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Abstract  
  

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) has been recognised as an useful aid in integrating 
environmental considerations into strategic planning to improve the environmental 
performance of policies, plans and programmes making. Despite of the application of its 
principles around the world, it is appreciated that there cannot be one SEA model that can fit 
all planning processes and systems. Each planning system, with its own legal, administrative 
and procedural frameworks, has to establish its own SEA system that takes into account 
national and local policies, government machinery, planning legislation. This paper seeks to 
provide an assessment review of SEA application in 10 selected countries worldwide. Five 
countries were selected from developed counties which are considered as pioneers in 
environmental assessment. The other countries were developing countries, with relatively 
similar contexts to the country of case study, which recently have an increasing attention to 
environmental issues. These have been selected to present countries where SEAs have been 
routinely applied for some considerable time, in order to gain some understanding of how 
SEA is applied in different contexts. This assists in exploring differences in SEA practices in 
different systems in order to capitalise on international experience due to limited resources 
covering this. This is feasibly important for countries, in particular, developing countries in 
setting up or update their SEA systems.  
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 الملخص  

  
( يعد عاملا مساعدا ومتكاملا مفيد في SEAمما لا شك فيه أن هناك شبه إجماع دولي علي أن التقييم البيئي الاستراتيجي) 

إدماج الاعتبارات البيئية في التخطيط الاستراتيجي لتحسين الأداء البيئي للسياسات والخطط والبرامج. وعلى الرغم من 
نحاء العالم، إلا أنه لا يمكن أن يكون هناك نموذج واحد لهذا التطبيق يتناسب مع أنظمة في جميع أ SEAتطبيق مبادئ 

وإجراءات التخطيط  المختلفة. فكل نظام تخطيطي، له الأطر القانونية والإدارية والإجرائية الخاصة بها، التي تجعل له 
طنية والمحلية، الأجهزة الحكومية خاص به معتمدا علي اعتبارات السياسات الو SEAخصوصية في تأسيس نظام 

بلدان مختارة حول العالم. وقد تم اختيار  ۰۱في  SEAتسعى هذه الورقة البحثية إلى تقييم تطبيق  ،والتشريعات التخطيطية. 

 ةخمس دول من الدول المتقدمة التي تعتبر رائدة في التقييم البيئي. وخمس دول أخرى من البلدان النامية، مع سياقات مماثل
نسبيا للبلاد محل الدراسة وخاصة الدول التي أصبح لها مؤخرا اهتماما متزايدا بالقضايا البيئية. وقد تم اختيار البلدان التي 

في سياقات مختلفة  SEAطبقت التقييمات البيئية بشكل روتيني لبعض الوقت بهدف الحصول على فهم أعمق لكيفية تطبيق 

في أنظمة مختلفة من أجل الاستفادة من الخبرات الدولية نظرا  SEAات في ممارسات .وهذا يساعد في استكشاف الاختلاف

لمحدودية الأدبيات التي تغطي هذا المجال مما يساعد علي صياغة أو تطوير نظم التقييم البيئي الاستراتيجي في البلدان 
  النامية. 



STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (SEA) WORLDWIDE… Ibrahim Hegazy , Hossam Samir, P.133-157 

 

134  

1 INTRODUCTION  
  

SEA is not just a developing theory but has been adopted in many countries. SEA has 
received increasing attention, and it has developed rapidly, both, in terms of theory 
and practice (Fischer, 2007). (SEA) is gaining widespread recognition as a tool for 
promoting the sustainable development of the environment through policy, plan and 
programme decision-making processes, assisting the decision-making process by 
supporting the design of more sustainable policies and strategies (Fischer, 2003). 
Sadler and Verheem (1996, p.27) define SEA as: “a systematic process for evaluating 
the environmental consequences of a proposed policy, plan or programme (PPP) 
initiative in order to ensure they are fully included and appropriately addressed at the 
earliest appropriate stage of decision-making”.  
  
The need for SEA did not derive only from project EIA insufficiencies. Advocates of SEA 
insist on its capacity to promote more sound and environmentally sensitive and 
integrated policies and plans, on the role that SEA can play in the promotion of 
sustainable development principles and practices and by enabling a better context for 
the consideration of impacts (Fischer, 2007; Dalal-Clayton and Sadler, 2005; Partidario, 
2000).  
  
The development and consequent adoption of SEA procedures have gained 
momentum in recent years as we have witnessed a growing body of literature 
addressing SEA principles (e.g. Fischer, 2007; Noble, 2000; Partidario, 2000), 
methodology (e.g. Noble and Storey, 2001; Brown and Therivel, 2000), and 
performance evaluation (e.g. Jones et al., 2005; Fischer, 2002).   
  
Conceptually, current SEA practice can be distinguished in terms of the area of 
application, as follows (Jones et al., 2005):  

- Formal EIA-based (SEA is modelled closely  on or applied under  and in accordance 
with the requirements of EIA legislation  

- Policy-SEA (procedures have some or all of the features or characteristics of SEA 
and have the same overall purpose).  

  
This paper provides for a systematic international comparative review and analysis of 
SEA systems in 10 countries from their legal, administrative and procedural 
frameworks. In this context, both the above mentioned categories of SEA are covered. 
Only systems in which SEA had been formally and/or routinely applied for least a few 
years were included. This comparative analysis is conducted, using a set of generic 
criteria that are developed in the next section.  
  

2 COMPARISON CRITERIA METHODOLOGY    
  

The framework used for comparing the 10 SEA systems has been developed from 
legislation, guidance, documents, books, and journal articles. Sources include 
Partidario (1996), Therivel and Partidario (1996, 2000), Sadler (1996, 1998), Verheem 
and Tonk (2000), Fischer (2002, 2007), Therivel (2004), Jones et al. (2005), Wood 
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(2002), and Chaker et al. (2006). Criteria used for comparing are based on professional 
SEA literature’s suggestions on what constitutes an SEA system legally, 
administratively and procedurally.   
  
In this context, three sets of criteria were distinguished as summarised in Table 1.  

1. Legal criteria, such as legal basis, administrative levels, tiering and integration with 
planning process; and  

2. Administrative criteria, such as SEA initiator, conductor, reviewer and inspector; 
and  

3. Procedural criteria, such as screening, scoping, impact assessment, mitigation, 
report, review, public participation and consultation, and finally monitoring.  
   

Table (1) Comparative analysis criteria  

Level   Elements  Criteria  

Legal   Legal basis  1)  What is the legal basis for SEA?  

 Administrative level  2)  What are the administrative levels which 
SEA is applied for?  

 Tiering specification  3)  What are the decision making levels which 
SEA is applied for?  

 Integration with planning 
 4) process  

What is the integration mode which is 
implemented?  

Administrative  SEA initiator   5)  Who is responsible for initiating SEA?  

 SEA conductor  6)  Who is responsible for conducting SEA?  

 SEA reviewer  7)  Who is responsible for reviewing SEA?  

 SEA inspector  8)  Who is responsible for inspecting SEA?  

Procedural  Screening  9)  How is screening set up?  

 Scoping  10)  How is scoping determined?  

 Impacts assessment  11)  How are impacts assessed?  

 Mitigation  12)  How are mitigation measures mitigated?  

 SEA report   13)  How is the SEA report prepared and 
submitted?  

 Review  14)  How is the SEA report reviewed?  

 Consultation & Public  15)  

participation  

How are consultation and public 
participation undertaken?  

 Monitoring  16)  How is the SEA process monitored?   
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3 CURRENT SEA SYSTEMS  
  

This section presents a brief information of 10 SEA systems in use around the world.  
The systems under review are from Canada, China, Hong Kong, Lebanon, the 
Netherlands, New Zealand, South Africa, Taiwan, the UK, and the USA. The 10 
countries were selected to cover a wide range of different planning contexts and SEA 
traditions and experiences. Please note that the countries are shown in alphabetical 
order, and do not reflect any preference of effectiveness.  
  
