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FOREWORD

Protecting and improving the environment brings many benefits for ScditishClean air, land and
water provide for healthier lives. Green spaces and access to wild places improve eagingl|
While aur beautiful landscapes and enviable cultural heritage provide an invaluable asset upon
which our tourism industry depersd

Strategic environmental assessment (SEA) plays a vital role in protecting and impibefribese
aspects of theenvironmentand moreby ensuring that policynakers across Scotland embed
environmentd considerations into the plarend programmes thathey prepare.

In passing the Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act in 2005, the Scottish Padigm&oantly
extended theapplicationof SEA and highlighted its desire that Scotland becomes a leader in this
field.

Some six years on, and a decailece the original Europea®EADirective, this review is the first full

test of howScottishpractice and experience is developitig 31 a8 OKIF f € Sy 3Ay 3 ljdzSa A
effectiveness at delivering improved environmental outcomes. It also invessigdtether it can be

delivered not just more effectively, but also more efficiently and proportionately.

As statutory Consultation Authoritiee ScottishEnvironment Protection Agency, Scottish Natural
Heritageand Historic Scotland are well placedtothéJ { O2 G f  yYRQ& LJzof A0 0602 RA Sa
assessments on the key environmental issiaeing the countrnyand to helpthem fully embrace

0 2 R lervid@mental challenges by finding new and innovative ways to address them in the plans

and programmes they prepe.

tKAd NBOASYG A& AYOGSYRSR (G2 KSfL) dzyt 201 GKS Fdz ¢
policy making contributes effectively to environmental protection and improvement and to the
challenging targets set by the Scottish Government to addetimate change.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND B&EROUND TOHEREVIEW

1.1Introduction to the project

It is ten years sice theEuropean Directive 2001/4ECthe (Srategic EnvironmentalAssessment
(SEApirective, came into forceand nearly sixsince the passing of the Environmental Assessment
(Scotland) Ac2005 (the SEA Aahich extended the scopef requirement forSEA in Scotland.hi
review is the first formal conderation of how SEA is performing in Scotlamdlwasinitiated by the
Scottish SEA Consatibn Authorities (CAgp understand the extent to which SEA is making a
difference to Scottish public sector policymaking.

1.2 TheScottish SEAeview

The Scottis Environment Protection Agency (SEPA), Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) and Historic
Scotland (HS) have worked togetltesupported bythe Scottish Government and a project Steering
Groupg to carry out this review. Ihastwo distinct but related aims:

(a) environmental protection andimprovement- to identify whether SEA achieveffective
environmental protectiorand improvemenby influencingthe preparationof plans,
programmes and strategies (PRSs)

(b) better regulation- to identify opportunities to maé& SEAnore efficient for Rsponsible
Authorities (R and @nsultation Authorities (89 with the aim ofstreamliningthe SEA
processreducing unnecessary resource burdeaad eliminating duplication

The review alsa@oversa number of crossutting issues includingn evaluation ofthe range and
usefulness ofjuidanceand support anddentifieshow stakeholders are engaged through the SEA
process and whether enhancements can be matlee full specificationof the revieware set out in
Appendix 1.

1.3 Administrative arrangements

The review was undertaken by SEPA on behalf of the other Consultation Auth@iigsvho co
funded the project The review was overseen by a project steering gemrpprising a range of
Scottish SEA practitioners and exge

Figure 1¢ ProjectSteering Groumembership

Projectteam

Neil Deasley Project team leader,®ttish EnvironmentProtection Agency (SEPA)
Sofia Billett Project team, SEPA

Silvia Cagnoni Watt Project team, SEPA

Projectco-funders

Alasdair McKene Historic Scotland

Fiona Rice Scottish Natural Heritage

Practitioners/expert SEAadvisors

William Carlin Scottish Government




THE SOTTISH SEA REVIEW

Brian Clark University of Aberdeen

Graham Esson Perth and Kinross Council

Colin Gillespie South Lanarkshire Council

Alison Lax Cairngorms National Park Authority

Antony McGuiness East Ayrshire Council

Fiona Simpson Scottish Government

Eileen Summers Orkney Islands Council

¢ RK3 h Qal K| Repoflrelan&Environmental Protection Agency (by correspondence

While the reviev was led by the statutory CAs, the findings and views expresgdzhsed on

evidence gathered from workshops, surveys and casework analysis and are not the views of the CAs.
tKS NBEGASE AyOftdzZRS& 'y AYLI NI AL f roles/ Réviewdok & 2 F (K S
draft material by the Project Steering Group was a means of ensuringhthanalysis of the CAs

wasrobust and impartial.

1.4 Navigatingthe report

This report is split into twdistinct parts: (alChapters 13 which provide backgrounishformation

about SEA in Scotlamohd the methods used to undertake this reviewd (b)Chapters 4.1 to 47
areananalyss ofhow SEA is performing in relation to a rangeogiics and processesThese

chapters cover significant detail on the SEA psses, the players itheseprocesses and thissues
beingexperienced. Each chaptsrdesigned to stand alone (although with links to other, related,
chapters) so that users may focus on one key issue. The chaptestsuctured and presented so
that the key evidencés presented in graphs and tables in the text and where appropriate, a link to
relevant recommendationsr to other chaptersis made

1.5 Common terms and abbreviations used in theport
The following common terms and abbreviations ased throughout this report.

The SEA Aat The Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005

The SEA RegulatiomsThe Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes (Scotland)
Regulations) 2004 (SSI 2004/258)

The SEA DirectiveDirective 2001/42EC on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and
programmes on the environment

PPS&; Plan, Programme or Strategyin Scotland, this also includes policies.

Section 5(3) PP&A qualifying PPS under section 5(3) of the SEA Act (including athR&suld
qualifyunder the SEA Directive)

Section 5(4) PP&A qualifying PPS under section 5(4) of the SEA Act (those PPSs that would not
qualifyunder the SEA Directive but are caught by the wider scope of the SEA Act in Scotland)
RAc¢ Responsible éthority designated under the SEA Act

CAc Consultation Authority designated under the SEA Act

ER¢ Environmental Report

PAS PostAdoption Statement

NTSc Non Technical Summary

SEA Gateway The Scottish Government SEA Gateway
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SEA activityg This satement includes any?PShat has had some aspect of SEA applied tdlitis
includes plans that were screened out, but excludes those that wersg@eened out.

Plan subject to SEAThis statement includes afBPS3hat has been subjected to an assessihand
its findings published in an Environmental Rep#RSscreened out are not included in this
statement.

Practitioner¢ Normally the primary author of aBRor acting as a cordinator for SEA within an
authority. These may be in house to the BRacting as a consultant on behalf of an RA.
Planmaker ¢ Those who are primdy responsible for preparing@ualifying PPS.

Stakeholder¢ Those with an interest in SEA primarily from the perspective of engaging in the
consultation processicluding thepublic. Generally, this also includes the CAs, although where
appropriate, their views are separated and a separate chapter on CA roles and performance is
provided.

Environmentaleffects ¢ This term is used in relation to the casework analysis and redeals
environmental effects (significant or minor, positive or negative) identified iERor through
consultation comments that resulted in an action by the RA

Significantadverseenvironmental effects ¢ This term is used in the relation to the casewo
analysis and refers to those effects identified in ERs or through consultation responses that were
deemed to be both significant and adverse on one or more SEA topics.

The Toolkit/ The SEA Toolljti KS { 02 (i G A & kStrapegiEdWhMichial deRsiment
Toolkit, published in 2006
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2.SEA IN SCOTLANBN OVERVIEW

2.1 About thischapter

This chapter provides a brief overview of how SEA has been imteddato Scat Law and
summarises the volume of casework ahe administrative processes irlgee to handle that
caseworklt also provides a summary of the perceptions of SEA, which set the scene for
consideration of evidence in chapters 4.4.17.

2.2 SEA Abrief history

Directive 2001/42/EC (the SEA Directive) came into force on 21 July 288 the first time it

placed a statutory requirement for certain plans and programmes to be subject to a formal
environmental assessment as part of their preparation. European Member States were given until
21 July 2004 to transpose the directivearomestic legislation.

Under the Scotland Act 1999, legislating on environmental issues is devolved to the Scottish
Parliament, meaning that Scotland passexbivn legislation to implement the directive into

Scottish law. This was achieved through Bmvironmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes
(Scotland) Regulations 2004 (SSI 2004/258). These regulations transposed the directive for plans
and programmes covering all or part of Scotland. For plans and programmes covering Scotland and
any other pat of the UKthe Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
(S1 2004 No 1633assed by the UK Government at Westminsigply. SSI 2004/258 transposed

the directive almost verbatim and it came into force in Scotland on 20 Jul. 200

As part of the preparations in Scotland for the new regulations, Scottish Ministers in 2003 and 2004
consulted on a proposal to extend the scope of SEA in Scotland beyond that required by the
directive. The key principles of tippoposed Environmentalssessment (ScotlanBjll as set out at

the time of the consultation were

GAG oAttt SEGSYR GKS a02L) 2F WX AOLIGA2Y 2F (K
LINEOS&das Ffft2gAy3a F2NI I aY220K (GNIXyairidiazy FTNRY
& A U includefa prescreening mechanism to allow strategies, plans or programmes with no

LI233aA0tS &AIYATAOIYOS (2 G(KS SYy@aANRBYYSyd (2 08

GAG oAttt SEGSYR GKS a02L) 2F (GKS 5ANBOGAGS (:
Ay SEGSYRAY3I (KS wil eitgdénvitodmeritakrEports foNabvdér A 3S s A
range of strategies, plans and programmes but it will not add to the information required to

FT2NY LI NI 2F adzOK NBLRNL&AET

GAO sAff NBY2GS GKS ljdzr t ATFTAOFGA2Y Wpwif GKS 5 A NJ
they are required by legislative or other means and only if they set a framework for future
RSOSt2LIYSyid O2yaSyd 2F LINRP2SOGas¢T

GAG SAEE AYOfdRS LINPOAAAZYA (2 SyadNB GKIG &2t
by a number of authoritiesorking in ceoperation are subject to SEAD

Adapted from: Strategic Environmental Assessment: A ConsultationapoBed Legislative Measures to Introduce Strategic
Environmental Assessment in Scotlahép://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2003/12/18691/31034
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Underlying the Bill were three keybjectives:

e (to contribute to the Executive's aim of improving the quality of Scotland's environment and
YE1{Ay3 {O20GtFyR Y2NB &addzaidl Ayl ofSeT

e (to achieve better policy makingy ensuring that environmental effects are fully considered at
an early stage in policy formulation and the environmental effects of different options are
FaaSaaSRET YR

e (to contribute to more open government. The public and interested organisationg\witlle to
comment on environmental reports and public bodies will be obliged to explain how they have
taken such comments into accoantb

The Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Bill was introduced to the Scottish Parliamétéwh 2
2005 and was passedn 9 November 2005, receiving royal assent a month later on 14 December
2005. TheEnvironmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005 (hereafter referred to as the SEA Act)
came into force on 20 February 2606

Under the SEA Act, qualifying PPSs come undedifferent sections. Section 5(3) PPSs represent
those thatqualifyunder the SEA Directive, while section 5(4) PPSs are those that are beyond the
requirements othe directive but whichmust be consideretly the wider application ahe SEA Act.

2.3SH Practice in Scotlanqg Asummary

FromJuly2004to the 1 Jan 201,1some555' PPSs affecting Scotland and prepare@different
RAshave been subject to deast one formal stage of SE®f these1l59were screened out on the
basis that they are unldty to lead to significant environmental effects, wii@éwent on to be
subject to a full SEA. Since the coming into force oBteAct, a further308 PPSs have been pre
screened out of SEA on the basis that they are likely to lead to no or miniviedremental effects.
Chapter 41 providesdetailsof SEA activity.

2.4The Scottish Government SEA Gateway

All Scottish SEA casework is administered via the Scottish Government SEA Gatelvilye
network of gateways opated by theCAS. The role of the gateways is to ensure that consultations
occur in an organised and structured manner. gliteway system operates in the following way for
statutory consultations:

Step 1 RAsends the SEA consultation documentationtie Scottish Governmer8EAGateway

Step 2 the Scottish Government SEA Gateway registers the consultation in its database and sends
the relevant documents directly to th€As(via their SEA gateways) informing them of the
statutory or agreed deadline

2 For details about the progss of the Bill, go tdnttp://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/bills/38
environmentalAssessment/index.htm

®The UK Regulations still apply for atins and programmes covering Scotland and any other part of the UK.

* As at 31 December 2010. Source: Scottish Government SEA Database

® sea.gateway@scotland.gsi.gov.uk

® Historic Scotlanchssea.gateway@scotland.gsi.govUREPAsea.gateway @sepa.org.ykSNHsea.gateway@snh.gov.uk



http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/bills/38-environmentalAssessment/index.htm
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/bills/38-environmentalAssessment/index.htm
mailto:sea.gateway@scotland.gsi.gov.uk
mailto:hssea.gateway@scotland.gsi.gov.uk
mailto:sea.gateway@sepa.org.uk
mailto:sea.gateway@snh.gov.uk

THE SOTTISH SEA REVIEW

Step 3 the CAgregister the consultation in their local casework recording systems (often paot of
linked to, systems for recording other consultations and casewoekg.(planning
consultations)) and assign a case officer

Step4 on completion of a respae, theCAsends the documentation to the Scottish Government
SEA Gatewayithin the statutory or agreed deadline set

Step 5 the Scottish Government, on receipt of responses from each oCi#gsend theseto the
RAwith a covering letter.

The gatewayprocess has been in place since the commencement of SEA in 2004. The gateway is
administered by thescottish GovernmersEA Unit.

Other functions and activities of the gateway include:

e providing advice tdRAs0n the legislation (stopping short of advigion compliance)
e maintaining a searchable online datab&séall SEA casps

e preparing the Annual Report of SEA Activity to the Scottish Parlidment

e acting as a portal for requests for general advice and information

e preparation and review of the SEA Tkiband other SEA guidance
 co-ordinating the SEA FordrtseeChapter 415).

2.5Role of theCAs

SNH, SEPA aftistoric Scotlantf are identified a<CAsby the SEAActand must be consulted at key
stages during the prepation of a qualifying PPS. The three CAs provide, within their respective
areas of competence, expert advice #®Ason the potential for PPSs to have significant
environmental effects.The rolesand performancef the CAs are summarised@hapter4.13.

2.6 General perceptions of SEA

Before considering the evidence gathered by thisreview,& A YLIR2 NI Fy i (G2 dzy RSNREG |
FYR a0l {SK2ft RSNRQ @ASga 2y (KS .Khiskhknpdas®dSt &0 NSy =
2NRSNJ G2 FRRNBaa ¢KIG I NBoundeStndthére tiieie K& béd A 3 A & & dz€
misconceptions or inaccurate perceptionBhese data are derived from surveys and workshops

described irthapter 3.

2.6.1Positiveaspectsof SEA

Suwey respondents were asked to identify upftar key strengths of SEA as currently practiced in
Scotlandfigure 2)

The most commonly cited strength was the role SEA plays in improving transparency of decision
making in respect of environmental issu&dther aspects such as the very clearly defined
requirements of the SEA Act and the requirement for regular consultation are also seen as significant

" www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environment/SustainableDevelopment/14587/SEAG

8 www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environment/SustainableDevelopment/14587/annualreports
® www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environment/SustainableDevelopment/145&Tim

% Historic Scotlangerformsthis duty o behalf of Scottish Ministers
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strengths. The wider application of SEA in Scotland was also seen as a significant strength by the
Scotish SEA community, although mostly by stakeholders compared with practitioners.

Figure2 ¢ Survey response$erceived strengths of current SEA practice in Scotland

Strengths of Current SEA Practice in Scotland

B Stakeholders

B Practitioners

It is noticeable that public involvement, influence over plan content and coretiderof cumulative
effects were rarely identified as strengths. TWimwis supported byevidence gathered ithe
review. Generally, improved stakeholder involvement was seen much more positively by

stakeholders than by practitioners.

Survey respondestwerealsoasked to identifythe one single biggest contribution they thought SEA

hadmade to improving policymakin@gure 3.

Ensuring that environmental issues are properly taken into account as part of the plan preparation
process was clearly seas the most significant single contribution. This perceived contribution
almost directly mirrors one of the three key aims of {igen) Scottish Executive in establishing the
legislatiort ¢ éto achieve better policymaking by ensuring that environmesitfaicts are fully

considered at an early stage in policy formulatio® hyS 27

iKS

1S58

0SYySTAla

policy debates to be addressed very earlyhia decision makingrocesswhich in turn reduces the

need for these to be discussedtae project level.

! StrategicEnvironmental Assessment: A Consultation on Proposed Legislative Measures to Introduce Strategic Environmental Assessment

in Scotland http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2003/12/18691/31034
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Figure3 ¢ Surveyesponsesg Biggest single contribution of SEA to better policymaking

Biggest Single Contribution of SEA to Better Policymaking
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Manyrespondentsstated that SEA&ontributedto greater transparency (although stakeholders had a
much more positive view of this than préaaners),improvedthe content of PPSand helped
emphasis the importance slustainable developmery theearly identification ofelevantissues.

A further contribution was the role of SEA as an environmental awareness raising tool, particularly
amonrg those preparing PP®#0 previouslynever had toconsidersuch issues any detail

Combining thesgthe topfive strengths/contributions of SEA in Scotland pegceived tobe'

e that it ensures that environmental issues are systematically takeraictount during PPS
preparation

e that it improves the transparency of decision making

e its wider application to cover PPSs outwiiie DrectiveQ @quirements;

e the clearly defined requirements and procedures laid down by the legisjation

e the consultaibn processes that are required

It is interesting to compare these findings with those from a series of seminars held at Strathclyde
University in 2008, which also undertook Srengths Weaknesse©pportunities andThreats
(SWOTanalysisof SEA It foundthe top five strengths of SEA to be:

o formally krings environmerdl issuesnto decision making

2prawn by combining the results from all four surveys on strengths and the biggest single contribution
'3 http://www.iema.net/?module=ievents&func=view&eid=375
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e systematic process allowing early identification of environmental implications of plans
e increased capacity building /environmental confidence

¢ holistic appro&h tothe environment

e provides an audit trail and transparency

2.6.2Negativeaspects of SEA

Survey respondents were asked to identHe single biggest frustrating aspect of $EA

Figured ¢ Survey response&sSingle most frustrating aspect of SEA

Single most frustrating aspect of SEA

B Stakeholders

B Practitioners

Fivekey frustrationswvere identified by almost two thirds of those expressing a view. Given the

current resource constraints on the Scottish public sector, it is not surprising that the resources

required to do SEA was the most frustrating aspect agnaractitioners Many were also concerned

about output complexity, the perceived lack of influence over PPS content (although it must be

noted that this was particularlhe view ofstakeholders and much less &t of practitioners) and

that SEAissonieA YS& GNBFGSR a | ao2fd 2yé LINRPOSAaa NI GK
issuesare discussed in more detail in chaptdrd ¢ 4.17.

The lack of a positive image of SEA and the consequent lack of buy in to the process by senior
managers/el® i SR YSYOSNABR ¢l a asSSy a I O2yaARSNIofS FN
the potential of SEA. For examptee LINI O A A 2 Yeddedt Is Atriategic,Khe beneddits are

y2i Fftglea Of SFNIJ 2NJ AYYSRAL (i riodsly Kkl therefoldymdt G KI G L

1483 respondents answered this question and a small number identified more than one aspect and these are also incluidenies.the f
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think it is importané @ ' Yy20KSNI NBalLRyRSyd aLri1sS 2F (KS
g KA OK NEBegatixfityifram glayf makers who view it as an inconvenience rather than an
opportunitye ® { S @S NI madeNspraificieigrBnSe/taitide lack of awareness among Local
Authority elected membersChapters 4..and4.5discuss this in more detalil

Survey respondents were also asked to identifgafour key weaknesses of current SEA practice.

Figure 5 Survey responsesWeaknesses of current SEA pragtif@

Weaknesses of Current SEA Practice in Scotland

15

B stakeholders

10 B Practitioners

The biggest weaknesserceivedio be the limited influence of SEA. Again, this appears to be a
much greater concerto stakeholersratherthan practitioners, whichaisesissuesas tohow the

7

influence of SEA is being communicated. Beyond this, the consideration and evaluation of effects on

the environment of different alternatives was considered the most significant weaknégsisT
discussed in detail i@hapter 47. Lack of public engagement also scores highly as a perceived
weakness.Few consider lack of guidance as a weakn&bsre detailed evaluatiomost consider
that existingguidanceneeds consolidation and improvement rather than adding to.

There aresomeperceived weaknesses which are more prevalent among stakehaiderpared

with practitioners. In particular, stakeholders are much more sceptical about the influence of SEA
overPPS content and also see consideration of alternatives much more negatively than
practitioners.For practitioners the main weaknesses dhe lack of buy inthe processeingtime
consuming andhe lack ofpublic engagement.

Be p208SY afl O] vertdntlydniitied floy theyeheralsurjeyds &tick box, hence the data for this are not recorded
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Combining thesgthe topfive weaknessesfrustrations of SEA in Scotland aerceivedto be'®:

e it does not influence the content of PPSs as much as it could do;

e the time and resources required to undertake SEA,

o the difficulty in effectively assessing the different options availallien preparing PPSs

¢ relatively poor involvement of stakeholders/the public in SEA processes;

e the poor image of SEA generally and the impact that this has on securing appropriate buy in
from those making decisions on PPS objectives, direction and politgnt.

Again, it is interesting to broadly compare these findings with those from the 2008 Strathclyde
seminars. It found the top five weaknesses of SEA to be:

e SEA outputs difficult to understand,;

o fear of challenge;

e public participation and engagement

e lack of integration;

¢ lack of coherent framework to ensure mitigation happens.

Again, there is some commonality in these findings, most notably around public participation and
engagement and also in terms of mitigation.

2.7 Perception of SEA Sustairable development

In the 2004 consultation on the principles for the SEA Bill, the Scottish Executive cited one of the key
0SYySTFAlGA o2 dz R codtdbute té theiExecive's dn2 adifnfiRovidg the quality of
Scotland's environment and making Santl more sustainab&’. Figure6 below shows that there is
reasonable support (50%) for the view that SEA in the long term will transforrmm&ing practices

to promote sustainable development. This implies some confidence among practitioners, plan
makers and stakeholders that as SEA practice develops it will increasingly be able to influence PPS
content and therefore contribute to sustainable developmehiowever aminority (19%) are clearly

of the view that, even over the long terrthis will not ocar. It is interesting to correlate this with

LINI OG A G A 2y S NE& Gigute D), iwterefonly389h 88 risiletey iDad thedSEA for which they
were responsible resulted in more environmentally sustainable options being taken forward

1 . . .
6 Drawn by combining the results from all four surveysveaknesseand thesingle most frustrating aspect.

7 Scottish Executive (2004) Strategic Envirortaiekssessment: A Consultation on the Proposed Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Bill

(Section 1)
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Figue 6 ¢ Survey responsed\ll respondents view Figure7 ¢ Survey responseBractitionersplanrmakersview
on potential of SEA to promosastainabledevelopment on whetherthe most sustainable options taken forward
SEA in long term will transform The SEA ensured that more
planning practices to support environmentally sustainable
sustainable development options were taken forward
instead
100% 100%
90% 90%
BO% M Strongly BO% W Strongly
Disagree Disagree
70% : 70%
Disagree Disagree
e0% ——— B . B0% —— —
Don't Know Don’t Know
50% 50% —— —
W Agree
W Agree
40% 40%
W Strongly
30% Agree 30% MW Strongly
Agree
20% 20%
10% 10%
0% 0%
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3. RESEARCH METHOD

3.1 About this chapter

This chaptedescribes the approach to the review, including details oflitleeature review and
methods employed to collect evidence from SEA practitionersiplakers and stakeholders.

3.2 Literaturereview
A literature review was condted which considered othestudieswhichhaveevaluated SEA
effectiveness and efficiengeeAppendix3d).

3.3 Practitionerand stakeholderworkshops

Three workshops were held in October 2Git@nded by65 SEA practitioners arglakeholders.
One of the workshops was tailored towards the statutd@@ys The workshops were run in pardlle
with Scottish Government SEAJIkit review stakeholder sessions. The workshopssisted of
three parts:

() participants weresplit into small groupto undertake a B/OT analysis of six elements of SEA

e screening and scoping

e gathering and using baseline information

e preparingERs;

e considering alternatives and the plan hierarchy

e stakeholder engagement

e mitigation, enhancement and post adoption monitoring

(i) aprioritisation exercise where participanigentified their top weaknesseandopportunities to
be taken within each of the six elements. From this, the top three weakness and opportunities
were then identified

(iii) participants thenidentified five practica steps which would maximise the opportunitiasd
addresghe weaknesses. A summary of therkshops iset out in AppendiX.

3.4 Caseworkanalysis

A comprehensive analysis of documentation associated VAtBBA cases was undertaken. This
secural evidence about the effectiveness of SEA as a tool to embed environmental considerations
into planrmaking by analysing how significant environmental effects were being identified and how
they were being taken into account as a PPS is prepared and adopted.

Thecasework analysisonsideredhat SEAvaseffective when the significant environmental effects
identified through the assessment procegsre taken into accounin some wayy the RA. The SEA
process is supported by the involvement at different seagéthe CAs to provide advice on the SEA
process from their respective areas of expertise. The extent to which the CAs comments are taken
into accountwas also used asmeasure of SE@éffectiveness

13
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The casework analysimsbased on a quantitative appach where a system of scores was

developed and used to recorghat significant environmental effects wetmeing identified, how

they were beingaddressed antiow CAs comments were taken into account by the RAs. The

proportion of issues taken into accoundiNE A RSR G KS o6l aAa F2NJ WYSI &dzNA
The source of information and evidence for the scoring was taken from the written documentation

including RA SEA documents and CAs responses to the consultations

The casework sample was dgrised tobroadly mirror therange d types and scales of PPSs thatd
been subject to SEA over the past five yedscordingly, the casework portfolio comprised
approximately40% town and country planning PPSs and included a ratio of 45:55 spatial to non
spatial PPSs and380high level(national)to low level(local)PPSs. Thengeof PPSs used is set
out infigure 8 below.

Figure & Caseworlanalysissample

Sector: No. | Type: No
Town and country planning 14 Spatial 15
or land use Non Spatial 17
Tourism 5 i _

Waste 1 National (high) level |7
Transport 5 Local (low) level 25
Enegy 3

Forestry 1

Miscellaneous 3

The need for the plans to have reached the post adoption s{agerder to analyse hownatters

raised in the SEA have beetkéa into accountjneant that some of th&PS# the sample

casework review are more representative of earlier SEA practice and may not be fully representative
of current practice. A fullescription of themethods used irthe casework analysjsncludingits

limitations, is presentedin Appendis.

3.5Surveys

Four surveys were conductdibtween4 October 201Gand 3 December 2010 secure SEA
practitioner and interest group views on the performance of SEA in Scotlari® respondents
expressed their @wsin one of these surveyd-our separate surveys wecenductedin recognition
that different interest groups would be able to answer different sets of questitinsas necessary
to distinguish those practitioners who had done an SEA (and could tineffef exampleanswer
guestions about the process of preparing@Rfor a nominated plan they were responsible fand
those whohadengagd in theSEAprocessas a stakeholder (and who could answer questasn$o
how they viewed the process asconsliee).

8 Not all respondents answered every question and some did not 100% complete the survey. Accordingly, the total nundretesftsesp
answering each quesin varies.

14
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The four surveys covered the following groups:

(a) in house practitioners

(b) consultant practitioners

(c) planc owners and decision makers
(d) stakeholders (including CAs)

Many questions were, however, common across all four surveys, meaning thatiamdmme
guestionresponses couldoverall respondents.The four surveyand the profile of those
completing each survegre set out in Appendicesto 10.

3.6 SEAactivity analysis
In order to generate data about levels of SEA activity acrossiS$gatblic bodies, a search was
conducted of the Scotth Government SEA Databadée databas@rovides up to date information
about all formal SEA activity in Scotland. The search identified (from 20 Julg 20@ec 2010):

¢ the total volume of SEA taaty;

e SEA activity by PR8ctor,

e SEA activity bgamed RAs

e SEA activity by RA type

15
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4. KEY FINDINGS AND ANAIS

Introduction

The key findings and analysis are presented in 17 chapters each covering different aspects of SEA. A
summay box highlighting the key evidence and findings is provided at the start of each chapter. The
findings set out in these 17 chapters lead to 10 recommendations which are presented at the end.
Many of the recommendations are applicable to a wide rangdiféérent issues covered across the

17 chapters. Rather than repeat a recommendation every time it may b Rec
relevant,an information box is located to the right of the text (see box rigt@ Nm)er
highlighting which recommendations are relevant to address the ibsugy = —
discussed. Clicking on the recommendation number will direct you to the full wording of the
recommendation.

The 17chapters are:

4.1 SEAactivity in Scotland

4.2 Pre&reening ad Screening

4.3 Scoping

4.4 Assessment Usingbaselinedata

4.5 Assessment PreparingeRs

4.6 Assessmeng_|dentifying significanteffects
4.7 Assessmeng Alternatives

4.8 Assessmend Planhierarchy

4.9 Assessment Mitigation andenhancement
4.10 Influencingplan content

4.11 Postadoption andmonitoring

4,12 Achievingproportionality andefficiency
4.13 Consulting thestatutory CAs

4.14 Stakeholdeengagement

4.15 Sharingexperiencesdevelopingskills
4.16 Integration withother assessments

4.17 SEA andlimate change

16
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4.1 SEA ACTIVITM SCOTLAND

Keyfindings

e Nearly 400 Scottish PPi$sve beersubject to an assessment under Sedislationbetween
July2004 and De@mber 2@A.0.

o 42%related tothe town and country planning ahland use sector

e The telecommunications and industry sectors recorded no SEA abttyeenJuly2004 and
December 2010

e Local Authorities act @&RAfor over 80% of all SEA casework
e High rates of SEA activity in Scottish Government (11% of all S&E#)act

e No evidence oRAs using thpre-screening process inappropriateiithough there arevidely
varying rates of usage

¢ No evidence of RAs using screening inappropriately. RAs likely to adopt a precautionary
approach and screen a PPS in whtiere isany doubt

e Generally low rates of SEA activity among the rest of Scotland public bodies (6% of all SE
activity).

e Very wide variations in rates of SEA activity and in use e§@exning across Scottish public
bodies and Local Authorities

4.1.1 About this chapter

This chapter provides an overview of the scale and nature of SEA activity in Scotland since its
introduction in July 2004. It outlines SEA activity across the differeninpédting sectors and
discusses SEA activity across Scottish pubtieb. It also looks in more detail SEA activitpacross
Scof I ylRa@l#Authorities

4.1.2 Total Scottish SEActivity July 2004¢ De@mber2010

From21 July 20040 31 December 2010some555'° ScottishPPSs prepared 180 different RAs
have been suject to at least one formal stage of SERFhese have generated a total gD08
consultations with the statutory CA©f these, 159were screened out on the basis that thesre
unlikely to lead to significant environmental effects, wtd#bwere subjetedto a full SEA. Since
the coming into force of th&EAActin February2006 a further308 PPSs have been psereened
out of SEA on the basis that thesxere likely tohaveno, or minimal environmental effects.In
addition to the555 Scottish PPSa further 32 PPSs from UK or European authorities were also
submitted to the Scottish Government SEA Gateway. Tet@ssultations are excluded from
analysis in this reviewkFigures9 to 13 summarise the overall levels of SEA actipégy annum

% Asat 31 December 201Mata supplied by ScottisGovernment from SEA database
www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environment/SustainableDevelaprd587/Database

17


http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environment/SustainableDevelopment/14587/Database

THE SCTTISH SEA REVIEW

Figure9 ¢ SEA databaseTotal PPSs per annu(@1 July 200431 December 2010)

Total SEA Activity per annum
21 Jul 2004 - 31 Dec 2010
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Within these overall figures, there are considerable differences in the levels @ic8iz#ty across
RAs and across plan types. While it is not the object of this review to coissdes of compliance,
the level of SEA activity in Scotland is an important consideration when considering its effectiveness.

