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Decision-scoping: making EA learn how the 
design process works 

A L Brown and R C Hill 

Inadequate attention has been given to integrat- 
ing EA andproject design. To move EA from a 
negative, adversarial role to a proactive creative 
role as a design tool, it must transform from 
being directed at the production of a stand- 
alone report to a process able to contribute 
apposite environmental advice in good time for 
each of the decision-points in the planning 
process. We introduce the concept of decision- 
scoping into the standard scoping exercise as 
the essential precursor for this integration. De- 
cision-scoping develops a schedule of all plan- 
ning and design decisions to be made during the 
planning and approval cycle, and identiiJies the 
information on environmental constraints and 
opportunities that will be pertinent before each 
decision-point. This schedule becomes the 
pamework around which the EA manager can 
creatively design each EA process. 
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PECIFIC OBJECTIVES are rarely identified in 
environmental assessment (EA or EIA) reports. S However most EAs have been prepared using a 

common philosophy which many authors note to be 
multi-objecti~e.~-~ One universal objective of EAs is 
to provide decision-makers with more environmental 
information: examples include: 

0 to provide decision-makers with information about 
the beneficial and adverse social and environ- 
mental effects of projects, programmes, plans and 
policies; 

0 to ensure that environmental factors are able to be 
considered alongside economic, technical and po- 
litical considerations in decision-making; 

0 to describe residual impacts which cannot be 
mitigated. 

Another category of objective relates to using EA to 
mitigate environmental effects of projects, and is 
represented by statements such as: 

0 to develop alternatives which enhance benefits and 
minimise or avoid adverse environmental impacts; 

0 to suggest remedial measures to mitigate adverse 

0 to examine how changes to the original proposal 

0 to formulate environmental management plans for 

impacts; 

can reduce impacts or enhance benefits;, or 

the implementation stage. 

These two categories of objectives are common to the 
practice of EA across different countries and different 
administrative jurisdictions. Other objectives have 
also been postulated, but these are not pursued 
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universally. These include the potential role of EA in 
changing the nature of decision-making: 

to improve public participation in decisions relat- 
ing to development and the environment, 
to reinforce administrative transparency and ac- 
countability by requiring that the assumptions used 
and judgements made in reaching decisions are 
made explicit, 

and recognition of the critical, but less overt, role that 
EA can continue to play as the vehicle for the ongoing 
environmental education of proponents, engineers, 
planners, environmental specialists, decision-makers 
and the public. The latter, as a legitimate objective of 
maintaining EA as part of any approval system, is now 
starting to receive appropriate recognition.6 

This paper focuses specifically on the second cat- 
egory of objectives - mitigation of adverse environ- 
mental effects. It suggests that there is a need for a 
fimdamental strengthening of this role and that this 
requires re-orientation ofthe EAprocess from the role 
of audit tool to that of a design tool. A realistic model 
is put forward for effectively incorporating environ- 
mental constraints and opportunities directly into the 
planning and design of projects before final decision- 
making is reached. 

In focusing on this particular role, we are unasham- 
edly emphasising a technocratic perspective of EA, 
but we do so recognising that there are valid alterna- 
tive perspectives of EA - as a mechanism for the 
flow of information, as an instrument by which in- 
volvement of interested and affected parties is 
achieved, and as an empowerment tool of these par- 
ties through their direct participation in decision- 
making.7 Our view is that these different perspectives 
of EA are not mutually exclusive, and strengthening 
practice in impact mitigation does not necessarily 
impede the strengthening of practice to achieve its 
other roles. 

Passive and active roles of EA 

Advice to decision-makers 

The provision of environmental advice to decision- 
makers has been the central focus of EA in its first 
two decades. Invariably this has been attempted 
through the preparation of a report on the environ- 
mental implications of a development, usually by 
consultants ostensibly independent of the proponent, 
the project designer, and the environmental authority. 

