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Study Note
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A Study on the international case studies for SEA follow-up

Hanna Cho*** - Joo-Yang Park**

Korea Environment Institute*, Department of Civil and Environment Engineering, Hanyang University**
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Abstract : This study analyzed international case studies on Strategic Environmental Assessment
(SEA) follow-up and suggested implications based on the study’s findings to aid implementation of
SEA follow-up in Korea.

SEA requires follow-up in order to identify unforseen adverse effects and enable appropriate
remedial action to be taken. Tool kits and methodological framework for effective SEA follow-up
are only being researched recently.

Based on the study’s findings, following implications for implementing SEA follow-up in Korea
were drawn. First, the system of carrying out SEA follow-up would be different depending on the
PPP topic. During the scoping stage, significant impacts should be identified according to the PPP
topic, and thus help determine the indicators to be developed in the later stage. Secondly,
responsibility, method, time, intervals and actions from SEA follow-up may vary depending on the
target SEA consultation. Thirdly, the indicators of SEA follow-up may be considered together with
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various environmental standards and current political, social and economic indicators which are a

big issue in society. Fourthly, SEA follow-up can be used as an integration system of its target

planning and environmental planning. Finally, SEA feedback system should be needed. The result

of SEA follow-up should be used for target PPP. These would lead to improvements to the target

PPP.

If SEA follow up is successfully implemented and actively carried out for domestic PPPs, Korea

can be a step closer to realization of sustainable development.

Keywords : Strategic Environmental Assessment, SEA Follow-up, Environmental Assessment
Monitoring, Post Environmental Management
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Source: M. Gachechiladze. 2010.
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Table 1. Performance of the SEA follow-up process variables

in the CASP
Process Dimension Grade

Statement of SEA follow-up rationales & goals for C
different planning tiers & decision-makers
Screening at the earliest stages of SEA and strategy B
development
Scoping at the earliest stages of SEA and strategy B
development
Formulation and Monitoring D/IC
implementation of SEA [y-1 e o D/C
follow-up steps: types,
design, methods, Management D/C
coherence and roles; Communication/reporting | C/B

Integration of SEA follow-up with the strategy

implementation BB

Consistency of SEA follow-up targets and standards

with those of upper, low, or horizontal strategies B/B

Assurance of open stakeholder cooperation and
coordination incl. consensus-building on SEA follow-| B/B
up method/process

feedback from subsequent
decision-making to the initial | B/B
PPP within SEA follow-up

provisions for response
Adaptability of a PPP|measures to (non)deliberate | B/B
and SEA follow-up to |situations/external changes

ensure revision of SEA follow-up if
the contents of a PPP changes

revision of a PPP if SEA
follow-up reveals unexpected | C/C
impacts

C/IC

2) AWBLE A 507 4R & http://www, nachhaltigkeit,
info/artikel/uba_kernindikatorensystem 1527 htm

3) M. Gachechiladze, 2010, Strategic Environmental
Assessment Follow—up: from promise to practice, Case
studies from the UK and CanadaZ Bl&Fo.& 2414
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Table 2. Performance of the SEA follow-up structural variables in the CASP

Structure dimension Grade
Statement of strategy ownership and status of proponents A
Specified timing and position of SEA follow-up in | in relation to SEA and its strategy formulation and delivery processes A
planning & decision/policy-making cycle/process | in the broader context of upper, lower, or horizontal strategies and their EAs| B
Acceptance of roles and responsibilities and accountability in SEA follow-up by relevant stakeholders B/B
Transparency for SEA follow-up delivery activities C/B

Commitment(motivation) by responsible stakeholders & acknowledgement of threats of non-implementing SEA follow-up C/B

Competence(managerial) and adequate resources for SEA follow-up mentioned in PPP/SEA budgets Cc/IC
Networking for credibility and mutual trust B/B
Provisions and possibilities for capacity-building education, training) C/B
Table 3. Performance/existence of the SEA follow-up context variables for the CASP
Context dimension Grade
o ) ) | Planning type and policy framework for SEA/follow-up A
Eﬁs;lgfagéamntlg% :2352?1111?5;? aking Political commitment to SEA/follow-up and influence B
Socio-economic preconditions for SEA/follow-up B
Legislation and regulations D
Formal provisions for SEA and follow- Manuals, guidelines and guidance for SEA/SA/SIA C
up incl. Enforcement and compliance mechanisms C
Formal distribution of responsibilities A
Formal compliance with sustainability principles A
Possibility to incorporate the SEA follow-up results in revised/updated/new strategies/planning cycles incl. provisions for B
adaptive planning & SEA follow-up system
Integration of SEA follow-up with existing monitoring systems D

Table 4. Grading scale for the follow-up framework variables

Grade

Meaning

A Good performance in general with no weakness or omissions/Fully evident or existent

Good performance with only minor omissions or weakness/Evident or existent to large extent

Satisfactory performance with some omissions or weaknesses/Evident of existent to a lesser extent

Unsatisfactory performance despite some elements performing well/Some elements are evident or existent

m | O O|w

Poor performance with major emissions or weaknesses which would prevent SEA follow-up proceeding and require major
work to complete/Nearly no elements are evident or existent

F Not performed/Does not exist or is not evident

N/A | Not applicable or irrelevant

? Unclear

Z7o] ol At
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1. NATURA 2000 Areas - - - - 0 0 0 0

2. Land Package - - - - 0 0 0

3. Space break UZVR -- 0 0 - 0 0 0 0

4. Surface water 0 0 0 - + + + 0

5. Underground water 3 A A A 3 A A 0
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Source: K. Lundberg et a/.(2010)

Figure 2. Monitoring index for 4projects
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Figure 3. Region of UK
Source: Marie Hanusch et al.(2008).
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