4.1.3 SEAactivity by sector

The SEA Act highlights particular sectors to which certain parts of the Act’apiihese sectorare
used by the Scottish Government to monitor SEA actikityurel0 shows total SEA activity by
sector.

Figure 10 ¢ SEA database; Total no of PPS pre-screened outscreenedout or where SEA
undertaken by sectof'(21 July 200431 December 2010)

c
&
) . .
o iz o g £
2 |lz| ¢8| ~|lzl8|=2|2 €| |2 .
3 @ o o> D 2 ¢ o o 2 g - s
Sl 2 |2 | 2| FE| 8|5 |5 |2 |58|¢8]|6
< 2 i i £ = = = = = [l s =
PPSs Pre
Screened 0 0 1 3 0 2 14 1 0 6 157 124 308
out 0%) | (0%) | (0%) | %) | 0%) | (0%) | (5%) | (0%) | (%) | (2%) | (51%)| (40%)

2 SEA AcPart 1Section 5(3)

' Note: data for sectors taken direct from Scottish Government SEA dat@iaBecember 2010t should be noted that therean be

difficulties in assigning a PPS to a sector which may lead to someidistf figures. For example, PPSs associated with carbon

YEylF3sSySyid 2NJ NBRdzOGA2y NB 3ISySNItte OflFaaAFTASR dzyRSNI agladsS Yl yl
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PPSs

Screened 0 0 0 1 0 3 9 2 0 13 92 39 159
Out (0%) | (0%) | (0%) | (0%) | (0%) | (2%) | (6%) | (1%) | (0%) | (8%) | (58%)| (26%)

PPSs where|

SEA 4 5 2 13 0 39 21 7 0 76 163 66 396

Undertaken | (1%) | (1%) | (0%) | (3%) | (0%) | (10%)| (5%) | (2%) | (0%) | (19%)| (41%)| (17%)

Total SEA
’;C“‘t"tégé 4 5 3 17 0 44 | 44 | 10 0 95 | 412 | 229 | 863
oot 0%) | (1%) | (0%) | (2%) | (0%) | (5%) | (5%) | (1%) | (0%) | (11%)| (48%) | (27%)

PPSs associated with tepatialplanning and land use sectior Scotland represent, by some margin,
the most common type of plan subject to SB/Acotland. Som#1% ofPPSs where SEA was
undertakenwerein this sectorof which36% were statutory development plaffs7% government
planning policies, 26% supplementary planning guidance &% development masterplans.

Beyond town ad country planring and land usdpurism was the next highest sector where SEA was
undertaken (19% of SEAsdertaker). Thisfigureis heavily influenced by thereparationof core
pathplans‘6 & | tf 2F { O2 (i f,lbuf&sQ écluflePrsstich dadzés&teatddied A S &
and tourism development strategies. The miscellaneous sector covers a wide range of PPSs outwith
thosesectors described in the SEA Act and account for 17% of SEAs undertaken. Typically, these
include PPSs such as corporate plans, biodivaasttgn plans, climate change strategies and
sustainability strategiedzuture recording of SEA activity should disaggregate this sector to allow for
more accurate reporting.

There has been no recorded SEA activitsny typein the telecommunicationsr industrysectos.
Given the pace and scale of changghiesesectors ¢ for example planning and deployment of
developments in mobile phone, broadband internet, fibre optic cabling and digital television
technologieg; this on the surface magppearsurprising. However, in Scotland, the planning and
development of telecommunicatioremnd industrial developmergredominantly rests with the
private sector. This would exclude such PPSs from falling under section 5 8HA Attand,
given the various qualifying criteria attached to section HBHsnears that most will fall outwith
the scope of the 2005 AcHowever, despite being prepared by the private sector, some
telecommunications plan®r examplemay meet tte criteria set ouin section
5(3) of the SEA Acind therefore be required by the directiy® or may at least @ R1(a)
require screening. This review has not sought to identify particular examples—=—

where this may be the cadmit it isrecommenabd that thissecta is kept under review.

Z gtructure Plans, Local Plans, Strategic Developnans Bnd Local Development Plans.

% gcottish Planning Policieso(m consolidated) and the National Planning Framework

A statutory requirement under the Land Reform (Scotland) Act.2003

% \Which only applies to PPSs prepared by the Scottish public.sector

% European Guidance on implementing the SEA Diretiitye/{ec.europa.eu/environment/eia/pdf/030923 sea_quidance.pdf & G (1 5a &
For examplerivatised utility companies may be required to carry out some tasélsties (such as preparingnig-term plans for ensuring

water resourcesyhich in norprivatised regimes would be carried out by public authoritieeedpect of those functions they would be

treated as authorities for the purposesthedirectivet.
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While the telecommunications sector highlights this issue most clearly, it is possible that a similar
situation exists in other sectors where plaraking is essentially the domain of the private sector.

The Scottish Government shilol continue to keep rates of SEA activity across sectors and across RAs
under review and, where considered appropriate, raise awareness of SEA and its requirements
through direct engagement of those sectors or authorities.

4.1.4Pre-screeningrates

The &A Act introduced a means of self exemption from SEA for those PPSs that are considered to
have no or minimal environmental effects (S8aapter4.2). This exemption is achieved through
pre-screening the PRP#aa simple wtification process. Prscreening rates have risen steadily since
the coming into force of the SEA Act and have levelled oapptoximately80 to 90 PPSs per
annum(seefigure 9 above) Rates of pr&screening across sectashow somevariation from the

rates of undertaking SEAlthoughplanning and land useemainsthe biggest sector by some
considerable margin (51% of all pgereened PPSs). Tm®stsignificant variation is the higher

number of PPSs under the miscellaneous heading (40% of ateened PPSs)This can be
accountedforo @ G KS @gARS NIy3IS 2F avlfft a0FlfST @SNEB KASI
come forward for prescreening. Examples are varied but incledSsuchas training strategies,
procurement strategies, gendegaality strategies and human resource strategies.

Of note isa pronounced variation in the use of psereening byRAs (see 4.1.7 below)

4.1.5Screeningates

RAs have formally determindtirough the screening procedure that a total of 159 PPSs are not
likely to have significant environmental effects and therefore that SEA is not required. This means
that 29% of all PPSs subject to SEA activity are screened out.

Rates of PPSs screened out across the different sectors show very little variation dsaPRSs

being subject to SEAvith planning and land use again dominating. The very high level of screening
out of planning and land use PPSs (58% of all screen outd@isid)e explained by the high

number of PPSs covering a very small geograpaiea (e.g.development masterplans) where the
environmental effects are not likely to be significant or where higher level PPSs (such as
development plans) have already fully considered the efféais makingurther assessment
unnecessary There is no ev&hce to suggest tha®PSs are being screened out deliberatelgvoid
SEA and views expressed in the survey suggest that RAs will often err on the side of caution and
screen in a PPS whién anydoubt. This is reinforced by the requirement to consult @#s.

Those PPSjualifying under Section 5(3) of the SEA Act can proceed direct t
. . . . . R2(a) (c)

scoping and may avoid the screening stage altogetfidis is not possible for @

5(4) PPSs where the screening stage is obligatdio avoid unnecessary delaysr—-=

caused by this requiremerfior 5(4) PPSsome RAs submit screening and scoping reports

simultaneously.This approach appears to work well asttbuldbe encouraged.
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4.1.6 SEAactivity by RA

Note: This review has not gatleet evidenceas towhetheror nottherewere PPSs prepared by
Scottish public bodies which should have been subject tbi@kre not Such compliance issues
are for the Scottish Government to keep under review and to confkal#ion may be necessarin
the period 2004, 2010, no RA was directed by Scottish Ministers to undertake a screening
determination for a potentially qualifying PBS

As is to be expected, there are big differences in the levels of SEA activity across different parts of
the Scotish public sector. This refledtse different natureof the PPSshey bringforward. Asfigure

11 shows, ly far the biggest group of RAs are Local Authofftig8% of all casesr 81% if PPSs

taken forward by groups of authoritiese included. Thisagain reflects the nature of thePSs

brought forward by Local Authorities, in particuRIPS#n the land use planning sector whiah

noted abowe accounts for 41% of all PRSbjecedto SEA Beyond Local Authoiés, the Scottish
Governments the nex biggest contributor to SEA activity. This reflects the widened scope of the
SEA Act which catch&gottishGovernment policies, plans and even consultationditia in a way

that the directive does not.

Figurell ¢ SEA database SEAactivity by publidody type(21 July 200431 December 2010)

SEA Activity by Responsible Authority Type?!

Group of Local
Authorities
Other Public Bodies 3%

2% Scottish Government 6%

11%

? Includes all PPAs subject to screening and SEA. Some PPSsinduded will howe been screensd out.

It isimportant to note thatbeyondLocal Authorities and the Scottish Governmethtere are onlyl3
public bodie&’ which have subjected one or more of their PPSs to screuih§EAand that this
large partof the Scottish public sect@ccounts for only 6% of SEA actiyggefigure11above.

7 Section 11 of the SEA Acants Scottish Ministers powers to direct a RA to send them details of a PPS in preparation or that has been
adopted and where appropriate to direct that RA to enter into the screening procedure for that PPS where they are oftthe Stetv

may be required Scottish Ministers also have powers under Seé{(iBnto make ascreeningletermination in the event the RA and CA
could not agree athat stage. One such determination has been made.

% |n this review, Local Authorities includes the National Parkoitits.
% The term public bodies in this review covers all those authorities, inciN@iR@sin the Scottisipublic sector (see
www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Government/PublicServiceReform/simplifyingpublicservices/simplifyahbexeicluding Local Authorities
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As noted above, this review has not gathered evidence on complidtmeever
this would appear to baotablylow and suggestthat there is a need fofar

IANBIFGSNI ¢ NBySaa NIAaAiAy3
and Scottish Governmeats to the requirements of the SEA Act
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4.1.7 Activity in Scottish Local Authorities

Within Scottish Local Authorities there is a remarkably wide range of SEA activity. From July 2004 to
De@mber2010, the extent of total SEA activityanged fromjust four PPSs$o 33. Given that
Scottish Local Authoritiesill typicallydeliver similar types dPPSgalthough some will produce
more or less to reflect geographic or demographic differehdbe reasons fosuch a wide range
shouldbe explored further There is ao averywide variation in the levels of use of psereening,
with four authorities prescreeningout over 75%of all their PPSs, whilever half of all Local
Authorities haveused pre screening fewer thdhree times. Four authorities have not used pre

screening at all Figurel3shows the differing levels of activity acrds< 2 {32 LgcRlMuthorities
and 2National Park Authorities. It is likely that some Councils will screen or-poeeen out a PPS

that anotherauthority woulddeem requires alSEA. This results in inconsistency.

and Scottish Government Agencigsncludes some bodies that since conducting the SEA have become part of the Scattism&uv

(e.g. Transport Scotland) or other bodies (e.g. Deer Commission, now part of SNH).
® This includes PPSs thegre screened/subjected to SEA.
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Figurel3 ¢ SEA database SEAactivity by Scottishdcal Authorities(21 July 2004 31 December
2010
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It is not the purpose of this review mmment on the respect perfornmee of individual authorities
or to conductany investigation of the reasons for the widariationof SEA activityAdditionally,

each Council will have its own programme for bringing forward PPSs and will R1(a)
therefore follow a different timeline for policgevelopment or review Accordingly @

no conclusions should be dravitom the abovefigures It ishoweverwithin the —
remit of this review to provide an overall gauge of SEA activity@ikntify any significant
variations.ldentifying the exact reasorfer such a wide variation in activity requires further
research, but possible influencing factors may inclirgefollowing

e SEA focused onlyone departmen ¢ Survey responses show that less ttare-third of
practitioners think that their SEA promoted greater integration of different parts of their
organisation. Similarly, only 37% considered that the skills and experience leeymethéir

SEAwere transferredo other parts of the organisation. This suggests that
awareness of SEAnd the skills required to conduct an assessmarg not

being transferred and therefore awareness of $8A beconcentrated into one @
part of an organisation. line case of Local Authorities, this tends to be the

Py

Py
[
(=)

A
N
_h|§

23

——
| —



THE SOTTISH SEA REVIEW

planning department. The different rates of activity may therefore be partly explained by the
SEGSyi (2 6KAOK {9! KIFL&a 06S8SSy aYIlIAYy&aliNBl YSRE

¢ Role of SEgo-ordinatorsc Linked to tke above, those authorities with a central or shared SEA
resource may be better able to ensure that awareness of SEA requirements is spread across an
organisation and that when SEA is requiregources are made availaliterough training,
templates, standed methods or baselines etc

e Awareness ofre-screening; The very wide variatiagin pre-screening activity suggest a greater
awareness of this process in some organisations than in athers

o Differenttypesof authority ¢ There does not appear to be anyrpeular differences in activity
between predominantly urban or rural authorities or between large authorities and small ones.
This would suggest that the difference dikely to be more down to theray SEA is understood
and mainstreamed across an autitg rather than its type, size and the area it covers.

4.1.8 Applicablerecommendations

The following recommendations are applitalwith respect to thichapter.

¢ RecommendatiolRl ¢ SEAactivity andcompliance
¢ Recommendation R2 Improvingefficiency andoroportionality.
¢ Recommendation RZWorkingtogether toprovide guidance andsupport.
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4.2 PRESCREENING AND SCRKEN

Keyfindings

¢ No evidence that precreenim is being used inappropriately to exempt PPSs

e CAs regularly review prgcreening reports oaninformal basis and will notify Scottish
GovernmentRA where they have concerns or points édarification

¢ No evidence that screening is being used inappaiply to exemptPPSs, and evidence points
to RAs adopting a precautionary approach and screening in when in any. doubt

e Scope to removéhe formal need for screening where R&® of the view that SEA is needed

e Screening template and guidaniseconsideredoo complex anaghould be simplifieéind
demonstrated through good practice

e Determining significancis proving challenging for some PPSs and there is scope for provid
improved support through th&EA Toolkit

e Content of Screening Repoitsfelt abou right with no need for change

e View expressed by soniRA respondentd KI & ¢ SY@ANRBYYSy Gl ffe L
exempted from SEA, but this was not considered appropriate or practical

e Scope to amend advertising requirements at screening stage tceedosts and promote
better ways to communicate screening determinations

e Twin tracking (and occasional integration) of screening and scoping becoming common.

4.2.1 About this chapter

This chapter considers how RAs asingpre-screening and screenimocesses to determine which
PPSshould, orshould not be subjecedto SEA. These are important stages in ensuring that SEA is
proportionate by requiring only those PPSs with significant environmental effects to be subject to
assessment.

4.2.2Background

Prescreening The SEA Act enables certain PPSs that will have no or minimal effects on the
environment to be prescreenedbut from SEA via a notification procéss308 PPSs have, to 31 Dec
2010, used the prscreening processThe prescreening proess involves the RA notifying the

Scottish Government SEA Gateway of the PPS title and a brief description of its content and the area
or location to which it relates. Although not prescribed by the legislation, manggneening

notifications will also @ntain a reasoned opinion from the RA of the reasons why no or minimal

effects are considered likely. The Scottish Government maintains a registersidrpened PPSs

* SEA Act, @t 1, section 7
%2 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environment/SustainableDevelopment/14587/Register
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Screening, The SEA Act makes provision for those PPSs that are not likely tsifpaiieant
environmental effects to be screened out. Sections 8, 9, 10 amd thie Actset out the procedures

to be followed. RAs entering into the screening process are required to sumrttaiseiews as to
whether or not the PPS is likely to hasignificant environmental effects and to send this to the CAs
for their consideration. CAs must, within 28 days, respond with their view. ThauBR4hen make

a determination based upon its view and upon the views received from the CAs as to whether th
PPS is likely to lead to significant environmental effects and therefore if an assessment is required.
Determinations must be formally published within 28 days and sent to the CAs and advertised
locally. Scottish Ministers have pow&rso request detdls of a PPS that come to their attention in
order to consider whether SEA may be required and where appropriate to direct a RA to carry out an
assessment or to undertake a screening determination.

4.2.3Pre-screening

As notedin Chapter 41, there are significant variations in the use of ys@eening by Scottish public
bodies particularlyLocal Authorities. Thereislittle evidence that the prescreening process is not
workingeffectivelyor that the proces®f pre-screeningis resulting in unnecessary burdens.

While there is no statutory requirement to do gowasfound that CAs do review pigcreening
notifications For exampleall pre-screeningnotificationsare formally logged intd K S SEA & Q
consultation étabase andwhen considerechecessarassigned to an officer to review. The SEA
Gateway provides an informal window of 10 days for CAs to feedback any cotw#rasScottish
Government There are a small number of examples whereqmeening reports éve been
guestionedand further detail provided by the RA. No @mereening determinations have been
formally challenged SomeCA respondents to the survey indicatibdt in a few casekack of detail
about a PPS within precreening made rewie difficul.

Some stakeholders, particularly from theiNGovernmentOrganisation (NGQjector,considerthat
some PPSarebeing prescreened inappropately and some formal reviely the Scottish
Government may be appropriate. Some felt that reviewinggmesernng notificationsshould be a
statutory role for CAs. Given tlieformal arrangements in placandaview that prescreening is
generally working effectively, it i®t consideredhat a new statutory role is necessary.

Sometimes, prescreening is usetb exemptPPSs where any significant environmental effects have
been fully considered through SEA of higher tier PPSs.

4.2.4Xreening

The screening stage is a key one in determining which PPSs shablould notbe subjecédto
SEA. The importance loéing able to determingvhat constitutesisi@nificanc®iftherefore key to
the success of screening.

% SEA AcSection 11
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4.2.5 Screeningactivity

There have beeB70screening consultations undertaken since the commencement of SEA in 2004.
Fromthese,159PPSs have bealetermined as having no significant environmental effects and
were screened out of SEA. There do not appear to be concerns or evidence that the screening
process is being usadappropriatelyto exempt PPSs from SEA fact it would seem that the

opposite is true in that RAs are adopting a precautionary approach and screening in PPSs in the
event ofanydoubt (see4.2.9.

4.2.6 Screening fosection 5(4) PPSs

PPSs qualifying undeection 5(3) of the SEA Act are able to move straiglii¢cscopingstage if it is
determined to be a qualifying PPS. Section 5(4) PPSs however cannot directly proceed to scoping
even if the RA is of thepinionthat significant effects are likely and that SEA is required. This
triggers the need for a screening consuibat, a formal determination and a formal newspaper
advertisement Many practitioners see thisainnecessary, costfy, likely to result in delaydand
potentially confusing.Ilt can also make the process appear lamgl unnecessarily bureaucratic
particularly where formal approval to submit a screening report is ne&déttom
the commencement of the SEA Act in 2006, this has occurred in 8éoases. @ R2(a)
Accordingly, ltere appears to bémited benefit in Section 5(4pPSs undergoing

screening where the RA intends to progress to @GfAough the determination statement does

afford an early opportunity for awareness raising about the SBA)t is considered that a similar
approach to bhat used for Section 5(3) PP8sild be appropriate. Amending thisvould require a
change to the SEA Ackome RAs undertaking SEA of a 5(4) PPS are twin truksgeening and
scoping stages in order teducetime delays.

4.2.7 Screeningemplate
lfyzad Fff AONBSYyAy3a O2yadzZ Gl GA shighprodeesSsectiok S { O2 G
headingsand also incorporates Schedule 2 from the SEA Act which provides criteria for determining
the likely significance of effects on the environmeBurvey data reveal that ondpproximatelyhalf
of the respondents found the template easy to ushilst many considerethat the template,
particularly Scadulen = 61 & RAFFAOdZA (G (2 dzaASd® twRLIAOFE GASsa
complicated Xotdeart > A (& ftechyiichbahdiicuk ta dediphérd [y

0 =

particular the questionincluded inschedule 2 were not considered to be helpful
by manyandsome suggestethat further advice and guidance to help interpret
them was neededlt could al® benefitby being tailored better to the wider types of PRSwered

by the SEA ActSchedule 2 is taken from the SEA Directive and accordingly the language used
cannot be amended. There may be scope however to reconsider other aspects of the temaplate
better explain the meaning of the critereand also to provide some case study examples of
significance to guide RAs through the screening process.

% See Chapter 4.14 for details of newspaper costs.
* As screening triggs a 28 day consultation period.
* Some practitiones advise that Council approval is required prior to submitting such documents.
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4.2.8 Screeningeports

Generally despite some of the views about the templag¢he content of screning reports was
consideredappropriate. Some CA workshop attendees/survey respondeoissideredhat more
information about PPS conteshouldbe included in screening reports as it was sometimes difficult
to ascertain the proposed PPS content and wéfégcts it may therefore have. Some RAs pointed

out that screening is undertaken so early in the PPS preparation process that it can be very difficult
to ascertain at that point what the effects may.b®ne practitioner stated that their PPS screening
¢happened in the very early stages before the content was khowh Yy R (i K SiNdBIFa e
F20dza GKS {9! 2y (KS 1S@& AaadsSaxeo KAz RSOS|E 2 LIS
Accordingly, there may be issues andithe timingand contentof screening O R7(a)
consultationghat good practice guidance could usefully cover. Generally
however screening reports were not considered to be problematic.

4.2 .9 Determiningsignificance

Around 70% of survey respondents indicated that determining whether a PPS was likely to lead to
significant environmental effects was straightforward. However, data from the workshops and text
comments in the surveys reveal theame RAs do find difficulties and that some RAs are so unclear
on significance that they err on the side of caution and decide to undertake SEA. This may result in
some PPSs without significant effects being subject to SEA. The issue of determirfingreigris

one that occurs not just in screening, but is prevalent across scoping and the assessment process.
Some consider that CAs should do more to help RAs screen out plansiivbere
not clear whether significant effects are likely, although thisrenly limited R3(d)
evidence to suggest that the CAs are not helpful in this regdgttdonly 18% of @ R7(a)
practitioners surveyedtatingthat CA screening responses were not helpfu o
Determining significance is discussed in detaith@pter 46.

4.2.10Screeningut PPSslesigned toprotect andimprove theenvironment
Many survey respondents questioned the nded PPSs that have a specific remit to protect and
improve the environmenshouldbe subjectdto SEA. Subjecting such33Ro SEA is deemed by
some practitioners to be disproportionate the value added hy S QledlfpSiilessi XA & a
Fy2 30 KSNJ &l AR addKduéto RRB mBkihghilst ayicthér natedi K Ipiittingilocal
BiodiversityAction Plans (LBAP$hrough SEA for example seems to be disproportignate al y &
PPSs do have specific objee8c some of them written irstatute - that are focused on protecting

and improving the environment. Examples includAPsRiver Basin Management PldRBMPS)
andConservation Area Plai€APs) Itmaybe the casdoweverthat such PPSsanhave

unintended consequenceas wider aspects of the environment which may not be partledir core
focus. For example, in its consideration of the Scotland and Solway T\B&8#aSRSEPA found that
while the plars werelikely to lead to significant positive effects in relation to water, soil, biodiversity
and human healththey also had potential adverse effects on climatic factorstasing toimprove
water emissions standasvill require significantly more energy througfcreasedreatment prior

to discharge.
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Accordinglywhile it is likely that such PB®ill benefit less from the application of SEfan others

it is difficult to identify how legislation or guidance could be amendediantify
SOSNE Ll2aarofS OANDdzyaidl yOS ¢ KSNB
always apparent what PPSs may lead to what effects, therefore it is potgntial
verydifficult to alter the screening proceds reflect this and could result in

0

2 aRA A GBS

R3(a)

greater confusion.More robust screening so that only those PPSs with truly significant effects are
subjected to SEAay assist in this regard. Similarly, more robuspstg that focuses assessments
on the significant effects may enable much more proportionate and streamlined assessment of

thesetypes ofPP& This is discusskin more detail irChapter 412.

4.2.11Costsassociatedwith screening

All screening determinations requite be publicised through an advertisement in at least one
newspaper circulating in the area to whidietPPS relaté$ It also requires to be published at the
w! Q&8 LINAYOALIE 2FFAOS YR 2y Anlséme gaSes thidis S @
required even where a PPS is to progress to SEA. Many RAs consider that the requirement to publish

in a newspaper is both costly aad ineffectivemeansof communicating the
determination to the public.We do not recommend that this provision is
removed as it represents one of the few ways in which the public and

¢ KS

Ki)

R2(d) R9
(al)

stakeholders can be informed about adision to screen a PPS fr@&Ahowever it is
recommended that the Scottish Government consider if alternative ways of @glngrscreening

determinationscan be developed

4.2.12CArole atscreening

45% of practitioners found the CA screening response to be helpful or very helpful. This contrasts
markedly with the higher scores for the CA scoping responses. This is likely to be because in many
cases the CA response at screeniniymerely affirm the determination made by the RA and provide

no further information. No specific criticisms of CA roles and performance at
screening stage were madés part of the proposal for greater front loading of

the

K)

R2(f
R3(d)

CA advice, there may be gmofor CAs to provide more information in screenin

responses about the key issues likely to be of significance. This will help RAs to consider the scope

and focus of the SEA at the earliest possible stage.

4.2.13Applicablerecommendations

The followingcecommendations are applicable with respect to this chapter
e RecommendatioiRl ¢ Promoting the value of SEA
e Recommendation R2¢ Improving efficiency and proportionality

e Recommendation R8Focusing assessments: improving scoping and the evidence base

¢ Recommendation RZ Working together to provide guidance and support
e Recommendation ROA more engaging process

%" SEA AcSection 10
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4.3 SCOPING

Keyfindings

o Effective scoping is absolutely fundamental to delivering an effective, proportionate and
focused SEA

e A good scoping process normally leads to an easier and proportionatensigArly discussion
on key issues

e Most practitioners feel the benefits of a good scoping process outweigh the time it takes tq
prepare scoping reporfsvhich generally were found to be working well as a consultation
device (albeit some are overly long ar@htain superfluous information)

e Scope for RA® augment formal scoping reports with other methods such as stakeholder
workshops

e Scope for RAs to engage stakeholders more proactively at scoping stage

e Timing of scoping is criticaltoo early and the PPS may not be developed enough to know \
scopng may beappropriate, too late and substantive decisions may have already been.ma

e w!ad FTR2LI I LINBOI dzii A 2 y I NHopitshheNiR dod& | y R

e Airisthemod O2YY2yfé aaO2LISR 2dzié¢ G2LAO

e There is onsiderable scope to improwe focusof assessmentsn to the key issues of

importance This can be achieved through robust scoping and through improved use of
baseline data to inform RAs about the key issues.

e Scope to refocus CA effort to the scoping stage as part of early engagenyfe® & ¥ NR V|
information and identification of key issues. CA responses also more influerg@i@ng
stage

4.3.1 About thischapter

This chapter analyses the following aspects of the scoping process: the preparation and content of
scoping eports, the process of scoping SEA topics into or out of the assessment, establishing the
level of detail for the assessment and stakeholder engagement in scoping

4.3.2Background

Scoping is a statutory SEA stage under the SBA Aigpurpose, as presbed by the Act is to

establishin consultation with the statutory CAs K Scop@ and level of detail of the information to

be included in the ER Y fhe donsultation perioga RA)ntends to specifgp F 2 NJ i KottBiw 0 £
practice, however, thec®pingprocess tends to involve much more, including discussion of
assessment methods and techniques, early baseline data collation, reporting on other relevant plans
and programmes, early stakeholder engagement and early consideration of keytisasuesild be
included inthe assessment.

% SEA Act Section 15
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The scoping stage is almost universally undertaken through preparation of a scoping report which
forms the basis for consultation with the CAs. This is not prescribed by the SEA Act but is established
practice,reinforced by guidance

4.3.3 Importance ofscopingstage

Scoping is seen by almost all practitioners as one of the most impatagesof SEA, providing an
agreed framework for undertaking the assessment. Many practitioners considered that a good
scopingprocess normally leads to an easier and more proportionate assessment process, not least
as it raises issues epdnd therefore enables them to be communicated and discussed earlier.

One practitioner stated thatcoping was vital in communicating key issues to the
planyY I { SNJ SO NIIRWI a6l & dzy RSNI I 1Sy SI NJi & Yy R @EB a i NI
FYR 61 a @OSNEB O0SYSTAOAFE AYXNIA&AY3 NEBySasa 27
challenges and embedding the environment within decisiaking ® ! OO2 NRAy It &3> a 02 LJ
plank of both efficiency and effectiveness and getting it right plays an important role in the influence

of SEA and its proportionality.

4.3.4 Scopingeportsand processes

Generally, the process pfeparing ancconsulting upon scopingeports appears to be working well

83%of practitioners® said that theythoughtthe scoping report provided a good basis upon which to

prepare the ERMany practitioners spoke of the benefis¥ Kl @Ay 3 |y ath@NBSRé | LI
scopingstageand that this made it easier to prepare EBeme also identified the benefit of scoping

in helpgngraise environmental issues very early in PPS preparation.

It is gpparent from casework assessment and from workshop and survey data that scoping reports

can be lengthy, some consider unduly lengthy given that their purpose is to ascertain the scope and

level of detail of information to be included the assessment. divever, many particularly

practitioners and those within CAs$ind the additional information useful in cangto a viewas to

what the significant environmental effects are likely to b@ne practitioner also noted that

dproviding a comprehensive sdoy’ 3 NJB LJ2 NI th&XCR\y andimhidseRteddp&ties were able to

check data and identify potential issues. It also allows CAs to make us aware of additional data we
mightneed @y 2 4 KSNJ LINI OGAGA 2y SNI &I imSyhavé ieealongeK A f S G KS
R20dzYSyiaxe¢S GF1S GKS @OASg (GKIG GKS Y2NB GKFdG Oly
the ER will be. It ensures that everyone can concentrate on the analysis in the ER when it is published
rather than spending time checking itMany therefore see benefit in the comprehensive nature of

the scoping process that has evolved in Scottish pracfoeordingly, there is
potential for greater front loading of some of the information to the scoping stage@ R2(f)
order to allow for greater catentration on analyis of the assessment in the ER R3(all)
(discussed further ithapter4.12).