The consultant is selected and employed directly 
by the proponent, and, while this will always provide 
potential for conflict of interest,8 the EA can be, to a 
very large extent, undertaken at arm’s length from the 
proponent and the proponent’s designers. Similarly, 
once the terms of reference have been agreed, the EA 
has tended to be at arm’s length from the decision- 
making procedures, the two only coming into contact 

The consultant is selected and 
employed directly by the proponent, 
and, while this will always provide 
potential for conflict of interest, the 
EA can be, to a very large extent, 
undertaken at arm’s length from the 
proponent 

again when the report on the EA study has been 
completed and is being assessed. 

It must be recognised that this role for EA is 
essentially passive. In most jurisdictions, the EA stat- 
utes and procedures require that EA be done rather 
than that anything necessarily be done by it. There is 
usually clear specification of when EAs are required, 
what their form and content should be, the time-frame 
in which they should be completed, but little or no 
requirement or action-forcing mechanism for interac- 
tion in the course of an EA, nor even for implement- 
ation of EA outcomes. Outcomes rarely have more 
than advisory status, both for the proponent and for 
the decision-maker. Neither is bound to action, cer- 
tainly not within the EA process, and other mecha- 
nisms have to be called upon to implement them. 

Ortolano et UP list six mechanisms by which es- 
sentially passive EAs are able to exert some more 
active influence: 

judicial control (testing in the courts), 
0 procedural control (testing administratively), 

evaluative control (authority prepares its own 

0 instrumental control (lending institution offers 

0 professional control (planners have professional 

0 direct public and outside agency control (apply 

review), 

money only if satisfied), 

standards and codes of ethical behaviour), 

pressure). 

Recent papers, however, which review 20 years ofthe 
application of EA in the USA,9Jo have questioned 
whether EA is succeeding in this role as passive 
provider of environmental advice. Relying on the 
courts or public pressure to eventually force action 
out of the EA process is, to say the least, a particularly 
inefficient way to operate. There is nothing in these 
observations which is unique to the USA - concern 
about the effectiveness and the efficiency of EA is 
under question in many jurisdictions.” 

In the USA, FeresterlO proposes changes to NEPA 
(National Environmental Policy Act) which would 
employ a variety of more active legal requirements. 
These range from a mandate to select alternatives 
which are more environmentally favourable than the 
original proposal, to a mandate that adverse effects be 
mitigated, to an authorisation of agencies to turn down 
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chance. Mechanisms which can achieve this interac- 
tion need to be fostered. We are of the opinion that 
the quality and efficiency of this interaction can be 
improved by examining the nature of planning and 
design. We propose a formal model by which desir- 
able interactions can be identified and designed into 
the EA process. 

This important interactive role has been almost 
completely neglected by the procedural systems 
within which most EAs are carried out. They tend to 
be dominated by requirements to produce an inde- 
pendent, stand-alone document for decision-makers, 
not by requirements to achieve dynamic interaction 
between EA and project planning and design. 

Beyond neglect, we would argue that many proce- 
dural systems actually hinder EA in this active role. 
Whole EA administrative systems, particularly those 
in developing countries, tend to be directed to, or 
lapse into, focusing most energy on getting the EA 
document right or sufficiently right, to pass the ap- 
proval hurdle, rather than on getting the project itself 
environmentally right. This  encourages proponents to 
view EA as mainly a perfunctory step in obtaining 
project implementation permits. 

proposals if their disclosed environmental effects 
cannot be mitigaied. 

This is project modification through conditional 
approval procedures by which the project must satis@ 
certain conditions in terms of reduction of adverse 
environmental effects in order for the approval to 
hold. These place EA in a somewhat more proactive 
h e w o r k ,  but such legal mechanisms are still ap- 
plied only at the approval stage of the process and 
there remains the need for substantive changes to be 
made in the role of EA in the planning and design 
process of projects themselves, well before the ap- 
proval stage is reached. 

Interaction with design process 

In the two decades EA has been serving its passive 
advisory role, there has simultaneously been, in prac- 
tice, the steady development and evolution of an 
informal but more active role for EA. This is the 
dynamic process by which design changes to achieve 
mitigation have become incoqorated into a project 
while it was still being planned and designed - well 
before anything was submitted for approval. This 
informal process has been neglected in the formula- 
tion of administrative and legal EA requirements, and 
has, with notable exceptions in the UK,11J2 had scant 
attention in the vast quantity of literature which has 
been produced on EA over this period. This paper 
suggests a mechanism to redress this neglect. 

