us to choose appropriate analytical tools for the right purpose. In this context, a number of factors were proposed, including environmental boundaries need to be acknowledged and the type of information is important.

Mirady Sebastiani provided an important contribution from Venezuela. She explored the question ‘what methodology do we have to incorporate SEA and land use planning’. Based on a number of case studies she suggested that it might be useful to apply SEA when land use instruments are in an ongoing process, as well as in the ‘follow-up’ stage. In this context, the support by decision makers was deemed crucial. She stressed that ‘it is a process, and not a document’. The case studies demonstrated the feasibility of SEA in this country and she made it clear that ‘we have to start with whatever we have’. 

Isabel Ramos talked about the evaluation of land use proposals at the local level in the SEA process and provided us with lessons to be learned, applying a multimethodological (mixed) approach in order to deal with the complexity of the SEA process. She combined the SEA process with a multicriteria decision aid methodology in order to create a multicriteria SEA methodology.  She suggested that there is a need to combine a lot of tools because of the complexity of process, and that interactive computer aided tools can make an important contribution. 

(2) session 1.7: Decision making and SEA, session chair: Riki Therivel

Marc Van Dyck addressed the question of what to do if SEA doesn’t start at the beginning of the planning process, referring to the Antwerpen Ringroad. In this context, he suggested that there are particular challenges in terms of the planning process, as there is a strong political dimension. SEA needs to acknowledge this, including by addressing the important question of what is ‘what is subjective, what is objective’. His experiences suggest that we can use SEA and the effort we put in as a learning process.

Gustavo Vicente talked about his PhD research, addressing the ‘challenges of communication at strategic levels’. He made a set of propositions to address the gap between academics and consultants who see the world often differently from decision makers. His research will explore ways of ‘obtaining a shared perception on reality’..

Tabatha Wallington presented her PhD research on ‘reclaiming the original purpose of SEA’. One of her conclusions was that we need scientific rigour embedded in social and political processes.

Markus Eggenberger talked about the preliminary conclusions of the IAIA Study on the Integration of economic, social and environmental aspects. Whilst this deals with both, spatial planning and SEA, in practice there is confusion about the role of the two. However, it is suggested that SEA can support the process of spatial planning. In the project, a wide range of case studies are used based on which a framework will be designed. A particular important question is what role spatial planning should have – it is clear that this will involve more participation and communication.
Second rapporteur: Markus Eggenberger

(3) session 1.6: SEA Guidance and Practice, session chair: Marc Van Dyck

This session included two presentations on integrating planning within governmental agencies, the first one by Ruth Thoms from Environment Canada (“SEA/SD Assessment tool and Training Program”), and the second by Hans-Georg Wallentinus of SIDA (“SEA and EIA in Swedish SIDA’s Development Co-operation Programs – State of the Art”). Niek van der Heyden from the National Spatial Planning Agency, NL (“Between Planning and Politics: The Integral Impact Assessment for the Dutch Deltametropolis”), high-lighted the complexity of devising, communicating and choosing (spatial) planning options and the need for an early exchange between planners and environmental specialists. Jiri Dusik from REC (“Strategic Environmental Assessment in Central and Eastern Europe”) finally talked on the current situation of SEA in Eastern Europe.

The presentations by Thoms and Wallentius illustrated a certain reluctance (despite legal or procedural obligation) of administration to adopt new instruments (and procedures) such as SEA, suggesting that there is still room for a stronger commitment by the politicians and the need to emphasise the benefits of  SEA (“sell the tool”). As additional thought (mentioned already in earlier conferences), one is inclined to promote a certain prudence when creating new terms, as they (only) appear to have a different subject focus, while procedurally they usually mean similar things.

Given the complexity of planning, and devising and assessing different (spatial) development options, Van der Heyden’s presentation suggests that planners and environmental specialists have to communicate and exchange early. This applies not only to possible controversial policies and ways of reasoning, but also to the procedures, responsibilities, content, and criteria for selection and assessment. A step-wise approach, with stronger emphasis on “pre-scanning” and high-lighting trade-offs between different planning options could facilitate the process. However, the “rules of the game” have to be clear and need to be agreed on at the start. Both sides would benefit from more cross-fertilisation. 

Finally, the presentation by Dusik illustrated the tradition of some Eastern European countries with applying SEA. From this, it was concluded that we should assess (and integrate) existing experiences to a larger extent and use it in the promotion of SEA. 