To enable CAs to play a more active role in helping RAs to stogelld appear sensible for CAs to
be able to see wellaelopedbaseline informatiorat the scoping stage. This would allow them to
be clearer about what the key environmental issues are likely to be based on the information
presented. For CAs, not being abletomnment on the appropriateness baseline informatia

% Combinegpractitioners i house and consultants (46 respondents) P&a scopingquestionsa
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until the ER stage is often too late as by then it is more difficult for the RA to take into account any
issues raisedAccordingly, RAs should include well developed environmental

baselines in scoping reports to enable CAs and other stakeholders saleon @ R3(a), (b)
and advise on their appropriate use in the ER.

4.3.5Scoping SEfopics

When questioned39% of practitioners stated that they had scoped some SEA topics out of the
assessment at the scoping stefge the naminated PP8they answered questions orFurther, the
casework analysis noted where topics had been scoped out of the assesdrigumel4 below
brings these data together arghows that for these PPSs at least, air was the most commonly
scoped out SEtpic, followed by climatic factorspils andnaterial assets.

Figurel4 ¢ Survey responsed-requencyf SEA topics scopéem assessment

SEA Topics scoped from assessment

000

m Casework
Analysis

W Survey
Responses

It is interestingto note that climatic factors were scoped autmany cases. Given that Scotland has
world leading climate change legislatiband a strong supporting policy framewdétkncluding SEA
and climate change guidarf@eit is surprising thaso manyRAs saw the impact of their PPSs as
insignificantHoweverthe Climate Change (Scotland) Act only came into for@910and the Public
Bodies Dutiedt prescribe§’ have only applied since 1 January 2011, so the

statutory drivers for considering climate change have only recently fallen intd RS (all)
place and tle cases iderfied pre-date this. Neverthelesd,climate change @

mitigation and adaptatiomreto be effective in Scotlanaill public sector PPS
will needto consider howthey can contributeto climate change policy objectives and targets.

“See para 3.5

“I www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2009/12/contents

“2 www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environmentfolatechange/scotlandsiction/adaptation/AdaptationFramework
“3 www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2010/03/18102927/0

“ Detailed inChapter 4.17
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It is also interestinga note the very low level of scoping out of human healffhis may reflect a
precautionary approach being adopted by Rvken impacts on this SEA topire not clear due to
lack of dateor uncertainty about significance

4.3.6Scopingg Sectoralissues

Asfigures15 and 1&elow show, the casewornalysigioted only minorvariations inthe rate of

scoping out of different topics between spatial and non spatial PPSs, but shows very considerable
variation between high and low level PPSs. This shows idfiaidwvel PPSs are much less likely to
scope SEA topics from the assessment, with only one PPS in the casework sample scoping out one
SEA topic. By contrast, practitioners undertaking SEA of low level PPSs are more confideimgn sc
out a range of SEtpics. As discussed @hapter 46, this is likely to be as a result of greater clarity
about thenature and location opotential impacts of a policy decision when considered in a local
context.

Figuresl5and 16 ¢ Casevork analysi Frequencyf SEA topics scoped auComparingspatialand
nonspatial PPSand comparing high level and low level PPSs

Topics Scoped Out - Comparing Spatial Topics Scoped Out - Comparing High Level
and Non Spatial PPSs (National) and Low Level (Local)PPSs
" *

W Spatial W National

H Non
spatial 2 W Local

4.3.7Reasons foscopingout

The mostcommonreason given for scopinaut an SEA topic was that the PPS was determined not

to have any significant effects on that topi€his finding is perhaps obvious given that the scoping
process is designed to scopednly those issues likely to be significamhe other main determining

factor was a smaller number of practitioners (around 20%) who stated that the CA response was one
of the main reasonsThe workshop evidenchoweversuggested that RAs considere@tiCAs could

do more to help themdentify significant effects to scope the assessment more effectivéiften a

CA scoping response will just agree or, in some cases, disagreeRvhview

about whether a topic should be scoped in or out. Whilddisd always remain R2(f),
for a RA tadetermine what is significant in the context of its PPS, there is @ R3(b), (d),
potential scope for CAs to play a more active role in helping RAs to identify the R4(d)

most significant issues and to help scope the assessment focus and itsflevel
detail. In Chapter 413we recommend the development of a continuous dialogue approach by CAs,
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a reprioritisation of focus towards the scoping stage and the development of key environmental
issues documents to help tal Authorities in particular tecope moreeffectively. Taken together
thesemay be constituent components of a more active scoping role for CAs.

4.3.8Reasons foscopingin

61% of practitioners stated that they scoped all SEA topicgletassessmeof their nominated

PPS.The main reasons were that it was determined that the PPS would have significant effects on

all topics or that this was following advice frahe CAs. Around 30% of practitioner respondents

stated that they had scoped all SEAIits in on the basis of a precautionary approathis indicates

that there is some uncertainty as to significance, but that RAs in such cases tend to err on the side of
caution and scope inOnepractitioner indicated that fear of challenge was a keyedeining factor

for scoping in all topics. This contrasts with evidence from the workshops where the fear of
challenge as a result of scoping out a topic was cited as a concern.

4.3.9Usingscopingmore effectively

In two-thirds of assessments all SEpIts are scoped inln many cases this is entirely appropriate

and where there is reasonable doubt the adoption of such a precautionary approaebeissary In

some cases, however, there is evidence flooth RAs and CAbat the scoping process is has

rigorous as it might be in focusing on key issues and that this can drive assessem@nhere
AAIAYATFAOLIYG STFSOGA FNB y2i f Alt®macthscopmyis LINI O A (
probably goes on, which could be reduced through guidar greater confidence on keeping this

F20dza SR 2y y129i8K SAN aCi2SvaYeSdy (S aRpiratiéilexpeciatiorbthabevekyd  d
conceivable effect should be identified rather than the truly significard féw

DAGAYI w!a IANBFGSNI O2yFARSYOS (2 a@S B3dal) & 1 1 dz
AAIAYATAOL YU FS6¢ A @norgefaetivaly2 WiaSHesead ot S 02 —&02 LIS
issuesare will vary from PPS to PR®larea to area, but some wilften apply across ny PPSs

due to their importance

Anumberow! & KI @S T R2LIISR | LINFY OGAOS 2F (1 SSLAyYy3a &2y

assessment. In this way, the topics are not scoped out at the scoping stage, but CAs are alerted that
they may notieadto significant effets and may, pending further investigation, fall out of the
assessment. CAs have the opportunity in the scoping consultation to raise any concerns about this
approach. This can ultimately reduce the size and complexity of ERs and can also contribute to
achieving a greater focus on the key issues. Documenting which issues were kept underaediew

the reasoning for their subsequent exclusiamimportantwhenthis practice is followed.

AccordinglyRAs should undertake rigorous scoping processeseitngtire that ERs focus just on the
significant environmental issues. This should be supported with case study examples of types of
PPSs where topics have typically been scoped out

4.3.10 Stakeholderengagement inscoping

Approximatelyhalf ofthe praditioners stated that they had invited stakeholders beyond the
statutory CAs to provide their views at the scoping stigeromote greater awareness and
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understanding of key issues. There is scope to enhance the availability of scoping reports to
stakehdders beyond the statutory CA89% of respondents to the general R9(a)
survey said that they normally try to get involved at the scoping stage. @
Interestingly, this figure is higher than those stakeholders that said they
normally get involved at the ER stage.

4.3.11 CArole atscoping

Generally, the service provided by the CAs at scoping was well received and considered to be

helpful. 72% of practitionersonsider the CA scoping responses to be helpful or very helpflfy O

11% of practitioners considered them to be unhelpful. In many of these cases this may be explained

by the fact that where no significant issues are raisecttorsiderationby /! = G KSy I a4y 2
O 2 Y Y Sg5p0ase may be returned. ritay also béecausesome practitioners find a small

number of CA comments unreasonable in that they request levels of detail from the assessment that
RAs do not consider appropriateeeChapter 4.13.

The casework analysis has documented types of comments made by the three CAs at the scoping
stage. This is set outfigurel7 overleaf It is worth noting that virtually all CA scoping responses
are bespoke, with very little use of standing guidance, although some responses do EBAD

policy on a particular issue.

Overall- Historic Scotland generally providéghtlymore comments at the scoping stage than SEPA
and significantly more than SNHhis contrasts with the number of comments at the ER stage, when
Historic Scotlandhakesfewest comments and SEPA the most (Bgere23, p56.

OtherPPSs The third most common area for comment is with respect to
other relevantPPSs In many casesgcoping reports will containlang list of @ R3(e)
other relevantPPSand CA responses will make suggestions to add attwer

that long list.

Baselinecomments- In all cases, the most common CA comment relates to the environmental
baseline. In many cases, this will be in the form of advising RAs avdiiability of information that
may be usefuin the assessment and in most cases, a link to information sources will be provided.
Occasionally, baseline comments will relate to inaccuracies or omissions in baselines that are
presented in the scoping reporRecommendation R8uggests the R3(d
RSOSt2LIYSy G 2F GFAf2NBR 188 A éédzi@ RO Sy i &
significantly reduce the need for CAs to provide comraentmatters
concerning lhe environmental baseline, existing environmental problems and, to a certain degree,
other relevantPPSs

35

C



THE SOTTISH SEA REVIEW

Figurel7 ¢ Casework analysisBreakdown ofssuegaised by CAs atopingstage

Consultation Authority SEPA SNH = s
Issues Raised in Scoping E ;
Response No. Yo No. % - =
General 108 17% 65 13% 274
Other Relevant PP5s 67 11% 46 10% 186
Baseline 127 20% 124 26% 401
Environmental problems 41 7% 52 11% 122
Scope of Env. Ass'ment 49 8% 38 8% 132
SEA objectives 60 10% 61 13% 171
Assessment method 83 13% 33 7% 213
Assessment findings 3 0% 1 0% 9
Environmental effects - 0% - 0%
Cumulative effects 3 0% 5 1% 13
Alternatives 24 A% 27 6% 26
Mitigation 35 6% 9 2% 77
Monitoring 29 5% 21 4% 73
Total 629 100% A82 100% 1,757

Assessmentnethods- Taken together, comments on assegentmethods ancenvironmental

objectives (which form part of the methggaccount forover 20% of CA response$his emphasis

on providing support td&rAs on defining methods and objectives may result from the leadership role
that the CAs played in theady years of SEA and the assistance provided to RAs in this regard. Given
the wider breadth of SEA experience across many RAs, it is questionable whetlséH Gded to

provide as much support on method development, although a role in shaping thesasset

objectives is still desirable.

4.3.12 Applicablerecommendations

The following recommendations are applicable with respect to this chapter

¢ Recommendation R2Improving efficiency and proportionality

e Recommendation R8Focusing assessments: improving scoping and the evidence base
e Recommendation R4Ensuring SEA has a voice in decision making

¢ Recommendation RZ Working together ¢ provide guidance and support

¢ Recommendation R8Assisting delivery of climate change targets

¢ Recommendation ROA more engaging process
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4.4 ASSESSMENTUSING BASELINE DATA

Keyfindings

Generally, gathering baseline information was considered relatively straightforward, altho
difficulties noted included: time and cost, disaggregated datasets and lack of trends data

Those RAs with access to an up to date State of the Environi®eB)eport for their area
found this significantly advantageaus

Cultural heritage and biodiversity were considered the most straightforward topics to secu
data for. Soil, material assets and human health were considered the most difficult topics
securedata for.

Interpretation of data was a diffult issuefor many topics

Trends data often difficult to secure

Some data not available due to cost

Baseline information in ERs can be long and not focused on the key issues. This can han
effectivescopid ' YR RNAGPSE w!a (2 a20SN) 02fft SO
There is often a poor alignment between baseline information and the scope of the assess

which can make assessments disproportionate

CAs spend considerable effort irscoping and ER sponses advising on baselidata. This
may be better ahieved through standing advice

To make data easier to secure and interpasid to help scope the key environmental issues
'y NBIFZ GKSNB Aa ao02LIS T 2EyiRkEEen tdassisPRAS
develop concise and focused baselines

¢CKS LINRBLRAalFf F2NJ I a{ OgandppoyfuRi i imprgvEaEchsB 46 Y 3
data andproportionality in baseline preparation.

4.4.1 About this chapter

This chapter considers hgwvactitioners are accessing, interpreting and using environmental

information to support their assessment processes. It discusses the availability of data f@ach

topic and explores the issugkey are experiencing

4.4.2Background

Schedule 3 offte SEA Act (points 2, 3and 4) require BRO2 Y (i F Ay Ay FTamy GA 2y

relevant aspects of the current state of the environment and the likely evolution thereof without
implementation of the plan or programrae 6 LJ2 the dnvirentmental@haractistics of areas
likely to be significantly affectéd 6 LJ2 A yaily erisling kenyilRnméntal problems which are
relevant to the plan or programnée 6 LI2 Ay i n o0 @ ¢tKSaS NBIljdzZANBYSylia
the preparation of an environmental baselitigt is set out in the ER
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4.4.3 Gatheringbaselinedata ¢ General

Generally most practitioners found gathering baseline imfation relatively straightforwardhough
a significant minority (24% of respondents) did report that they found this moreettgalid®. The
main reasons given by those who found gathering baseline information more difficult were:

e Timeggathering and interpreting baseline informaticould betime consuming, particularly
wherean RAdid not haveestablishedSoEeports or similadatafor their area.

e Costcthe cost of some datasetsa barrier, particularly soils data

¢ Disaggregatediata ¢Many datasets are presented at different scales and cover different
geographial boundaries. This can make it difficult to bring togetheaapropriate
environmental baseline across all SEA topics. Examples given were those bodies that cover
several Local Authoritsreas (or parts thereof) such as National Park Authorities or where data
were available on a national basis and were dlifti to apply toa local area.This also applied to
someSrategicDevelopmentPlan (SDPSEAS

e Trendsdata ¢ Data about changes over time or that explain environmental trends are considered

more difficult to obtain, but alspotentially some of the most useful data @ R3(d)

particularly foridentifying whether environmental problems (a key
requirement for identification in ERs) are getting better or worse. -

Those authoritieghat have access too&reports or similardata¥ 2 NJ G KSA NJ | dzi K2 NA G A S &
have the benefit of a designated SEA offiegapear to find baseline data collation much easier. In

particular, availability of Sateports appears to be very helpful in reducing the timeuieed to

prepare baselines and in focusing the information to the PPS and &fresy. are also contributing to

more proportionate assessments by quickly highlighting the key issues to plan

makers. There are, however, costs associated with the initial prafion and R2(e)

ongoing updating of such reports. The potential availability of a central portal@

Scottish environmental datgt.4.8)may significantly help RAs with baseline

collation.

4.4.4 Gatheringbaselineinformation ¢ SEAopics
Practitioners answeng the survey were specifically asked to provide a view on securing baseline
data for each SEA topic. The resultsseeout infigure 18.

Overall, the survey found that there was a high level of variability in terms of ease of accessing data
across he SEA topics. Biodiversity, population, cultural heritage and water proved reasonably easy
to secure fomost practitioners whilst soil, human health and material assappeared to be more
difficult. Specific issues within each topic area are descriimdw.

s Answers to PartRon baselinedata, questiors 1a and 1b
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Figurel8 ¢ Survey responsestase of securing baseline data

How easy was it to secure baseline information
foreach SEA topic?

“ryr o rrem
ozl B N pee mam R B | =

BO0% | || = = = = — = | ] = | |
0% | — — — — = — - ] || | ]
B0% | — — — — — | - | ] || | ]
0% | || | | . || || | _ || M Mot easy at all
A0% | | | | _ || || || || || B Mot Easy
30% Indifferent
Easy
20%
B Very easy
10%
0%
o o 2 A & ] o &
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Biodiversity

Generally, nationally designated site informatieng, Sites of Special Scientific Interest (99&i3

found to be easily aessed and was in a consistent format. Many of these data are also available in

GIS formats for ease of reference and spatial representatidany respondents did, however, find

ASOdzZNAY 3 AYTF2NXNIGA2Y | 02dzi &6 A RS Moré ¢hallehgisgSINE A G & ¢

particular, data about protected species and their distribution or presence in a

certain area was considered difficult to secure. Further, many fouditfitult to
o . . o R3(d)

secure wider biodiversity information across local authority areflagr example, A_l

whilstmany local authorities have undertaken habitat surveys at different scales

and covering different parts of their arginese are difficult to bring together at a regionavel to

highlightthe key issues. Trends data were also @ered to be difficult to secure and apply at a

local level. Some respondents indicated that downloading biodiversity data in a format that could

be used in ERs was sometimes problematic.

Population

No particular issues of concern were expressed aliaattopic and only a small percentage of
respondents felt accessing data on population was diffi001 @nsus derived datare now
consideredo beout of date for some assessments but general use of other datasets such as those
published by the €neral Register Office fdBcotland®is commonplace and no problems in using

6 Seewww.gro-scotland.gov.uk/statistics/index.html
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these data are reported. Accessibility dagag(access to open space, access to servicey\were
more difficult to secure.

Humanhealth

Onlyapproximately40% of survey respalents stated they found this topic easy to secure data for
Evidence from analysis of comments and from the workslsaggests that finding data is not the
mostchallengingssue What is important isleciding which data arsignificantand relevant for a
particular SEA. One of the biggest challenges is trying to establish which aspects of human health
should be included as it can prove very diffieuétnd in some cases undesirabl® separate out the
environmental aspects of human health from socaaitérs. This has led some RA&iudea

greater coverage of social issues within ERs in order to ensure that laspktiats ardully covered.
Whether, and how to consider mental health in SEAs is also an issue that some respondents
highlighted.

Regarch currently in preparatidfevaluateshe consideration of human health in Scottish SEAs.

This work evaluates use of baseline health informationiadécatesthat while many health related

problems are being identified, the evidence base for infornBnggR 3 SYSy i a 2y F tt { Q&
health is often unclear. The research also highlights the difficulties RAs face in determining what to
consider under the human health topic, whére SEA Toolk#dvises RAs to focus on impacts

related directly to the phsical environment.

Soil

Generally, many practitioners stated that soil was the most difficult SEA topic to secure data for

2OSNJ KFEF 2F |t NBaLRBoyeRsyy (datdasyiakafif ®R @ @S OF2 dedRE (
forestry capability data wer generally found to be easy to access andqigarticularly by those

undertaking SEA of spatial BPSimilarly, levels and general locations of derelict ¥awere also

considered easy to find and use. Beyond this, however, data were more diffisaliitoe.

For example, contaminated land information tends to be site based anbtedifficult to aggregate

and apply across a PPS area. Further, data on soil quality, soil carbon content, soil or coastal erosion
and soil function cabe verydifficult to obtain. Some soil datasets are also not available free of

charge, which can increase the costs associated with conducting an SEA where such data are
considered important for a robust assessmiént

Over and abovavailability of data, many practitionecdmmented tha soils data are technical and
require more specialist knowledge to interpret them.

¢KS NBOSylfte Lzt A&KSROLINR AASR 25T &{AGRYUA T AYCR Qyal  { Rl Al
soil resource which may go a significant way to addngsthese concerngatrticularly at the
national level

“"Douglas M, Carver H and Vittal Katikireddi s(ep) How Well do Strategic Environmental Assessmentsoiteid Consider Human

Health?

®BLdzOK +Fa GKS {0200AaK D2OSNYYSylQa {vovdcothrm.Kov.ekTéplcs/Billt F vy R 5 SNBf AOG [ |
Envirmment/regeneration/landissues/vacant

“*This can also prove difficult for CAs where they may need to access such data to assist preparation of SEA responses.

* Link hereThe State of Scotland's Suilblished March 2011.
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SEA guidance on how to consider sgibw.seaguidance.org.Qkas been preparedhereis scope
to raise awarenesshmut thisresourceandalso consider whethet could be
0 "

augmented to address data gaps and interpretation issté®ere is also scope to
provide specific training tpractitioners on some of thenore technical aspects of
soil.

Water

Generally, most prditioners found this topic easy to secure information on. Only 7% of

LIN} OGAGA2YySNAR AYRAOFGSR GKIG (GKS& F2dzyR GKAA (2L
GKSe F2dzyR Al & yikelito Betlugd ® thé riature dnd avaiidily of afeddatd a

which hasmprovedO2 Yy 8 A RSN} 0f &8 2@SNJ NBOSyid &SINaA TF2t{ft28AYy
RBMR™ and ther information on individualater bodies This is supported by a sehable

databasé’ that can provide information on the pssures upn, and ecological status p§pecific

stretches of rivers, lochs, coastal waters and groundwater across the whole of the co8p#wific

SEA guidance on how to consider watémww.seaguidance.orgk) has also been prepared.

While accessing the data is seen as generally being easy, interpretation appeays t R3(d)
be more difficult, in part due to the significant amount of informat@railableand @ R7(e

the technical nature ofmuchof the data

Air

Generally, practitioners made few comments about this topic, perhaps reflecting the fact that air is

more often scopecdbut of assessmentseefigure 14). It may also reflect the ease of accessibility of
AYF2NXEGAZ2Y F2N {020t F yRQa R 8 .aAkodnd L0doSResporddlitsv dzl £ A
indicated difficulties in securing baseline déaa air. One respondentighlighted difficulties in

usingnational air quality datasets for local level assessniéntanother commated that air quality

data tendto be modelled for a particular purpose aacke therefore not helpful more generally.

Data interpretationwas also aroblemfor thosewho expresgd difficulties on this issue.

A
2 @
[o) =

SEA guidance on how to consider(aiww.seaguidance.org.)kas been prepared Q
and it would appear that there Bomescope to raise awarenesdoutthis =
resourceand also consider whethdfrcould be augmented to address data gaps and interpretation
issues

Culturalheritage

Practitioners generally indicateno problems with accessing and using cultural heritage data, with

2OSNI yk: FAERAZND GIKSANEE 0SS 133 € © t NPGSOGSR aAidSa R
Ot SINJ G2 6KIG SEGSYG (GKS&S 0S502YS aAavyLxe | atAal

1 http://www.sepa.org.uk/water/river _basin_planning.aspx
%2 http://gis.sepa.org.uk/rbmp/
*%Including a section on data sources.

4 . . .

° http://www.scottishairquality.co.uk/

*® For example, one respondent noted difficulties in usingtiaitish Pollutants Release Inventory (SPRI) for local level assessTitesiis
not surprising due to the techniaapollutant focused; nature of this site and the lack of any summary information at any spatial scale.
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evaluation of the key heritage issugsa PPSThis is discussad 4.4.6 The onlyproblematicissue
raised was that historic landscape data tend to be more difficult to access an@/hdstthe

Historic Landuse Assessment (HLA) projésdesigned to address this data gap and assist with the
consideration of wider/cumulativeféects, its application within SEA to date has been relatively
limited.

Historic Scotland note some concerns about R#ssiminglesignated sites asonstituting® i K S
Odzft G dzNI £ KSN& G 38 Gnd oprRidefing kfféctsT, hoy-teaighatedsids, isimorg vy

RAFFAOA G FyR G(SyRa (2 0S5 5334 6Sff R2ySo ¢KAA

above.

Material assets

Securing data on this topic was not considered easy by many practitionersweitta third
indicating thatl K S & T Botedis¢ Aditaasy at al Phe prime reasofor this was the
difficulty of understanding exactly what the material assets topic coaarsthereforethe difficulty
of identifying relevant datasetsThis is discussed in more detaiCrapter4.6.

Datasets that were identified as being difficult to find or use include municipal waste data by

area, recycling rates by area, levels of aggregate extraction by area, renewable energy generation by
area and the number, location and capacity of landfill sites by area. Data on transporstaead

also considered to be relatively difficult to source, particyl@ata relevant to a particular area and
journeypatternswithin that area and between it and ot areas’.

There are few reliable and consistent datasets on economic assets and R7(a)
infrastructure and on their relationship with environmental issug&bere is scope @

to provide enhanced guidance amformation sourcesdr material assets.

Climaticfactors

Data with respect to climatic factors tends to fall within two broad areas: data relating to climate
change adaptation (such as flood risk and future projected climate trends) and data relating to
climate change mitigéon (reducinggreenhouse gas emissions). Answiaithe survey suggest that
practitioners find thafloodingdata are relatively easy to secubat that mitigation dataare difficult
to secure for specific PPSSlimate changadaptationdata can also d difficult to secure,
particularly in relation to coastal and soil erosion, sea level rise and landslip vulnerability.

A

alye Ay GKS &LI GAFE LX I yyA yisicativd Qilie2 8lCoastlFlodE YA £ A | N

Map (Scotlandilata®, however othersectors may nobe and there may be scope for increased
awareness raising about its availability for SEA use. Similarly, the UK Climate Projections 09

*® HLAmap is an interactive digitmap that shows changing patterns of lande throughout ScotlandJsers can select specific areas of

the country to research, view lantd S G NBYy R& o6& W/ I (i SIHSNBAMDA WSSO sW il /N 2ARRES yIHGARF @
use. Information can be viewed online, downloaded as reports or GIS shap@fieddistoric Lardse Assessment (HLA) Project is a

partnership initiative between RCAHMS and Historic Scotland to analyse and recanddahtbughout the country

*"The Scottish @ernment publishes national travel statistics regulaniyp(//www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Statistics/Browse/Transport
Travel/Dataset9 but local travel statists tend to be more variable in nature and format.

% http://www.sepa.org.uk/flooding/flood _risk_maps.aspx

% http://ukclimateprojections.defra.gov.uk/
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(UKCPO%re familiar to some sectors, but less so to others. The UKCPO9 projections also require
significantinterpretation and practitioners have expressed the view that they find
them difficult to use at the local level and can be time consuming. Some indici@ R7(a). (e),
that they simply could not easily interpret the data for use in an SEA. The UK R8
projections are key to planning for a future changed climate and their integration interpkking

FYR {9! Aa (1Seé& (G2 RStAGSNAYy3I (GKS D2@BSNYYSyiQa
significantly increase awareness of the potential for UKCP09 (&EAs.

In November 2009 and January 2010, training events were held to try and promote use of the
UKCPO09 projections among plarakers®. This included SEA practitionefhe SEAorum may

wish to consider whether practitioners would find it helpful to run further UKCPQ9 training sessions
specifically for SEA applicatiorhe Scottish Climate Change Impacts PartnerS@QT(Rcould play a

key role in delivery along with other pasrs such as SEPA.

Manyconsiderthat determining the level of greenhouse gas emissions from a particular PPS was
very difficult Emissions models do exist and there are some examples of their us€inbBEA
thesecanbe complextime consuming to usand expensiveWhere these models have been used,
practitioners indicate that they find them useful, particularly in the comparative
assessment of the greenhouse gas impacts of PPS opiibaesScottish @ R8 (d)
Government ad SEPA have commissioned a project to develop a simple
greenhouse gas emissions model for use by planning authorities which can also be uséd i®8EA
completion, this may be able @ssistassessments in the spatial planning sector

Landscape

The surey responses indicate that most practitiondesind landscape data relatively

straightforward to access and use. Responses also indicate that most practitioners understand the
data and how they can be used to inform consideration of landscape impaatskeyhssue

identified is thatlocallandscape data (outwith designations of a national scale)often at different
scales and levels of detail which can make assessment of regional PPSs more difficult.

4.4.5 Gatheringbaselinedata ¢ Role of CAs

Thestatutory CAglay an importantole in identifying and in many cases providing baseline
information to RAs for use in the ERigurel9 overleafshowsthat practitionersgenerally found CA
data easy to obtain, but there were slightly more concezrgresed by RAs about how they
interpret the data(figure 20). All CAs performed similarly in this regard.

% http://www.sccip.org.uk/7/47/165/ScotlanelProjectionsin-PracticeWeekNovember2009.aspx
® For example, TAYplan used BBIP model to assist consideration of gheerse gas emissions in the SEA.
2pPhase 1 of this report has been completedw.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2011/02/09142227/(Phase will be published in 2011.
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Figuresl9 and 20 ¢ Survey responsesHow easy was it to obtain baseline data from the CAs and
were the data easy to use

How easy was it to obtain To what extent were the data in
baseline data from the CAs? a format that was easy to use?
100% 100%
0% I I I I 0% I I I I
80% || || | | 80% || || | |
70% [ — — — 0% | = B
60% — — — — W Not Easy at All B0% — — — W Not Easy at All
50% |— — —— — Mot Easy 50% |— — —— — Mot Easy
0% | || | | Indifferent 0% | || | Indifferent
Easy Easy
30% — 30% — — — —
W Very Easy W Very Easy
20% 20%
10% 10%

0%

SEPA SNH Historic SEPA SNH Historic
Scotland Scotland

The casework analygigure 21) showed thatCAs provide considerablenumber ofcomments on

baseline information. Comments daseline informationother relevant PP3d existing

environmental problems accouffior up to 44%of the content of scoping
0 o : R3(d), (f)

responses an@4%of ER responsesviuch of this informatiorcouldbe

provided in other wayanduse of methods such as standing advitght -

significantly reduce the length of content of CA scoping consultation responses and thakane

to compile them.

Figure21 ¢ Casework analysisComments from CAs on baseline issues

% of response taken up by environmental information/PPS

Consultation Authority SEPA SMH

Issues Raised in Scoping
Response Scoping ER Scoping ER

Other relevant PP5s 20% 11% 26% 19%

Env. Baseline T% 2% 11% 4%

Environmental problems 8% 1% 8% 1%

Total 34% 14% 44% 24%

SomeRAs indicatethat CAs ould play a stronger role in helping RAs to interpret data in the

context of a particular PPS. CA consultation responses routemgest RAs to use or refer to

certain data, but rarely is advice given on how to use or interpret tlidasa. RAs can find this

difficult, particularly where the data are technical in nature. This is reflected in some of the concerns
cited above with repect to particular topicse(g.climatic factors, material assets and soil).
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Interpreting dataon acase by caskasiswould represent a very significant resource impact for CAs
However, it is felt that more could bdone by CAs to work proactively to highlight the key
environmental issues for a public body in their ardtas therefore

recommended that CAs, with RAs, consider preparation of documents @ R3(d)
summarisinghe key issuef a particular areand the data soures that support
them. While this would not replace the need for case by case analysis of the keybgRlvia

the scoping process, it may help RAs to focus SEAs and the baseline data that theyltoltedt
also greatly assist RAs to identifyetimost significant issues.