Major and minor environmentally related changes 
continue to be achieved in projects as a result of 
design changes won by active involvement of the EA 
team in the design process. This should not be left to 

PROJECT 
CONCEPTION 

PLAb-"G ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

I AND 
DESIGN 

1 
DECISION/ 

IMPLEMENTATION 

Figure 1. Schematic of parallel and independent 
relationship between project design and EA which 
underlies most formal EA procedures 

Separation of design and EA 

There is an inherent structural weakness in most 
formal EA procedures and this is shown conceptually 
in Figure 1. While there are many variations in EA 
procedural flow charts (see, for example, Brown, 
Hindmarsh and M~Donald'~) most formal adminis- 
trative and reporting requirements for EA are still 
based on the concept of a stand-alone report carried 
out distinct from, usually in parallel with, the project 
design. The formal requirements for conducting EA 
tend to keep it aloof fiom direct involvement in the 
project planning process, and EA analysis and evalu- 
ation effectively operate in a vacuum. 

In practice, EA practitioners and project planners 
often have found it expedient and logical to i n c o p  
orate environmental design changes into projects 
while they are still being planned, rather than waiting 
until the EA report was completed (the latter invari- 
ably not becoming available until a stage inconven- 
iently late in the project to make design changes). 
However, when these interactions have occurred it 
has tended to be through a common-sense approach 
to EA practice, not through EA theory. 

Analysis of most legislated EA processes shows 
that there is no action-forcing mechanism for achiev- 
ing the integration of assessment and design. Even a 
recently developed EA procedure,14 in which the 
rhetoric stresses the principle of integration from the 
first stage of the assessment, fails to achieve this 
integration: it still relies on a stand-alone EA report 
as the starting point for firther environmental action. 
By itself, this cannot ensure integration of assessment 
and design. In the UK system, predevelopment ap- 
plication consultations on EA have the potential to 
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Conceptual 
Design 

There exists an historical baggage 
that EA procedures should be 
separate from project planning and 
design, and that EA studies are 
somehow inadequate unless they 
result in documentation the content of 
which is encyclopaedic 

Identify potential 
interactions and 
begin necessary 

assist with integration, but these are only recom- 
mended, not 0b1igatory.l~ 

There exists an historical baggage that EA proce- 
dures should be separate activities from project plan- 
ning and design procedures, and that the EA studies 
are somehow inadequate unless they result in docu- 
mentation in which the content is nothing short of 
encyclopaedic. This baggage militates against the 
transition of EA to a dynamic, co-operative design 
tool. This is brought home very clearly when we find, 
in almost any set of requirements for conducting EA, 
little or no mention of the project design activity itself. 
The procedural charts for conducting EA always set 
out in detail the roles to be played by administrators 
involved in project authorisation, by those conducting 
the EA, and sometimes by the affected community, 
but pay either little or no attention to the role, inform- 
ation needs, or requirements of the planning/design 
professionals (engineers, planners, architects and so 
on) responsible for the project itself. 

It should also be noted that the baggage includes 
an implicit assumption that project design will be in 
hiatus during the whole of the EA process. This most 
unrealistic assumption ignores the fact that projects 
are in a continuous state of evolution between their 
conception and their final implementation. There is 
rarely any ‘final proposal’ to be subject to EA, yet for 
the last 20 years formal EA processes have assumed 
that there is, and that it would remain static for the 
whole period that the EA was being undertaken. Of 
course, it is while aproject is developing and evolving 
that environmental input to the design is most 
valuable. 

We are certainly not the first commentators to 
indicate the need for integration of EA and design. As 
far back as 1978, Jain and Hutchings16 offered this 
rider to the fbture success of EA: 

Assessment 

“If the EIA mechanism is going to survive as a 
meaningful planning tool, it must and will be 
integrated with the creative phases of planning 
or design effort.. . .” 