Five SEA cases have been selected from SEA systems in developed countries with 
extensive experience of environmental assessment, and are considered as pioneers 
SEA. The UK was an obvious choice here. It has been a leader in applying a form of SEA 
to its strong but discretionary planning procedures. The Netherlands was included 
because it is generally acknowledged to have a developed system of environmental 
controls, including EIA system. The author believed that it was essential that the paper 
covered a different range of geographical locations, so the inclusion of non-European 
countries was considerable important. The US possesses the original EA system and, 
as with so much else in the environmental policy field, examination of American SEA 
experience offers a pointer to the future elsewhere. The Canadian federal EA system 
was established on an informal basis in 1973, and provided the model for the 
Netherlands EIA system. Canada was also the first country to implement the SEA of 
cabinet proposals. New Zealand has a longestablished EIA system and its Resource 
Management Act (RMA) has been widely admired. Because the RMA implicitly 
requires SEA, New Zealand's integrated SEA procedure was a natural choice. All these 
countries are among the first to have applied SEA and they have been considered as 
benchmarks in this field.  
  
The other five cases selected were from developing countries, with relatively similar 
contexts to the country of case study, which exhibit increasing concern for 
environmental assessment. Hong Kong is a densely populated burgeoning region 
which has made provision for SEA within its planning system and was an obvious Asian 
representative. South Africa is a developed federal country; it has made provision for 
SEA within its planning system and was chosen as the African representative in this 
thesis. Taiwan is a newly industrialized country located on the Pacific Rim of Southeast 
Asia. It has recently officially adopted SEA and is remains as yet in an early stage in the 
development of its system. It was therefore important to examine the way in which 
SEA had been implemented in this country in order to how it has been influenced by 
international experience in adopting and integrating SEA into planning system. 
Similarly, China, with the rapidity and scale of development, has earned its economic 
growth to some extent at the cost of environmental quality.  
  
Subsequently, China has been paying much greater attention to improving 
environmental quality, thus it has recently adopted SEA to provide a high level of 
environmental protection. Finally, it was decided to include the Lebanon as a 
representative of Middle Eastern countries. Lebanon is among the pioneers in the 
Middle East to launch the development of a national SEA system that caters to the 
particularities of the Lebanese planning, regulatory and institutional context.  



Faculty of Urban & Regional Planning, Cairo University Journal of Urban Research, Vol. 11, Jan 2014 

 

137  

4 A COMPARATIVE ASSESSMENT OF SEA APPLICATION  
   

This section consists of a snapshot assessment of SEA practice in the chosen countries 
comparing their respective legal, administrative, and procedural frameworks. The 
focus of the assessment was to explore differences in SEA practice that can be used to 
distinguish various alternatives that may be available to countries wishing to adopt 
SEA for the first time or to review and amend existing arrangements. The data for each 
individual country was compiled from a range of literature sources including 
documents and official publications from government bodies, NGOs, academic 
literature, and internet sources identified from computer based-search.   
  

4.1 Legal framework  
  

This section presents the findings of the overall comparison and review of SEA systems 
against the SEA legal criteria (see Table 2).  
  

4.1.1 Legal basis  
  

Adequate legal provisions are important for ensuring SEA is applied in a consistent 
manner, giving certainty to the actors involved in both SEA and PPP processes. A 
formal basis for SEA can help to ensure that SEA is applied to full range of strategies, 
and is practised to certain standards (Therivel and Partidario, 1996). All the countries 
reviewed had some forms of legal provisions for SEA but the nature of this legislation 
varied. The evaluation has shown that SEA is implementing through one of the 
following:  

• Provisions integrated with EIA legislation, this is the case in most countries 
reviewed (as in China, Hong Kong, Lebanon, Netherlands, Taiwan and United 
States). For example, in China, the SEA provisions are included into the 2002 EIA  
Act (Lam et al., 2009). In Netherlands, EIA Decree (1987 amended is 1994 and 1999) 
includes a statutory SEA requirement (Dalal-Clayton and Sadler, 2005). In the case 
of Lebanon and USA cases, SEA provisions were included within the environmental 
protection law which also includes provisions for EIA (Chaker et al., 2006b; Bass, 
2005 respectively).  

• Exclusive provisions for SEA which are separate from EIA legislation. Examples of 
this type of legislation include the 1991/99/2004 Cabinet Directive on the 
Environmental Assessment of Policy, Plan and Programme Proposals in Canada 
which makes exclusive provisions for SEA (Noble, 2009), and the Environmental 
Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004  in the UK (Zhou and 
Sheate, 2009).  

• Provisions integrated with other sectoral legislation. For instance, in New Zealand, 
the Resources Management Act (RMA) provides a strong legislative framework for 
SEA, although the RMA was not intended to legislate for SEA (SEA is not mentioned 
by name in the RMA), it is recommended that environmental concerns were 
adequately considered in decision-making process (Dixon, 2005). Similarly, 
environmental assessment of PPPs is included in the National Environmental 
Management Act in South Africa (Retief, 2007).   
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Table (2) Review of SEA legislation framework in selected countries  

Country  Legal basis  Administrative 
level  

National  
Regional  
Local  

SEA tiering   

  

Policy  
Plan  
Programme  

Integration with 
planning process  

Canada  Exclusive 
provisions for SEA 
are made under 
the Cabinet  
Directive  

National and 
regional  

Full tiering is 
required (PPPs)  

In principle, 
there should be 
enough early 
application of 
SEA to address 
deliberation on 
purposes and 
alternatives  

China  SEA provisions are 
included under 
EIA Law  
2002  

National, Regional 
and  
local  

Plans is solely 
required to 
undertake SEA   

Integration is 
required  

Hong Kong   Inclusive 
provisions under 
EIA Ordinance as 
amended in  
2002   

National and 
regional  

SEA is required 
for all tiers  

SEA closely 
linked to 
territorial, 
strategic and 
regional 
planning  

Lebanon  SEA provisions are 
included  
under the Law of  
Environmental 
protection 2002  

National  SEA is limited to 
plans and 
programmes  

Integration is 
required  

Netherlands  SEA provisions 
are included 
under EIA Decree 
of 1987  
(amended in  
1994 and 1999)  

National, 
regional and local  

Required for 
plans and 
programmes   

  

Early integration 
is identified in  
SEA guidance  

New  
Zealand  

  

Resources  
Management  
Act 1991 and its  
amendments  
include provisions 
for assessment of  
PPPs  

National, 
regional and local  

RMA requires 
any policy or plan 
to undertake an 
EA  

Integration is 
required for in 
RMA proposals 
preparation 
process  
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Table (2) continued 

Country  Legal basis  Administrative 
level  

National  
Regional  
Local  

SEA tiering   

  

Policy  
Plan  
Programme  

Integration with 
planning process  

South Africa  National  
Environmental  
Management  
Act makes  
procedures 
similar to SEA, 
and requires any 
PPP to investigate 
and assess  
significant 
impacts  

National and 
regional  

There is an 
effective PPP in 
place, covered by 
SEA  

Not legally 
required, level 
and extent of 
integration is not 
specified in 
guidance  

  

Taiwan  SEA provisions are 
included under 
EIA Act  
1994  

National, 
regional and local  

Full tiering is 
required (PPPs)  

Integration is 
required  

UK  Exclusive 
provisions 
through the 
Environmental  
Assessment of  
Plans and  
Programmes  
Regulations  
2004   

Regional and local 
plans  

SEA is not 
mandatory at  
higher policy 
level;    

It is required for 
plans and 
programmes   

Early integration 
is identified in  
SEA guidance  

USA  SEA provisions are 
included under 
the  
National  
Environmental  
Policy Act of  
1969 and its  
amendments  

National   There is an 
effective PPP in 
place, covered by 
SEA  

Integration is 
considered and  
highly developed   

Source: Au and Lam, 2005; Bass et al., 2001; Bass, 2005 ; Buuren and Nooteboom, 2009; CEAA, 2004; 
CEAA, 2007; Chaker et al., 2006a; Chaker et al., 2006b; Dalal-Clayton and Sadler, 2005; DEAT, 
2004a; DEAT, 2004b; Dixon, 2005; El-Jourbagy and Harty, 2005; EPA, 2003; EPD, 1998; EPD, 
2006; EPD, 2009; FACITC, 2006; Fischer, 2007; Jones et al., 2005; Lam et al., 2009; Liou and 
Yu, 2004; Liou et al., 2006; Memon, 2005; Noble, 2009; ODPM, 2005; Retief, 2007; RMA, 
1991; RMAA, 2003; RMAA,2005; Rossouw and Retief, 2005; Thissen and Heijden, 2005; 
UNDP, 2004; Zhou and Sheate, 2009.  
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4.1.2 Administrative level  
  
With respect to whether SEA is applied within a full planning hierarchy, the 
comparison indicates that there is a great variability in the coverage of planning levels, 
which require SEA prior to decision-making. Most countries consider the national level 
as the priority level for SEA intervention with the exception of UK, where SEA required 
for Regional Spatial Strategies and Local Development Documents only (Zhou and 
Sheate, 2009). Among the countries which apply SEA at national level, China, 
Netherlands, New Zealand and Taiwan require SEA implementation within a full 
hierarchy of planning levels including regional and local plans (Dalal-Clayton and 
Sadler, 2005; Chaker et al., 2006a; RMAA, 2003; Liou et al., 2006 respectively), 
whereas SEA provisions in Canada, Hong Kong and South Africa only require SEA 
implementation for strategic actions at regional level (Chaker et al., 2006a).  
  