4.4.6 Level ofdetail of information

Many practitioners expressed difficulties in establishing what level of detail of baseline information

was required for ERs. This appears tghsicularly difficult forhigh levelPPSs. hieseare often

strategic statements of intent that do not contain specific proposals or policies that may have

identifiable impacts in known location§.heymay alsdncludea large number of strategic
FfOGSNYIFGABSao ¢ KA& @2y f BONIBS RUINI O MAG RANWRSNNE (122 O
hyS NBaLRYRSYy¥G aBBXNBRTEKOdzZ ¢ 2 RSOARS oKL G AyT2
SY@ANRYYSyllf olaStAayS IAGSYy GKS A0GNFXrGdS3IAO yI {dz
was to stuffthe ER with loads of baseline data just in case it was usghdr than sieving it down to

only that which was likely to be significantly affecte®his is likely to be a contributory factor to the

size and complex nature of some SEA documeritss ssue is also exacerbated by the tendency to
Gad21LIS Ayé G2LA0OA 6KSNB (KSNB Aa lFye R2dzo G

CAs have highlighted thisin hindertheir consideration of scoping reports and ER&any CA
workshop attendees pointed to overly large and complex baselines that aotddtobscure the key
environmental issues for that PPB. addition, there is concern from CAs that too many baselines
include long lists of datae(g.lists of desigated sites, listed buildings etc) that have not been
evaluatedfor their significance to the PPS, but are included because they happen to be avallable.
one CAespondenta (i | sGnie@imesithere is too much time spent describing
the baseline and notrmugh analysis of how the baseline may be impacted by@ R3(a). (b),
the plaré ®he preparation of shortehetter focused environmental baselines ——= RS (all)
based on the most relevant data was a key recommendation emerging from the work&tiaps.
makers also identified the prasibn of poorly focused and overly detailed baseline data in SEAs as a
barrier to their consideration of environmental issues during preparation of PPSs.

A small number gpractitionerssaidthat the CA®ccasionallydrive overly detailed environmental
baselines through demands they make at the scoptage. One survey respondesiaited that
OSEPA and SNH both seem to want more and more detail in the baseline and you

end up gathering more information than you could §ibly monitor againgt ® O R2(q)
Some practitioners highlighted difficulties in establishing the right level of detaily 2

when a PPS sits within a hierarchy of other PPSs also subject to SEA.

The scoping stage Wal in determining the level of detail of the assament and therefore plays an
important role in establishing what data are used in the assessnm&etordingly, many of the
recommendationgo improve scopingnay help to address sonimseline issues
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4.4.7 Interaction between baselinedata andassessrent objectives

Many report adisconnecion between the environmental baseline and the environmental objectives

setin the SEA. It was noted that these can often lem s separate parts of the EE&uling intwo

separate pieces of work. It is the cdbat relativelyfew ER&xplicitlyintegrate these two aspects

of the report and experience suggests the objectives set are high level generic ones that do not

necessarily relate to the most important aspects of the baseline. A suggested approach was that
SY@ANRYYSyillf 202S00A0Sa aKz2dzZ R 0SS Y2NB aol aSft Ay
undertake the assessment were much more firmly focused on the key issues in the PPS area. This

would help to focus the objectives and therefore the assessmentasode. Further research to

highlight good practice examples of how to better integrate baseline would be helpful.

RAs should use baseline data to scope and focus the environmental or SEA
objectives where these arused in the assessment. This could also be carri@ R3(a). (b)
through to linking baseline data to monitoring programmes.

4.4.8Nationaldatabasec{ O2 (i f  YRQ&a 9YOJANRYYSyYy(l 2S04
Somepractitioners called for the development of a national databat8EAnformation that brings

togetherall environmental dataseti®ito a singlgportal that can be interrogatedor exampleon a

LocalAuthority basis. While there are some concerns that the availability of such a facility may

encourage RAs to simply download datighaut proper analysis of the key issues of importances it

likelyit would help to improve access to datan some topics. At the time of this reviewhe

{ 020Gt I yYRQ& 9 sitepioj®ishairt vavelopeSamd thisshould provide a portal for SEA
practitioners.

¢KS {02if I yRQ asiteprgjetiwlBriigri&gttieant], §here appropriateinterpret a

YdzYo SNJ 2F 2NHIYAAlL 0A2yaQ REFEGE FYR AYTF2NXYIGAZ2Y 2y
Information and data will be provided in a consistent format so that a cohergnt

view of the environment can be presentedntegrating information and data @ R2(e)
from a range of sources will offer new ways of understanding environmentat——

problems. A Geographical Inforation System (GIS) capability will be one of the main mechanisms

for presenting and exploring data at a range of geographical scales (site, local and national).

The Scottish Government and other partners should seek to maximise the potential of the planned
{020t yYRQA 9YDANRYYSyYy(l 2S0araiasS G2 SyadaNB (GKFiG Rl
useable by SEA practitioners and include some degree of interpretation to enable datasets to be
interrogated and key themes identified.

4.4.9 Applicablerecommendations
The following recommendations are applicable with respect to this chapter

¢ Recommendation R2Improving efficiency and proportionality

¢ Recommendation R8Focusing assessments: improviegEing and the evidence base
e Recommendation R&Greater clarity

e Recommendation RZWorking together to provide guidance and support

¢ Recommendation R8Assisting divery of climate change targets
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4.5 ASSESSMENPREPARING ENVIRONMEN REPORTS

Keyfindings

SEANT O A pekspegtiSeN &

e The most commompproach to assessment in the case study sample was adoption of
environmental or SEA objectives againstehhihe PPS waested via an assessment matrix

e This approach has many benefits, including its relative simptititge, its systemat nature
and its transparency

e Practitioners cite concerns that@an lead tdong reports, involves duplication ameduces the
focused analysis needed to identify anddaess key issues efgnificance;

e Other issues crucial to successful preparation of ERs include timing and integration betwe
assessor and plamaker. Practitioners felt ERs generadigk too much tine and resource

e Some practitioners report difficulties in securing access to the PPS preparation process, Vi
reduces effectiveness of SEA

Planml | Spedp@ctive

e Close integration between plamaker andSEA assessor absolutely crucightoducea focused
and proportionate ER that is likely be influential on PPS content

e Form and content of ERs can make it difficult for ptsakers to be clear about the key issues
and what to do about theng there is gope to significantly improve ER clarity

e Whenplanned effectively, SEA does not addd to plan preparation process

e Some awareness raising among phaakers vitato improveSEA a & o0dze Ayé¢ F
makers seen as an important feature of effective SEA

Stakeholdersind/ or CAperspective

e Fnd ER form and content difficult to identify the key issues laowd they have been considere
andaddressed; Scope for much greater clarity in ERs

e Scope for moréntegration of SEA findings inRPS$0 help improve clarity

e Some concerns from stakeholdeabout ER quality. Scope for further investigation and for
periodic quality auding of SEA process and outputs

e Significant scope for CAs to reprioritise focus of responses to scoping stage and to limit E
responses to comments on significant effeatsldow they have been addressed.

4.5.1 About thischapter

This chapter covers the process of preparing ERSs. It covers the practical issues being experienced by
practitioners in preparingeRsbut alsoconsidershow plan-makers and stakeholderse ERs téulfil

their rolesin the planmaking processlt also describes how theAsrespond to ER consultations.

This chapteiis infour parts,and considerghe perspective of these players.
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4.5.2Background

For qualifying PPSs, the SEA%etuires the peparation of an ER. The purpose of the ER is to
identify, describe and evaluate the likely significant effects on the environment of implementing the
PPS andonsidemreasonable alternatives. ERs must include information specifi€chiedule 3 of

the SEActas may be reasonably required, taking into account (a) current knowledge and methods
of assessment on environmental matters, (b) the contents of and level of detail in thécRS,

stage of the PPS in the decision making process and (d) the ¢éxtehich matters to which the ER
relates would be more appropriately assessed at different levels in order to avoid duplication.

4.5.3Preparing Environmental ReportsRA Perspective

Assessmeninethodsused

The casework analysis considered the varieginiques employed by practitioners to undertake
assessments. By far the most common approachfigaee 22) was the adoption of a suite of
environmental or SEA objectives against which each part of the PPS was tested via an assessment
matrix.

Figure22 ¢ Casework analysisAssessment methods used

Assessmeninethod Total (% of all cases)
SEA objectives 94%
Compatibility assessment 34%
Matrix- based approach 94%
Thematic (scenarios) approach 9%
Map-basedconstraints 6%
Policy gap analysis 3%
Cumulative effects 88%
Allocation maps 3%

A small number of cases usedometimes supported by a matrgxa narrative based approach
where the combined impacts of the PRI® describedas scenarias Such a narrative approach is
more common in higher l&l plans where the spatial impact sfpecificpolices and proposals are
less evident and may cover different scenarios or desénilbern the impads upon each of the SEA
topics.

Perceivedbenefits of amatrix approach

Practitioners were asked in the siaty of their experiences in prepariidRsand mixed viewsvere
expressedibout using a matrix based approach. Those advocating the benefits of this approach
consideredhat it:

e improved transparency by clearly setting out which parts of the PPS welettkiead to
specificeffects;

e was comprehensive in coverage and allowed for direct comparison betwa@usparts of the
PPS

% SEA AcPart 2, Section 14 and Schedule 3
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e provided a consistent framework for consideration of alternatives;

e can, where used innovatively, be directly linked to ennirental baseline information;

e ensured that all SEA topics were considered fully;

e enablda positive effects and enhancement opportunities to be picked up consistently;

e enabled mitigation measures to be targeted to specific impacts;

¢ was an effective means tdstingthe compatibility of different pagof a PPS (sometimes
referred to as compatibility assessment)

¢ was simple; althoughtime consuming to undertake and could be completed in many cases by
non specialists;

e s easy to use in assessment workshaeysere specialists from across a RA are brought together
to participate in the assessment process;

e it can be cost effective if a standard set of assessment templates is developed across an
organisation;

e could be linked directly to monitoring indicatogslthough there is little evidence that this is
practiced

e can be used to drive continual environmental improvements in ffeaking through
identification of enhancement opportunities

e can assist consideration of cumulative effects by consistently evaluetiegts across policy
areas.

CAs also find this approach helpful as it is transparedtadiows them to consider the accuracy of
the assessments and there are many examples of CAs challenging the scores allocated.

Concerns with anatrix approach
Practtioners however, highlighted some conceinaising this aproach so it is important to
consider them

¢ Usingenvironmental and SEAobjectives- This method is driven by the identification of a suite
of objectives (soratimes posed as questions) against which the PPS is tested. Many
practitioners state that there are often too many objectives, which esakssessment processes
longer,resulingin lengthy and complex outputObjectives are not
always linked to thenvironmental baseline and therefore in some casesﬁé@ R3 (b)
the objectives used are not particularly relevant to the PPS being subje
to assessment. This can mask the identification of true significant environmental effects.

Some alsdighlightedthat objectives an be difficult to translate into findings that planakers

find easy to embed into their policymaking. Finding ways to address these issues are therefore
important. In one example, a practitioner noted an approach where an assessment framework
of 20 questions was translated intbve key areas of direct relevance to the PPS. In this way it
Lidzi G KS | &a$aa Ydanguagt m@eScnimurgtsbie toxhg floficy téam,

therefore embedding environmental gains was more readily achie&/able

e Length aad complexity of outputs ¢ Many practitioners are frustrated that the matrix approach
results in large and in some cases very complex outputs that were very difficult to interpret and
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within which the key environmental effects of a PPS could be lost. katey the fact that ERs,
asa result of including the assessment matrices, are far longer than the PPS being assessed.

Complexity of SEA outputs is seen as a key barrierltemfing PPS R5 (all),
content and is also seen as a major reason why engagement on SEA is O R7(a)
proving difficult. This problem is exacerbated by a number of other factors——

already described such as scoping in topics which are unlikely to result in significant effects,
sdting too many environmental objectives and not focusing the assessments on the key issues.

¢ Duplication- Many practitioners referred to the considerable duplication that the rxatr

approach tends to require for example where impacts on a particular SERX R1(a)
topic are likely to be similar across all parts of the PPS and are therefore O R5[a]’
describedinthesamewdy ¢ KAa aOdzi FyR LI a0 SE&==2NI—<ab5Ar01062E

assessment calimit the credibility of SEA in the eyes planrmakers. This in turmay reduce
the potential of an ERo influencedecisions the plamaker may take.

¢ Reduce analysis- Some practitioners feel that using a matrix can, despgeomprehensive
nature, reduce the amount of analysis in an assessméneLINI OG A GA 2y dHedegf 2 6 SR K

tick box grid approach is used, there is a danger that the complexity of 5(a
g!@y\ 0 N

impacts can be oversimplified® ¢tKA& YlI& 06S | 0O3F B FIO
finding (see 4.5.4 below) that planakers are not always clear as to what

the key environmental effects of a PPS are and how they should be addressed.

Timing of SEA

A significant number of practitioners highlightde vital importance of the timing of the SEA in the
PPS preparation process. Mamytedthe benefits of commeringthe SEA in thearly stages of
development of the PPS. Many also cited the importance of starting the SEA early and fully
integrating itwith the PPS preparation process. The advantages of this approach are discussed in
more detail in 4.5.4 below. Some practitioners spoke of lessons ledémned
statingll K FiK 84 YF Ay LINRof SY O2YSa 233Kéé)§/¢l@ 9 1R4G@). 4
(by that time)there can only be one way to take forward a particular plan in the——

eye of the policy officer ®

(@]
(0p))
(0p))

Integrated approaches

There are clear benefits in adopting integrated approaches to SEA and PPS preparation where
assessor and plamaker work collaboratively. This described in detail i4.5.4
below. Two consultants responding to the surveferredto difficulties in
securing information about the nature and content of the PPS they were @ R4(a), (d)
commissioned to assess, which teddifficulties indetermining the scope of
the assessment and in identifying what environmental effects might result.
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4.5.4Preparing Environmental ReportsPlana | | SpetBpective

Ultimately, ERs have a fundamental role to play in informing-pilakers about the environmental

effects of their PPS in order that PPS can, where necessary, be amended to prevent, reduce or offset
anyadverseeffects. It isthereforeimportant to considerthe planmakers perspectiverhen

undertaking an assessment afgside the development of the PPS and to understand what changes

to practice might help plamakers better integrate SEAs into PPS preparation. Issunegrning

the influence of SEA on policy and PPS makingraefty consideredn this sectionwith more

detailed analysis presentdd Chapter4.10.

Integration between plammaker and SEA authors

Many planmakersconsiderthat close working between those preparing the PPS and those
undertaking the SE&an essential ingrediendf a successful processthose authorities with
dedicated SEA officers or teamugpearable to secure better integration between PPS preparation
and SEA processes. This haydue to the enhanced levels 8EA experience
and advice that SEA @rdinators can provide to a plamaker and also the @ R4 (all)
well established process such authorities may have for undertaking SEA. ForF

example, one plaiy' I 1 S NJ & { buiieQderietic& of Workiing closely with the SEA taarthe
plan has developed has been very beneficiall Yy Rsoriekrtedns af promoting close working
throughout the plan preparation stage would be helpfub l'y2(0KSNJ d-adfinpter 2F GKS
LINE A BAYIBEl Nt SXAY 3TdzA RAyoBesdldb 'y YI {1 SNB (KNRdzZAK

Many of those indicating a close integration between PPS preparation and SEA also stated that they
began the SEA process at the start of PPS preparation. This ensures that the various processes and
stages of SEdrefully integrated into decisio making throughout the process and not bolted on

once PPS preparation hasensubstantiallyjcompleted.

One of the key benefits of close integration is the potertballevelopan iterative approach

whereby SEA and PPS chalkeegch other andare continually evolving asew policy ideas are

developed and the findingsf the assessment factoreith. When questioned, 60% of plamakers

said that their SEA/PPS preparation processes were iterative. The result in many cases can be seen

as a single processther than two separateactivities where SEA operates as a policy development

tool rather than merely an assessment tool. For example, oneYlan] SNJ a ¢ KSR{ a KX &St i
like an extension of our own policy discussions (on the content of the PRi&¥another said that

OWorking through the SEA process internally allowed (us) to think through the different options and

GKS AYLI OGO 2y (KS SYOGANRBYYSYy{E®d ¢ KRAXKSEM D2 I)ydeSy it
their approach led to the SEA and PRBip edited in parallel so that the two could easigread

together.

Such integrated approaches are consistent with the overarching principles for undertaking SEA set
2dzi Ay (GKS {O2G0AaK D2@SNYyYSydQa {9! ¢22f1A0 gKA
e SEA should be undekian as an integral component of PPS preparation and not as a parallel
or bolt-on process;
e SEA should be undertaken during PPS preparation and not after substantial decisions about
PPS direction and content have already been taken
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The important benefit bsuch an integrated approach is a key finding of this revid@ecordingly,

RAs should be encouraged to adopt integrated approaches where the PPS preparation and SEA

processes take place early and together and ehganmakers and assessors
ndi : R4 (all)

work closely together to ensure that the SEA findings are effectively

considered and integrated into the PPS. Early consideration of how SEA fits

into the PPS preparation schedule is important for effective integrationt@ananimise delays.

Despite this iterative approach being a positive feature for pfakers, many commented that the
fruits of this process were not necessarily captured in the ER as the changes made during the PPS
preparation process were natocumented orreported. Rather the ER represented an assessment

of the consultation draft PPS, which could serve to reduce the transparency of the process.

It is therefore recommended thd&Rs should include a record of the itéra
process that has gone on between the plaaker andhose undertaking the E@ R5 (d)
SEA and should include a section on what changes have been made to the

asaresult. Asoneplafl { SNJ ai @8R Bz RKS2UB @& dzigl NRf & RSY2yal
impacg d-ayfecord of the way a PPS has evolved and changed as a result of SEA would be a

significant way to achieve this.

Form andcontent of ER

Generally, most plamakers find ERs too long, too detailed and lacking clarity on the key
environmental issues otfevance to a PPS. One, for example, said that the production of

onumerous reports does not necessarily makthé findings of SEA)ore accessible or

understandablé ®lanmakersindicated that they did not have the technical knowledge to

understand he nature of a PPSs impacts on the environment, particularly in relation to soil, water,
health and material assets. This should be set out in simple and easy to understand terms in the ER
in order for planmakers to be able to refocus PPS content to addrissues of concern.

PlanY | 1 S NBA  Gsimplér SuRyuagié2 plinchier messagés | gfdaterdlarity on the key

issues ¢ A (i KJmjfar rBessagds emerged from the stakeholder community who have a similar
need to understand technical issues signphd quickly in order to infornihem how theyshould
respond to a PPS consultation.

Some plarmakers preparing very high level PPSs found the form, structure and content of ERs
incompatible with thestrategic doaments they were preparing. Thayere concerned that the
requirements ofschedule 3 makes ERs too long, rigidly structured and wholly different in nature to
high level PPSs that may be aspirational in naturevamg brief in content Onerespondentsaid

0 K I { detaikr&yuiréd is totally out of synch with the size or potential impact

of the PP§ & -mbkerg pfeparing these types of PPSs were key among thosO R5(a), (b)
calling for simpler, shorter ERs prepared and edited in parallel with the PP

Non TechnicaBummariegNTS)
NTSsave the potential to play a more significant role highlighting the key environmental issues and
how they have been taken into account. Currently, NTSs are often seen as a separate section at the
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start of an ER and can be an assenoblgut and pasted sections from the main text. This can, as
expressed by some planakers, make them excessively long and also dihaeey messages.
Accordingly, it is recommended that NTSs are made clearer and punchier, with absolute clarity on
the key findings and key matters that have been or need to be addressed and where appropriate,
incorporated into the draft PPS.

Makinginformation available todecisionmakers

There were mixed views from planakers about the extent to which SEA made nef@rimation
available to them. 47% of planakers agreed that undertaking SEA provided new information,
while 33% stated they did nt Those stating that they did not were predominantly from the
spatial planning sector. This contrasts with the viefysractitioners, where a clear majority (65%)
agreed that the SEA made new information available, compatttthose that said they did not
(19%5°.

When asked if SEA had made the RA consider issues that it would nailiyonawve done in

preparing the plan, there were equally mixed viéwsOnly 40% of plan makers said they agreed

that it made them consider new issues, which contrasts with 68% of practitioners. Similarly, 27% of
planmakers said that the SEA did not agitbat it made them consider any

new issues, comparedith only 13% of practitioners. @ R5(a)

This may bepartiallyexplained by the natural inclination for those authoring SEAs to consider that
the information and issues thaglentify inSEA are useful and vakble. Similarly, there may be an
inclination for plammakers to maintain that they were actively considering all of the key
environmental issues regardless of the SEA.

Practitionersconsistentlypointed out that getting appropriate information into thdecision making
processes of senior decision takers can be diffe@ndt that this is a key barrier to the influence of
SEA

It is interestingo note that when asked if SEA promoted more evidence based policy nigking
there wasgreaterconsensus betweeplan-makers and practitioners, with 54% and 55% respectively
saying they agreed that it did and 20% and 16% saying that they considered it did not.

Timeimpacts on PPS preparation

There were polarised views from plan makers about whether undertakingeAroStheir PPSs had

resulted in any delays. An equal number of respondents (42% respectively) agreed and disagreed

with a statement that SEA does not delay preparation and implementation of®4 PRfs polarity

was also reflected in the comments madgfdanY I { S N&E ® hyS NBalLkxshR@ly i adidl

does have an impact on timescales for delivering thatgplant YR G KF X Ay NBALISOG 2
{ 9 lhas éesulted in some plans being significantly delayed or abandonedl I f (4 K2 dzZAK y 2 S@A

% Planmakers survey Part 2 question 2¢

® practitioners (in house) survey Part 2E question 2c

€ Taken from respective answers to plan makers survey Rarestion 2e and practititers (in house) survey Part 2E question 2e
&7 Taken from respective answers to plan makers survey Raregion X and practitioners (in tuse) survey Part 2E question 2i
%8 planmakers survey
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to what these plans were was provided). By contrast, another-glan] S NJ & (i toingetent G K I G &
project management means that SEA need not delay PPS preparation or impleméngatios K A f S
another stated that the SEA may add some time but that any delajsBuetdundamental and the

benefits outweigh the additional tinge ®

If SEA is planned into the preparation process from the owtedttakes place in an integrated way
then this reduces the likelihood of delays. Hoeewhere SEA is nobosidered until a later stage,

experience suggests this can delay PPSs preparation. In particular, for some
2@ o |

PPSs, the preparation can take a very short time and in such cases timing the
SEA is crucial in order to minimise delaysuallg, for such PPSs, finding the
right scope and level of detail for the assessment is crucial.

Training of PPS makers

Some plan makers suggested that greater training for those preparing PPSs was required to help
them to understand the SEA process and, more importantly, how to integmetincorporatehe
technical outputs from SEA into decisions on policy and PPS content. Some
evidence from thavorkshops and the practitionefsurveys suggest that some 02 R7(f
RAs runtaining or awareness raising sessions internally to assist plan make

through the SEA process, but this is not universal. Consultants have also had a role in building
capacity in RAs, including for ptarakers.

4.5.5Understanding Environmental ReportsStakeholderperspective

It is also usefuio consider how ERs are used and understood by stakeholders to inform how they
respond to a consultation. The wider process of stakeholder engagement is considered in some
detail inChapters4.13 and4.14, however, the following points are pertinent more specifically to the
form and content of ERs.

ERform andcontent
In common withthe viewsof practitioners and plan makeystakeholderghink
ERgo0 be too long, too complex and ag too much technical or legal Ianguage@ RS (all)

Assessingll aspects of PPS

Some stakeholders are concerned that assessments do not always cover all parts of a PPS and that
RAsty aGaLIAO] YR OK22aSé¢ GKAOK aLISOGa INB lFaasSaa:
effects from certain parts of a PPS. This is a key isshie scoping stage where the scope of the

assessment and its level of detail are set out and condulfmn. However, there is often some

development of the PPS content from scoping to draft PPS stage and therefore the potential for

some of this development to be missed in the assessment. chibeminimised where there is

close integration between # planmaker and the assessor.

Makinginformation accessible

When asked if SEAs promote more evidence based policy making, 53% of stakeholdelsndtree
only 17% disagreeing. This is almost identical to the figures recorded for in house pratitiode

for planmakers. This suggests that stakeholders are reasonably content that SEA is generating
information to make policymaking more robust, but they appear to be much less convinced that this
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is influencing final PPS content or that the inforraatgenerated is itself robust or accurgtee
Chapter 4.10

Separatedocuments
Some stakeholders find the separation of draft PPS and ER documents difficult, particularly when
they are presented as separate consubatipackages. This is discusse@limpter 414.

Quiality of Environmental Reports

Perceived or actual inaccuracy or quality issues in ERs are very widely reported in stakeholder survey
responses. This is, however, noteething that is significantly reported by other groups of

respondents. Further research would be required to establish the validity of these concerns and it is
important to consider these points with cauti@s a resultbut sstill useful to set out tle nature of

the quality issues they describ&heyinclude the following:

A Underestimation of potential for impact; Some respondents suggest that RAs can be overly
positive in their consideration of the nature and extent of impacts. For example, one
redJ2y RSy (i Of I AYSRTOUEY(IOCKFaSORal A NBdzgOSNII I AyE 6K
classed as negatige® /1'a Ay GKSANI 9w NBalLkyaSa ¢gAiAff 270
details such as thiswhere appropriate this should be reported by RA&ost Adoption
StatementgPAS)ut thisis not commonEvidence from the casework analysis suggests that in
some cases RAs tend to respond to such comments at PAS stage with the justification that there
is no requirement to revise the ERsmall numberof practitioners also referred to erring on the
side of a positive view where there was clear identifiable effect.Some CA responses are
known to be critical ofhoseassessments thgiresent adpOsitive spif@ddwhichd RS TSy R (G K S
tt{é& NI previdingaridbjecyive evaluatiorBome underestimation maglsobe down to
not clearly identifying data gaps or uncertainties.

A Biasedreporting ¢ Others claim that ERs are not always objective and that they can be biased
towards the (often) soci@cononic aims of the PPS. A common complairdtakeholders is
that ERs are being used to justify a PPS and not to challenge it from an environmental
perspective or to see SEA as an opportunity forffdn { S NE hdinanl achieveithe
objectives aspireddtin this PPS in the most environmentally beneficiabkway

e Subjectivec Due to the nature of many of thePSs subject to SEA, it is more difficult to predict
specific effects in specific areas. As a resulty 210 2 S1€dé dp@dach that enables SEA
practitioners to debate whether an aspect of a PPS is likely to move towards R3(b
or away fromadesired enviromental outcome has become a common @ R4(d)
approach.To do this a degree of professional judgemeat tothe '
likelihood that the PPS would lead to certain outcomes is needed.h@kis
been a common criticism &EA since its commencemefwhilstthis is not
something that this reviewcan in isolation,addresst is useful tonote that many Scottish
a016 1 SK2ft RSNA FAYR (GKAA RAFFAOMzZ O alatofllSEXSS LI ® C
OF NNEB I NBS FY2dzyda 27F Ay T2356ehtbriitzsy theyardziot 4§ KSy R
really evidence baséd® LG A& AYLRNIIFIYyd G2 y20SakeK2gSOSNE
part of SEA and is in fact encouraged by guidance as an appropriate approach. As long as the
evidenceand assumptionsised to suport judgements made in the assessment aeacthen it
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will remain a key method for undertaking assessnserRecommendations made elsewhere in
this revew may help reducany perceivedubjectivity.

¢ Missingdata ¢ Somestakeholdersconsiderthat ERs miscertaindata. It is not possible to
validate thisbut it is worth noting that CAs do raise issues regarding data omissions or reliability
in their responsess evidenced by the large number of baseline related comments in CA
responsesdee figure21, p44). Clear identification of data gajpsrequired by the SEA Act.

e Lack of ER audg Severarespondentddentified that it was difficult, as stakeholders, to know
the validity ofsome of the claims made in ERs and that a greater degree of

auditing should occur to ensure that ERs are robust, accurate and evidence@ R10(c),
R4(d)

based.The! Y D2 @S NY Y S { éomains ahhfir fudiiGSsurance
checklistwhich could be usedThe Cawill dten identify issues in ERs and
alert RAsasto their concerns as part of the normal process of consultation on an ER.

¢ Wide variations in qualityg Some stakeholders engage in a number of SEAs across Scotland and
some of these; including some CA responuls ¢ remarked on the wide variation in quality of
ERs. To a certain degree, the wide variety of PPSs being subjected to SEA will be reflected in the
nature and content of ERs, even within the context of the requiremengiuédule 3.

As these concerns amainlyperceptions thatare notevidence based, no definitive
conclusions have been drawn and no specific recommendations nmaie. @ R10 (c)
considered howevethat there aresufficientquality related issues to suggtthat
there may be a need fan auditing process to maintain and improve quality. A regular sample
audit may represent a proportionate but effective approach.

4.5.6 CArole at ERstage

Generally, CA comments on significant environmental effectseaEfR consultation were well

received and RAs are generally very supportive of the services provided by the CAs at this stage. One
or two practitioners identified that CAs did not always, in their view, have a good grasp of

significance in the context of hPPS being prepared and that this led to unreasonable requests for a

f SOSt 27F Rd@sprbparfionafiefolthie scalé whichithe plan would be operatidgg@t ¢ KSa S
complaints were however very small in numb&igure 23verleafprovides a breakden of the

issues raised in the casework sample by CAs in ER consultatibiisese are discussed further

below.

Other relevant PPSsAt the ER stage, mo€§tAs devote only a small amount of
effort to further identification of other relevant plans and programmes. This is @ R3(e)

understandable given the limited influence of this information at this stage. Th
is scope for this to be reduced considerably further by reprioritising efforts at the
scoping stage.

& www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/practicalguidesea(agpendix 9)
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Figure23 ¢ Casework analysisBreakdown ofssuegaised by CAs at ERge

Consultation Authority SEPA SNH
Issues Raised in ER Response Mo. % Mo. %
General 83 16% 52
Other Relevant PPSs 23 4% 16
Baseline a8 11% 102
Environmental problems 9 2% 19
Scope of Env. Ass'ment 7 1% 7
SEA objectives 13 3% 7
Assessment method 48 9% 26
Assessment findings 82 15% 88
Environmental effects 47 9% 89
Cumulative effects 9 2% 7
Alternatives 20 4% 17
Mitigation 102 19% 57
Monitoring 39 7% 39
Total 547 100% 526

Baselineand Environmental Problemg Arelatively high percentage of CA commeatshe ER

stageare devoted to baseline informatioand environmental problems. This is particuldhly case

for SNH responses. This is surprising given that the assessment has been completed by this stage,
although it does reflect the situation in many cases where the ER is the first time the Caveill h

seen the baseline used for the assessment and therefore will have been the first opportunity to
comment. This is both ineffective and inefficient. Ineffective as by the ER stage there is less scope
to address changes to the baseline data upon whithassessment was based and inefficient as CAs
spend time at the ER consultation stage raising concerns about baseline when there

may be less scope for redress. Ensuring that the baseline is appropriate for the @ R3(a). (b),
\— (c). (d)

assessment is something that should be addezl athe scoping rather than ER

stage and accordingly, there is scope for RAs and CAs to addrdassuhis

Scopeand SEA ObijectivesAt the ER stage, most of the CAs devote only a small amount of effort to

comments on scope and the SEA objectives. This is understandable given the lifmited R2(f
influence of this information at this stage. There is, however, scope for this to be

reduced considerably further by reprioritising effort to the scoping stage. —

Assessmeninethod ¢ There is a surprisingly high percentage of commentstably from SEPA and
HSc on the assessment method used by the RA. Given the limited influence of such comments at
this stage, there is considerable scope for this to be reduced through refsiiogiteffort to the

scoping stage.