A decade later, Caldwell,4 in discussing the fbture 
directions for EA, expected that in the long run EA 
would be firmly integrated into normal planning and 
decision-making processes rather than merely being 
a check upon them. 

Recent EA literature, and some current practice, 
indicate ways in which this lack of connection be- 
tween the two activities can start to be pre-empted. 
Pre-EA consultative meetings, regular conferences 
and meetings between the design teams and the envi- 
ronmental assessment teams, staged reporting of the 
environmental activities using, for example, initial 
environmental effects (IEE) reports, and staged as- 
sessments where broad environmental overviews of 
alternatives are followed by more detailed assessment 
of a chosen alternative, have all been suggested and, 
in some cases, implemented. 

Interaction of EA with project planning is also 
related to the issue oftiming; many a ~ t h ~ r s l J ~ - ~ ~  have 
noted that appropriate timing of the information flow 
between the environmental assessment and the design 
process is one of the prerequisites to integration, the 
usual problem being that information from the EA 
comes too late. Graybill’* forcibly demonstrates this: 

“. . .a change that might have been well received 
and initiated on the basis of a 10-minute tele- 
phone call to the project manager, earlier in the 
feasibility stage, may be vigorously opposed at 
the end of the design stage or in the construction 

PROJECT PLANNING ENVIRONMENTAL 
AND DESIGN ASSESSMENT 

management and 
engineering team 

Select EIS 
co-ordinator and 

I studies 

Design 

assessment of 
impacts 

I Siting of 
facilities 

I Final I 
Assessment Y 
measures preliminary 

design 

design 

Figure 2. Integration of environmental assessment into 

Source: Wright and Greenel9 

project planning and design 
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OBJECTIVES 
stage, even if supported by field studies and 
thick reports.” 

The solution to these problems lies in EA metamor- 
phosing from a report into a process and for this 
process to integrate with project planning. To do this, 
the parallel, non-interacting assessment and design 
activities shown in Figure 1 have to be re-conceptu- 
alised as two interacting activities. For example, Fig- 
ure 2 shows Wright and Greene’slg suggested 
linkages between the EA process and project design 
for a major mining project. Similar recommendations 
concerning interactions between EA process and pro- 
ject design have been made by Graybill,17J8 Bailey 
and Sa~nders?~ IPENZ,24 Hill and Fuggle,zs Brown 
and 

However, while the principle of the model repre- 
sented in Figure 2 is sound, in practice its view of the 
project planning and design process is too simplistic. 
One of the problems is that the linkages are generally 
suggested to occur at particular stages in project plan- 
ning - at the preliminary design stage, or the siting 
stage, for example. Other authors use different termi- 
nology for the stages - say the pre-feasibility stage, 
or the design stage. Except for very large-scale pro- 
jects, or international aid projects for which the pro- 
cedural steps towards securing funding and project 
approval are extensively codified as discrete stages 
(for example the Asian Development Bank proce- 
dure~~’) project planning mely has such formal com- 
partmentalisation. 

Even if discrete stages are recognisable, the critical 
timing for input from the EA is more than likely not 
between particular stages, but somewhere within 
them, and it is highly likely that multiple interactions 
may also be required within a stage. In other words, 
while models attempting integration of environ- 
mental assessment with the design process are amajor 
improvement on the non-interacting model of Figure 
1, this view of the dynamics of the design and the 
designer’s decision-making processes is somewhat 
naive when applied to real-life projects. 

The difficulty in making these simple integrative 
models, such as that proposed in Figure 2, fit real 
planning and design processes probably explains the 
inertia to their adoption in practice. They have pro- 
vided little practical guidance to project managers and 
EA managers as to how to move away from the 
conventional stand-alone EA. 

We propose below apractical solution to this prob- 
lem which we call decision-scoping. 

Whittle and Brooke21 and others. 

Planning and design process 

To achieve improvement in the timely interchange of 
apposite information between the environmental as- 
sessors and the project designers, it is necessary to 
first understand both the nature of planning and de- 
sign, and the tools used to manage the planning and 
design activities themselves. 