4.1.3 SEA tiering   
  

With respect to whether SEA is applied within a tiered system of environmental 
assessment, Table 3 indicates that there is great variability in the tiers of strategic 
decisions requiring SEA prior to decision-making. More than half of the systems 
reviewed perform SEA for the three main tiers of strategic action, namely PPPs 
(Canada, Hong Kong, South Africa, Taiwan and USA). In Canada, a detailed SEA is 
required when the proposal for a policy, plan or program is submitted to an individual 
Minister or to Cabinet for approval (CEAA, 2007).   
  
Similarly, in Hong Kong and Taiwan, SEA is being fitted to a full hierarchical assessment 
system (Chaker, 2006a; Dalal-Clayton and Sadler, 2005; Liou et al., 2006). In addition, 
SEA is applied in the USA within a full-tiered system of environmental assessment 
(Dalal-Clayton and Sadler, 2005), where the National Environment Policy Act (NEPA) 
encourages agencies to tier their environmental studies to avoid repetition of issues 
and to focus on those that are appropriate for decision making at each level of 
planning. In South Africa, the National Environmental Management Act 1998 and it 
amendments include provisions for assessment procedures for PPPs (DEAT, 2004a).  
  
Some countries require assessments for at least two tiers of strategic decisions (i.e., 
any combination of PPPs) (e.g., Netherlands, New Zealand and UK). For instance, 
Netherlands and UK formally established their SEA system only for plans and 
programmes (Dalal-Clayton and Sadler, 2005). In New Zealand, the RMA does not refer 
specifically to SEA but rather requires that any policy or plan must undergo an EA 
(RMAA, 2003).   
  
In this comparative study, China is the only country in the sample to require SEA solely 
for strategic plans.  The Chinese SEA legislation is integrated within the EIA Law 
(Chapter 2 of the EIA law exclusively makes provision for EA implementation for 
strategic plans) (Zhou and Sheate, 2009).  
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4.1.4 Integrating with planning process  
  

An essential aim of SEA can be described as the integration of environmental 
considerations into decision making processes from the earliest possible stages 
onwards (Sadler and Verheem, 1996). As mentioned before, ideally SEA should be 
carried out simultaneously, as a form of ‘dialogue’ with PPP making, so that it is able 
to bring maximum influence to effect the process. Integration of this kind helps SEA to 
achieve its aims. With this respect, almost all SEA systems studied stipulate enough 
early integration of SEA, so as to encourage deliberation on purposes and alternatives. 
The exception is South Africa, where integration is not legally required (Rossouw and 
Retief, 2005).   
  
Although few details are provided on the approach or way of integration, UNCEC & 
RECCEE (2006) identifies that there are three ways of achieving process integration. 
The first type of integration is that SEA is a completely separate tool from strategic 
action preparation. The second one is that SEA is partially integrated into strategic 
action preparation with limited chances of information exchange or sharing. The third 
one is that SEA is fully integrated into strategic preparation, in this context SEA and 
strategic action preparation, decision making and adoption are integrated at the 
outset, each contributing to shaping each other (EC, 2005).  
  
  

4.2 Administrative framework  
  

This section presents the findings of the overall comparison and review of SEA systems 
against SEA administrative criteria (see Table 3).  
  

4.2.1 SEA initiator  
  

The identification of an administrative body to initiate the SEA process provides 
direction and accountability for the process. The comparative assessment identifies 
that the responsibility of initiating SEA is a role of the proponent authority that 
produces and/or adopts the policy, programme or plan, in most of countries studied 
practise, with the exception of Canada and Hong Kong. In Hong Kong, the 
Environmental Protection Department (EPD) is the competent authority which is 
responsible for environmental issues, initiates SEA for strategic PPPs (EPD, 2009). 
Furthermore, in the Canadian SEA system, a formal SEA is officially initiated by the 
Minister of the Environment with the help from the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Agency (Zhou and Sheate, 2009).  
  

4.2.2 SEA conductor  
  

This is the institution responsible for conducting and overseeing the SEA process. Most 
of the countries reviewed require the proponent authority to conduct the SEA 
themselves (e.g. Canada, China, Hong Kong, Lebanon, Netherlands, UK and USA). In 
Canada, it is the individual minister’s responsibility for ensuring that the 
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environmental consequences of their policies, plan and programs are considered 
consistent with the government’s broad environmental objectives and sustainable 
development goals (CEAA, 2004). Similarly, in the UK, it is the responsibility of the 
proponent authorities to initiate and conduct SEAs for their plans and programmes. 
For instance, if a local authority drafted a local transport plan, then it is the 
responsibility of that local authority to carry out the SEA application individually or 
invite a professional consultant to undertake the task on their behalf (Zhou and 
Sheate, 2009).  
  
In contrast, in New Zealand and Taiwan, SEA is carried out by the component 
authorities (the Ministry of Environment and the Environmental Protection 
Administration, respectively) (Memon, 2005; Liou and Yu, 2004). In South Africa, an 
independent committee undertakes this task. Article 4 of the National Environmental 
Management Act states that environmental impact assessments, or other specified 
tasks performed in connection with an application for an environmental authorisation, 
may only be performed by a pre-qualified environmental assessment practitioner 
registered in accordance with the procedures to be established (DEAT, 2004a).  
   

4.2.3 SEA reviewer  
  

With respect to the issue of who has the authority to review an SEA or environmental 
report, the component authority is required to review the SEA findings in China, 
Lebanon, Netherlands and Taiwan. For example, the Lebanese Ministry of 
Environment is responsible for reviewing SEAs (Chaker et al., 2006b). In Taiwan, the 
component authority reviews and decides whether or not the SEA report meets 
requirements and how it will be taken forward. (Liou et al, 2006). Reviewers could also 
include a specialist independent body as elaborated in some countries such as, Hong 
Kong, New Zealand, South Africa and USA. In Hong Kong and USA, the Advisory Council 
for Environment (ACE) and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) respectively 
review and endorse the SEA report (Au and Lam, 2005; Bass, 2005).   
  
In contrast, the Canadian Cabinet Directive and its Guidelines only state that SEAs 
should be forwarded for departmental evaluation and review officers; the authority 
or organisation that is responsible for SEA examination and approval is not designated. 
It is stated that the Sustainable Development Division of the Department has the 
responsibility to review the results of a Preliminary Scan (Screening) template and the 
final SEA documents (FACITC, 2006).  
  

4.2.4 SEA inspector  
  

With respect to the issue of who has the authority to inspect the compliance with  
SEA results in the implementation of strategic proposals, the component authority (in 
China, Hong Kong, Lebanon, Netherlands, South Africa, Taiwan and USA) is required 
to ensure and inspect that the SEA outcomes are taken into account when 
implementing the development proposals.  
   

In Canada, the Commissioner for the Environment and Sustainable Development is 
responsible for checking on the implementation SEA results (CEAA, 2004). While in the 
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UK, the implementation of PPPs is subject to review by a Planning Inspector where 
SEA will be scrutinised (ODPM, 2005). Finally, in New Zealand, enforcement is only 
takes place in an indirect way by an independent agency, namely through funding 
decisions by Land Transport New Zealand Agency (Fischer, 2007).  
  