Assessmentindings dgnificant and cumulative effects ¢ Comments on the assessment findings
and environmental effectshould ideally represent the bulk of CA comments at the ER .stage
However, the casework analysis shows that this makes up only 25% of ER responses

(34% in SNH). While there may be very good reasons foethisvhere CAs are o R2(f
generally satisfied with an assessment), there is scope for this to be addressed

through reprioritisation. Most CAs provide very few comments on cumulative and other effects
although in many cases these may be covered through comments on significant effects.
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Mitigation and monitoring ¢ Theseshould represat a considerable element of AR rgsonses
and generally these issues are given high prefitain responses. SEPA in particular provides
significant comments on the identification and implementation of mitigation measures.

4.5.7 Recommendationapplicable tothis chapter
The following reemmendations are applicable with respect to this chapter

e Recommendation R4 Promoting the value of SEA

e Recommendation R2Improving efficiency and proportionality

¢ Reommendation R8 Focusing assessments: improving scoping and the evidence base

¢ Recommendation RgEnsuring SEA has a voice in decision making

e Recommendation R& Greater clarity

e Recommendation R Addressing environmental challenges through mitigatod
enhancement

e Recommendation RZ Working together to provide guidance and support

e Recommendation R1QContinuing to reflect on experience
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4.6 ASSESSMENTDENTIFYING SIGNWNI EFFECTS

Keyfindings

S5SGSNXYAYAYI aAIYyATAOFI yOS A atifiel ByPpraditores B SEA

Generally, less than 50% of practitioners found tifgimg significant effects straightforward.
Particularly difficult were topics such as soil, material assets and climatic factors. Cultural
heritage andbiodiversity considered easier

Identifying cumulative effects even more difficult for all topicslyd3v%consider this
straightforward)

Reasons given for difficulties include: data availability and interpretation, lack of case stud
examples to learn from, specialist skills needed to ideratifglinterpret effects for some topigs
timing of the SEAatk of clarity about PPS content when undertaking assessment and
distinguishing effects from one PPS when many other dgsiweay be the cause of an effect

Generally those SEA topics that have some sort of hierarchical designation system linked
spatialexpression of where those designations apply appear much easier for practitioners
identify what is significant

Difficulties in determining significance appear to result in more detailed assessments that
G 02 @S NJ | fréatherinérSfocdsingiod théey issues of importance. This can lead to
disproportionate processes and outputs

Casework analysis showed most significant adverse effects identified on biodive8stydnd
landscape 15%) and least on material ags€3%), air %) and soilg%b)

Key difficulties with identification of cumulative effects include: lack of clarity about what
constitutes a cumulative effect, need to develop a suitable method and distinguishing
cumulative effects arising from a particular PPS from effects arising ftloen drivers.

4.6.1 About thischapter

This chaptereviewshow RAs identify significant environmental effects that may arise from their
PPSs. It discusses practitio®eriews on how easy this is aexbloressome of the difficulties being

experienced.It alsoexplains how significant environmental effects were considered in the casework

assessment andiscusses the consideration of cumulative effects.

4.6.2Background

The SEA Act requir&Rs tadentify, describe and evaluate the likely significaffiéets on the
environment of implementing the PPS and reasonable alternative€’tcSthedule 3 sets out the

issues that ERs should consider. These include: (i) biodiversity, (ii) population, (iif) human health, (iv)

fauna, (v) flor&, (vi) soif?, (vii)water, (viii) air, (ix) climatic factors, (x) material assets, (xi) cultural

part 2 Section 14(2)
™ In this review, fauna and flora are integrated into the wider heading of biodiversity. Tltierimeon approach in most Scottish SEAs.
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heritage including architectural and archaeological heritage, (xii) landscape and (xiii) the interaction
between these issues.

Schedule 3(4) of the SEA Act also requires RAsltale in ERs information about any existing
environmental problems which are relevant to the PPS, in particular those relating to any areas of
particular environmental importancer vulnerability

The SEAGDIkit also provides specific guidance on hovdétermine significancé. Thispart of the
Toolkit islargely derived fromthé Y D2 @S NyadtiGayQuites the SEA Directive. The
toolkit does not establish a method for determining significance, but rather sets out printhigles
offer direction.

4.6.3Generalfindings

There appears to be a clear message fame third ofpractitioners that they find the process
identifying significant environmental effects quite difficult, particularly in relation to the
identification and consideration afumulative effects and in the consideration of certain SEA topics.
Figure24 shows practitioners responses when asked how straightforward they find activities
connected with determining significance. This chapter explores some of the reasons provided by
practitioners for the difficulties.

Figure24 ¢ Survey response&sViews on ease of identifying significant effects

Identifying Significant Environmental Effects

sm% | | ] e e _

B Strongly Disagree
60% . /" 1 —_— Disagree

50% —— —  — E— - Indifferent
Agree

B Strongly Agree

20% —— —] — — —

10% —— —_— _ _ —

Identifying existing env Identifying the significant  Identifying cumulativefother It was easy to focus the ER
problemswas effectswas straightforward  effects was straightforward  onthe significant effects
straightforward

4.6.4 1dentifying environmental problems

Figure24 shows that in general practitioners find identifying existing environmental problems
relatively straightforward $medid note in their text responsdbat identifying environmental

" Includes geological effects and archaeology
3 Chapter 9 Part 5 AnnesSignificance
™ www.communities.gov.uk/publicatits/planningandbuilding/practicalguidesea
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problemswas more difficult to davhen considering their relationship with a particular PR&st

ERs include a summary of the most significant environmgntddlems in the area to which the PPS
relates. Some respondents highlighted tlitas difficult to be clear whether a particular PPS is likely
to make an established environmental problem better or worse, or whether it will hayeffect.
Accordinglyjssues with identifying environmental problems mag/more prevalenthanis

suggested byigure 24.

This is relatedo the discussion i€hapter 44 regarding the availability of trends data to support
identification of eavironmental problems. It is also linked to the findindigure 24 that only a third
of practitioners find focusing the ER on significant effects straightforward.

4.6.5Determiningsignificance

Determining significance was, along with considering cutivel@ffects, the most common

& LINP2 @&$ué af éoncern among practitioneetermining significance is crucial to so many other
aspects of SEA Beforeconsideringhis further, it is usefulo note that practitioners appear to find
determining signitance straightforward for some SEA tofigure 29 and for some types of PPS

Figure25 ¢ Survey responsesEase of identifying significant effects by SEA topic

Identifying significant effects from the PPS was
straightforward?

WOk gy peemp—n e pe— gy e—

wx @ B B B B B B B B B R

W Strongly Disagree

Ul I B B B B = B B N

0% [ B 2 BEEEESSERE= B === =

Disagree

0% T - —— — = - = =

so% (M- I — I e - 9 -

Indifferent

40% R B B

S B B BT B B B B B B W

Agree

20% R BB B B B

10% [ — — — . — — — =
M Strongly Agree

0%

Figure25, which is discussed in more detail4.6.8 shows those topics which are gfeater or less
concern. Generally appears much easier for practitioners to identify what is signififenSEA
topics that have some sort of hierarchical designation system linked to spatial expssssigmere
those designations applyAccordingly cultural heritage issues, which tend to focus around
protection of spatially fixed objects according to a well established hierarchy of protection (from

® For example, effectively focusing thei&Reliant upon &RAs ability to clearly identify those effects of implementing a PPS that are likely
to be the most significant.
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World Heritage Sitethrough Scheduled Monuments and to the different grades of Listed Buildings
for example) are generally found tee straightforwardvhen consideingsignificance.Toa certain
degree this also applies to biodiversity and to aspects of some other t@pgedod risk).

Practitioners generally find determining significance mordidiit where the PPS being assessed
doesnothavad LJF G AL+t SELINBaaAz2yd C2 NI §he blemeditsdBthe2 y S LINJ
plan where it was difficult to identify impacts were generally situations where infrastructure would

result from policie but no further details were availalflee: location). This made it difficult to

determine significance of effect on specific receptots

Similarly, practitioners appear to find it more straightforwaoddentify significant effectsvshen
considering moe local levelPPSsas there is more likely to be a closer relationship between a policy
decision and its impact on the environment tharay be the caséor higher level PPS$lowever

some practitioners involved in SEA of higher level PPSs note thd¢étedopment ofalternative

scenario based assessments enables simple and clear identification of potential significant effects at
the strategic level.

From views expressed by practitioners and fibmexpetience2 ¥ (1 KA & NI Bis @gsila | dzi K 2
to build up a picture of the likely determinants of significance at different levels in PPS making and

the nature of the assessmennd baseline information that thimayinvolve figure26). This

general picture could be developed into more specific guigaabout determiningignificance in

the hierarchy.

Figure26 ¢ Potential determinants of significance

Plan Level Likely Determinants of Significance Nature of Assessment Baseline to Support
* National orinternational environmental |* Generalised summary of the ¢ Summary of key national
policy or agreements — not site specific potential for the PPS to environmental indicators
* Environmental commitments set outin contradict key national and * Summary of national
UK or Scottish legislation (eg Climate international environmental environmental trends
Strategic Change (Scotland) Act targets) objectives * Summary of key environmental
* Keysites of national orinternational * Likely to identify if PPS is commitments and progress
importance where PPS may have specific “working towards environmental towards them
impacts objectives” rather than specific
impacts
* Maybe scenario based
* Designated sites of national or * Likely toinclude site based * GlIShbased “environmental
internationalimportance in PPS area assessment of those proposals constraints” data to support
* Some designated sites of regional or local and policies with a spatial context local level analysis and identify
importance in PPS area * More generalised assessment of relationship with PPS proposals
* National policyissues applicable at the potentialimpacts of non site and policies
local level / in PPS area (eg flood risk specificpolicies on SEA topics, * Summary of key national and,
prevention) which may include site based where appropriate, regional or
* National orinternational policy or assessment —this may be local environmentalindicators
Detailed agreements not site specific scenario based and identify if PPS |+ Summary of national and, where
* Environmental commitmentssetoutin is “working towards appropriate, regional orlocal
UK or Scottish legislation (eg Climate environmental objectives” rather environmental trends
Change (Scotland) Act targets) than specificimpacts * Summary of key environmental
commitments and progress
towards them

The casework analysis alsonsideed how RAsdentify significant environmental effectsThis
involved recording the sigitcant effects detailed in the ER and determining whether those effects
have been addressed by the RPhe casework analysis has shown thattfer32 plansassessed
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353 significant adverse effectgere identifiedeither by RAs or by CAs in their cotastibn
responses The SEA topits whichtheserelate areshown infigure 27, revealingthat more
significant adverse effects are identified on biodiversity, followed by landscHpie.is consistent

g AGK

LINI OGAGA2YSNBQ OJhtcSidedtfy &ffikdtstior. ThétSisisBmei 2 LIA O a

correlation between those topiasonsidered more difficult to identify effects for (e.g. soil and

material assets) and the numbeon$ effects actually identified

Figure27 ¢ Casework analysisSignificant adversenvironmentakffects identified by SEA topic

Casework Analysis - Significant Adverse
Environmental Effects Identified
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4.6.6 Reasongjiven for difficulties in determining significance

Many reasons were put forward by RAs as to why determining significance was so drffiea#
include:

Dataavailability ¢ This was cite@ds a key reason by many practitioners. Access to and
interpretation of baseline data is covered in detaildhapter 45.

Support andguidance¢ Many practitionersfelt that the guidance provided in the toolldn

signifcanceis notparticularlyhelpful and that case study examples of what other RAs and CAs have

considered to be significant in the context of particular types of PPSs wouhdischelpful. In
addition, somepractitionersconsidered that the CAs could pide greater clarity on significance
when consulted athe scopingstage

The SEAoolkit sets out principleto offer direction to RAs in determining significance. These
include:
ampact evaluation involves a systematic and transparent approach cowati8gA issues, and

both positive and negative effects;

it is not appropriate to offset negative and positive effects in order to determine likely

significance;
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¢ where significance is uncertain, more rather than less significance should be assumed for
negatve effects, and less rather than more significance should be assumed for positive effects;

e expert judgement is acceptablé/here expert judgement is key to a determination of
significance the source and nature of that expert judgement must be made clear

o if established criteria or quantitative standards are in place then they should be tisey éan
be properly applied in the context of the PPS. Often, however, a qualgtdteenent will be
needecd

These principles are supported by diagrams expigitihe need, when determining significance, to
both predict and evaluate a potential impaetnd, as part of the evaluation process, to consider
significance in the context of the potential magnitude of the impact and the sengitit/the
receiving envirament.

RAs do not findhese principles and supporting diagrams helpfiitere is nowa
sufficientbody of good practice to be able to support this with examples of method;—l R7(a)
for determining significancthat have beensccessfully deployed Dissemination of

good practice anthe utilisation of appropriate methods coulde achievedby
specific trainingcapacity building sessions (for example via the SEA Forum)

SEAopics¢ A large number of practitionerstated that the specialist skills needed to consider some
of the SEA topics hindered identification of significant effects. Particularly notedeffents on
soilsand material assetdMany felt that the lack of clarity abouthat is included in some SEA topics
also hindered consideration of significance. Material assets and environmental
aspects of human health were particularly not@sla problem Practitionersalso @ R7(a). (e)
noted that EA topics whichave a fixed spatial dimensianuch easier to consider
significance for than those that do not.

Lack ofclarity ¢ Some practitioners argued that determining significance is made more difficult by
the lack of data or assessment todfor example, some practitioners mentioned th#fidulties in
being able to identify the significance or otherwise of carbon impacts in the absence of a simple tool.

Another difficulty expressed was the number of assumptions that have to be built into the
assessment, thereby increasing subjectivitgl @educing clarity. For example, many spoke of
uncertainties about how policies will be implemented or how projects may be brought forward and
that this led them to make assumptiomahich reduced clarity Uncertainty of implementation s
however,an irherent part of the plarmaking process (thereeingso many other external factors at
play). Using and explaining thesumptions made is an integral part of polaption appraisalAny
uncertainties can and should be described in th€ER

Nature of thePPS; Many practitioners reported that the ease of determining significance varied
depending on the nature of the PPB. general it was reported to be easier to identify effects for

PPSs with a relatively local, geographically identifiable footptinsuch cases, there is often a

clearer idea of the types of impacts that may occur and, crucially, where they will occur. This allows

®SEA AcBchedule 3 (point 8) requires! & (12 R
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easier identification of significant effesxdn those SEA topics with a clear spatial dimensgog.
cultural heritagedesignated biodiversity sites, designated landscape sites, Wwatdies) butin
contrastare more difficult to consider in the context afoss cutting issues sucheasnatic factors
Many practitioners noted the difficulties in pinpointing what impacethPPS would have when
there aremultiple factorsc including other PPSsnfluencing the environmentlin this casayreater
clarity on environmerdl trends may be helpful.

4.6.7 Focusing on the key issues

Figure24 (p60)reveals that almost 40% of prttioners express difficulties in being able to focus the
ER on the significant environmental efféétsThis is supported bihe casework analysishich

found that in addition to significant environmental effects, ERs contained a large number of other,
minor effects. Thiscan result in overly long and complex reporting dack of clarity about thenost
significantenvironmental effects oPFSs

The reasons given by practitiondas not being able to focus the ERe ones discussed elsewhere in
this reviewbut in summary are:

e poor scoping

o difficulties in determining significance in the context of the PPS hierarchy;

o some fear of being challenged unless all environmeistslies are covered,; R3(a), (b),

o difficulties in securing baseline and, in particular, trends data for some top@ (d), R7(a)
which can increase uncertainty

4.6.8 Considering SEfopics

Figure25 (p61) shows howeasypractitioners found identifying significant effects in relation to

different SEA topics. Soil and material assets are clearly the tejpice/hich practitioners appear

to be having most difficultiesQimatic factors and landscape wetensidered to be the next most

difficult. There is a fairlgtrongcorrelationbetween thisand. JNI OG A GA 2y SNBRQ | 6Af Al @
data (sedigure 18), Chapter 44), which suggests that data availability is keyébermining

significance.

Another factormay bethe technical nature of some of the issues that require @ R3(d),
specific skills or expertise that may not have been available to the RA.

A general observation made by practitionéssl KI & a2 YS O AUINVAR olf & YAINKSE ad 4
used by many respondent)an others and that this makes a big difference in the ease of
ARSY(GATFeAy3d STFSOGaod h yviith topicy/ siatizasibiodivérsitfFaddNgatBrE | Y LI S
gathering information from dedicatedrganisations (SNISEPA) is straightforward and the issues

are more tangible. With population, human health, material assets and climate change, the issues

are more abstract and not so clear cut. In addition, there are many different organisatiodsta

sources making information gathering and therefore assessment more difficult and quite agbitrary

" Part 22 Environmental Reportjuestion1f
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Figure28 below shows the SEA topics wheignificant adverseffects have been identifieth ERs
evaluated in the casework analysi$hehighestnumber ofeffectswasrecorded on biodiversity.
Each SEA topic is discussed in more detail below.

Figure28 ¢ Casework analysisPercenage of significant adversenvironmentakffects identified by
SEA topic

Percentage of Significant Adverse Environmental
Effects Identified by SEA Topic

Mat Assets
3%

Climatic Factors
7%

Biodiversity

In the casework assessmemanymore significant adverse environmental effects were identified
on biodiwersity than any other topic (28 of all effects). Practitioners in the survey responses
indicated that this topic was also one of thasiest to find information forln addition biodiversity
is only rarely scoped out of an assessmemiy( one casén the casework assessmeni)aken
together, these factors may explain the high pootion of significant effects identified.

Populationand human health

These topics, particularly human health, generally prove more difficult for practitioners. In many

cases, this is due to a combination of uncerta@miyput what aspects of health faclude in the

assessment and uncertainty about how to uséadets. For example, one consultant described

KSI f (K AabstdacOaiicEnotisdiclear cut ¢ K Sy { NItk yhaactsit@ particular pabis

of a PPS. Another practitionstated difficulties in defining health impacts related to the

environmentt Y R (G KS NB & difficiit totkéep(tiie adséssmenfptused @ al ye& SELINEB:
particular difficulties irconsidering cumulative impacts on human health. One
practitioner cited that integrating Health Impact Assessment (HIA) into the SEA h\:\@ R7(a)
a wseful way to effectively and comprehensively cover health issues, while ano

(Local Authority) respondent expressed the benefits of using internal environmental hidedtith
improvement expertise to assist the assessment procgisile some time savigs may be made by
integrating SEA and HIA where a voluntary HIA is purssied} considered thaany formal

integration between these processes is needed.

66



THE SOTTISH SEA REVIEW

Research currently in preparation has reviewed 62 ERs to consider the coverage of human health
isaues. Preliminaryresults indicatehat ERs identify many health related issues but are inconsistent

in assessing impacts. It also finds that it is often unclear what health evidence is used to support or
inform judgements. Key aspects missing from assests are considered to be mental health and
differential impacts (how impacts may be distributed among different popula}iofiis, it is

argued, means that SEAs are missing opportunities to address health inequalities and environmental
justice.

Soil
Identifying significant effects on soil was considered by practitioners to be the least straightforward.
The two key reasorngiven for thiswvere the difficulties of accessing soil data and the specialist
nature of this topic. Despite the availabilitysyiecific guidance on SEA and soil since 2009, there
appears to be more work required in this area to enhance the ability and confidence of practitioners
to effectively consider soil. The casework analysis found that relatively few impacts were identified
for soil which may be attributable to the difficulties practitioners expressed in determining
significance for soil.pgcific points made by practitioners include:
a) lack of understanding of thissues withand locations agfcarbon rich soils and, in particular,
the lack of a robus.t method. for calculating impacts; R3(b). (d),
b) the cost of accessing certain datasets;
c) large data gaps, particularly arousdil functionality, soil erosion, soil R(d),
sealing and carbon soils; - R7(a). (e)

d) difficulties in interpreting data even where they are available.

¢KS {GF3S 27 { BaiblshediR Karch 202dholidhelpNaSaldRdsE problems
particularly at the natioal level

Water

Most practitioners did not express any particular difficuliiesletermining significant effects on

g GSNE FfGK2dAK 2yfteé pmr: 27F &dzNI Ssraighdrvari® RSy (a4 3
Many practitioners referred to thextensiveinformationrelating topressures onand risks tothe

g GSN) SYBANRYYSY (G 3ISYySNIfte FyR gF0SND2RASA &LISC
work on the Water Framework Directive and River Basin Management Planning.

Air

Air quality § scoped out most frequently from the samples gathered from the surveys and from the
32 cases studied in the casework analysis. Few reported any specific problems in identifying
significant effects (perhaps due to the geographic expression availablsigndéed Air Quality
Management Areas and the fact that emissions to air from industrial process are tightly regulated
through other legislation). Mny noted difficulties in considering whether there are likely to be
cumulative impacts on air qualityhge most commonly cited example being from PPSs that may
generate trips or change travel patterns). This may result in cumulative air quality effects being
under-reported or uncertain.

8 www.sepa.org.uk/land/soil.aspx
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Culturalheritage

This was found to be the most straightforward topiddentify significant effectéor. This is likely to

be as a result of most aspects of the cultural heritage being spatially defined. It is possible that the
relative ease of identifying effects is a contributing factor to the high number of effectsfiddrin

the casework samplél1% of all adverse effects)

Material assets

This was found to be the second most problemgditdentify significant effects foffig 25, p61and
also was, by some margin, the topuith the fewest number of identified effects among the
casework samplé3% of all adverse effectshgain, availability of datasets and uncertainty as to

what the topic covers were cited as key reasons for this. Accordingly, it is possible
. : L . - . R7(a), (e)
that the difficulty in determiningsignificance is resulting in fewer effects being

identified. This is also the case for cumulative effects on material assets. One
LINI OG0 A G A 2 vy $hiNtas mdandif&entitiinigsiito different practitioners and may vary
depending on the subject matter of the PPS. If it is not easy to identify these in the first place then it
is difficult to consider any cumulative efféct

Climaticfactors
Many practitioners raised specific issues in relation to climatic facfhs is therefore, considered
in more detail inChapter 417.

Landscape

Few practitioners reported specific problems with this topic, although some practitioners referred to
GKS dalSOoAlrftAald yI GdzNRén sl and raturg of dagal Vaddischpg Was (i K S
identified as the second most likely topic to have significaiverseeffects from the casework

sample analyse@5% of all adverse effects)

Interaction between SEAopics

In addition to consideration of SE&pics individually, the SEA Act requires RAs to consider the
interaction between topics. This review did not seek specific evidence on how this has been
handled, but some practitioners expressadws on this issueFurther work to investigate the way
interaction between topics is undertaken may be useful. Some of the discussion and findings in
relation to consideration of cumulative effects is relevant to this poin

4.6.9 Sectoraldifferences

There appear to be differencés the SEA topics likelg be affected when differentypes of PP&re
compared. Figures 29 and 3@verleafshow the respective differences for spatial and non spatial
PPSs and for high and low level PPSgatial PPSs have a higher percentage for biodiversity and
water and ron spatial PPSs have a higher percentage for human health and cultural heritage. High
level plans have a higher percentage for cultural heritage, water, soil and climatic factors, while low
level plars have a high percentage for biodiversity, human healtld landscape.
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Figure29 and 30 ¢ Casework analysisldentifying significant adverse environmental effegts
Gomparing spatial and non spatial PPSs and high and low level PPSs
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4.6.10Role of theCAs

Generally, CA commesion significant enviromental effects at the ER consultatiamere well
received and RAs are generally very supportive of the services provided by the CAs at thighstage.
role and performance of CAs at the ER consultation stage is discussed in dé&taptier 4.5

4.6.11Cumulative andbther effects

The SEA Act requires RAs not just to consider direct significant effects, but also short, natlium a
long term effects; permanent and temporary effegi@sitive and negative effectand secondsy,

cumulative and synergistic effects. It is clear from workshops and survey responses that considering

these types oéffects proves extremely difficult. Mention is most often madelifficulties in
considering cumulative effecthowever it is cleathat difficulties also extend to other types of

effects, notably secondary and synergistic.

Figure24 shows that only 34% of practitioners generally considered the identification of cumulative
effects to be straightforward (comparesith almost 50% for dect effects). Figure31 overleaf

shows the responses from practitionétsvith respect to considering cumulative effects on each of
the SEA topics. For every SEA topic, practitioners found it more difficult to predict cumulative
effects than direct effets, although the pattern of which topics are the most difficult to consider
(soil and material assets) and which are easiest (cultural heritage) remains similar.

n house and consultangsactitionersresponses combined
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Figure31¢ Survey responset NI OGAUGAZ2YSNEQ OASga 2ylectShySBA 2F ARS
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While most practitioners merely expressed difficulties with considering cumulative effects in
general, closer evaluation revealed a number of underlying themvbich are discussed in the
following paragraphs.

What is a cumulative déct?

Some practitioners were uncleaboutwhat actually constituted a cumulative effect and the extent

to which RAs have to consider just the cumulative effects arising from their PPS being assessed or
whether this should include effects arising fronteiraction with other PPSs and environmental

trends that were outwith their control¢ K S ¢ 2 NJ & K 2 Lianite& dndefstnbliagioti SR &
cumulative effects | & | {1Se& 6SIlySaa 2F GKS FraaSaavySyi

The SEA Toolkit providesme discussion on thistabugh a more precise wording would be helpful.
LG adl duBusativé effécis cat arise from the combined effects of more thalP®®They can
also result from the interaction of individual policies within Bf$Se.g. a policy designed to improve
transport flow and a housing policy may, when taken together, result in significant effects on noise
levels and on landscape. Cumulative effects can result from a combination of past, present or
(foreseeable) future actions which, although not necesssiglyificant in themselves, may together
result in significant environmental effedig

I NPdzy Ré¢ X2 KFi SftasS KSfLA (2 {OFNOI §FTEABDKET T K
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practitioner that had adopted such an approai?2 ¢ S @S NJ #waa difficuit koldécidedwhich

(other) PPSs should be considered for cumulative effects Yy R G Kl & RdzS G2 GKS RAT
content and influence of th& 2 (i K SitNdag diffitudtto dome to any conclusions or

recommendations, especially where there is overlap with national poticy

Given the number of external factors and other PPSs that may influeranvironmentand
unavailability of data for some topics is understandable why RAs should find consideration of

wider cumulative effects so difficulConsideration of cumulative effects is

intrinsically linked to the baseline and evaluating potehthanges to the baseline R3(a), (b),
resulting from the PP3n the analysis of baseline information, the difficulties in @ (d)
securing trends data for some topiare noted. If moreor better trends data

were available (based upon factors and PPSs already at esyinay help RAs to focus their
evaluation of the cumulative impact of their PPS upon the short, medium and long term
environmental trends in their areas. The recommended CA key environmental issues documents
may also help

Guidance is one way to addeethis issue, but tellingly one survey respondent stated that looking at
previous ERs to get ideas on how to consider cumulative effects was more helpful.

There is scopthereforefor producingScottish guidancthat shaesgood practice @ R7(a). €)
whichbetter describathe nature of cumulative effects and how they should be

considered.

Developing a suitable method

Some respondentsoted that they were not able to develop a methttht they felt was suitable

and robust fo cumulative assessments'he SEAoolkit includes a chapter on considering

cumulative effectslt does not prescribe a methobut sets out some principles to help guide RAs

e consider cumulative effects am integral part of the SEA and PPS prepangtimcess

o focus on identifying the total effect of both direct and indirect effects on receptors

e consider the nature, extent and sensitivity of the receptors

¢ consider effects resulting from the interaction of proposals in a PPS as well as those in other
PPSs

e take account of whether any effects will bring receptors close to their carrying capacity

e be aware of uncertainties and document them

These principles are supported with some examples of cumulative assessment métlohating a

summary of thedifferent types. Beyond this, however, there is little discussion about the practical

application of such methods or examples. This is not surprising given the limited availability of

examples at the time of publishing the SE®IKit.

Cooper (20049 provides soménitial guidance on consideration of cumulative @ R7(a), €)

effects in SEA, some of which is cited in the Biedkit. The Irish Environmental

8 Cooper (2004) Guidelines for Cumulative Effects Assessment in SEA of Plans, EPMG Occasional Paper 04/LMC/CEA dmperial Colleg
Londan - http://www3.imperial.ac.uk/pls/portallive/docs/1/21559696.PDF
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Protection Agency is also preparing guidance on cumulative effecthwiay well be helpful.
Accordingly, it is suggested that this is an area where further would be undertaken as part of
the SEAoolkit review.

Uncertainty in assessment
Some respondents also stated that considering cumulative effects was madaufzatyidifficult
when there was already uncertainty about the direct effects of the PPS.

4.6.12 Recommendationapplicable tothis chapter

The following recommendations are applicable with respect tochapter:

e Recommendabn R3¢ Focusing assessments: improving scoping and the evidence base
e Recommendation R4Ensuring SEA has a voice in decision making

¢ Recommendation RZ Working together to provide guidance asdpport
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4.7 ASSESSMENMRLTERNATIVES

Keyfindings

e Some evidence that SEA is driving more effeaixeduationof alternatives that wuld not
normally have occurred

e Many practitioners however find it difficult to identify alternatives in the PP®Bese may ary
greatly in scale and nature

o Key difficulties include:
0 determining the alternatives to be assessed;
o determiningthe level of detailto assess each alternative
o wide range and number of potential alternativies high level PPSs

0 some PPSdriven by legislation that tightly prescribe form, content and objectives of
PPS, which dramatically reduces alternatives

e Timing theevaluationof alternatives is crucial as if considered too late then some alternative
will be precluded

e SE/provides ssignificant opportunityto drive thedevelopment(as opposed to justvaluation
of environmentally sustainable alternatives

4.7.1 About thischapter

CKAE OKFLIISNI SELX 2NBa LINF OGAGAZ2YSNEQ SELISNRARSY

how alternatives are identified and assessed, the timing of their assessment and the roles of the
assessor and stakeholders in generating and evaluating alternatives.

4.7.2Background

Section 14 an&chedule 3 oftte SEA Act require th&Rsdentify, describe and evaluate the likely
significant effects on the environment of implementing reasonable alternativesgioalifying PPS.

In practice, however, consideration of alternatives may take many forms, with RAs considering a
wide range of alternativesanging from very high level strategic alternativegy(low growth plan
versus high growth plan), through to evaluation of different policy options inithe case of some
spatial PPSsevaluation of different site allocation options.

SEA case law tate®® hasincluded considerable discussion about alternatiard provides some
helpful information that may help RAs to undertake robust assessment of alternatives.

4.7.3 Generalfindings
Gonsideration of alternatives is daasuethat many practitionergind one of the more difficult
aspects of SEAt appears that practitioners find the process of actually assessing alternatives

8 For example: The Forest Heath Core Strategy §&v.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/AdmIin/2011/606.html
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reasonably straightforward, it is the identification of what alternatives$sessind when and in
what detail that presentgreater challenges. Stakeholders are also unconvinced that the
assessment of alternatives is as robust as it could or should be.

4.7.41dentifying alternatives ¢ What is areasonablealternative?