OPPORTUNITIES \r 1 r /  CONSTRAINTS 

ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTS 

ITERATIONS 0 7 I CHANGE 

1 DESIGN 

t 
ANALYSEAND I 

EVALUATE 

1 
FIX SOME ELEMENTS 
AND MOVE FORWARD 

Figure 3. The nature of the planning and design process 

Planning and design are neither linear activities nor 
incoherent black boxes. The art of design can be 
conceptualised as in Figure 3, where the process is a 
long series of iterations, not necessarily articulated as 
such by the designer, in which successive concepts 
are continuously tested against objectives and con- 
straints until judgements (decisions) can be made 
about fixing some specific element of the design. 

Designers make decisions, some small, some large, 
as the planning proceeds: they choose sites, refine 
project layout on the chosen site, they choose plant 
size, building bulk and height, technology, timings, 
raw material and energy sources, waste treatment and 
disposal, transport modes and construction tech- 
niques. Their decision-making occurs as a series of 
small steps which gradually build momentum and 

As this proceeds, options are foreclosed.28 Flexi- 
bility exists until the decision-points are reached in 
the design process, but beyond each of these in turn, 
momentum, budgets, deadlines, interdependencies 
and personal commitment of the planner/designer 
harden and form an ever-increasing obstacle to 
change or revision. By the time the early design stage 
is passed, most of the project dimensions are frozen 
and there is virtually no such thing as a small change 
in a major design constraint.l* 

Designers anive at their decision-points using all 
the information that is available to them at the time 
and, from an environmental perspective, no option 
should be foreclosed without the designer being in 
possession of the environmental information perti- 
nent to that particular decision. 

Do project planners and designers know before- 

importance. 
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Figure 4. A hypothetical example of a simple bar chart for the planning, design and construction of a chair and desk 

Source: After Lock32 

hand the nature and timing of the decision-points? By 
and large they do, usually in the form of Gantt or bar 
charts. In project planning and management, activi- 
ties or tasks in the planning-design-implementation 
continuum are often plotted on a bar chart (see Figure 
4). A bar chart provides a simple visual presentation 
which helps managers determine the staging of activi- 
ties and decisions in order to ensure a logical and 
chronological progression in planning and/or 
construction. 

Similarly, project planners use network analysis, 
including critical path analysis and precedence net- 
works, to identify which activities are crucial to com- 
pletion of the project on schedule. Network analyses, 
particularly in complex projects, identify which 
activities can be overlapped, those that must be 
separated by a time delay, and those that cannot 
commence until prior activities are completed or cer- 
tain decisions are made. Project managers can then 
single out critical activities for priority attention, by 
devoting more resources to them, by rescheduling 
other tasks, or by altering overall project timing to a 
more realistic schedule. 

Networks are of most use in complex projects, and 
certainly can be extended beyond construction activi- 
ties alone to include all the component activities of 
both the planning and design of a project. Project 
planners are used to including ‘technical’ matters in 
these analyses, say planning the design of a flood 
mitigation scheme around the time-consuming activ- 
ity of the construction of a hydraulic model of river, 
or planning the design of a new airport around the 
decision-point concerning the orientation ofthe run- 
ways - probably the outcome of a separate meteoro- 
logical study. 

Increasingly, if we are to believe the critics of EA 

concerning time delays to development, critical ac- 
tivities and decision-points in project planning today 
are as likely to be environmental investigations and 
approvals as they are to be the more traditional ‘tech- 
nical’ activities. Environmental assessment activities 
can be included in these network analyses just as 
effectively as design and construction activities. 

It is bordering on the absurd that EA practitioners 
appear never to have been made aware ofthese simple 
management tools and of their potential use in the 
efficient design of EA studies. Or if they have, it has 
been a well kept secret from those who have produced 
most of the EA literature. 