Third  rapporteur: Chris Frey

(4) session 1.: Aspects of effective SEA application, session chair: Paul Tomlinson

Michael Short took stock of where we got to with environmental appraisal of development plans in the UK. Riki Therivel then took a bit of a forward look and posed a number of challenges and questions. Paul van Ruiten reported on the lessons from the e-test and Jenny Dixon, finally gave an overview of the role of RMA in New Zealand.

In this session, the gap between what we expect and what happens in reality was highlighted. It was concluded that there are similar lessons to be learned from advanced systems and that in effect, there seems to be a common thread of difficulties. With the New Zealand Ressource Management Act and the Dutch e-test, it appears that maybe we’ve gone a step too far, as both have struggled to make an impact. The main reason is insufficient support. However, examples of advanced systems always provide us with models and ideas. 

The following three main conclusions were drawn:

· SEA implementation only works within a supportive culture; if you can’t support it, tailor it into something you can support

· SEA needs to be compatible with the systems it is operating in, at the same time we need to try pushing the boundaries (- particularly in terms of alternatives and options!)

· current planning systems are ‘mushy systems’ – SEA needs to cope with that flexibility

Fourth rapporteur: Jiri Dusik

(5) session 1.: SEA in different contexts, session chair: Paul Scott

Charles Alton talked on the experience gained in the US from moving SEA up in the planning process. Tetsuro Uesugi provided us with recent development of SEA systems in Japan, where there is still no systematic SEA law and Sachihiko Harashina then outlined some of the key issue of SEA in local governments where some informal experiences have been gained. Clive Briffet provided us with an insight into SEA capacity building in South Asia and Ricardo Roura talked on SEA in Antarctica.

Whilst planners are not always happy with the perception of SEA, decision makers are still not always aware of the benefits, particularly the benefits connected with early public participation. There is a particularly need to stress that SEA may actually not be so difficult to achieve. The question was raised whether we need more quick scans, as they are particularly useful to screen out some of the options at early stages in planning process. In connection  with the role of uncertainties the question is whether we can improve something? However, what is clear is that we can never be 100% sure and it is particularly important to use the right techniques at the right time. A core recommendation for future developments was that education is needed. There are great potentials for broadening the experience of SEA in developing countries and IAIA should help increase understanding. Maybe the focus should be more on understanding rather than agreement in public participation

Fifth  rapporteur: Ralf Aschemann

(6) session 1.2: European EA Practice and the SEA Directive, session chair: Ralf Aschemann

This section included five presentations on practice in five European countries. Natalia Gullon talked on SEA in Spain and Ann Akerskog on the process of implementing the SEA Directive into Swedish Planning. Steven Smith reported on practice with sustainability appraisal of English regional plans. Paul Scott provided an overview of SEA practice in Ireland and Thomas Fischer finally talked on regional plan making in Germany and the requirements of the SEA Directive.Some important issues from those presentations are summarized below:

Natalia stressed the fact that Spain's complex administrative system (17 regions with a certain degree of autonomy) leads to the situation, where some have SEA regulations, whilst others do not. Overall, there is only very little practical SEA experience, though. Currently, eleven ministries are involved in elaborating the national sustainable development strategy. Ann provided some information on the SEA Guidance group of the Commission. A final report is to be expected at the end of 2002. The SEA Directive will most likely be implemented through the Planning and Building Act. A committee of the Swedish Parliament 

will start its work on final implementation in October 2002. Steven talked about the Guidance on Sustainability Appraisal (2000) and reported on an evaluation exercise of existing appraisals. This concluded that a new objectives-led approach seems to be a way forward. Paul talked on the so-called "Eco Audit", a type of environmental appraisal, done inter alia for the National Development Plan. He mentioned to an ongoing study and an existing study on heritage appraisal of development plans. Finally, he talked on some of the challenges in the context of implementing the SEA Directive in Ireland. Thomas compared existing regional plan making practice with the requirements of the SEA Directive. He concluded that some aspects are fully met, some are partly met and some will need to be included in future practice. He also highlighted the crucial role of a potential future SEA of policies.