A priority issue that emerged from the workshops was tiféadilty some practitioners find in

identifying alternatives. The nature of this issue varies depending on the nature and level of the PPS,
but essentially this question is about giving confidence to practitioners about how to identify real

and reasonald alternatives.

For lower level, spatially orientated PPSs, the rangeoesiblealternatives is potentially great and

may include alternatives around the PPS vision or objectives, the PPS policy framework or the land
allocations made. In many casewill be all three. Some of these alternatives may be constrained
by decisions made in higher level PPSs, but even in these cases, there may still be reasonable
alternatives about how a policy made at the higher level is implemented in a local conte thEh
dilemma for local level, spatially orientated PP S#ten aboutdetermining what level to pitch the
alternatives at and then to identify the ones that are reasonable.

Forsomehigher level PPSs, the difficuttgn bethat the range of alternative that could be assessed

is generally much smaller and in some caseg.{here a PPS is largely drivenrbguirements laid

down inEuropean law) there may be no alternatives at all. Practitioners assessing PPSs at this level

are more concerned thatte | NB RNA OGSy (2 aAy@Syidé 2N aSEIF33SN
form of comparative assessment to takéace.

The SEA Toolkit provides some advice on this issue and it ismepeahatingsome of it in the context
2T GKAA& NI DA Bignbt thepuiposeial SEA ® dlecidekhe &lterdative to be chosen for
the PPS. This is the role of the Responsible Authority preparing the PPS or theme&isisrwho
have to make choices on the PPS to be adopted. The SEA simply provides informatigalativih
environmental performance of alternatives, and can make the deeisaking process more

transparent @

2 KAfTS GKAA 3IdZARFYOS Aa f23A0Ff Ay GKIFIG AG I RO2O0!
about policy options, now is a usetiuhe to challenge this advice and soggest thaSEA is well

placed to provide a greater steer in the identification of PPS alternatindielpingto stimulate

further and earlier thinkindpy planmakerson more environmentally sustainabldternatives

For example ilChapter4.10 it is noted that there is aeed for a change in mindset to one where
planrmakers continually asthow can my PPS Ibeade better by using SEA to understand how it can
achieve its aims with minimal adverse efféctsQpe way of achieving thistis
allow the SEA process to more actively drive alternatives rather than react to R4(c),
them. One practitioner involved in assessimdigh level PPS stated that their @ R7(a)
approach to considering alternatives was for the SEA to drive the identification of

PPS alternatives that had the best environmental outconfesother consultant practitioner stated

i K lagsessment of alternatives shdudeally be done by PPS author with power to amend the plan
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accordinglg ®uchapproachesould help both in the identification of alternatives but atstable
SEA to be more influentiah PPS content.

TheSEAToolkit provides some useful advio@ determining reasonablenesg.or example, istates
that éthe alternatives identified should be appropriate to the remit of theéPP$thAtRsome
FEAOSNYFGAGSa YIe y20 0SS LINIOGAOFE T 2N gAGKAY | v
be appropriate to a particular stage or level of the PPS. A wider range of alternatives will be available

at a regional level than at a local level,dadecisions made at the "higher" level

will close off some alternativés Thisshould help to guide RAs in their R4(c),
consideration of alternatives, but it could be supported with practical examples@ R5(a), (c),

R7(a)
Importantly, the toolkit is very clear about how decissamade on the
alternatives assessed should be transparent in the ER and post adoption processes when it states
0 K Ithi altérnatives considered throughout the process should be documented and reasons given to
why they are or are not taken forwad®d

Thee is scope for the toolkit to provide more advice on reasonableoka#iernatives For
example the following questions may help RAs to determine what alternatives are reasonable and
which ones may not be:

e Will the alternative fulfil the PPS objects®

¢ Is the alternative within the legal or geographical competence of the RA?

¢ Is the alternative sufficiently detailed for meaningful engagement?

¢ Is the alternative constrained by policies set by higher level PPSs?

¢ Will the necessary time and resources haitable to implement the alternative?
¢ Is there an unacceptable risk that the alternative will not be fully implemented?
¢ Is the alternative genuine or just includéat the sake of compariséh

4.7.5Timing ofassessment oélternatives

An important aspecin the consideration of alternatives is when the SEA assesses them. This is

directly linked to the discussicmboutg KSG KSNJ { 9! &dAK2dzZ R GKSf LI RNA@GSE
hyS O2yadzZ GFyd LINI OGAGAZ2YSNI a0 hanfpetedbyKdied | a3Saay
involvement of SEA in the plan development procesgamdequential)ack of influence on the

decision making ® CKAAd A& NBFESOGSR Ay (KS @ASga 2F Yly
most effective to catch the assessment of alternatives early. As one survey .
NB & LRy RSWHF A (O stéri@sBentfyiternatives until later on then @ R2(1),
some have already been rejecfed ¢ KA A NBI| dadNMjpeoach Y 2 Ay BEa NG 6
towards the assessment where plamaker and assessor work together and iteratively to develop

and assess policy.

'daly

4.7.6 Alternatives¢ What role for stakeholders?

Stakeholders have expressed concerns thay are sometimes involved too latetime SEA process

and that their vievg arenot taken into account. It has also already been discussed that stakeholders
are generally excluded from the scoping process. To address these issues, there may be scope for
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greater involvement of stakeholders in identifying alternatives. TheTB&lkit

generation and assessment of both strategitl more detailed alternatives
through consuhtion. Demonstrating that there are choicesbe made is a way of engaging
stakeholders in the processFacilitating such an approach however requires ptakers and
decision makers to open up the PPS preparation process to stakeholders.

4.7.7 Recanmendationsapplicable tothis chapter

The following recommendations are applicable with respect to this chapter

Recommendation R2Improving efficiency and proportionality

Recommendation R4Ensiring SEA has a voice in decision making

Recommendation R& Greater clarity

Recommendation RZWorking together to provide guidance and support

Recommendation ROA more engaging process
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4.8 ASSESSMENPLAN HIERARCHY

Keyfindings

e Most practitioners see clear benefits in considering other relevant PPSs

¢ |dentifying other relevant PPSs considered reasonably straightforward, but analysing how
may influencehe PPS being subject to SEA much more challenging

e Considering the plan hierarchy is important in effectively scoping the SEA, particularly whe
certain elements of the PRBe set bya higher tier that has already been subjedito SEA

e Levels of anabis of other PPS@selow and most ERsEmply contain a list of other PPSs withoy
identification of the most significargndtheir potential influence

e | GMIFHIIIAYTE LINRPOSaa oKAOK Of SINI & ARSYGA
often helgul.

4.8.1 About this chapter

This chapteevaluates how RAs are handling the requirement in SEA to consider other relevant PPSs
in the decision making process. It covers some of the methods employed and seeks to address
concerns and issues raised bygiitioners.

4.8.2Background

Section 14 of the SEA Act states that ERs should take into account the stage of the PPS in the
decision making process and the extent to which any matters would be more appropriately assessed
at different levels in the decisiomaking process in order to avoid duplication.

Schedule 3 requires that ERs outline the relationship of a PPS subject to SEA with any other
gualifying PPSs. It also states that ERs should include information on environmental protection
objectives estalished at international, Community or Member State level which are relevant to the
PPS and the way these have been taken into account during its preparation.

¢tKSaS NBIldZANBYSyia 2F GKS {9! 104G INB 2F3GSy N

hiSNJ NOKe& ¢ &

4.8.3 Generalfindings

RAs do not report any particular problems in being able to identify other PPSs or environmental
objectives that may be relevant to the PPS being subjected to WhBAn askedf it was
straightforward to gather informatio about other relevant PPSs, 67% of respondents agreed, or
strongly agreed, while only 14% disagreed or strongly disaffreBldwever, there aréssuesabout
how this informationinformsthe SEA

8 combinedn-house practitioners and consultants surveys figures PgfEBvironmental Report, question 1.
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ManyRAs recognisiur benefits of the requirement to conger the policy context in which a
particular PPS sits:

e Using the findings of SEA of higher level PPSs canmBIp andertaking SEA of a lower tier PPS
inform the scope and level of detail of that assessm&his can reducduplication and focus
the SEAn the key issues of importance.

e It enables RAs to consider in a systematic whgt policies may have influence on their PPS and
this subsequently helps establibbth PPS and SEA conteatl y & F 2 dXIRLIGA @ F &y |
very early stage of SEA usefuh&lping them to focus the assessment

e LU Syl ofpék wik2a®2 A@adzSa dGKIFIG YlIée 0S oSGGUSNI I aa
to make this fact clear to those preparing lower tier PPSs that such issues are expected to be
appropriately assessed that time.

e LG Sylg@dnSeead (62 NMzy GKNRdJdZAK (KS KASNI NOKeée 27F tt
which ensures that environmental issues can be factored into all tiers of decision making

4.8.4Lists of PPSs

There is considerable concern among practitioners and stakeholders alike that in many cases the
hierarchy is expressed simply through the preparation of a long list of potentially relevant PPS with

very little analysis of thierelevance to the PPS inlzS & G A 2 Y @ al yaickdpdzSadAz2y SR
approachas serving no useful purpose and CAs acknowledged that in many cases long lists of PPSs

are often not reviewed on the basis that no analysis of their significance is made. dhalddbe

noted that someRAs stated that CAs can exacerbate this by indicating (for example in scoping

responses) further PPSs for consideration withamiexplanation as to whyCreating such long lists

of PPSsnay also be driven by a fear of being challenged in the evenat®RS or objective is

missed although this was not cited as a particular reason by RAe best examples of identifying

20KSNJ NBt SOl yi t tagkmappng S LINR2OSHENI KK Fy oIS Sy

conducted. This process tries to place and analyse the RRgdssessed in terms @ R3(e)

of its relationship with the network of PPSs that influence it. In this way, clear | =32
identification of themost direct and most significapblicy drivers from above and of those PPSs
that are responsible for implementation below cae imade. This is a much more focused approach
and RAs that use it report benefits

It is recommended that RAs are encouraged to provide considerably more focused consideration of
other relevant PPSs within ERs by identifying those of direct or modicagninfluence over the

PPS being subjected to SEA. This should be accompanied with an appropriate analysis of the key
environmental issues of relevance in these PPSs and their influence over the PPS and SEA in
guestion. Thisslikelyto result inmuch shorter, butbetter considered, descriptions of other

relevant PPSs within ERs.

4.8.5Targeting SEA at the right level

Some RAs reported difficulties in being able to target the SEA at the right level, especially where
both higher level and lower levEBIPSs come into playrhe reasorgiven for thisvaslack of clarity
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about(a) what has been assessed at the higher level and (b) what and how PPSs at the lower level
may implement the PPS being assessEis is particularly the case where higher leved$Rave

not been subject to SBAemselves This can reduce thrange ofreasonable alternatives available

to a RA and can also constrain the mitigation measures avail@bigng was also seen as a key
reason for uncertainty as PPSs across the hierandyot always brought forward in a
chronologicalvay which therefore means some SEAs are being conducted without the ability to
consider how other PPSs might have influence.

Some RAs admitted th#his difficulty in being able to identify what aspects of the assessment were
conducted at a higher level and what aspects could be conducted at a lower level
leads toduplicationwith some matters being assessed in more than one SEA. 0 R7(a)

The Scottish Government already prowédedvice on this issue spatial planners
which states:

dThe broad coverage of the legislation in Scotland provides an opportunity to better link SEAs and
0 KdzA NBRdAzOS LRGSYdAlf RdzLIX AOF (A 2y X dHdddEchidalS NI Ay (i S=
awareness could allow for:

e transferring information, such as relevant baseline, between assessments

e scoping specific issues out on the grounds that they have been adequately covered in the SEA
of another plan at the same level or in a highier plan @ policy document;

e scoping some issues out on the grounds that they can be more meaningfully assessed in the
SEA of a lowetier plan, programme or strategy;

e being clear about the limitations of the assessment for hidgnegl plans.Whilst problems
shauld not be simply passed from higher to lov&rel plans, it is important that SIEFEAS in
particular do not oveanticipate LDPs and their SEAs by embarking on a detailed assessment
which is dependent on numerous assumptions;

e positioning the assessmeat supplementary guidance within the broader SEA of the plan
can minimise duplication of efforts. This could streamline the SEA by reducing the need for
adzLJLJ SYSy Gl NE aaSaavySyda a4 F t£FGSN adgrasSeo

Accordingly, it is fethat, for spatial planners at least, there islaar message
that it is acceptable for SEAs to not cover issues that have already been covere R7(a
I JNE'DH I

St aSoKSNBrkil yaR Yi2 Ada adzSa F2NJ | Y2 NB
This message could be reinfed in the revised toolkit fathe non spatial
planning sectors.

4.8.6 SEAand Environmental Impact AssessmentEIA)

A particular issue that the workshops explored and which was referenced in some of thitigmact
survey responsesas the interface btween SEA and EIAhis was explored itwo main areas

e Some, particularly those in the spatial planning sector, expressed concerns that in undertaking
assessments of individual land allocations, the SEA was beginrdogenssues that would

# planning Advice Note 1/2010 Strategic Environmental Assessment of Developmsnt Plan
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normallybe within the domain ofEIA. While further evaluation of cases would be required to

prove this one way or another, from experience and from limited evaluation of the casework
sample, it is not considered that this concern is particulealyd. Most landallocation

assessments are relatively generic and do not consider sites in the level of detail that an EIA
would. This is consistent withthe SEA 2 f { A i | R @ wiefe aPRSintludasipiofp&ls d
for individual projects, these need to be assdssea sufficient level of detail to enable

significant environmental effects to be broadly prediétét ¢ KS dza Dro®ly GG KS G SNY

predicted k#&ysofferingaclear distinction betweeihe level of detail required for SEA
comparedwith the more spedic impact identification in EIAs.

e More RAs were concerned abdubw to make sure that SEAHectively influence the scope of
ElAs as and when qualifying projects are brought forward, which in many cases will be some
considerable time laterThe SEAoolkit covers the SEEIA interfacehowever it provides only
limited advice on this issueT 2 NJ S Enthefd HiASs néeded later for a project, it is likely to be
informed by the findings of the SEAD is felt that there isconsiderablescope to improvedvice
on how SEAs should influence EIA

e Therearesome examplewhere EIA projects are brought together to form option agigals/
plans and therefore require SEA. For example, the draft Forth Replacement Crossing (FRC)
Strategy, comprising four poteial options for a replacement crossing across the Forth was
subject to the SEA process. The SEA of the options was focussed on the strategic impacts of the
route corridors rather than precise locatioaadalso identified potential cumulative impacts.
Detadled sitespecific impacts, as required by EIA were not identified. However, through the SEA
process, opportunities were identified for mitigating environmental effects. There was a clear
commitment in the SEA post adoption statement that mitigation olyes would be progressed
at the EIA stage.

4870 DNBSY ¢KNEI Ré¢

A key benefithat some RAs identified was the ability, through embedding SEA across PPSs in a
hierarchy, to set a green thread of key environmental considerations for that sectggographs
arearunning through alfelevantPPSsThis was key aim of the founding principles of the
Environmental Assessment (Scotland)IBiliat of achieving better policymaking by ensuring that
environmental effects are fully considered at an early stageolicy formulation. By building SEA

into decision making across the hierarchy, this enables environmental considerations to be factored
into the earliest policymaking(g.at government level) and then successively factored into
subsequent PPSs thatplement that policy.

4.8.8 Recommendationspplicable tothis chapter

The following recommendations are applicable with respect to¢hapter:
¢ Recommendation R8Focusing assessments: improving scoping and the evidence base
e Recommendation RZWorking together to provide guidance and support

8 SEA Toolkit Paragraph 9.6.2. Further advice on this issue is set out in paragraphs 9.6.1 to 9.6.3 and figure 9.7.
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4.9 ASSESSMENMITIGATION AND ENHENMENT

Keyfindings

e Most practitioners consider that effectividentificationand implementation of mitigation
measures in SEA is vital

¢ Most practitioners found identifying mitigation measures to be straightforward. However, m
are also of the view that the mitigation aspect of SEAursently poorly undertaken.

e A key reason given for this is that there is n@str mechanism to ensure that mitigation
measures actually take place

¢ In many cases, mitigation and enhancement measures are identiigd, clear frameworkor
their delivery is not put in place

¢ In some cases, mitigation measures are lost in theitlefahe ERand can bdraded off against
other measures designed to address more minor effects

e Accordingly, there is considerable scope to improve consideration of mitigation, particularly
through the inclusion of required measures withive PPS

e The nost common mitigation measures identifiéal address significant adverse environmentg
effects arexchanges to the PPS being subject to SEA (34% of all meapugs)t level
mitigation R0%), andmitigation to be delivered by lower tier PPSs (18%).

e Strengthening adoption processes may be required to give SEA greater weight at the end (¢
PPS preparation proceaadto ensure mitgation measures are implemented

e Enhancement opportunities are being identified (particularly in relation to biodiversity),
however these tend to be reasonably limited

4.9.1 About this chapter

This chapter considers the requiremdhat RAsshouldaddress significant adverse effects identified
in the assessment. It looks at the methods and measures employed by RAs tesaslartk effects
and their likely effectiveness.

4.9.2Background

¢KS {9! ' OG0 R2Sa y20 NBFSN) AaLISOAFAOIffE (2 GKS
G2 O2@0SN) GKS NBIdZANBYSYy (i A yreverdke@uBedzhd@sfplasti 2 A RSY (A
possible offset any significant adverse effects on the environment of implementing a plan or

programme& @

Mitigation measures are commonly understood to be those which a RA puts in place to prevent,
reduceand as far as possibtéfsetthose sigificant adverse effects thahave been identified in the
assessment and whighay arise from implementing a PPS. Enhancement meaatedhosethat

have been put into place by an RA not to address an adverse effect, but to generally or specifically
add valueto a PPS by improving its environmental outcomes.
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Mitigation and enhancement measures may take several forms, incftiding

A changes to the wording of a PP&or to its adoption including inclusion of hew policy content
or removal of policy content arertain plan alternatives;

measures to be adopted as part of the BRBplementation

measures to be adopted by other relevant PPSs in the hierarchy

To I I

using established procedures, policies and regulations aimed at protecting the environment to
LINE @ RRSzZYSIR Y xfar xarhple shedygh other legislation such as the Controlled
Activities(ScotlandRegulations (CAR) for protecting the water environment

A requiring more detailed assessment to take place in SEA lower tier PPSs as detailed proposals
are brought forward

A compensation measures such as replacement habitat creation

Application of the mitigation hierarchy is an essential component of SEA and is the context within
which much of the discussion on mitigation effectiveness sits. The mitigatoarchy sets out a
framework for identifying mitigation measures. It includes (in order of desirability) (a)
avoidanceéprevention, (b) reduction, (c) offsettifgompensation and (d) remediation.

Thischapterfocuses on mitigation measureghichaddress adverse effectssthis isa requirement
of the SEA ActSome commentary on enhancement is gisavided.

4.9.3 Generalfindings

Most practitioners consider that effective consideration and implementation of mitigation measures
in SEA is vital. Mangse this as an area of SEA whendRA can be innovative in terms of the
measures it identifies and how and when th&houldbe implemented. Most agree that an effective
approach to mitigation leads to better environmental outcomes and better PPSs. ticupar,
enhancement propaas can lead to significant wimin results. 52% of practitioners and 34% of
planrmakers considered that their SEA identified mitigation or enhancement measures which will
provide significant environmental protection over ando&k what the plan would have delivered

anyway.

Generally, most practitioners found identifying mitigation measures to be straightforward. 58%
statedthat this was the case, while 28% said thatas not straightforward.

However,manypractitionersandstakeholdersare alsoof the view thatthe mitigationand
enhancement aspesif SEAare currently not deliveringtheir potential benefits A key reasois
that there are no mechanismto ensure that mitigation measures actually take pladéany, as a
result, consider that little mitigatiorg beyond that required by other legislative means such as
environmental licensing or ElAs actually occurring even when such measures are cit&tRim

% Further description and some other examples can be found in Treleven and Simmons (2004) SEA of Local Implementation Plans:
Mitigation - www.seainfo.net/files/general/SEA of LIPs%20Task3.9 Mitigation 041214Final.pdf
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Only a third of practitioners felt that their SEA provided l@ar roadmap for implementing the
mitigation measuresThisprovides little confidence that measures would actually be put into effect
Similarly, planY I 1 SNJ O2 Y Y &6 éaSyRo wiritk iitigation measures, but how often do
RAs or CAs systematily check whether they are being implemented in subsequent stages?

Figure32 ¢ Survey responsesPractitioners views on ease of identifying and implementing
mitigation measures

Identifying and Implementing Mitigation
Measures
T
o0% e | ] & ESirongly
Disagree
80% B | ]
70% | ] — Dizagree
60% —— ] e
Don't Know
50% — — |
40% - —
Agree
30% — ——
20% ——— 1 ——
m Strangly
10% Agree
w N @ ——
Identifying mitigation measures A clear roadmap for
was straightforward implementing mitigation
measureswas setout

Mitigation measures are most commonly reported in Bsd sometimes are riderated inPASs
There is no specific requirement under the SEA Act to put in place a programm R5(a),
for implementation of these measures, but clearly the intention of the SEA A cte R6(b)
is to ensure that appropriate measures are identified so that they may be putir—

place to address the adverse effect in question.

4.9.4Types ofmitigation

Thecasework analysi5(figure 33) shows thatfor all environmentaleffectsthe most common
mitigation measures are: (a) those to be implemented as projects are brought for@8¥l ¢f
cases), (b) through direct changes to #ieS (2%) and (c) through assumed mitigati@%s).
However, vinen significant adverse effects are isolatédure 34), this mttern changes and direct
amendment to the PPS becomes the most common mitigation measure.

% As required by Schedule 3 (7) of the SEA Act
¥ These data show hovigmificant adverse environmental effects that were identified by the RA or by the CA at ER consultation stage and
that were categorised by the caserkanalysis as being fully taken into account by RAs have been mitigated.
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Figure33 ¢ Casework analysisTypes of mitigation (all environmental effects)

Casework Analysis - Mitigation Types for
Environmental Effects

Mitigation to be
delivered by lower
tier PPS
Mitigation 13%
through further
assessment
11%

Mitigation delivered
at project stage
29%

Other
Mitigation
0%

Mitigation through PPSchanged
other PPS Policies Optiondiscarded as 22%
3% a result of SEA
2%

Figure34 - Casework analysisTypes of mitigation (significant adversavirmmmentaleffects)

Casework Analysis - Mitigation Types for
Significant Adverse Environmental Effects

Mitigation delivered
Mitigation to be at project stage
delivered by lower 20%
tier PPS Other Mitigation
18% 0%

Assumed Mitigation
8%

Option discarded as
aresult of SEA
8%

Mitigation through Mitigation through
further assessment other PPS Policies

9% 3%

Of particular note is the significant increase in changes to the PPS and the rates of options being
discarded when significant adverse effects are isolated. This appears to show that RAs are more
likely to take such direct and immedeaction when dealing with significant adverse effects.
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Similarly, for significant adverse effects, there is noticeably less application of project level or

through routes vhich they have greater control of. These data are explored i all

assumed mitigation, which again points to RAs preferring to address these Lil R4 (al) R5
_] —
respect of specific SEA topics later in this chapter. —

It isconsidereddesirable to have as many mitigation nse@es as possible falling into the category
of direct changes to the PR®for options to be discardedn this way, the mitigation measure is
intrinsically linked tdPPS content anitnplementation.

It is inevitable that there will always be measutkat will need to beémplemented as projects are
brought forward. In most cases, it is only when the detail of specific proposals come forward that
the exact nature and location of effects will be kmowAccordingly, it is appropriatlat this type of
mitigation measure isften cited by RAs. However, it is important that such measures are always
accompanied with clear direction ithe SEA about whema how they will be implementedThis is

not always the case.

Assumed mitigation refers to thosefetts that may be addressed by established measures such as
environmental licesing regimes.Thisis a legitimate approach where the regime can demonstrably
address aignificant adverse effect idéfied in the SEA, although this should always be
accompaied with clear direction about the key issues and a roadmap for implementation.

4.9.5Implementingmitigation measures

There does not appear to yevidence that RAs are actively avoiding the identification of
mitigation measureshut there is seldom a clear route set out for their implementatidxs a result
some practitioners and stakeholders report thaitigation measureglet lostin the documentation
or areforgotten as a PPS moves from preparation to adoption and thereafter

into implementation. Further, as RAs are identifying mitigation to address other, R4(b),R5(a),
minor, effects, there is a risk that measutesaddress truly significant adverse O R6(b),
effects are lost or traded offAs notedin figure 32, only 29% of practitioners felt [—~— R10(a)

that their SEA provided a clear roadmap for implementing mitigation measures.
To substantiate thidurther study about what mitiggon measures are being identified and hewd
if they are being implemented would be very useful.

The SEAoolkit already recognises the importancebvidingan implementation route for
mitigation measures.

There are anumber of approaches to pride a clearer context for the implementation of mitigation
measureghat shouldbe encouraged

e Clear indication irERs andPASf mitigation through PPS change
Many mitigation meastes are implemented through amendment tioee wording or content o&
PPS as part of its preparatiors discussed ithapter4.6, in many cases these

changes are not documented, which reduces transparegater clarityof R5(d),
changes made to a PPS as a resuiBEBAwould improve transparency @ R6(e)
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Integrate mitigation measures into the PPS itself

Ina small number oéxamples, R&\havechosen to embed the mitigation measures into the PPS
itself, effectively ensuring that theneasures aréntegral tothe policy framework and therefore
implemented alongside thpolicies in thePPS.This is particularly useful for those mitigation and
enhancemenimeasuresvhich relate to a particular policy or proposal coming forward (for
exampe a land use allocation in a development plan). Integrating measures with

the PP%r associated implementation docume(guch as the Action Programmes required for
Strategic and Local Development Pfpprovides aignificantly stronger
framework and authority for ensuring that they are implemented. Regula@ R4(b)
reporting of progress can also be made through normal PPS monitoring
processes.

Hierarchy
Somemitigation measurs identifed inhigh level PRSwill involve making sure that more

detailed level assessnts are conducteth lower tier PPSonce detai about how a particular
policy area may be implemented becomes apparéehtless there isery

clear directiornto the RA resposible for the lower tier PPS(s), then this may O R5(e)
0S YAaaSRo® w! Q4 FTR2LIGAY3I YAGAITL KA &

requirements on other authorities very clear and should work proactively to ensure that these
measures are implemented by other RAs where ahdmvappropriate.

Establishreporting mechanisms

I NBO2YYSYRIFGA2Y SYSNHAYy3a FTNRY (KS $2N] aK2 LA
report on mitigation implementationThere is no strong evidentleat a new formal stage is
requiredbut it is considered thatesponsibility forand progress towards R6(D),
implementing mitigation measures should feature strongly within @ R10(b)
monitoring reports prepared by RAs following adoption of & PRhere —

appropriate, separate implementation plans that set out what measures are required, which
authority is responsible for their implementation and when each measure is expected to be
implementedcould be used Where measures are expected to be uridken by another
authority, negotiation with that authority may be required to ensure that such measures are
practicable and reasonable given the resources and skills of that authority and the nature of the
PPS.

4.9.6 Types ofmitigation by SEAopic
The casework analysis identifiedtigation measures by SEA topic and these data are set out in
figure 35.

8 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2008/426/requlation/26/made
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Figure35 ¢- Casework analysisTypes of mitigation by SEA togiéll environmental effect®

Casework Analysis - Mitigation Types for Environmental

Effects by SEA Topic
100%
W Other Mitigation
90%
80% || | || || - - Mitigation delivered
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0% B —e— = = = = ==
Mitigation to be
0% | = - ] | - - | | _ delivered by lower tier
PRS
505 Mitigation through

further assessment

40%
W Aszzumed Mitigation

30%

Mitigation through
other PP5 Policies

20%

10%
Option discarded as a

resultof SEA

0%

M PP5changed

These data reveal that direct amendmentsthe PP&re more likelyfor biodiversityimpactsand
used least fopopulation, human health and ampacts.

When the significant adverse effects are broken into topics, the sample number becomes too small
for direct comparison. However, in generalrtes, across most topics there is greater use of PPS
change as a mitigation measud.50% of all mitigation for significant adverse cultural heritage
effects).

Some opics are more likely to have project based mitigatiery(soil, where in some cas#ise

nature of the impact will not be known until the project stdgehereaswith othersit is easier to

build in PPS level changes as it is clear what direction a PPS needs to travel and there is much more
that can be done at the policyvel and less ahe site levele.g.climatic factors for examplePFSs

should be designed so that policies work togetherdduce emissions wherever possible)

Similarly, some topics such as air and waterliwady to see a high level of assumed mitigation as
these havestrong regulatory framewomkin place to provide site level protection.

% Note: These data show mitigation types &renvironmental effects. Isolating significant adverse effects makes the data sample too
small br meaningful comparisobetween topics
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4.9.7Role forCAs

At the workshops, a greater role for the CAs in identifying mitigation measures was identified as a
priority. CAs wilbften comment on the potential efféiveness of proposed mitigatiomeasures,
however it is less common for them to suggest new or alternative measures.
There may be scope for CAs to adopt a more proactive appiiodeiping RAs to @ R4(d)
identify potential miigation options although this would rely upon RAs clearly N

setting out mitigation proposals in ERs. Such advice would be consistent with a process of continual
engagement that is recommended.

4.9.8 Maximisingenhancementopportunities

A key feature bthe workshops and to a certain degree some of the stakeholder answers to the
survey was the need to consider mitigation measures not just as a means of addressing adverse
effects, but also as a way of niaggfPPS even better. The SEA Act is cletw iieference to
FRRNBaaAyd aaArAadyATAOIYyd ROSNBS STFFSOlaés K2gSO€
identify and implement significant enhancement opportunities.

Accordingly it is considered that RAs slibloé encouraged, through guidance arid

through sharing examples of good practice, to consider, document and @ R6(c)

implement enhancement opportunities in the same way as mitigation measures:

From the assessmenpf the 32 case studies total of 284 enhancementgere identified.
Enhancements in relation to air are noticeably limited, although this may be accounted for by the
fact itwasscoped out of more assessmentsSigure36 shows the SEA topics covered by these
enhancements.

Figure36 ¢ Casework analysisNumber of enhancements identified by SEA topic

Casework Analysis - Number of Enhancements
Identified by SEA Topics
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* Note: Soils data heavily influenced by one PPS which
accounts for 50% of all enhancements identified
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4.9.9 Guidanceon mitigation andenhancement

The SEAoolkitmakes only very brief reference to the role and importance of mitigatiotisays
even less on enhancemenGiven the very significant role this partSEAplays in making sure that

adverse environmental effects are prevented, reduced or offset, it is

considered thafurther guidancewould be helpful. This could include O) R7(a)
practical examples of successful giiion methods or actions and examples

of implementation plans to ensure that mitigation measures are put in place.