We argue that prior knowledge of the nature and 
timing of the decisions that have to be made in the 
planning and design of a project is the fundamental 
starting point for an efficient and effective EA. This 
is particularly so if the EA is perceived as not just a 
passive audit, but as a proactive design component in 
which there is a two-way interchange of apposite 
design and environmental information between the 
project planners and the environmental assessment 
team. Past failures to adopt this starting point for EA 
suggests the need to overhaul our classical approach 

It is bordering on the absurd that EA 
practitioners appear never to have 
been made aware of the simple 
management tool of the network and 
of its potential use in the efficient 
design of EA studies 
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Figure 5. Project schedule illustrating the classic relationship between the timing of EA and project activities 

to EA, by introducing decision-scoping as a new and 
formal component in the process. 

Decision-scoping in EA 

Amongst the standard technical steps in EA29 of 

scoping 
0 prediction 

evaluation 
mitigation 

0 communication and 
monitoring 

scoping identifies the range of environmental issues 
that will be included in the EA, and prioritises the 
effort to be afforded to particular investigations. It is 
recognised that effective scoping is fbndamental to an 
effective EA.30 We suggest that decision-scoping 
must be included as an integral part of this scoping 
step. 

Decision-scoping starts with a schedule of all the 
planning and design activities, and decisions, which 
will have to be made during the whole of the project 
planning, design, and approval continuum. In addi- 
tion it must identify exactly what information on 
environmental constraints and opportunities will be 
germane for each activity, and for each decision- 
point. The first set of design/engineering/approval 
decision-points can be prepared from the bar charts 
or network analyses initially prepared by the project 
planner: the timing and information needs of these set 
the framework for the timing and nature of the EA 
process. 

While the project planner may produce the initial 
set of decision-points and their timing, it is essential 
that decision-scoping should be undertaken by the 
managers of both the design and EA teams. Together 
they should identify the nature of the information 
required before each decision-point and the time 
needed to gather and arrange this information. 

It is quite likely that the EA manager will pose 
environmentally based questions to the project plan- 
ner which will result in new stages requiring specialist 
environmental input, and new decision-points not 
anticipated by the project planner, being included in 
the planning process. For example, the EA manager 
could point out that “you cannot make that decision 
at that time, because we will not have enough ecologi- 

cal information from field studies by then” or, “that 
choice between alternatives will have to wait because 
it will foreclose options too soon in the EA process”. 

It is also quite likely that the project manager may 
think that a certain choice is straightforward, say on 
engineering grounds, and will be unaware that an 
apparently simple choice translates to major differ- 
ences in environmental effects. Equally, the project 
planner may convey to the EA manager that suggested 
EA studies will take too long, in that certain decisions 
are going to have to be made sooner, in which case 
the EA work will have to be redesigned to provide the 
information sooner by devoting more resources to it. 

Evers and de Jongh31 note that there is just as much 
of a need for a requirement-stream from the decision- 
maker to the analyst as there is for an information- 
stream from the analyst to the decision-maker. The 
decision-scoping exercise has to be a two-way street 
in which both EA and project planning activities will 
have their timing and content adjusted. Lock32 de- 
scribes this process of negotiation of the component 
activities, their timing, and their integration (albeit in 
the context of negotiation between different depart- 
ments within the one engineering firm) as the net- 
working session. 

The influence of a decision-scoping step can be 
readily illustrated. Figure 5 is a real-life example of 
the relationship between an environmental assess- 
ment of a pipeline project and its implementation. In 
this example, the EA was undertaken as a stand-alone 
activity, ending in the production of the EA report at 
the end of month 6 .  No interaction occurred between 
the planning and the design of the pipeline and the 
assessment - the preparation of the latter being 
required by legislation and fundamentally perceived 
by the proponents as a hoop that had to be jumped 
through before construction of the project could 
begin. 

It is not unusual to find, as in this example, that, 
while no on-site works are undertaken until the EA 
has been completed, key and binding decisions are 
made well beforehand - land acquisitions and pipe 
manufacture in this case. The impotence of the EA to 
suggest alternatives or influence major decisions 
(other than by confrontation well into the project); the 
likely frustrations and alienation of the environmental 
assessment team; and the perception by the proponent 
that the EA was simply money down the drain, are all 
apparent in this example. 