Table (3) Review of SEA administration framework in selected countries  

Country  SEA initiator  SEA conductor   SEA reviewer  SEA inspector  

Canada  Ministry of  
Environment  

  

  

Proponent 
department and 
agency  

Interdepartmental 
review is required 
by the Sustainable 
Development  
division of the 
proponent 
department  

Commissioner 
for the  
Environment 
and Sustainable 
Development is 
responsible for 
checking on 
implementation  
SEA results  

China  Proponent 
authority as a 
part of planning 
process  

Proponent 
authority with 
the help from 
licensed 
professional 
environmental 
assessment 
consultants  

Review team from 
State 
Environmental  
Protection  
Administration 
(SEPA), including 
representatives 
of relevant 
departments and 
experts   

SEPA  

Hong Kong   Environmental  
Protection  
Department  
(EPD)  

Proponent 
authority  

Advisory Council 
for Environment  
decides whether 
or not the SEA 
report meets 
requirements  

EPD  

Lebanon  Proponent 
authority  

Proponent 
authority  

Ministry of 
Environment  

Ministry of 
Environment  

Netherlands  Proponent 
authority  

Proponent 
authority with 
an advice from 
an independent 
expert 
committee (EIA 
Commission)  

Left to  
competent 
authority to 
decide  

Ministry of 
Environment   

New Zealand  

  

Proponent 
authority  

Ministry of 
Environment  

Board of Inquiry 
within  Ministry 
of Environment    

Indirect way by 
an independent 
agency, namely 
through funding 
decisions  
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Table (3) Continued  

Country  SEA initiator  SEA conductor   SEA reviewer  SEA inspector  

South Africa  Proponent 
authority  

A pre-qualified 
environmental 
assessment 
practitioner 
registered in 
accordance with  
specific 
procedures  

External specialist 
reviewer  

Environmental 
inspector  

Taiwan  Proponent 
authority  

Competent 
authority, namely 
Environmental  
Protection  
Administration  
(EPA)  

Review 
committee within 
EPA  

EPA  

UK  Performed by 
proponent as 
part of the 
planning process  

Proponent 
authority 
individually or 
invite 
professional 
consultant to 
undertake SEA on 
their behalf  

A quality 
assurance  
checklist is 
provided  

Independent 
examination by 
the planning 
inspectorate  

USA  Proponent 
authority   

Proponent 
authority   

Council on  
Environmental  
Quality  

Environmental  
Protection  
Agency  

Source: Compiled by the author from: (Au and Lam, 2005; Bass et al., 2001; Bass, 2005 ; Buuren and 
Nooteboom, 2009; CEAA, 2004; CEAA, 2007; Chaker et al., 2006a; Chaker et al., 2006b; Dalal-
Clayton and Sadler, 2005; DEAT, 2004a; DEAT, 2004b; Dixon, 2005; ElJourbagy and Harty, 
2005; EPA, 2003; EPD, 1998; EPD, 2006; EPD, 2009; FACITC, 2006; Fischer, 2007; Jones et al., 
2005; Lam et al., 2009; Liou and Yu, 2004; Liou et al., 2006; Memon, 2005; Noble, 2009; 
ODPM, 2005; Retief, 2007; RMA, 1991; RMAA, 2003; RMAA,2005; Rossouw and Retief, 2005; 
Thissen and Heijden, 2005; UNDP, 2004; Zhou and Sheate, 2009).  

  
  

4.3 Procedural framework  
  

This section presents the findings of the overall comparison and review of SEA systems 
against SEA procedural criteria (see Table 4).  
  

4.3.1 Screening  
  

Screening is needed in order to decide whether an SEA should be conducted or not 
(Therivel, 2004). It is often defined in the SEA legal requirements or associated 
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guidelines, and it is the starting point in all the SEA systems reviewed. The types and 
tiers of strategic decision which should be subject to an assessment prior to 
decisionmaking are identified through one of the following:  
  
(i) A Screening list identifying which strategic initiatives should be subject to SEA (as 

in China, Lebanon, Netherlands, South Africa, Taiwan and UK). For example, in the 
UK, certain categories of programmes and plans (agriculture, forestry, fisheries, 
energy, industry, transport, waste management, water management, 
telecommunications, tourism, town and country planning and land use) which are 
likely to have significant environmental effects are identified and are required to 
undertake an SEA (ODPM, 2005). Similarly in Taiwan, the scope of SEA is defined 
by a mandatory screening list which requires that SEA be applied to designated 
PPPs with potential adverse significant environmental impacts. The list includes 11 
plans/programs in nine policy themes as listed in Table 5.  

  

(ii) Set of inclusive criteria (as in Canada, Hong Kong and New Zealand). For example, 
in the Canadian SEA system, two basic criteria (political condition and physical 
condition) are set to evaluate whether a given PPP proposal needs SEA or not. The 
first criterion is “the proposal will be submitted to an individual Minister or Cabinet 
for approval”. The second criterion is “implementation of the proposal may result 
in important environmental impacts, either positive or negative” (CEAA, 2004). 
Consequently, those proposals approved by authorities whose administration 
level is lower than minister or cabinet level and those proposals that physically 
may not result in important environmental impacts do not need to apply SEA.   

  
In like manner, the Hong Kong EIA Ordinance requires EA to be conducted for 
major development PPP proposals of more than 20 hectares or involving more 
than 100,000 people (Au and Lam, 2005). In New Zealand, screening is more 
comprehensive as the RMA, as amended in 2003, states that an evaluation "must 
be carried out" for any proposed plan, policy statement or regulation, in addition 
to including where any changes or variations are intended (RMAA, 2003).  

  
(iii) Case-by-case (as in USA), where SEA is determined on a case by case basis. First, 

an agency will see if a major action is already addressed under existing NEPA 
coverage. For instance, the action may already be encompassed under an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) or an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). If the 
action is covered under a NEPA document, then the preparer should review the 
action to see if there are any substantial changes or new information. If no, then a 
supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should be prepared (El-
Jourbagy and Harty, 2005; Bass et al., 2001). An EIS is a detailed written statement 
concerning the environmental impacts of the proposed action and any adverse 
environmental effects which cannot be avoided.  
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Table (4) Review of SEA process framework in selected countries  

Country  Screening  Scoping  Impacts assessment  Mitigation   

Canada  SEA is determined 
and is expected 
when:  
A proposal is 

submitted to an 
individual Minister or 
Cabinet for approval  
Implementing the 

proposal may result in 
important 
environmental effects, 
positive and negative   

The Directive states 
that ‘the level of 
effort in conducting 
the analysis should be 
commensurate with 
the level of 
anticipated  
environmental effects’  
Proponents have 
discretion for 
determining how they 
conduct SEAs  

Guiding policies subject 
to SEA and residual 
potential impacts should 
be analysed and 
described.  
Guidelines refer to 
indirect, cumulative 
impacts; 
environmental effects 
include impacts on 
health  

Guidelines advocate 
specific consideration of 
mitigation measures  

China  Based on a screening list 
of strategies  

No provisions for 
scoping,  but 
performed according 
to  guidance 
prepared by SEPA  

Predictive technique and 
methods are limited  

Mitigation is required  

Hong Kong  All PPP proposals 
submitted  to the 
Executive Council  
According to set 
exclusion or inclusion 
criteria  

Mainly based on 
consultation; All issues 
which have a bearing 
on sustainable 
development concerns 
must be assessed  

Methodologies 
stipulated in the EIA 
Ordinance Technical fit 
for particular SEA  

All known unacceptable 
impacts must be mitigated  

Lebanon  Screening is generic 
based on a screening list  

Scoping is optional 
but guidelines provide 
advisory details for 
scoping   

Required; reality 
remains to be seen  

Mitigation strategy for 
impacts is required  

Nether-lands  Screening list  An independent expert 
committee is consulted  

Impacts are assessed 
against environment 
baseline data  

Inclusion suggested  

New Zealand   Screening is more 
comprehensive; all PPPs 
required to undertake 
SEA  

 Specified in the  
Resource  
Management Act   

Occurs within plan 
making,  impacts 
should be tested 
against environmental 
objectives   