4.9.10Recommendationgpplicable tothis chapter

The following recommendations are applicable with respect to this chapter

e Recommendation R4Ensuring SEA has a voice in decision making

e Recommendation R&Greater clarity

¢ Recommendation R Addressing environmental challenges through mitigatoa
enhancement

¢ Recommendation RZ Working together to provide guidance and support

¢ Recommendation R1QContinuing to reflect on experience
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4.10 INFLUENCING.RNCONTENT

Keyfindings

Percepton, particularly among stakeholders, that SEA is not significantly influencing PPS ¢
(e.g.only 30% of stakeholders think that SEA improves plans)

Casework analysis suggestat two thirds of significantadverseenvironmental effects are fully
taken into accountnd only11% are not taken into account in any way

There appears a disconnémt between the perception of SEAs influence and the experience
caseworlwhich suggest that SEA findings gemerallybeing considere@s PPSs are prepared

YS 2F GKS {9! Qa Ay Eh.umer¢ DOe8e ishaa iteratvaiapgRoadd dzY 4
development of policyy testing by SEA refinement of policyA re-testing by SEA eic

Reasongivenfor lack of influence include:

outputs too complex;

nature of SEA methods (often seen as a cut and paste or tickbox exercise);
separate planmaking and SEA processes;

influence of other, often politicarivers more powerful than the SEA

weak post adoption processges

lack of buy in from key decision makers

O O O O O O

SEA isnost influential where:

there is high integration between planaking and SEA processes

the key findings are clear and ptamakers are fully aware of how to address them;

the PPS and SEA are undertaken iteratively where PPS is continually testedté;the S
SEA commenesearly in the PPS preparation process

an SEA cordinator or team can provide continuous support or undertake the; SEA
plarrmakers /senior decision rakers are boughinto the requirements and benefits of SEA

O O O O o ©o

Significant effectappearmore likely to be taken fully into account in very high level PPSs, w
more local level PPS appear to be more constrained

4.10.1About thischapter

SEA isntended to bean aid to decision making on tleentent of PPSs. Its role is toseme
envirormental information is made available to pkamakerssothat thiscan befully considered as
the PPS is prepared. This role requires SEA to effeatimelgnunicate key issues to plamakers
This chapter discusses how influential SEA is being.

4.10.2Background

One ofthethen){ O2 GG A&AK O9ESOdziA@SQa 188 2o aaddndda
requirementfor{ 9! Ay {O2iGf I yR &I & mike bekebdolicy dedisions haded |
on a clear understanding of the environmentahsequences®. This far reaching objective requires

% www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2003/12/18691/31035
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that for SEA to be considered successful it must be seen to influence PPS preparation and the
decisions that are made in relation to them.

The SEA Act largely translates this objective through SectionHiGh requires theRAs take

account of the ER arglery opinion expressed on the ER and the PPS during the consultation stage.

How such account has been taken is set out inRA&equired by Section 18f the Act Post
adoption issues are consider@dChapter 411.

4.10.3General

Practitioners, stakeholders and planakerswere generallysceptical as to the extent of influence
SEA has overPPS. Stakeholders answering the general survey are particularly paéssintisless
than 30% of respondents thinking that SEA results in better RBr$g 40% of plamtmakers

considered that the SEA enhanced the environmental performance of their PPS. Only the
practitioners, those undertaking the SEA, felt that their wodswactively influencing PPS content,
with over 60% considering that their SEA resulted in demonstrable improvements to the PPS and
enhanced its environmental performance. It is though significant that 33% of practitioners did not
think that the SEA rest in demonstrable improvements to the PHSgure37 below shows the

full results. As discussed@hapter2 (seeFigures 4 and %, the perceived lack of influence of SEA is
considered to be the most significant weakne$SBA and the third biggest frustration.

2 KAfTS GKS OFaSg2N)] lylfeaAra RAR y20G I LILINIAAS
of SEA, it didnalysehow matters raised in the ERs had been taken into account byf.RAsw such
matters are t&en into account gives a pointasto the influence ofthe SEAn planmakers as the

PPS was finalised.

Figure37 ¢ Survey responsesViews expressed about the influence of SEA over PPS content

Influence of SEA - Survey Views
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BO0% | = = = = = =
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Disagree

70% — — — — — —
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Indifferent
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10% — — — — — — —  magree

30% — — —1 — — —
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20% Agree
10%

0%

Practitioner Plan Maker Stakeholder | Practitioner Plan Maker Stakeholder

SEA resulted in improvements to PPS ? SEA enhanced the envperformance of PPS?

! A key assumption of the analysis was ttret PAS accurately recorded how efféws been taken into account. No verification was
undertaken unlesthere was ambiguity or lack of clarity in the PiaSyhich case, the adoptgdanwasreviewed
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The caseworlanalysidgdentified the extent to whichikely significant effects and associated
mitigation measuresiad been (a) taken fully into accodht(b) taken partially into accoutit (c) not
been taken into account as constrained by other factbos (d) had not been taken into accodht
Full definitons with examples are availableAppendix6. In addition it captures those issues that
were taken into account as enhancements to the PIF§ure38 below shows how significant
adverseenvironmental effects identified in ERs have been taken into adcoun

Figure38 ¢ Casework analysisHow significant adversenvironmentakffects have been taken into
account

How Significant Adverse Environmental
Effects have been Taken into Account

100% -~
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60% T—— — account
50% T——— — Constrained
0% +—— S

0% 44— | Fully into account
20% —— S

10% — e

0% -

This shows thab3% of all significarddverseenvironmental effects identified in the ERs reviewed
were fully taken into account by the RA thhe PPS was finalised and adopted. By contrast,1df8ty
of significantadverse environmentaffects identified in the ERs were not taken into accaatraill

While the two datasets described abosee not directly comparablé LIS NO S LJG A #ugnc@ F { 9! Q3
is different from how significant effects were taken into accowamtyl therefore some caution is

required it appears that plasmakers and stakeholders in particular underestimate the influence

that SEA has over a PPS and that in reality wheré&aid8ntifiesan issue of significance it is

generally taken into account by the RA in some way as a PPS is progressed from draft stage to

adoption.

The casework analysis estabéstihe various ways in which these matters were taken into account
by RA4i.e. a breakdown of the 60% of issues that were considered to have been taken fully into
accoun). The results are set out figures 33 and34in Chapter 49.

2 Fully intoaccount- Effects/comment have been taken into account and resulted eitletainges to the plan, the option being discarded
due to environmental effects or mitigation measures being proposed

% partially intoaccouny- The RA has taken into account only part of the comment or has not fully addressed the issue

% ConstrainedEffeds/comment have not been taken into account because the action is constraintiffiepgnt factors (e. the proposed
action is constrained by a higher level plan, or has the least adverse effects on other SE&t¢dpkad definitionsand examples
availablein Appendib.

% Not takeninto accoun)-Effects/comment have not been taken into account
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4.10.4Reasons foperceivedlimited influence™®

It would appearthereforethat there is somealifference between the perception of influence and the
actual level of influence that SEA appears to be having. It is isefyplore some of the reasons

for the perceived lack of influence of SEA and the barriensfioence. Thisvill helpin the

formulation ofrecommendations later in thishapter that aim to remove barrierso as togenerally
improve levels of SEA influence.

Complexoutputs ¢ As notedpreviously the conplexity of some SEA outputs mak(;@ R5(a). (b)
it difficult for plartmakersto identify the most important effects

Nature of SEAnethodsc[ A Y1 SR { epeiitieh al>glfdritPasté y I G dzZNBE 2F &a2YS
methods (for exampl&here exact or similar wording is used to describe the likely
effects of numerous parts of the PPS on a number of SEA Y@p&een by some as@ R4(a)
limiting the credibility of the SEA in the eyes of the ptaakers. This in turn has

the potential to reducehe influence an ER may have on decisions the-plaker may take.

Separateprocesseg; As discussed iGhapter 46, the closer the integration between assessor and
planrmaker, the more likely it is that the SEA will candlly influence the PPS as it is developed.

Many saw the distance between an assessor and the policy makers and the offen R1(a). (b),
even further distance between the assessor andutignate decision makers as AQ R4(a), (b)
being a key determinant of how influential a SEA is and therefore how —

environmental considerations will be integrated into a PPS.

Otherdrivers ¢ Asfigure 39, overleafreveals, many feel that other driversuch as socieconomic
objectives or political driversare more influential than environmental information contained within
ERs. This is a perception and only further detailed study ofmkdang processes would be able to
confirmor refute this, but certainly many akeholders in particular feel that the environment

remainsa lower priority than other drivers. This is not reflected in the views of practitioners or plan
makers, who see the influence of the ER as approximately the same as that of other driveaisolt is
g2NIK y20Ay3 GKIFIG GKS Y2aid O2yvyyz2yfteée OAGSR Ga2dKSN
majority of which is subject to SEA and therefore the environmental implications of that paliey
already been teste@although not necessarily usinige same methods or objectives)lit is

encouraging to note that the SEA ER is regarded overall as having the fourth largest influence (which
contrasts with views expressed elsewhere in the survegsChapter?2)) and, wherpractitioners

are isolated, it becomes the highesthislack of influence of stakeholder responses to the ER is of
considerable concern and supports the views expressed by stakehthdetbeir views are not

taken fully into accoun{seeChapter 414).

® These are amalgamated from survey responses and from weaknesses identified at the workshops.

93



THE SOTTISH SEA REVIEW

Figure39 ¢ Survey responsesViews on influencing factors on PPS preparation

What has the most influence on preparation of the PPS ?

B Stakehalders

Plan maker

B Consultants

M In House

Timing¢ The timing othe SEA was considered by many, particularly practitioners andrpédsers,

to befundamentalto its level ofinfluence. Where an SEA is undertaken later in the PPS preparation
process, its ability to influence key policy decisions is understandably less as a RA has already begun
to make decisiong some fundamental and some small but incremermt#hat set theframework for

GKS tt{o® la 2y S ail 1 SKdtiRiSd\or SEAZN ISl if iNSté Hai yh& S v (i
desired influence, it needs to be done as policies/options are being deweldpeel cyclical nature

of PPS preparation and review Is@aimportant.

The timing of CA and stakeholder responses is also critical. If issues are raiseb R2(i),
at the ER stage, then in many instances this may be too latglt@nce the R4(a)
SEA mcesseffectively.

No follow up post adoption ¢ Many stakeholders, particularly from the NGO sector, saw the lack of
any real follow up at the PPS adoption stage (Skapter 411 for further discussion) as a reason

why RAs were not allowing the SEA to effectively influence their PPS preparation. The lack of
any real involvement of the CAs or stakeholders as a PPS moves to adoption R6(d)
reduces the inentive for a RA to fully demonstrate how it has taken the,SE/@ RlO[k;}
and the views expressenhto account. This review has found some evidence——

that the post adoption process is hot as robust as it couldvbieh provides some support to this
common perception

Non rational decisionmaking¢ A number of survey and workshop respondents pointed out that
the{ 9! LINE OS & perfeitduFaidhal deaisioh making procéss 4 K Sy plang oftenr Ol «
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emerge iteratively with ideas and suggestions being formdl#teough a mix of opportunities that
present themselves and economic realities of the moéienA common view was that SEA

may not be flexible enough tdeal with dynamialecision making process
0 =

and thatthis affeds the level of influencef an SEA. Also prevalent however
was the view that SELIN.2 @ & R@eistruttured process than plamaking —
traditionally accommodates™. In these cases, it is the PPS preparation process that benefits from

the structure anddgicof SEA.

Perceivedreputation of SEAIsefulnessand relevanceg Linked to all of the above points is the
perception among some practitioners and plarakers, but particulaylamong decision takers such
as senior managers and elected representatitleat SEA is just a bureaucratic hurdle rather than a
useful aid to decision making. This point wasnglymade by practitioners and stakeholders. One
practitioner described thir experienceof SEA and its rationale and benefits not beingperly
understood and that it was generally viewed by the plan makers and decision

G I 1 S Miothdr Boopdto be gone through with little understanding of the Ri(a). (b),
benefits and legal risk®f notdi I {1 A y 3 | OO 2 dAhidis ptentiaflyK S 1 o K40

due to a lack oAwareness of the role of SEA and the benefits it brings as a decision making too
HRgSOSNI a2YS K2t R (KS Y2 NBvoid©hading fo @dply SEA M &way that | & w!
challenges their preconceptions about what they would prefertodd 2 K § S@SNJ 6§ KS NBI
is clearly the potential for SEA to be less influential if it is not considered by those usibhg ia

relevant or reputabledecision making aid.

4.10.5Influence ¢ Improving confidence,removingbarriers

There are opportunities to enhance the influence that SEA has over PPS preparation. A range of
factors that limit influence have been summarised anggestiongor improvementare now

presented It is importat to note that many recommendations from other parts of this revene
relevant andcouldcontribute to improving the influence of SEA in the long term.

Providing clarity for plaamakers and decisiomakersg In order for planmakers and decision
takers to ke clearas to theimpactsof their PPSSEA authors need to be very clear about the
potential effects of the PPS and, crucialfnat planmakers need talo in order to address these
effects.Improving that claty ¢ either in the ER or through other
communication processes between SEA authors andmilakersc will provide @ R5(all
a framework for each effect to be appropriately considered and taken into N\

account. In many cases, ptarakers and decision takers will notueathe specialist knowledge as to
the environmental impacts of a PPS and therefore it is imperative that this is effectively and clearly
communicated by those who do.

The SEAZ 2t {AG I f NBI Ré LINRPOARSA OSNE TheBndings & ties RI y O S
assessment should be clearly set out in a concise and easy to understand way. In particular, any
adverse environmental effects that have been identified should be clearly $tated

" One respondent's view from plan owners and decisiakS N&urgey.
®hyS NBALRYRSY&O& | OKAGeRENEQ (KS
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Improvedintegration andtiming ¢ As noted inChapter 47, improved integration of SEA and PPS
preparation from the very start of the process increases the likelihoodhof a R2(i),
iterative or continuous assessmestiyle approach which is more conductive t@ R4(a)
ensuring plarmakers understand the environmental consequences of their ———

PPS.

Formally integrate SEA into PR3n some RAs, the integration between SE
and PPS is such thdie key findings and mitigation measures are formally @ R5(b)
integrated into PPS In this way, the significant environmental issues raised=3%<

by the SEA and the measures identified to addtess are built into the implementation of the
PPS. Itis considered thhis approach could be much more widely adopted and could result in
greater influence of SEA on PPS content and implementation.

Improving Buy In From Plan Makers and Decision Takdrst O1 2 F daodz2 Ayé FNRY w!

managers and, in the case of Locathdrities, elected members can reduce the influence of SEA on

PPSs. This can be improved through:

— awareness raising internally RAs to explain SEA requirements, benefits and RA responsipilities

— awareness raising nationally by Scottish Government / CAs of SEA R1(a), (b),
requirements, benefits and RA responsibilities; @ R7(f

— greater clarity of SEA findings in PPS decision making documents such-as—
board or committee papers;

— formal integration ® SEA findings/actions into PPS content and associated implementation
programmes.

Stronger PP&doption scrutiny ¢ More rigorous scrutiny of hoWPSs have taken ERs and views
expressediuring consultatiorinto account could lead to improved consideration of the SEA process
by plarrmakers. Presently, no formal process for reviewing pdsiption

statements existsandit is here that RAs must demstrate how they have R6(d),
taken SEA into account. Accordingly, more rigorous scrutiny at this stage O Ri(a),
would appear useful to ensure that this is being undertaken satisfactorily. R10(b)

Presently, the CAs are given the opportunity to raise concerns, but scrutinyrapmbaoc and the
basis for raising concerns unclear. Guidance and good examples of how to produce post adoption
statements that clearly set out how the SEA has been taken into account would also be helpful.

CAsresponseg; Currently, the CAs largely pride separate respoms to the PPS consultation and

the SEA consultation. Bhis because the two responsesver different things: one sets out a CAs

views on the policy content of the PPS, the other provides the CAs views on the accuracy of the ER.
Thee may, however, be merit in CA responses being more integrated. A CAs view on a PPS may be
reinforced by findings in an ER orthgir identification ofinaccuracies or inadequacies in the ER

Changingnindsetsg An interesting observation that was matg several survey respondents and

was a feature of the CA workshop was the perception that not enough RAs were approaching PPS
preparation fromalJSNE LISOGA @S 2F aK2g OFy Y& tt{ 6S YIRS &
understand how it can achieve its amgsiwk YA YA Yl f | ROSNAS STFFSOdla Kao
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is seen as a way of making a PPS and the policy contained within it more R6(c)
robust, transparentt Y R RSFSYRI o0f S DNXB I S NJFdz&S
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4.10.6Influence¢ Considering SEAopics

The casework analysis evaluated whether there weresigwyificant differences in the way that
individual SEA topics were taken into account. These results are setfigutrad0 and reveal that
there are considerablevariatiors.

Figured0 ¢ Casework analysisHow significant adversenvironmentakffeds have been taken into
account by SEA topic

How Significant Adverse Environmental Effects have been
Taken into Account by SEA Topic

o0 -]
B0 A W Mot into
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|
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In particular, there appears to be a greater percentage of biodiversity effects not taken into account
comparedwith other topics. Further, significant adversavironmentaleffects onclimatic factors,
human health, soil and air are only taken fully into account in halfietases. For climatic factors

this is particularly worrying given the targets and challenges set in the Climate Change (Scotland)
Act.

Determiningthe reasons for this requirdairther research, but it may be the case for climatic factors
in particular, that the very strategic nature of the issue makes it difficult for RAs assessing individual
PPSs to see how one small PPS can make a difference.

There appeasto be no significant corelation between how a topic has been taken into account in

an assessment and how difficult it was for RAs to identify significant environmental effects for that
topic.
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4.10.7Influence¢ Sectoralissues

It is useful to consider whether there are anymsigant differences in the way in which significant
adverseeffects have been taken into accountdifferent types of PPS. Accordindigures4l and
42 set out differences in PPS of a spatial and non spatial nature (Hdiand PPSs of a high onio
level figure42).

FiguresAl and42 ¢ Casework analysisComparing how significant adversedronmental éects
have been taken into accouqiHigh and low level PPSs aspditial and non spatial PPSs

How Significant Adverse Environmental Effects have How Significant Adverse Environmental Effects have
been Taken into Account - Comparing High Level and been Takeninto Account - Comparing Spatial and Non
Low Level PPSs Spatial PPSs
100% 100%
90% t 90% - o
W Mot into W Not into
80% Account 80% | Account
70% — 70% |
Partially into Partially into
60% Account 60% Account
50% — 50% I
20% Constrained 0% Constrained
30% — 30% I
Fully into Fully into
20% Account 20% Account
10% — 10% B
0% T 0% T
National Local Spatial Non Spatial

There is a distinct trend for high level PRDe able to take significant effects into account much
more readily than lower level PPSs. Thay be explained bgonstraints on PPSs lower in the plan
hierarchy There is also a trend that indicatésat there isgreater scope for enhancement measures
to be identified in higher level PPSs.

Thereappears to be a greater likelihood of significant advenseéironmentaleffects not being taken
into account for spatidPPS$15% of adverse effects identified).

4.10.8Recommendationgpplicable tothis chapter

The following recommendations are applicable with respect to this chapter

¢ Recommendation R4 Promoting the value of SEA

¢ Recommendation R2Improving efficiency and proportionality

e Recommendation R4Ensuring SEA has a voice in decision making

e Recommendation R&Greater clarity

e Recommendation RAddressing environmental challenges through mitigatod
enhancement

e Recommendation RZWorking together to provide guidance and support

e Recommendation R1Continuing to reflect on experience
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4.11POST ADOPTIOMND MONITORING

Keyfindings

Historically, therehavebeen considerable time delays between adoption of a PPS and
publication of the associated post adoption statemé@AS.

The post adoption stage key to transparency iBEA andecision making:This relatively poor
performance irpublishingPASseduces transparency

Clarity ofPASwvariesand required mitigation measurese often omitted or poorly set out

There is scope famprovement in post adoption processes to ens&ieA findings are properly
taken into account and how tlyehave beenaken into account is made clear

It istill too early todraw conclusionsn the effectiveness of SEA monitoring regimes put into
place

The most common monitoring issue was identifying what to monitor, particularly where the
had ultimatdy found there to be no significant environment effects (once mitigation and PP
changes had been factored in) or for higkiel PPSs covering a wide area

Many stakeholders considered that there was scope in SEA monitoring for a greater ammne
with egablishedenvironmental performance indicatars

Some concerns that monitimg reporting is not occurring

Considerable scope for improving both adoption and monitoring process through greater
integration of SEA findings and recommendations into the contéRPSs.

4.11.1About thischapter

This chapter looks at the processes to be followed as a PPS movahérdnaft stage tathe

adoption stage. Early practice in monitoring the effects a PPS is having on the environment as it is
implementedis also eviewed Many PPSs that have been subject to SEA have yet to progress to the

monitoring stage and even those that have are in the very early stages of monitoring repdhisg.
reviewprovidesa very early snapshot of monitoring experiences and as atréiselfindings should
be treated with a degree of caution.

4.11.2Background

Part 3 of the SEA Act sets out the required procedures following formal adoption of a PPS that has

been subject to SEA. A specific requirement is the preparation of a statesgantling:

a) how environmental considerations have been integrated into the PPS;

b) how the environmental report has been taken into account;

c) how opinions expressed on the SEA and the PPS have been taken into account;

d) how any transboundary consultations haveen taken into account;

e) the reasons for choosing the PPS as adopted in the light of other reasonable alternatives
considered;
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f) the measures to be taken to monitor the significant environmental effects of the PPS as it is
implemented

Such statements areecY Y2 y f & NB P&hdioRtien Satemeritssi(PAS) 2 NSEA
statement¢ YR ySSR (42 6S YIRS I@rAflofS o6& w!a |a a
adoption of a PPS

The SEA Act requires RAs to monitor the significant environmental effeatplefienting a PPS for

which it has carried out an assessment. It states that RAs must do this in a way that enables it to

identify any unforeseen adverse effects at an early stage and to undertake appropriate remedial

action. The SEA Act does not appearequire the establishment of an entirely bespoke monitoring
NBEIAYS Fa Al NBFSNAR (2 Y2yAUu2NRyYy3a o6SAy3a ofS G2
GKS SELINB&aa LizN1R2 &S 2F O2YLX AlLyOS 6sAlGK GKS 1 OG0
significant environmental effects identified in the assessment, does point RAs in the direction of

adopting monitoring regimes that are, to a t&n degree, bespoke to the SEA

4.11.3Generalfindings

Generally, practitioners appear to find preparingSto be straightforward, with only one survey
respondent indicating otherwise.

Despite this, ltere can be a considerable time delay between adoption of a PPS and publication of
the associatedPAS This can stretclotweeks and months after a PPS has been adogiedome
cases, nd®AShas been published and this prompted the Scottish Government
in 2010 to request these from the relevant RAMmtil 201Q PAS$ad been @ R6(a)
received very infrequentlyet they are a veryimportant insight into the

health of SEAThis initiative will be continued in future years.

The post adoption stage is very importandi@monstrating how an SEA has been taken into account
¢ it is key to transparency in decision makinfis relatively poor performance
in publishingPASseduces transparency and reduces the opportunities for R6(b). (d),
stakeholders to see how environmental factoevb been considered and how @ R7(a),
their views have been taken into account. It also provides weighietos - R10(b)
SELINB&a&aSR Ay (KS 62N)] aK2LJA | yIRcksitektB & deNBBEE o K2 4J
processes lack the scrutiny of other stages and cguesetiallyare paid less attention to by RAs.

4.11.4Content of PASs

This review has not specifically analysed the conteftABagainst the requirements laid out in the
SEA Act. However the casework analysis broadly red8@PASgo secure infomation about the
influence of SEA arfdom this a number of general, anecdotal, observations alfouB£an be
made.

The clarity oPASS$s varied. Some PARcluded a hig level of detail R6(b), (d),
describing how environmental considerations have been integrated into the O (e),R7(a)
plan, and report all commenisf CAs and stakeholders, and how they were
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taken into account. Others provided very high level and brief statementsvanelless sucessful in
clearly articulating the final outcomes of the SEA process to stakeholders anohalars. The
majority of the PASreviewed did not provide a clear summary of the potential significant
environmental effects likely to result from the plan andathey were taken into account in the
final plan.

4.11.5Providingclarity on mitigation measuresrequired

It has been shown from the observations above, but also from evidence about how mitigation
measures are identified and implemented, tliRASsre rot always clear about

the mitigation measures required armbw they will be implemented
Similarly Chapter4.10 shows how plarmakerscan be unclear abouhe key @ R6(b)
mattersthe SEA haislentified and howto address significant effects. These
shortcomings coul@asilybe addressed by improving clarity HASs

4.11.6UsingPASsasafeedbackioop in PP$inalisation

The SEA Ackquires that post adption processes occur as soon as reasonably practicdigethe
adoption of a qualifying PPS. Jhnplies that all of the wortakes place after the PPS has been
adopted This does not necessarily have to be the case and there is

potentially great meit in early preparation oPASss a working documerso @ R6(d)
asto provide afurther opportunity to feedback into the latter stages of ~—

decision making on the PPS as it moves to adoption.

The particulars required for inclusion in SEA statements require amasioh of how environmental
considerations have been integrated into the PPS and how the ER and views expressed have been
taken into account. By considering how these issues will be reported as a PPS is progressed to
adoption as opposed to after it hagén adopted provides a further and potentially significant
opportunity for the SEA to influence the PPS. Such an approach may also address concerns about
the clarity ofPAS&nd additionally would ensure that they amgore likely to bepublished on time.

4.11.7Improvingscrutiny at post adoption stage

As discussed i@hapter4.10, more rigorous scrutiny of how PPSs have taken ERs and views

expressed into account could make this part of the process more robust and lgagrioved

consideration of the SEA process by phaakers. Stakeholders in particular feel that this stage is

presertly poorly undertaken. Somkelt that a formal audit oPASsvould greatly tighten the

influence of SEA, while others said that the cuirena A (i dzI ( Ar® ificenteR OFAZRNS Rv1da G 2
clearly set out how the SEA had been taken into account.

Presently, no formal process for reviewiRgS&xists, howevethe Act requireghat RAs must
demonstrate how they have taken SEA into accolhbre rigorous scrutiny at this stage would
appear useful to ensure thatis being undertaken satisfactoriynd to ensure that the way in which
SEA has influenced the outcome of policymaking is made transpaPeasently, the CAs are given
the informal opportunity to raise concernsia the SEA Gatewalyut scrutiny appears ad hoc and the
basis for raising concerns uncleard lacking robust procedures.
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Further research on whether there is a need for more focus on adoption procedures should be
considered. Depending on the findings, there may be consideration of the
502138 FT2NJ GKS /1& | aa@wﬂﬂmée’zy@é@é%& dzs
affordedan enhanced scrutiny role to ensure that SEA findingpearperly —

taken into account. This would have resource implications and dependititegercommendations
may require legislative change.

(0p))
<
111

4.11.8Monitoring ¢ Generalfindings

Practitioners have mixed views about monitoring, with 43% saying that they found it to be
straightforward, while 27% said that they did not find it straightforwaltie comments madée the
surveys and at the workshops identify some of the issues. These are summarised below.

4.11.9What to monitor ¢ Identifying and using monitoring indicators

The most common issugted wasthat of identifying what to monitor, particularly where the SEA

had ultimately found there to be no significant environment effects (once mitigation and PPS
changes had been factored in) or for high level PPSs covering axeia. One respondent said,

¢the problem is not identifying indicators; the difficulty is identifying relewraditators that can be
influenced by the plan ®he final part of this sentence summarised where most practitioners appear
to have most diffialty: determining those things to monitor that can be most influenced by the PPS
when there are myriad factors that may influence a particular indicator. This is compounded by the
very long timescales for implementation of some PPSg @byeardn somecase$. RAs with ery

high level PPSdsoappear to have particular difficulty in identifyiiggdicators that are meaningful.
hyS NBalLRyRSVa auK8SRt ikl haaadzOK | KAIK € S@St LI
used would not necessarily amure the performance of the strategy itself, but instead action in
certain areaé @®tate of the Environmer(SoE)eports are known to help with establishing robust
monitoring processes.

The SEAoolkit does provide RAs witomepertinent advice in trs regard. In particular, it advises

RAs to clearly focus monitoring on significant effects identified in the assesétaedtalso

highlights the potential need to monitor indirectly for changes to the environment that a PPS may be
contributing td%. Thereis, though, scope for further advice and good practice examples to assist
RAs in establishing monitoring indicators and processes.

RecommendatiosR3 (scopingand R4(integration)may also be helpful iancouragindrAs to focus
monitoring on the important environmental challenges in a particular area

and the effects their PPS may be having. @ R3(all),
\— R4(all)

Recommendation R3(dh particular suggesthat assessment methods
should be much more clearly linked to baseline data. This could be carried forward into monitoring
processes to ensure that monitoring has a much clearer relationship with the key emeintal

issues prevalent in the area and with the effects identified in the assessment.

% SEA Toolkit Para 14.3;44.3.6
O SEA Toolkit Para 14.3.8
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4.11.10Monitoring ¢ Connectingwith national indicator sets

Manyconsidered that there was scope in SEA monitoring for a greater cdanedgth

environmental performace indicators set at the national ley@r example the Scotland

Performs® indicators used by th&cottish ®vernmen) or with established local indicators such as
thosecontainedin SOE Reports.

4.11.11Monitoring ¢ Data needs

Chapter4.4 deals with data needs for assessmént some of the issues (such as data gaps) are also

NEf S@Fryid (2 Y2yAG2NAYy3IO C 2liffldulfek ih actdssBFan® y S NB & L2 y
collecting monitoring dat&s | y 2 i K S NJackaéf appr&pRateid&ta will hamper monitoridg

I Yy R 8ukdtitdte indicators have had to be selected which will not necessarily provide the best

measures. Totry andavoid this problem, some RAs are linking SEA monitoring to wider data

collation initiatves such aSoEeporting to ersure that they have consisteditasets for baseline

reporting, assessment amdonitoring. One authority adopting such an approach stated that this

KSft LISR GKSY (2 0O2yaAiRS NieiviioNBnamdritment igigiificanByNA y 3 6 K S (i K
O0SYSTFAGAYT FTNRYEGKS /2dzyOAf Qa LIt AOASA

4.11.12Types ofmonitoring

The casework analysgentified thebasictypes of monitoring which are being established by RAs.
In the majority of cases, RAs are relying to a degree on existiagsdatces or a combination of
existing and primary sources.

Figure43 ¢ Casework analysisTypes of monitoring

% of cases

Monitoring in PASs High Low

Non Level Level

All Plans | Spatial Spatial | (National) | (Local)
Mostly primary data 10% 21% 0% 0% 13%
Mostly existing data 48% 36% 59% 43% 5205
Combination of primary and existing data 22% 43% 21% 579 39%

4.11.13Reporting monitoring results

Some respondents both practitioners and stakeholdersvere of the opinion that monitoring is

dargely ignoreé I YR 2 T ( S yintildag RES igzeddE®R &wSa2dz2NOSa F2N Y2V A
highlighted as a barrier. This lack of reporting is difficult to substantiate due
to the relatively low number of PPSs that aively monitoring post SEA. @ R10(d)
Most of those that are, are from early SEA practice and may therefore not be——
representative. It is suggested that future research on monitoring activity is conducted when more
cases are available.