If a decision-scoping step had been undertaken at 
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Figure 6. Example of use of decision-scoping 

Noh: This is the same project as in Figure 5 but, as a result of using the decision-scoping technique, the timing and nature of sub- 
components of the EA can be identified, to ensure appropriate flows of environmental information into project planning and . .  . 
design. 

the conception of the project, key decisions in the 
planningdesign process could readily have been de- 
termined (Figure 6) .  These would include a decision 
that the need for the project was justified, that a 
pipeline was the preferred transport mode, which 
corridor would be selected, and so on. These decision- 
points are shown by an asterix at the end of subcom- 
ponents of the project planning and design activities. 
It is a relatively simple task then to structure the EA 
process so that it is directed to providing the necessary 
environmental input into each subcomponent of plan- 
ning and design. 

A process such as this would ensure that environ- 
mental opportunity and constraint information was 
available before any elements of the design are fixed. 

If decision-scoping is undertaken at 
project conception, key 
decision-points can be determined: it 
is relatively simple then to structure 
the EA process towards providing the 
necessary input into each 
subcomponent of planning and design 

In the example of Figure 6, the EA interactive process 
is shown completed in the same time as the monolithic 
EA of Figure 5. This need not be so, of course, as the 
EA manager may require some adjustment of the 
timing of the planning and design decisions, because 
certain EA subcomponents may require additional 
time, and themselves be on the critical path for the 
whole project. 

Other advantages of decision-scoping 

Decision-scoping also has the advantage that it can 
overcome the current marginalisation of environ- 
mental professionals from the planning and design 
decisions. At present, many biophysical and social 
scientists engaged as sub-consultants in the EA proc- 
ess find it to be a mechanism by which their expert 
observations may be able to be documented, but not 
necessarily translated into design constraints, design 
changes and project approval decisions. 

They are marginalised in the overall process be- 
cause their role in EA consists of the preparation of 
separate reports which can be selectively used, 
abused, or ignored within the overall planning and 
approval process (for example, Chase33). Detailed 
environmental studies are likely to be reported as 
appendices in EA reports but often appear to have no 
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activity a specific name, nor indicated how it should 
be implemented. 

It has been pointed out above that the formal legis- 
lative and administrative requirements controlling the 
way EA is currently conducted do not facilitate these 
interactions, and can actually inhibit them. It is critical 
that these formal requirements be modified not only 
to facilitate, but also to require, early interactions 
between proponents, project designers and environ- 
mental assessors. 

Codification of a decision-scoping phase and sub- 
sequent interactive activity between EA and project 
planning teams do not necessarily diminish the inde- 
pendence of EA in its passive role of providing deci- 
sion-makers with advice as to whether or not a project 
should proceed, and providing documentation for 
scrutiny by the courts or the public. An interactive 
process during assessment and design does not pre- 
vent appropriate final documentation of environ- 
mental impacts. What it does allow is EA to act as a 
creative tool, not just an adversarial one. 

connection to the final outcomes. Sometimes this is 
by intent, but equally likely by the project planners 
not being able to translate information in the specialist 
studies into design constraints and opportunities. 
Irrespective of the reason, the outcome is detrimental 
to good environmental planning. 

The process of decision-scoping can lay the frame- 
work for involving the planning and the environ- 
mental professionals in a proactive, creative process. 
When environmental specialists are asked to address 
specific questions they are much more likely to pro- 
vide specific answers. Too often environmental spe- 
cialists have had a generic brief such as, “prepare an 
anthropological report on the project area”: it is as- 
sumed that this will provide all necessary guidance 
for the designer, but more often it fails to provide any 
because of its generality. 

As illustrated in Figure 6, decision-scoping should 
lead to more specific briefs, such as: “In three months 
we need to know if the indigenous community will be 
prepared to let us proceed with our proposed devel- 
opment in principle, and in six months we need to 
have sites which are important to them mapped out, 
so that our detailed planning can proceed with this 
information available. You should design field inves- 
tigations and consultation processes which can meet 
these deadlines. If these deadlines are unrealistic, 
advise a more appropriate time-frame so that we can 
make necessary adjustments to our overall project 
planning schedule”. 