Occurs in implementation 
of plans via resource 
consent process  

South Africa  Performed on a voluntary 
basis: screening list  

Scoping is considered a 
key process elements  

PPPs should be assessed 
against  
sustainability 
frameworks  

Guidance document 
propose development of 
mitigation strategy  

Taiwan  Mandatory list (limited)  No provisions for 
scoping, but performed 
according to SEA 
guidelines  

Impacts are assessed 
against environment 
baseline data  

Feasible mitigation options  

UK  Based on Screening  
list  

Specified in the  
Environmental  
Assessment  
Regulations 2004  

Impacts of plans must  
be identified, described 
and evaluated but 
assessment against 
environmental criteria; 
not compulsory  

Mitigation measures to 
prevent, reduce  
and offset significant 
environmental effects of 
plan must be described in 
environmental report  

USA  SEA is determined on a 
case by case basis  

Regulations provide 
good framework for  
scoping  

Impacts should be  
assessed against 
environment baseline 
data    

Mitigation measures to 
solve environmental 
problems built into plans 
early in process  
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Table (4) Continued  

Country  SEA Report  Review  
Consultation & 
participation  Monitoring  

Canada  No separate SEA 
report is required; 
findings should be 
included in the  
relevant decision 
document  
However, proponent 
agencies need to 
prepare a public 
statement on 
environmental   

Inter-departmental 
review; no formal 
quality assurance  
procedure specified  
  

Sources of  
information on 
public concerns 
include:  
Responsible 

authorities provide 
opportunities for 
public participation  
Outside experts and 

organisations  

Guidelines specify 
broad requirements 
for monitoring   

China  Environmental report 
is provided by the 
assessment team  

External review is 
required  

Public is encouraged 
to participate  
  

Required in 
guidelines  

Hong Kong  SEAs recorded in 
reports available for 
public inspection on 
government website  

Advisory Council for 
Environment (ACE) 
reviews and endorses  
SEA report  

Consultation with 
ACE, reports available  
for public inspection 
on government 
website  

Mechanisms must be 
set up to monitor 
effects of 
development and to 
follow up SEA 
recommendations  

Lebanon  Separate SEA report  Ministry of  
Environment reviews 
SEA report  

Public access is 
allowed  

Monitoring is 
required but limited 
details  

Nether-lands  Separate SEA report  Left to competent 
authority to decide  

Public involved 
during scoping and 
review  

General 
requirements; 
sometimes to be 
shifted to project 
level  

New Zealand   There is no 
environmental report 
available but report 
prepared by council 
staff  

Board of inquiry  
reviews and endorses  
SEA report  

Strong emphasis on 
consultation and  
public participation in  
RMA  

Monitoring of policies 
required explicitly by 
the RMA   

South Africa  Separate SEA report  SEA outcomes are 
subjected to 
independent review  

Long tradition of 
participation and 
consultation  

Provisions are 
stipulated in law  

Taiwan  Separate SEA report  The EPA decides on 
SEA report   

Public involvement is 
required in 
regulations  

Lack of provisions  

UK  Report should include 
baseline, predicted 
impacts, preferred 
alternative, 
mitigation and 
monitoring  

A quality assurance 
checklist is provided 
for use by all those 
involved in SEA  

Environmental report 
should be made 
available to the 
public and is posted 
online prior to the 
adoption of the 
proposal  

Monitoring is 
required; objectives 
are clearly addressed 
in regulations    

USA  Environmental 
impact statement 
must be prepared  

EISs are well 
established and 
distributed widely 
public  

Consultation and 
public participation 
are integral to the 
use of PEISs  

Monitoring 
programme is 
required in NEPA  

Source: Au and Lam, 2005; Bass et al., 2001; Bass, 2005 ; Buuren and Nooteboom, 2009; CEAA, 2004; CEAA, 2007; 
Chaker et al., 2006a; Chaker et al., 2006b; Dalal-Clayton and Sadler, 2005; DEAT, 2004a; DEAT, 2004b; 
Dixon, 2005; El-Jourbagy and Harty, 2005; EPA, 2003; EPD, 1998; EPD, 2006; EPD, 2009; FACITC, 2006; 
Fischer, 2007; Jones et al., 2005; Lam et al., 2009; Liou and Yu, 2004; Liou et al., 2006; Memon, 2005; Noble, 
2009; ODPM, 2005; Retief, 2007; RMA, 1991; RMAA, 2003; RMAA,2005; Rossouw and Retief, 2005; Thissen 
and Heijden, 2005; UNDP, 2004; Zhou and Sheate, 2009.  
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Table (5) SEA mandatory screening list in Taiwan  

Policy  Plan/programme  

Industrial  Location of industrial parks  

Mineral development  Development and supply of sand/rock  

Water resources 
development  

Water resources development and planning  

Land use  • Development of golf courses  

• Transformation of land for agricultural uses and 
conservation for non-agricultural uses  

• Reducing the reserving areas for quality and quantity 
of water supplies  

Energy  Energy structure  

Livestock  Pig raising  

Transportation   Railroad and highway infrastructure   

Waste management  Household waste management  

Radioactive nuclear waste 
management  

Management re-treatment of the nuclear waste generated 
by nuclear power plants  

Source: EPA, 2003  

  
4.3.2 Scoping  
  
Scoping determines the likely extent and level of detail for the assessment and the 
information to be included in the SEA and the environmental report (Therivel and 
Partidario, 1996). Although scoping is not legally required in China and Taiwan, the 
SEA guidelines in China suggests that scoping is a key stage in the SEA process and 
provide the responsible agency with what should be identified in this stage, unlike the 
Taiwanese SEA guidelines which do not stipulate provisions with regards to conducting 
scoping process. Generally, the scoping stage and determining the content of the SEA 
is provided through one of the following:  
  
(i) Specific provisions in legislation (as in New Zealand, the UK and the USA). For 

example, the Resource Management Act (RMA) 1991 in New Zealand specifies in 
Schedule 4 the matters that must be considered when preparing an assessment 
of effects on the environment (Box 1) (RMA, 1991). By the same token in the UK, 
SEA legislation identifies the key issues and the level of detail to be addressed in 
SEA. Then the assessment can focus on the main environmental aspects and set 
the framework for developing targets (Regulations 2004, article12).  

  
(ii) Guidance form (as in Canada, China, Lebanon and South Africa). While The 

Canadian Cabinet Directive, for instance, generally states SEA should consider the 
scope and nature of likely environmental effects, the guidelines detail and 
determine which information will be needed for SEA. This situation is similar in 
China, Lebanon and South Africa, where SEA guidelines provide a set of advisory 
details whereby the responsible agency has discretion for determining how they 
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conduct SEA scoping (Zhou and Sheate, 2009; UNDP, 2004; DEAT, 2004b 
respectively).   

  
(iii) Advice by a third party (as in Hong Kong and the Netherlands), where consultation 

with the competent authority or an independent expert committee clearly plays 
a role in providing good framework for the scoping stage and in determining the 
extent and level of detail for the assessment to be included in the SEA (EPD, 2006; 
Dalal-Clayton and Sadler, 2005; Chaker, 2006a respectively).  

  

Box (1) Scoping provisions in New Zealand SEA system  
  

Resource Management Act 1991  
Schedule 4 (section 1)  

  
Matters that should be included in an assessment of effects on the environment  
Subject to the provisions of any policy statement or plan, an assessment of effects on the 
environment should include:  

1. a description of the proposal;  
2. where it is likely that an activity will result in any significant adverse effect on the 

environment, a description of any possible alternative locations or methods for undertaking 
the activity;  

3. an assessment of the actual or potential effect on the environment of the proposed activity;  
4. where the activity includes the use of hazardous substances and installations, an assessment 

of any risks to the environment which are likely to arise from such use;  
5. where the activity includes the discharge of any contaminant, a description of:  

• the nature of the discharge and the sensitivity of the proposed receiving environment to 
adverse effects; and  

• any possible alternative methods of discharge, including discharge into any other 
receiving environment:  

6. a description of the mitigation measures (safeguards and contingency plans where relevant) 
to be undertaken to help prevent or reduce the actual or potential effect;  

7. identification of the persons affected by the proposal, the consultation undertaken, if any, 
and any response to the views of any person consulted;  

8. where the scale or significance of the activity's effect are such that monitoring is required, a 
description of how, once the proposal is approved, effects will be monitored and by whom.  