101 \www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms
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4.11.14Recommendationspplicable tothis chapter

The following recommendations are applicable with respect to this chapter

¢ Recommendation R8Focusing assessments: improving scoping and the evidence base

¢ Recommendation 4R¢ Ensuring SEA has a voice in decision making

¢ Recommendation R Addressing environmental challenges through mitigatod
enhancement

¢ Recommendation RZ Working together to provide guidan@nd support

e Recommendation R1Continuing to reflect on experience
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4.12IMPROVING EFFICIENCNDPROPORTIONALITY

Keyfindings

e Improving proportionalitys an important issue for all participants in SBAhoughthere were
split views as to whether SEgcurrently proportionate to its contribution to plamaking

e The cost of undertaking SEA varies considerably depending on the PPS

o Use of SEAfficersor teamsto co-ordinate SEA activities across authorities is reasdy
common and has advantages in resource efficiency and adoption of consistent and
proportionateapproaches

e The effectiveness of scoping has a large influence on proportion&titusngon key issues of
significance enables more targel and resoure efficient SEAS

e There is scope to promote flexible approaches within the context of Schedule 3 of the SEA
enable simpler, more proportionate processes and outputs

e Timing has a key influence on proportionality. Late application of SEA oftena®quire effort
and duplicaion ofactivities. This can cause time delays agdlicesthe influence of the SEA

e There is scope for many specifibpess improvements across all stages of tAawill together
improve efficiency of SEA application

¢ RAsshould consider shang SEA resources (officers or teams) across authority departments
between differentauthorities

e There is scope for CA activities to be streamlined, reprioritised and refocused to improve b
efficiency and the influence over PRSs

e Better use of standing advidey CA<anhelp RAs to secure information quicker and without t
need for bespoke interpretation by CAs

e Improved clarity of SEA documents will help phaakers to quickly understand the key issues
relevance that they neetb address.

4.12.1 About thischapter

A crucial part of a successful and effective SEA regime is ensuring that it takes place in a way that is

Fa STFAOASY(H la LIaairoftSd ¢KAA OKILIISNI O2y &aA RSNE
public balies to meet the duties set in the SEA.Act

Many contributors to the workshops and surveys indicated barriers to efficiency and suggested ways
of Y4Bing things better with le€3 Many efficiency savings are inherent within the recommendations

in other dhapters, however there are also more structural changes that could be made that may
result in savings. Accordingly, this chapter identifies areas where savings could be made through
greaterefficiency and improved proportionality.
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4.12.2Background

The &A Act does not make reference to the ways in which RAs should resource implementation of

Ala LINPGAAAZ2YAOD LG R2Sa (K dndzAdast aiblidspapdr 6 S NI Ij dzA N
circulating in the area to which the plan or programme reléates| (stagesSréthe process (Section

10¢ Screening: publicity for determinations; Section¢lER Consultation procedures; and Section

18 ¢ Information as to adoption of a qualifying plan or programmae{l this has cost implications

The SEAoolkit is silenton how RAs should consider resourcing their SEA activities.

4.12.3Resources foRAsduties

In the survey, practitioners were asked to indicate the approximate resources required to undertake
the SEA that they nomited and answered questions on. However, the data returned on this were
not robust with only 16 responses indicating an approximate cost and with
verywide variatiors. This makes it difficult to ascribe any clear indication of@ R10(e)
average costs for undertalg SEA Accordingly, it is recommended that

further, more focused, work is undertaken to better understand the average cost of undertaking SEA
to feed into wider work to better understand the relative costs and benefits of SEA.

In 2003, when the Endnmental Assessment (Scotland) Bill was introduced to the Scottish
Parliament, the accompanying Financial Memoranfimadean attempt to quantify likely costs of
each assessment, which it put at #20 £60K* depending on the nature of the PPS being assgss
with most costing an average of £30k.

From the limited data collected, it would appear that actual costs are, on average, somewhat lower
thanthis £30k estimate. Where RAs usehiouse resources, this figure appears to reduce further.

Due to the wi@ range of PPSs qualifying under the SEA Act, there is likely to be a very wide range of
costs, with some small scale PPSs costing very little while some large or complex|PEfsre

significant resourcesThere are also several notaldgamplesvhere the costs have been far in

excess of the estimated average costs.

4.12.4Resources foCAsduties

The three CAs must also resource the duties falling to them under the SEA Act {meyingl also
act in the capacity of a RA for their own qualifyi*igSs). At the start of 2011, the CAs employed a
total of 10 FTE on SEA workigure44 details how SEA resources are deployed within each CA.

Figure44 ¢ CAResources
CA How resources araleployed as at Jamary 2011
SEPA One central SEA policy lead lviesponsibility for national casework, SEA policy|
and review and undertakingnd co-ordinating SEA of SEQ&wvn PPSs
Taal One short term contracfto July 2011)o assistundertaking thiseview and
resources | provide casework suppart
deployed

192 www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/bills/ahvironmentalAssessment/b38#trod-en. pdf
% This was based on research undertaken by Babtie Group on behalf ofr8E& wide margin of error (+25%).
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Three regionally based SEAardinators with responsibility for local and regiong
3.5 FTE (2.7 SEA casework. Theseaalinators are located within local officesfpf9 t | Qa
permanent) | planning service and also undertake planning casework.

Small resource to administ¢r9t ! Q& { 9! cadéworSdatabasel y R

SNH One centraSEA adviser (OBTBEwith responsibility for SNH SEA policy, guidang
and training and responsibility for certain national SEA casework based in SN

Total Headquarters
resources | One SEA Gateway Manag@r6 FTE plus support (0.ETE
deployed | The handlingfindividual SEA casework in SNH is devolved to the respective

AreaOfficeror Policy and Advic®fficer depending on the location or subject
3.75 FTE | matter of the case involved SNH Area officers and Policy ardlise Advisers are
locatedin SNH offices throughout Scotland.

Historic One centrally based SEA team consisting of:
Scotland | e OneSEA Team Leader with responsibility for managing all SEA casework,

Total leading on SEA poy and review,ande@ NRAY | G Ay 3 {99! 2
resources PPS.

deployed | e 2.5 Senior Development Assessment (SEA) Officers with responsibility for

reviewing SEA casework and providing adsitgésupport to SEA practitioners
as well as some other planning casewqérticularly development planning
and their associated SEAs. ThetT are also responsible for undertakiagd
FROAEAAY3T 2y {91! a 2F | Aa02NRO {021
Work is allocated depending upon available resources and does not follow an
or regonal division. All staff are locaténll A G2 NARO { 020Gt I yR

3.5FTE

4.12.50ther costs

In addition to the above costs associated with undertaking the assessment, RAs also incur other

costs associated with piiing and, in particular, advertising. Advertisements are a statutory

requirement at three stages: following a screening determination, at the beginning of the

consultation on the ER and PPS and following adoption of the PPS. Typically a single méwtrtise

in a national newspaper will cost several hundred pod¥dsiith local newspapers generatigsting

slightly less. Accordingly, advertising all three stages can cost well g080£fparticularly wherera

RA wishes to use more than one outlet. SdR#es use the Edinburgh Gazette to advertise, which is
substantially cheapé¥> o6 dzi NBIF OKSa I GSNEB tAYAGSR I dzZRASYyOS
statutory and public notices.

For many PPSs, there will be formal advertising requirements that are alpeasiyribed in other
legislation (e.g. under the planning legislation), in which calsrantSEAnformation can often be
added at relatively limited additional cost.

Despite the costs incurre@hapter4.14reveakthat advertisements do not significantly increase
the level of public or stakeholder engagement in SEA and therefore it is questionable whether this is
effective use of resources. Many RAs certainly consider that the requirement to publish in a

104E 4. The Scotsman has a public notice rate of around £50 per column centihgfr#/media.scotsman.com/info.cfim?section=23

1% prices range from aroeh£50 to £75 per advertisementvww.edinburghgazette.co.uk/placenotice/price
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newspaper is bth costly and ineffective as a way of communicating the determination to the public.
As noted inChapter 42, it is not recommened that this provision is removed asfitesently

represents one of the few ways in whictetpublic and stakeholders can be informed about a
decision to screen a PB8t of the need foISEA, however it is recommended
that the Scottish Government consider if alternatimeansof advertising @ R2(d)
screening determingons can be developed prior to consideringhié
currentlycostly, butlegalrequirement can be removed or reduced.

4.12.6Ways RAvavedeployedresources

Some RAs have recruited SEA specialists tordmate SEA activity across the whole organisation
and, in many cases, to undertake many of the assessments. This approach has a number of benefits
in terms of embedding SEA in policymaking across an organisation and making sure that it has the
specialist skills available to consider whether SEA isnetjand where appropriate to eordinate

or conduct the assessment. In resource terms, it may also reduce the need for an authority to
appoint external consultants to undertake SEAs and allow for capacity to be built across the
organisation thawill allow more SEA work to be conduct@dhousein the future Where such an
approach has been adopted, RAs remmaaterefficiency savinghich have beemchieved

through better ceordination, reduced duplication, greater organisational learning and streaiohli
processes.

Thereis a split view from RAs that sufficient resources will be availatitee future Given the

severe resource constraints currentiging faced by 02 (i f I Yy RQ&a LldzddalafO & SO0 2 NE
pessimism might have been expected. 40%udflic bodieshoweverexpect to have enough

resources to deliver future SEAs in house, wdniteind30% consider that they will not and will

therefore need to engage external consultants to fill that resource gap.

Figured5 ¢ Survey responsesViews ontture resources for SEA

Practitioner Views on Future
Resource Availability for SEA
100%

90%

m Strongly
Dizagree

BO%
70% Disagree

60% —— ] |

Don't Know
50% — — —

a40% — ] | Agree

30% M Strongly

20% Agree

10%

0%

We expectta have We will need ta use
enough resourcesto consultants to fill
deliver SEA in house rESOUrCE gaps
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4.12.7Proportionate use ofresources

LG Aa tA{1Ste GKIG NBaz2dzNOSa FgrAtlofS G2 {020ft Iy
coming years and it is likely that SEA resources will be similarly reduced. This wiledrieed to

significantly improve the proportionality of SEA through better and smarter deployment of resources

and flexible methods.

This review sought views about whether the resources allocated to SEAraeatly considered to

be proportionate. Orthis, there is a clear split, with 40%alfsurvey respondents indicating that
SEA is an effective use of time and resources, whilesB@&the opposite. When asked if the
resources devoted to SEA were proportionate to the environmental effects tikelyise from a PPS,
the results are slightly clearermnearly 50% argue that the resources needed were disproportionate,
while only 33% argue that they are proportionate.

Figured6 ¢ Surveyesponses, Viewson proportionality of SEA

Views on Proportionality of SEA

B Strongly
80% e B Disagree
0% 1 =0 Dizagree
Don't Know

Agree

M Strongly
Agree

SEA effective use of SEA process
time and resources proportionate to env
impacts from PPS

Accordingly,mproving the proportionalitys an important issue for all participants in the process.
The following sections explore ways to improve proportionality and efficiency in SEA practice.

4.12.8AchievingpNB L2 NI A 20 BA B A BSA Yyt 6 { a

There was a strong @ssage from some practitioners that the effort of undertaking SEA has much
less of a return for those PPSs that apecifically preparetb protect and enhance the

environment. Many found application of SEA in these circumstances to be disproportiombiad
the potential to steer resources away from other environmental work. Sexpeessedhe view

that such PPSs should be automatically screened esqneened out (se€hapter 42). While there

is not necessarily dear casdo automatically screenigout such PPSs, there are opportunities to be
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more efficientwith such PPSsy undertaking much simpler and less resource intensive assessment

by clearlyfocusingon the one or twasignificant issues. While the SEA r&cfuires consideration of
AAAYATAOLI Yl aLRaAAGAGSE SFFSOGaz Ay Yrye OFasSa F
positive outcomes that are likely to be generated by the PPS and a simple
FaaSaaySyda G2 0G4 | a tcon@ﬁﬂﬂl%@g“prﬁeratédf(@ R2B®). (b)2 a A G A ¢
by theform and content of the proposed PPS . Doing so would enable muc

greater focus on those areas where there may be adverse effects or, where adverse effects are not
anticipated, this would dramatically reduce the length axanplexity of the ER.

4.12.9Usingscopingmore effectively

In two thirds of assessments all SEA topics are scoped in. In many cases this is entirely appropriate
and where there is reasonable doubt the adoptimfrsuch a precautionary approach is welcomed.

In some cases, however, there is evidence that the scoping process is not as rigorous tetshie mig

in focusing on key issue3his is discussed @hapter 43.

Giving RAgreater confidence to scope out issues that may not be significant is key to being able to
scope effectively. Doing so witlis considerediead to other benefits such as L\Q I ‘
o R3(a

reducing the amounts of baseline informai needed in ERs, focusing the
analysis of otherelevantPPSs, reducing the complexity and time required for
the assessment process, and providing greater clarity on key findings. It may also drive the use of
alternative assessment methods that are maeréted to communicating with stakeholders and the
public.

4.12.10Promotingflexible approaches

Several practitioners described their frustrations with having to apply what they see as the fairly
rigid requirements of Schedule 3 to PPSs qualifying uretetio® 5(4). One respondent put this very
clearly:

ooutwith of 5(3), PPS development follows a different order, one that is not as robust, methodical or

as open as town planning. Is SEA too rigid a process for many higher level policies? There may be

opL2 NIidzy AGASEa F2NJ I Y2NB daf AIKGE OSNBAZ2Y 2F {9!
environmental decision making but allows more of a fluid process which could be moulded to fit with

plan making @

'y 2 (0 KSNJ LINRdréflax®IR applyinBEA fai 5(4) plans would greatly assist
proportionalié Yy R ( K I (dirdctivé derdedl $chediiek33or such plans was in some cases
I slédgehammer to crack a rautd

It is certainly the case that Schedule 3 is identical to that used iditeetive, despite thalirective

applying to a rather different, and smaller, rangeP®fSs Accordingly, it may be argued that

widening the scope of SEA to cover much higher level PPSs (where the nature, scale and location of
impacts are less clearly able te defined) but not reflecting this in Schedulghds led to

disproportionate requirements for SEAs of these types of PPSs. In some cases, particularly where a
PPS is largely positive in natutieis viewmay have credence.
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Schedule 3 is, however, in esge a list of contents for the ER and does not prescribe in any detalil
what is required under each headinghere appearsno reason why fleible
approaches to ERs within the framework set by Schedule 3 cannot be adopte;@
Equally, there is no reason why (if scoping is focusesignificant effects, if

baseline information is focused and if assessment methods are clear and
conciseER9grepared in accordance with Schedule 3 cannot be short

and easy to understandt is consideredhat there isno need to revise
y 0 =

R3(all),
R4(all),
R5(all)

Schedule 3 in its application to 5(4) PPSsjrmteadpromote good practice
and demonstrate pssible approaches. It is also about adopting a culture
among RAs diow to better focus on key issues apdovidingthe confidence to dso¢ even if
future ERsmaylook different from thecurrentnorm.

4.12.11Reducingduplication

Throughout this revie, cases of duplication have become apparent, for example in assessment
methods, baseline reporting, monitoring and in the application of the hierarchy. Many
recommendations made elsewhere to cover these areas of duplication will esigaificant
contribution to proportionality.

4.12.12Sharingexperiences

In Chapter 415 better systems for sharing experiences and good practice among practitiarers
proposed This review has found a strong desire on behalf of pracéts to learn from each
otherdldnnovative practiceand that delivering ways to do this effectively would have positive
benefits on improving proportionality in SEMany of the recommendations made Ghapter4.15
will make a significant contribution.

4.12.13Focusing the ER
In Chapters 42 and4.5 the challenges facing practitioners in focusing the ER on the

sigrificant effectsare discussed This has impacts on the proportionality of
@ R3(all)

SEA as a poorly focusassessment can lead to significant additional work th
adds little or no value to the findings of the ERamoting stronger focus on
significant effects, Wl improve SEA proportionality.

4.12.14Timing

There is clear evidence that the earlier SEA is considered and is embedded into the PPS preparation
process, the less impact it has on PPS preparation timescales. If planned from the outset of PPS
preparation, SEA is unlikely to result in any delays. Conversely, if it is R2(i),
considered late in PPS preparation it has the potential to cause significant @

delays as well as have very little idhceonthe PPS contenfliming the SEA —
correctlytherefore can make a very large difference to the proportionality of the process.
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4.12.15Process improvements

In all chapter=of this review many relatively small process improvements are suggestechvére

aimed at reducing time and cost burdens for both RAs and CAs. When taken together these should
result in relatively significant efficiency savings that reduce the time taken to undertake SEA.
Particular areas where significant efficiency savingely to occur includes:

¢ improved focus on the most significant issuemducesthe time taken to undertake assessments
and reduce the size and complexity of outputs;

e greater use of standing advicky CAs;

o development of Key Issues Documeritg CAs wildlso help RAs to secure key information
quicker and without the need for bespoke interpretation by CAs;

e prioritisation of earlier stages of SEly CAs reduces the time required to be spent at later
stages

e good practice guidancevill help practitioners taquickly identify solutions to particular issues
GAGK2dziT ySSR (2; aNBAYy@Sy (¢ az2tdzirzya

e integrated approaches KSNB G KS FaasSaayvySyid FyR tt{ LINBLI NI i
significantly reduces the likelihood of any programme delays

e improved clarity of £A documentwill help planmakers to quickly understand the key issues
of relevance that they need to address and help the CAs easily under$iamaportant areas
to focus on

e targeting trainingwill enable practitioners to be more confident about isswirrently causing
concern and allow them to manage these issues more effectively

o simplified procedures and templatewill help RAs to produce documents more quickly and
more concisely

e acontinuous dialogue approach engagingwith the CAs will enablmany issues to be resolved
quickly;

e removing unnecessary stepaich as screening 5(4) PPSs even when RA intends to undertake
SEA

4.12.16Sharedservicesc Internal

Views expressed by RAs in the workshapd in survey answers suggist some authoriies are

duplicating their SEA processes by not sharing experiences or skills across the organisation. In some
OFaS&a AYRAGARdIzZ-f RSLINILIYSydGa aR2 GKSANI 28y (GKAYZ
are notsharedacross the organisation. Blesults in inefficiency and duplication, particularly

where practice is reinvented rather than using methods and templates
developed for other SEA work. Greaterardination of SEA activity across 0 R2(h)
organisations andreater use of single or at least better aligned processes car—

help drive efficiency savings within an organisation whilst also improving consistency and quality.

A very good example of this approach is that taken by the Scottish Government in egtgtitigh

SEA Unit. Prior to its establishment in 2009, SEA activity was spread across many departments with
some SEAs undertaken in house, others contracted out and little sharing of experience across the
organisation. This led to inefficiencies as st&fiv to SEA learned the same lessons as colleagues in
other departments. The SEA Unit nowardinates most Scottish Government SEAs and benefits

from a core body of expertise, common processes and procedures, well established reporting
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methods and templats and a close relationship with the CAsis estimated to have saved over
£170,000 in consultancy costs in 2010/11 alone.

Complete centralisation of SEA services such as this may not be helpful or practical for all
authorities, particularly those thdhandle a small number of SEAs per yddowever, here are
opportunities to improve the cordination and sharing of SEA activitymany public bodies and
these opportunities should be exploitedhe use of SEA emrdinators to provide a central resoee
for advice, support and for undertaking SEAspsoaenway to do this.

4.12.17Sharedservicesc Acrosspublic bodies
There is little evidence of SEA activity beingootinated or shared across public bodiest there
are opportunities to do this. Currently Aberdeen City &trdeenshireCouncils share an SEA co
ordinator who acts as a central source of SEA expertise and guidance for both authdriney. be
possible that such approaches could be considevbere a group of authorities come together to
support a centralised SEA resource or team t@inate and where appropriate undertake SEA
work similar to the Scottish Government SEA Unit model. This might have
particular merit where, for example, authities already share some services or @ R2(h)
work together on important areas of policymakiregd. Strategic Development

Planning Authorities).

The benefits thasuch amapproachmight lead to insharingauthoritiescouldinclude efficiency
saving generatedby:

e shared processes and approaches to SEA

e collaborative baseline data gathering and analysis

e common reporting and consultation procedutes

e collaborative training and capacity building initiatives

e development of shared templates and assessment methods

e greater coordination of planmmaking processes across participating authorities

4.12.18Understanding thecosts andbenefits of SEA

This review has not conducted an analysis of the relative costs and benefit&,dfuEocused on

identifying issues arising from practice améchanismg¢o address them. While the costs of

undertaking SEAs can be identified through analysis of resources spent by RAs, it is more difficult to
assess in financial terms what benefitA®Engsti 2 { O2 Gt F Y RQ& Lldddef A O | dzii K2 NJ
environment. Improving our understandingtbis will help RAs, CAs and the Scottish Government

to make informed choices about how SEA should evahezordingly, it is
@ R10(e)

recommended that theScottish Geernment, in association with partners,
undertale a focused assessment of the relative costs and benefits of SEA to
{020t I yYRQ& Sy @A NFiguesd geis out soiRe oStz g5 ahd Idenefits thaight
be incorporated into such an assessment.

Figure47 ¢ Costs and benefits of SEA

Understanding theosts Makingtangible thebenefits
e Direct RA staffing / consultancy costg§ e Costs saved by taking early avoiding actiamg
to undertake SEAs removing/reducing need for future work
e CA staffing costs to provide e Protection of ecosystem services afforded throug
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engagement and consultation service early identification of potentiaéffects
e RA costs associated with advertising| ¢ Costs saved through early identification of

and public consultation processes potential impacts on economic generators such
e Stakeholder costs in engaging with S tourism.
processes e Savings to RAs derived through SEA promoting
improved plasmaking and decision making
processes

e Economic opportunities generated through
mitigation measuresd.g.low carbon
developments)

e Costs saved through reputational protection

e Value added through enhancement

4.12.19Technology

There may be scope to improve efficiency through greater use of technology. In particular, there is
scope forbetter use of GIS to develop and analyse the baseline and to help in determining
significance. As noted Thapter 47, only a small percentage of cases in the casework analysis used
constraints mapping as an approach.h@tareas that may benefit from technological improvement
includes potential development of online gopdactice guidance and development of templates

that automatically provide a structure and format within which RAs can populate information.

4.12.20CAroles

As discussed i@hapter4.13 the CAs could make significant efficiency savings through increased use
of standing advice, front loading advittethe scoping stage, prioritisation of casework and through

collaboration €.g.on data). This will enable them to dramatically reduce the need
for bespoke responses to casework whilst at the same triteough adoption of a @

0
E%
o =

continuous dialogue approaahprovide a consistent and ongoing service to RAs. =

This review considers thanhcouragingCAd0 adoptan approach where much of the information

and advice is front loaded will enable gains in both efficiency and also in the level of influence that
CAs hge on the PPS preparation process.

4.12.21Enablinginnovation andflexibility

As discusseih Chapter 45, SEA outputs can be complex, lengthy and time consuming to prepare.
While many of the recommendations in this rewi will enable greater efficiency in the process,
there is also a need for RAs to recognise opportunities for innovation and flexibility. Such
approaches may enable shorter, more focused aaslierto understand outputs.

4.12.22Recommendationgpplicable to this chapter

The following recommendations are applicable with respect to this chapter

e Recommendation R2Improving efficiency and proportionality

e Recommendation R8Focusing assessments:dmyving scoping and the evidence base
e Recommendation R4Ensuring SEA has a voice in decision making

e Recommendation R&Greater clarity

e Recommendation RZWorkingtogether to provide guidance and support

e Recommendation R1Continuing to reflect on experience
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4.13CONSULTING THE STADBY CONSULTATION AORITIES

Keyfindings

e ¢KS /1 & KIF@S O2yahiailsSy toimancerstuidard $aMdtagekfor ZDE9
and 2010 was 99%)

e Over 80% of practitioners consider the CAs provide useful or very useful SEA consultation
services

e There is no evidence of any significant duplicatbwork across the CAs
e There is scope for CAs provide more information through standing advice

e CA comments are more influential at the scoping stage and there is scope for CAsitwitise
activities to focus more heavily on the scoping stagstrictingER response® commenson
the assessmnt of effects on the environment

e Thereisa O2 LIS F2NJ /! & G2 RS@GSt2L) I aO02y(Aydzd
whereby there is greater frontloading of discussions and issue resolution

e Most CA responses were considered to be reasonable, haveesmall number were not and
there is scope to address the issues raised by these examples

o Development of key issues and trends documents by CAs could help RAs to secure key
information quicker and without the need for bespoke interpretation by CAs.

e Theer is no strong evidence support the identification o&dditionalstatutory CAs to be
identified.

e Consultation process via Scottish Government SEA Gateway very well regarded by all tha

4.13.1About thischapter

This chapter summarises the at&bry consultation requirements with the thre@As It analyses
their performance in responding to consultations and evaluates issues liaiseel consultation
process.

4.13.2Background

Section 3 of the SEA Act identifies tbAsas the Scottish Minists (a role performed by Historic
Scotland, SEPA and SNHAhe CAs must be consulted at key stagesin return theyare obliged to
respond within prescribed timescaf@$ In addition to these statory roles, the CAs also provide
support and advice to Rfonarequest basis. They also have the opportugnitgformally ¢ to raise
any concerns associated with psereening statements and post adoption statements. All
consultations are administered via the Scottish Government SEA Gategethapter 2).

1% 5creening, CAs must respond to screening consultations and have 28 days to do so.

Scoping; CAs musteaspond to scoping consultations and have 5 weeks to do so.
ER¢ CAs must be consulted, but they are not obliged to respatithough in practice CAs do. Timescales are set at the scoping stage.
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4.13.3SEA Gateway

¢KS {9! DIFGiSgle gl a difgcivdS N didéctvé by Btifionerss S A G KSNJ 6
answering thisurveylj dzZSa A2y > gAGK FfYy2ad tm: 2F Ay K2dza$S L
Thereis no evidence to suggest that the fundamental role of the gateway in facilitating consultations

needs to changeA number of additional tasks that could be performed by the Gateway were

suggested by some respondeiitgluding acting as a central poinbf data and or data enquiries

YR LINP OR BN IaENDADOSE T2NI NBOSyifte NBOSAQOSR O2ya

4.13.4CAperformancestandards

The SEA Act lays down statutory time pesitt CAs to respontb screening and scoping
consultations, while ER consuliani periods are formally agreed between RAs and CAs at the
scoping stage From 19 February 2006 to 31 December 2010, the CAs have achieved the following
éontimg & G I '/ aclodsRIEasework:

Figured48 ¢ Percenageof CA responses within statutory agraed timescales

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Screening 100% 99% 100% 100% 100%
(statutory)
Scoping 100% 99% 100% 100% 9%
(statutory)
ER 98% 86% 74968 98% 98%
(non-stat)

As these results show, the CAs have consistently met venohigtimes performancestandards
This reflects both the considerable effort of all the CAs to achieveasbayjhperformance and also
the important role of the SEA gateway in tracking consultation progréssnany cases, responses
are not only on time, but considerably diar than the statutory or agreed deadlines.

4.13.5Usefulness ofCAresponses; General

Overall, theg ! NBalLlyasSa NS aSSy o0& LINIOOGAGAAWSNAE | & L
80% for all CAs) and that the content of the responses was ateaary clear (again over 80% for all
CAs).

7 Erom 2006; 2009 Annual Reports to the Scottish Parliatmen
www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environment/SustainableDevelopment/14587/annualregradtérom analysis of 2010 performance
(currently unpublished)

%8This figure is linked in part to staff shortages within Historic Scotland, which affected their ability to respond to utonystatjuests in
this reporting period.
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Figures49 and 50¢ Survey responsesUsefulnessand darity of CAresponses

How useful were the responsesreceived from How clear were the responses received from
the CAs? the CAs?
100%
90% I

=
w0 o
=1 a
*® e

W Not useful at all W Not clear at all

Mot very useful Mot very clear

SEPA SNH HS SEPA SNH HS

4.13.6 CAresponses ascreening,scoping andERstages

The CAs have statutory duties to engage at these key stages. ikdeataalysis of the nature and
content of the responses provided at these stages are provided in the relevant chégurzening;
Chapter 42; scoping; Chapter 43; ER¢ Chapter 45).

4.13.7Refocusing CAffort

The discussionn thecontent of CA responses at scoping and ER stagshown that there is

considerable scope faefocusingeffort to ensure that commentare madeto RO(f
RAsat the most appropriate time and in the most accessible wHyis can be @

achievedusing a combination of standing advice, scoping responses, ER responses
and a process of continuous dialogue with RAs throughout the SEA prétgsee51 overleafsets
out those areas that could beovered The following approacheare suggested

Standingadvice ¢ General information anddvice on other relevant PPSs, baseline information and
environmental problems could be provided through standing agltacRAs. General advice about
SEA objectives, assessment methods and methods for mitigation and monitotitthalsdoe
provided through standing advic&his could have a number of benefits:
e reduce length and complexity of CA responses
¢ reduce time rguired to prepare CA responses
o allow CAto focus on key issues in their responses which in turn may help RAs focus their
assessments more tightly
o alows RAto obtaininformation throughout SEA process and not just in response to
consultatiors.
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Figurebl1 ¢ Casework analysisPotential methods for CA provision of advice

General

List of PPS

Baseline

Environmental problems
Scope of env. ass

SEA objectives

Assessment Method

Assessment findings (incl significant effects)
Cumulative effects

Alternatives

Mitigation

Monitoring

Scopingresponseg; With standing advice in place, scoping responses should focus on providing
advice on the scope and level of detail of the proposed assessment and on suppovtistguaaing

advice with anyadditionalPPS/area specific comments that may be of relevance. The casework
analysis showed that many CA responses provided advice on issues such as method of assessment,
SEA objectives and general comments about SEA prodefiegsed by a RA. While many of these
comments may be useful tandRA, it is the CAs role as an expert advisor that is mogirianpt.

ERresponseg; Although there is no statutory requirement for CAs to respond to ER consultations, in
practice theyroutinely do and theyhave a key role in advising on the accuracy of the assessment
findings and of how significant environmental effects should be addressed. CA responses should
therefore be tightly focusedon these roles

The casework analysis shows that CA scoping comments are likely to be taken into am®unt (
figure 52 below), due to the early stage in the process that this occurs. By

contrast,comments on ERs caome too late in the process, particularly where R2(1),
the comments focus on issues that would have been better considered at scopi R3(d),

Thereis scopethereforefor CAs to reduce the level of detail in ER responses and R4(d)
to focus more resouesoni KS a2 02 LAy 3 &l 3S Ay aaz20AldAz2y oAl
approach. The key role CAs play in providing expert opinion on how significant environmental

effects have been identified and addressed in ERs should not however be diluted and shaaild r

an important feature of CA liaison

It is also important to note that this requires chamsdpy both CAs and RAs. In order to refocus
efforts on earlier stages, the CAs need the RAs to work towards the same objective.
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