Sixth rapporteur: Thomas Fischer

(7) session 1.1 From EIA to SEA – The case of Europe

This session included three presentations. Paul Tomlinson talked on improving EIA effectiveness through SEA and Ralf Aschemann showed the pros and cons of the EU SEA Directive. Maria Partidario, finally talked on the development of an innovative instrument: Strategic impact assessment for land-use planning in Portugal

The EU SEA Directive has obtained some considerable attention, not only in Europe. However, there are shortcomings, as the Directive clearly was a compromise. Particularly, it excludes economic and social impacts and does not consider policies. However, it finally institutionalises environmental assessment of plans and programmes. A first application report will be prepared by 2006.

The following conclusions were drawn by Maria Partidario based on setting up strategic impact assessment in Portugal:

· work with the planners views and terminology

· use the planning process as the terms of reference on which to built SEA

· be as simple as possible, avoid complexity

· use SEA as a facilitator
· test it out before formally adopting it

Discussion

Peter Croal from CIDA Canada started the discussion. He said that after listening to all of what was said in the workshop, he rather feels like throwing the new guide book he is currently preparing out of the window…. He stressed the fact that there is usually not just one decision and asked whether there may be too many decision makers. If there are more than one decision maker, the question is how can we influence them? As decision making is not linear at all, a linear guide book does not reflect real decision making and the question arises how we can ensure that at each step of policy making the environment is properly taken into account. Maybe there is a need to reflect culture of organisation better?

Environmental analysis at policy level takes place at an abstract level. – The question is; what does it mean to go in one or in another direction and how should we organise environmental analysis. The fact that decision making is not linear is one of the reasons practitioners get frustrated with SEA.

However, it was then suggested that guidelines can and should still exist – and are important to ensure decision makers know what to do.

The issue was raised that certain countries don’t like to include SEA in their legislations

as linearly structured instruments don’t seem to reflect reality. – On the other hand, some countries also prefer to only have EIA, as SEA is currently perceived to be soft, non binding – So some decision makers favour strict procedures, rather than confusing ones. – From this it was concluded that tools must actually be helpful to decision makers.

Maybe we need SEA that acts as the paper clip in word for windows. It asks the decision maker ‘what would you like?’

Despite the current flexibility paradigm it was underlined that SEA is a process, where everyone can run in the same direction, and where you don’t leave out alternatives and options. However, SEA is in effect rooted in specific systems. – So it might be differently applied in different contexts. – Particularly we should avoid to pretend that SEA is a scientific process. – Checks and balances appear to be of particular importance.

Decision makers can only be convinced to apply SEA if there is something based on which you can say : This is SEA ! 

An argument to convince decision makers may be that each company has an auditing system and that SEA is similar to auditing systems
In the further debate reference was made to a World Bank project in Chile which has been running  for 2 years: After now several drafts, there is a strong perception that it has been an impressive learning process. Trade offs were made and are most important! – It seems that the way forward is to combine traditional EIA and innovative (flexible) SEA
Practice suggests that different intermediate steps in the SEA process are of importance – Maybe there should be less of a focus on the end product? 

Getting everybody together at different stages is of importance. In this context, you have to inform each other of the consequences. 

In real decision making situations, it was suggested that maybe you have to agree at a certain time! However, on the other hand you should not be forced to do a decision at one point particular time, if it simply isn’t right. Some strategic decisions might in effect not be time sensitive.

The context of the overall policy needs to be established and a tiered approach is important! In clear decision making processes, there should be a possibility to trace different decisions and to allocate them to a particular tier. SEA could also act as an instrument of knowledge management.

A fundamental question was finally raised: What do you want to do with SEA? Do you want to influence - or do you want to inform? Many participants thought that the purpose is to improve the decision making process – the whole impetus is to improve!!! It has to have a positive influence! Communicating about conflicting societal issues is also of great importance and the way you link information to the decision making process. Furthermore, SEA should make people aware of environmental issues.

‘brainstorming notes’ taken by Chris Frey during discussion:

· decisions – like a ‘lava lamp’ – linear steps in guidance cannot cope?!

· mix + match options – pick from a continuum

· resistance to SEA – because it is fluid?

· SEA = continuous steering and questioning

· country-specific systems are needed

· World Bank, Chilean case – baseline study not usable in itself, need to document the story – staged reporting

· linear process – circular steps?

· good SEA should allow for multiple decision points – longevity (particularly for policy level)

Planning Design
Evaluation / Choice
Decision making




      SEA

SEA should:


INFORM and/or INFLUENCE

· both: to help resolve conflicts

· political susceptibility if it is SEEN to influence more than inform

Thomas Fischer