Source: RMA, 1991  

4.3.3 Impact assessment  
  

Strategic actions have wider ranging and less predictable outcomes than individual 
development. It has therefore been acknowledge, since early studies on SEA, that the 
assessment of the possible effects of strategic proposals will be characterised by a high 
level of uncertainty. Nevertheless, a SEA process would be useless without a significant 
assessment of the likely effects of strategic proposals (Jones et al., 2005).  
   
Although many different methods of assessing significance are evident, two broad 
approaches can be identified (Sheate, 2001; Partidario, 1996). The first approach 
follows the EIA model by which proposals can be assessed against empirical data to 
predict the likely difference that certain actions would make to a baseline 
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environment ( as practised in China, Hong Kong, Lebanon, Netherlands, South Africa, 
Taiwan and USA). In contrast, in Canada, New Zealand and UK, an approach akin to 
the policy model is used, which requires proposal to be tested against environmental 
objectives, to see whether or not they are likely to contribute to, or work against, the 
achievement of those objectives.  
  

4.3.4 Mitigation  
  

The proposing of mitigation measures is seen as good practice as it increase the 
chances of improvement being made to the environmental performance of the 
proposed strategy during the political decision making process (Therivel, 2004). 
Although all countries stipulate clear requirements for mitigation measures, few 
details are provided on how to set up a sequence for properly selecting mitigation 
measures. For this issue, the first concern is what approach should be considered in 
mitigation.  
  
In this context, the UK SEA system sets up a sequence for properly selecting mitigation 
measures: adverse environmental effects should be prevented first; if it is not possible 
then efforts to reduce their magnitude and significance should be proposed; and 
finally if neither of the first two are possible, measures that can offset effects should 
be set out (the SEA Directive Annex I). The Canadian, Lebanese and South African SEA 
systems do not include prevention as a potential mitigation measure, but they suggest 
that mitigation should consider opportunities that can enhance potential 
environmental benefits (CEAA, 2004; UNDP, 2004; DEAT, 2004a respectively). In China, 
measures that can prevent or reduce effects should be considered and documented 
in SEA reports (Zhou and Sheate, 2009). Thus, based on this experience, approaches 
for mitigation could be:  
  

• Avoiding the implementation of the action (either completely or in certain 
areas which are considered to be most sensitive to the action),   

• Reducing or minimising the negative impacts, or  

• Enhancing the positive impacts at the expense of negative ones.  
  

4.3.5 SEA report  
  

The preparation of a report and a clear and concise summary are core elements of SEA 
(Brown and Therivel, 2000). The SEA report documents the findings relating to the 
proposed strategic action’s predicted impacts on the environment. It provides the 
basis for stakeholder consultation and eventual evaluation of SEA efficiency in 
influencing strategic decision-making (Therivel, 2004). All systems except New Zealand 
require some forms of documentation of SEA findings. In New Zealand, neither a 
distinguishable environmental section in strategies nor separate environmental report 
is required (Fischer, 2007). In Canada too, the Cabinet Directive states that “a separate 
environmental impact report is not required” (the Cabinet Directive, p.7), but in these 
cases of the SEA report should be included as a chapter of the report of the proposed 
strategic proposal or be completely integrate within the discussion of the proposal.  
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Other SEA systems reviewed require the responsible agency to submit a separate 
report which includes SEA findings and all relevant aspects. For example, in the USA 
system, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must be prepared. An EIS is a 
"detailed written statement concerning the environmental impacts of the proposed 
action" (El-Jourbagy and Harty, 2005). The relevant regulations in UK does not state 
whether the SEA report should be integrated within a proposal plan report or be a 
completely separate report. But in practice, UK adopts the latter report form (Zhou 
and Sheate, 2009).   
  
The content of the SEA report is often described by guidelines, which stipulate a set of 
contents that formal SEA reports should generally cover. For instance, the Lebanese 
SEA guideline determines the minimum requirements for SEA report as shown below 
in Box 2. In contrast, in Canadian SEA system, the responsible agency should determine 
the content and extent of the public statement according to the circumstances of each 
case. (the Cabinet Directive, p.7).  
  

Box (2) The minimum requirements for SEA report in Lebanon  

1. Cover Page  
   The cover page must include the following:  
• This report was prepared by [Name of Proponent & Outsourced Consultant if relevant]  
• Date  
2. Executive Summary  
3. The Proposed Plan or Program  
4. Assessment of Baseline Conditions  
4.1. State of the Environment & Natural Resources  
4.2. Influence of the Socio-Economic Situation on the Environment  
4.3. Feedback from Concerned Public Institutions & Results of Public Participation  
5. Possible Alternatives for the Proposed Plan or Program  
6. Assessment of Impacts  
7. Coherence of the Selected Plan or Program with Legal, Institutional & Planning      
Frameworks  
7.1. Consistency of the Plan or Program Subcomponents  
7.2. Compatibility with the Legal, Institutional & Planning Frameworks, & Other Related  

Initiatives  
7.3. Evaluation of Institutional Capacities  
8. Selection & Justification of the “Most Suitable Strategic Option”  
9. Environmental Management Plan  
10. Integration of SEA Findings in the Proposed Plan or Program  
11. Technical Appendices  
12. Administrative Appendices  
Source: UNDP, 2004  

  

4.3.6 Review  
  

The review step is a means for controlling the quality of the presented information, 
which will constitute eventually the basis for decision-making, and pre-determine 
thereby the suitability, practical feasibility and sustainability of the resulting strategic 
action (Andre et al., 2004). However, an external and transparent review stage by the 
competent authority or independent body, with publicly available findings, is evident 
and clear in most systems evaluated (see Section 4.3.2) with the exception of Canada. 
The Canadian Cabinet Directive and its Guidelines only state that the SEA should be 
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forwarded to departmental evaluation and review officers so that future evaluations 
of the policy, plan or program initiative can incorporate the outcome of the analysis 
into the evaluation framework (the Cabinet Directive p.8).  
  

4.3.7 Consultation and public participation  
  

Consultation and public participation can help to generate a sense of ownership of the 
development among stakeholders; can improve decision-makers’ understanding of 
issues including planning procedures and environmental impacts; and can increase the 
transparency of the strategy preparation process (Heiland, 2005). With respect to the 
studied sample, all systems have introduced various mechanisms to involve the public, 
as appropriate. Approaches of participation can classified as below:  
  

(i) To inform the public: this includes public relations without any possibility for the 
public to give statements or to take influence on the decision-making process as 
practised China. Article 5 of the Chinese EIA Law states that “the state encourages 
relevant organisations, experts and the public to participate into EAs”. However, 
this encouragement is a mere formality from the perspective of practice. The 
most recent guideline merely suggests some possible public participation 
methods rather than establishing a genuine mechanism through which the public 
can be properly informed and then are really able to participate in SEAs, make 
contributions, influence the decision making and help environmental protection 
(Zhou and Sheate, 2009).  

  

(ii) To involve the public: this offers the opportunity to the public to express its 
opinions in an active manner. This involvement usually happens after completing 
the report (as practiced in Canada, Hong Kong, South Africa,  and Taiwan). For 
Example, the Canadian Directive states that departments and agencies shall 
prepare a public statement of environmental effects when a detailed assessment 
of environmental effects has been conducted through a SEA (CEAA, 2004). The 
Canadian guidelines point out that through clearly understanding the concerns of 
the public the quality and credibility of strategic action proposals can be 
strengthened; also it provides various methods which can facilitate collecting 
information from the public. In Hong Kong, the applicant shall, as soon as 
reasonably practicable after he has been notified that an environmental impact 
assessment report meets the requirements of the environmental impact 
assessment study brief, make the report available for public inspection (EPD, 
1998). Similarly in South Africa, NEMA stipulates that there should be an adequate 
and appropriate opportunity for public participation in decisions that may affect 
the environment (DEAT, 2004a).  