Decision-scoping provides an effective and effi- 
cient framework for the contribution that a wide range 
of environmental and social scientists currently in- 
volved in EA can make to the generation and consid- 
eration of alternatives, and to changes in projects to 
enhance their environmental opportunities and to 
mitigate their adverse effects. 

Decision-scoping is critical to writing the terms of 
reference for an effective and efficient EA. Early 
networking sessions, in which environmental ana- 
lysts and project planners can discuss the information 
requirements, dictate the questions which need to be 
addressed by the EA and the time available in which 
to obtain the answers. 

Decision-scoping is an essential step to avoid the 
encyclopaedic, misdirected, and expensive EA stud- 
ies of the past and the problem of inappropriate con- 
tent and timing of environmental input. It assists in 
determining the nature and timing of the EA study; 
defines the specialist environmental investigations or 
community consultations which need to be under- 
taken, and the resources which need to be devoted to 
them. It also adjusts the project planning time-frame 
to ensure that options are not foreclosed prior to the 
availability of the required information from the EA 
study. 

The new tool provides the recipe forthe integration 
of the EA with the planning, design and approval of 
a project. BeanlandsZ0 has previously recognised the 
need for decision-scoping to overcome major short- 
comings in the EA process but he has not given the 

Summary and conclusions 

There has been inadequate attention to date to the 
contribution that EA can make to planlling and design. 
The integration of EA and design has been neglected, 
if not hindered, by formal EA procedures, dominated 
as they are by the requirement to produce a stand- 
alone document for decision-makers. In most juris- 
dictions, the only requirement of EA statutes and 
procedures is that EA be done rather than that any- 
thing necessarily be done by it. The historical baggage 
of procedures and formats for EA studies and reports 
are unlikely to be effective or efficient when the 
intention is to use the EA as an active design tool. 

Projects are planned and designed in a series of 
iterations in which successive concepts are continu- 
ously tested against objectives and constraints until 
judgements can be made about fixing some specific 
element of the design. Flexibility exists until deci- 
sion-points in the planning/design/approval process 
are reached, but beyond each of these in turn there is 
an ever-increasing obstacle to change or revision. To 
move EA from anegative, adversarial role to a proac- 
tive creative role as a design tool, it must transform 
from being directed at the production of a stand-alone 
report to a process able to contribute apposite envi- 
ronmental advice in good time for each of the deci- 
sion-points in the planning process. 

Past proposals for the integration of EA and plan- 
ning have suggested that the interaction should occur 
at specific project stages. Projects rarely have such 
formal compartmentalised stages and we advise 
against a standard formula for the way in which 
integrated EA and project planning should be devel- 
oped. We recommend instead a project-by-project 
approach, undertaken by both the design and environ- 
mental teams. We introduce the concept of decision- 
scoping, as part of the standard scoping exercise, as 
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the essential precursor for EA and project planning 
integration. 

Decision-scoping requires EA practitioners to be 
educated in the art of planning and design, and to be 
introduced to Gantt charts, network analysis, and 
critical path analysis - all traditional methods in 
project planning and management. Decision-scoping 
develops a schedule of all the planning and design 
decisions which will have to be made during the life 
of the project planning and approval cycle and iden- 
tifies what information on environmental constraints 
and opportunities will be pertinent before each deci- 
sion-point. This schedule becomes the framework 
around which the EA manager can creatively design 
each EA process. 

Decision-scoping requires that the timing and con- 
tent of both EA and project planning activities are 
likely to be adjusted it should be undertaken jointly 
by the managers of both the design and EA teams. 
Decision-scoping is essential to avoid the pitfalls of 
the past: it directs the EA study to the pertinent areas 
and ensures that the environmental input is appropri- 
ate. The nature and timing of the EA study is deter- 
mined; the questions the EA is to address are clearly 
prescribed; and the project planning time-frame is 
altered to ensure that options are not foreclosed prior 
to the availability of the required information from the 
EA study. 'Ihe new tool provides the framework for 
integrating the EA with the planning, design and 
approval of a project and a positive role for environ- 
mental specialists in project design. 
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