  

(iii) To cooperate with the public: this refers to a decision-making process between 
equal partners and includes the possibility for jointly developed solutions (as in 
Netherlands, New Zealand, UK and USA). For example, the Dutch SEA system 
requires public involvement during the scoping stage and it is extended prior to 
decision making to include the SEA report. This will assure stakeholders and the 
public that environmental factors have been appropriately considered when 
decisions are made (Thissen and Heijden, 2005; Buuren and Nooteboom, 2009). 
Similarly, New Zealand has a tradition of transparent and cooperative planning. 
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Consultation and public participation are important elements of public decision 
making processes (Fischer, 2007). Regarding to UK system, SEA does not clearly 
determine the exact time when the public is allowed to participate, “early 
opportunity” or “early stage” public participation are recommended. Apart from 
the recommended early opportunity for public input at ;east, the draft plan of 
proposed strategic action and its environmental report should be made available 
to the public (Regulations 2004, article 16/4), also there is a requirement that the 
opportunities for the public to participate should be effective (Regulations 2004, 
article 13/3).  

  

4.3.8 Monitoring  
  

Monitoring the implementation of the policy, plan or programme is envisaged as a key 
stage in SEA process. The information gathered as a result of monitoring enables the 
responsible authority to track the environmental effects of the PPP, gauge the 
effectiveness of mitigation measures, identify unforeseen effects and manage any 
uncertainty encountered in the assessment process. Although few details are provided 
on the approach or objective of monitoring, the review identified that different 
approaches to monitoring could be (Therivel, 2004; Therivel and Partidario, 1996):  
  

• Identifying new adverse effects and their management (track unpredicted effects 
and manage them), which is the most important objective identified in literature. 
For example, the UK system clearly addresses the objective of monitoring which is 
to identify unforeseen adverse effects at an early stage to be able to undertake 
appropriate remedial action (Regulations 2004, article, 17/1). In the South African 
SEA, NEMA states that adequate provision should be made for the ongoing 
management and monitoring of the  impacts  of the activity on the environment 
throughout the life cycle of the activity (DEAT, 2004a).  

  

• Achievement of PPPs objectives (to ensure that the objectives of the proposed 
action will be obtained), for example, RMA in New Zealand requires every local 
authority to monitor the efficiency and effectiveness of policies, rules, or other 
methods in its policy statement or its plan (RMAA, 2003).   

  

• Verification of predicted impacts and success of mitigation measures (to certify 
whether negative impacts are being addressed and being reduced), such as, the EIA 
ordinance in Hong Kong requires checking of the implementation and completion 
of mitigation measures to be undertaken by qualified personnel (EPD, 1998)  

  

In some cases, the requirement for monitoring are only very broadly set out, as in the 
Canadian SEA system which addresses the objective of monitoring, as “to ensure 
sustainable development” (CEAA, 2004). This means that the monitoring should 
include all the listed objectives.  
 
5 CONCLUSIONS  
   

The international review of the existing SEA systems indicates SEA is no longer just 
theoretically feasible but is also practically feasible and has been applied in many 
countries. Generally, the idea of an assessment at the strategic level was well 
accepted, and practical SEA examples can be found in the western developed 
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countries which have relatively higher environmental awareness and priority, and 
well-established planning systems.  
  

Based on the preceding findings, the paper reemphasises that there cannot be one 
SEA model that can fit all planning processes and planning systems. SEA can take 
different forms, depending on, for example, the sector (e.g. land use, transport, 
energy, water and waste), and the administrative level (e.g. national, regional and 
local) to which it is applied. While certain key elements will be reflected in every SEA 
system, others will differ, reflecting different planning and assessment practices and 
requirements, as well as the political and cultural traditions of the organisations 
responsible for PPPs and associated SEA. Each planning system has to establish its own 
SEA system and process.  
  

In this paper, 10 systems from throughout the world, where SEAs had been routinely 
applied for some considerable time were introduced and reviewed. Although SEAs are 
regulated with different perspectives, there is one aim that is to ensure that strategic 
actions that have significant environmental impacts are weighed duly and 
deliberately. This paper suggested that SEA should be conceptualised as a framework, 
with core elements that are tailor-made according to legal, administrative and 
procedural circumstances, whatever the decision making system in place. It is believed 
that in this way SEA may better satisfy its acknowledged aims and benefits, which help 
achieve sustainable development by changing the way decisions are made.  
  

The work presented in this paper provides useful example and experience to capitalise 
on international SEA experience. This is particularly essential for countries that are in 
the process of regulating of updating their SEA frameworks. What works in one 
country may not work in another, particularly where the political, legal and 
administrative frameworks are different. Finally, SEA should have the same highlevel 
objectives wherever it is operated, even though the mechanisms through which it is 
delivered varies greatly.  
  

References  
  
Andre P, Delisle C, Reveret J. 2004. Environmental assessment for sustainable development: 

processes, actors and practice. Canada: Polytechnique.  

Au E, Lam K. 2005. Hong Kong. In: Jones C, Baker M, Carter J, Jay S, Short M, Wood C, editors. 
Strategic environmental assessment and land use planning: an international evaluation. 
London: Earthscan. pp.97-114.   

Bass R, Herson A and Bogdan K 2001. The NEPA book: a step-by-step guide on how to comply 
with the National Environmental Policy Act, 2nd ed, Solano Press, California  

Bass R. 2005. United States. In: Jones C, Baker M, Carter J, Jay S, Short M, Wood C, editors. 
Strategic environmental assessment and land use planning: an international evaluation. 
London: Earthscan. pp.242-260.   

Brown L, Therivel R. 2000. Principles to guide the development of strategic environmental 
assessment methodology. Impact Assessment Project Appraisal. 18(3), pp.183-189.  

Buuren A, Nooteboom .2009. Evaluating strategic environmental assessment in the 
Netherlands: Content, process and procedure as indissoluble criteria for effectiveness. 
Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal. 27(2), pp.145-154.  



Faculty of Urban & Regional Planning, Cairo University Journal of Urban Research, Vol. 11, Jan 2014 

 

155  

CEAA Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency. 2004. The Cabinet Directive on the 
strategic environmental assessment of policy, plan and program proposals and 
Guidelines for implementing the Cabinet Directive. Available online: 
http://www.ceaa.gc.ca/016/directive_e.htm. [July 15, 2010].  

CEAA Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency. 2007. Strategic environmental 
assessment. Available online: http://www.ceaa.gc.ca/016/index_e.htm. [July 15, 2010].  

Chaker A, El-Fadl K, Chamas L, Hatjian B. 2006a. A review of strategic environmental 
assessment in 12 selected countries. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 26(1), 
pp.15-56.  

Chaker, A, El-Fadl K, Chamas L, Daou M, Hatjian B. 2006b. Towards a national strategic 
environmental assessment system in Lebanon. Impact Assessment and Project 
Appraisal, 24(2), pp.103-114.  

Dalal-Clayton B, Sadler B. 2005. Strategic environmental assessment: a sourcebook and 
reference guide to international experience. London: Earthscan.  

DEAT Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism. 2004a. National Environmental 
Management Act No. 107 of 1998. Available online: http://www.environment.gov.za 
[15 July, 2010].  

DEAT Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism. 2004b. Guidelines Document: 
Strategic Environmental Assessment, Integrated Environmental Management.  
Pretoria. South Africa.  

Dixon J. 2005. New Zealand. In: Jones C, Baker M, Carter J, Jay S, Short M, Wood C, editors. 
Strategic environmental assessment and land use planning: an international evaluation. 
London: Earthscan. pp.159-173.  

 EC European Commission. 2005. The SEA manual: a sourcebook on strategic environmental 
assessment of transport infrastructure plans and programmes. DGTREN.  

El-Jourbagy J, Harty T. 2005. Improved Decision-making through SEA expectations and results 
in the United States. In: Schmidt M, Joao E, Albrecht E, editors. Implementing strategic 
environmental assessment. German: Springer.. pp.239-250.  

EPA Environmental Protection Administration. 2003. Environmental Impact Assessment Act of 
1994. Taiwan. Available online: http://law.epa.gov.tw/en/laws/eia.html. [June 20, 
2010].  

EPD Environmental Protection Department. 1998. Environmental Impact Assessment 
Ordinance of 1998. Hong Kong. Available online: 
http://www.epd.gov.hk/eia/english/legis/pt1.html. [September 15, 2009].  

EPD Environmental Protection Department. 2006. Hong Kong: Strategic Environmental 
assessment manual. Available from:  
http://www.epd.gov.hk/epd/english/environmentinhk/eia_planning/sea/hksea_manu 
al.html. [July 15, 2010].  

EPD Environmental Protection Department. 2009. Environmental Assessment and planning. 
Available online: 
http://www.epd.gov.hk/epd/english/environmentinhk/eia_planning/eia_maincontent 
.html. [20 December, 2009].  

FACITC Foreign Affairs and International Trade Canada. 2006, Handbook for conducting 
strategic environmental assessment of policy, plan and program proposals. Canada.  

http://www.ceaa.gc.ca/016/directive_e.htm
http://www.ceaa.gc.ca/016/directive_e.htm
http://www.ceaa.gc.ca/016/index_e.htm
http://www.ceaa.gc.ca/016/index_e.htm
http://www.environment.gov.za/
http://www.environment.gov.za/
http://www.epd.gov.hk/eia/english/legis/pt1.html
http://www.epd.gov.hk/eia/english/legis/pt1.html
http://www.epd.gov.hk/epd/english/environmentinhk/eia_planning/sea/hksea_manual.html
http://www.epd.gov.hk/epd/english/environmentinhk/eia_planning/sea/hksea_manual.html
http://www.epd.gov.hk/epd/english/environmentinhk/eia_planning/sea/hksea_manual.html
http://www.epd.gov.hk/epd/english/environmentinhk/eia_planning/sea/hksea_manual.html
http://www.epd.gov.hk/epd/english/environmentinhk/eia_planning/eia_maincontent.html
http://www.epd.gov.hk/epd/english/environmentinhk/eia_planning/eia_maincontent.html
http://www.epd.gov.hk/epd/english/environmentinhk/eia_planning/eia_maincontent.html
http://www.epd.gov.hk/epd/english/environmentinhk/eia_planning/eia_maincontent.html


STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (SEA) WORLDWIDE… Ibrahim Hegazy , Hossam Samir, P.133-157 

 

156  

Fischer T. 2002. Strategic environmental assessment performance criteria: the same 
requirements for every assessment. Environmental Impact Assessment Review. 4(1), 
pp.83-99.  

Fischer T. 2003. Strategic environmental assessment in post-modern times. Environmental 
Impact Assessment Review. 23 (2), pp.155-170.  

Fischer T. 2007. Theory and practice of strategic environmental assessment. London: 
Earthscan.  

Heiland S. 2005. Requirements and methods for public participation in SEA. In Schmidt M, Joao 
E, Albrecht E, editors. Implementing strategic environmental assessment. German: 
Springer. pp.35-70  

Jones C, Baker M, Carter L, Jay S, Short M, Wood C, editors. 2005. Strategic environmental 
assessment and land use planning: an international evaluation. London: Earthscan.  

Jones et al., 2005  

Lam K, Chen Y, Wu J. 2009. Strategic environmental assessment in China: Opportunities, issues 
and challenges. Journal of Environmental Assessment Policy and Management. 11(4), 
pp.369-385.  

Lion M, Yeh S, Yu Y. 2006. Reconstruction and systemization of the methodologies for SEA in 
Taiwan. Environmental Impact Assessment Review. 26(2), pp.170-184.  

Lion M, Yu Y. 2004. Development and implementation of SEA in Taiwan. Environmental Impact 
Assessment Review. 24(3), pp.250-184.  

Memon A. 2005. SEA of plan objectives and policies to promote sustainability in New Zeeland. 
In: Schmidt M, Joao E, Albrecht E, editors. Implementing strategic environmental 
assessment. German: Springer.. pp.269-287.   

Noble B. 2009. Promise and dismay: The state of strategic environmental assessment systems 
and practices in Canada. Environmental Impact Assessment Review. 29(1), pp.66-75.  

Noble F, Storey K. 2001. Towards a structured approach to strategic environmental 
assessment. Journal of Environmental Assessment Policy and Management. 3(4), 
pp.483-508.  

Noble F. 2000. Strategic environmental assessment: what is it and what makes is strategic?. 
Environmental Assessment Policy and Management. 2(2), pp.203-224.  

Noble F. 2004. A state-of-practice survey of policy, plan, and program assessment in Canadian 
provinces. Environmental Impact Assessment Review. 24(3), pp.351-361.  

ODPM Office of the Deputy Prime Minister. 2005. A practical guide to the strategic 
environmental assessment directive. Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, London  

Partidario M. 1996. Strategic environmental assessment: key issues emerging from recent 
practice. Environmental Impact Assessment Review. 16(1), pp.31-55.  

Partidario M. 2000. Elements of an SEA framework: improving the added-value of SEA. 
Environmental Impact Assessment Review. 20(6), pp.647-663.  

Retief F. 2007. A performance evaluation of strategic environmental assessment (SEA) 
processes within the South African context. Environmental Impact Assessment Review. 
27(1), pp.84-100.  

RMA Resource Management Act. 1991. Resource Management Act 1991 No. 69. Available 
online: http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/DLM230265.html. 
[July 15, 2010].  

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/DLM230265.html


Faculty of Urban & Regional Planning, Cairo University Journal of Urban Research, Vol. 11, Jan 2014 

 

157  

RMAA Resource Management Amendment Act. 2003. Resource Management Act 1991 No.  
23. Available online:  
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/DLM2612700.html. [July 
15, 2010].  

RMAA Resource Management Amendment Act. 2005. Resource Management Act 1991 No.  
87. Available online:  
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/DLM2617245.html. [July 
15, 2010].  

Rossouw N, Retief F. 2005. South Africa. In: Jones C, Baker M, Carter J, Jay S, Short M, Wood 
C, editors. Strategic environmental assessment and land use planning: an international 
evaluation. London: Earthscan. pp. 188-205.  

Sadler B, Verheem R. 1996. Strategic environmental assessment: status, challenges and future 
directions. The Netherlands, Ministry of housing, spatial planning and the environment, 
The EIA-Commission.  

Sadler B. 1996. Environmental assessment in a changing world: evaluating practice to improve 
performance. International study of the effectiveness of environmental assessment. 
Final report. Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency. Canada.  

Sadler B. 1998. Ex-post evaluation of the effectiveness of environmental assessment. In Porter 
A, Fittipaldi J, editors. Environmental methods review: Retooling impact assessment for 
the new century. Atlanta: Peachtree Publishers.  

Sheate W. 1996. Making an Impact II a Guide to EIA Law and Policy. London: Cameron and 
May.  

Sheate W. 2001. The rise of strategic assessment tools. Journal of Environmental Assessment 
Policy and Management. 3(2), pp. iii-x.  

The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, Statutory 
Instrument 2004 No. 1633. UK  

Therivel R, Partidario M, editors. 1996. The practice of strategic environmental assessment. 
London: Earthscan.  

Therivel R, Partidario M. 2000. The future of SEA. In Partidario M, Clark R, editors. Perspectives 
on strategic environmental assessment. Finland: Lewis Publishers. pp.271-280.  

Therivel R. 2004. Strategic environmental assessment in action. London: Earthscan.  

Thissen W, Heiden R. 2005. The Netherlands. In: Jones C, Baker M, Carter J, Jay S, Short M, 
Wood C, editors. Strategic environmental assessment and land use planning: an 
international evaluation. London: Earthscan. pp. 146-158.  

UNDP United Nations Development Programme. 2004. Training Manual: Strategic 
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes in Lebanon. Beirut, Lebanon.  

UNECE and RECCEE Regional Environmental Centre for Central & Eastern Europe. 2006. 
Resource manual to support application of the UNECE protocol on strategic 
environmental assessment. United Nations.  

Wood C. 2002. Environmental impact assessment: a comparative review. 2nd ed. Harlow: 
prentice Hall.  

Zhou K, Sheate W. 2009. Comparative analysis of SEA legal requirements and institutional 
structure in China (mainland), Canada and the UK (England).  Journal of Environmental 
Assessment Policy Management. 11(4), pp.387-426.  

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/DLM2617245.html

