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Welcome! 
This workshop is intended to be 

participative and collaborative 
 

The aim is to update EIA follow-up best 
practice principles for project (or plan) 

level applications only 
 

First, we will provide some background 
and context…  



Background – IAIA best practice principles 2007 

AUTHORS
Angus Morrison-Saunders, Ross Marshall, 
Jos Arts

PURPOSE
These international best practice 
principles for environmental impact as-
sessment (EIA) follow-up are intended to 
guide development and capacity building 
amongst practitioners for improving EIA 
outcomes.

BACKGROUND
These principles were developed in a col-
laborative fashion at a series of workshops 
held at IAIA conferences between 1999 
and 2005. A more detailed account can be 
found in Marshall et al. (2005). 

HOW TO CITE THIS PUBLICATION
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tion Series No. 6. Fargo, USA:  Interna-
tional Association for Impact Assessment.
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EIA FOLLOW-UP MAY BE DEFINED AS THE MONITORING, EVALUATION, 
MANAGEMENT AND COMMUNICATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
PERFORMANCE OF A PROJECT OR PLAN.

What Is EIA Follow-Up?
EIA follow-up can be simply defi ned as the monitoring and evaluation of the impacts of a 

project or plan (that has been subject to EIA) for management of, and communication about, 

the environmental performance of that project or plan (Morrison-Saunders and Arts 2004). 

Thus, EIA follow-up comprises four elements (Arts et al., 2001):

1. Monitoring – the collection of activity and environmental data both before (baseline 

monitoring) and after activity implementation (compliance and impact monitoring). 

2. Evaluation – the appraisal of the conformance with standards, predictions or expecta-

tions as well as the environmental performance of the activity.

3. Management – making decisions and taking appropriate action in response to issues 

arising from monitoring and evaluation activities. 

4. Communication – informing the stakeholders about the results of EIA follow-up in 

order to provide feedback on project/plan implementation as well as feedback on EIA 

processes. 

Follow-up is essential for determining the outcomes of EIA. By incorporating feedback into 

the EIA process, follow-up enables learning from experience to occur. It can and should occur 

in any EIA system to prevent EIA being just a pro forma exercise. 

Objectives of Follow-Up
Three conceptually different approaches to EIA follow-up based on the scale and level of 

analysis can be distinguished (Morrison-Saunders and Arts 2004):

1. Monitoring and evaluation of EIA activities (micro-scale). This is conducted on a proj-

ect by project basis and relates directly to specifi c components of EIA (or SEA) such 

as impact prediction, impact monitoring, compliance auditing, and implementation of 

mitigation and environmental management actions. A key question:  Were the project 

and the impacted environment managed in an acceptable way?

2. Evaluation of EIA systems (macro-scale). This examines the effectiveness of an EIA 

(or SEA) system as a whole in a certain jurisdiction (for instance, the infl uence of 

the EIA process on decision-making, effi ciency of EIA procedures and utility of EIA 

products). A key question: How effi cient and effective is a given EIA system overall?

3. Evaluation of the utility of EIA (meta-scale). This is closely related to the previous 

level, but going a step further to determine whether EIA (or SEA) is a worthwhile 

activity or concept overall. A key question: Does EIA work?

Follow-up can be applied to strategic policies, plans and programs as well as to operational 

projects. And follow-up is not necessarily restricted to singular activities at the local level. It can 

also be applied to multiple projects/plans and be undertaken at a local or regional scale. 

International Best Practice Principles

[a 4 page 
document] 



The 2007 best practice principles were informed by a 
series of IAIA conf workshops and international 

researcher contributions (2000 – 2005)  
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EIA follow-up 

Environmental impact assessment follow-up: 
good practice and future directions — findings 
from a workshop at the IAIA 2000 conference  

Jos Arts, Paula Caldwell and Angus Morrison-Saunders

Environmental impact assessment (EIA) follow-
up refers to the activities undertaken during the 
post-decision stages of the process to monitor, 
evaluate, manage and communicate the envi-
ronmental outcomes that occur in order to pro-
vide for some follow-up to the environmental 
impact statement. This article presents the key 
findings of a workshop on EIA follow-up con-
ducted at IAIA’00 Back to the Future, the 20th 
Annual Meeting of the International Association 
for Impact Assessment held in Hong Kong,  
19–23 June 2000. 
 
Keywords:  environmental impact assessment; follow-up;  

monitoring; international practice 
 
Jos Arts (to whom correspondence should be addressed) is at 
EIA/Transportation Centre, Ministry of Transport, Public Works 
and Water Management, PO Box 5044, 2600 GA Delft, The 
Netherlands; Tel: +31 15 2518461; Fax: +31 15 2518555;  
E-mail: e.j.m.m.arts@dww.rws.minvenw.nl. Paula Caldwell is 
in the Environmental Assessment Branch, National Programs 
Directorate, Environmental Protection Service, Environment 
Canada, 351 St Joseph Boulevard, Hull, Quebec K1A 0H3, 
Canada; Tel: +1 819 953 1690; Fax: +1 819 953 4093; E-mail: 
paula.caldwell@ec.gc.ca. Angus Morrison-Saunders is in the 
Division of Science and Engineering, Murdoch University, 
South Street, Murdoch, WA 6150, Australia; Tel: +618 9360 
6125; Fax: +618 9360 6787; E-mail: angus@essun1. 
murdoch.edu.au. 

This article presents the results of a workshop on EIA follow-
up at IAIA’00 in Hong Kong. It is based on a specifically pre-
pared discussion paper (Art s et al, 2000), the various papers 
presented (CD-ROM of proceedings (Environment Canada, 
2000; see also reference list) as well as on the discussions during 
the workshop sessions. 

VER THE LAST THREE DECADES much 
experience has been gained internationally 
with environmental impact assessment 

(EIA). However, attention has been predominantly 
focused on pre-decision analysis. To this end, as 
EIA practitioners we must ask ourselves how do we 
know whether plans and projects happen as antic i-
pated at the stage at which the approval decision was 
granted? 

For example, were the actual impacts in accord- 
ance with the conditions of the decision and the  
predictions in the environmental impact statement 
(EIS). How do we know whether some additional 
action is needed to prevent unacceptable environ-
mental impacts? This calls for some follow-up to 
EIA to keep an eye on the real effects of projects. 
While the notion of EIA follow-up is straightfor-
ward, the implementation of it proves to be rather 
difficult in practice. 

There is a considerable body of international lit-
erature on EIA follow-up. This focuses on a range of 
issues such as: 

 
• definition of terms (for instance, Munro et al, 

1986; Tomlinson and Atkinson, 1987; Thompson 
and Wilson, 1994; Arts and Nooteboom, 1999); 

• relevance and rationale (for instance, Holling, 
1978; Bisset, 1980; Arts, 1994; Dipper et al, 
1998); 

• proposed methodologies for EIA follow-up (for 
instance, Bailey and Hobbs, 1990; Serafin et al, 
1992; Sippe, 1997; Arts, 1998; Wilson, 1998); 

• evaluating technical aspects of the EIA process 
such as accuracy of predictions and quality of 

O
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Editorial 

Learning from experience: emerging trends in 
environmental impact assessment follow-up 

Angus Morrison-Saunders and Jos Arts 

HE HISTORY OF environmental impact as-
sessment (EIA) follow-up is nearly as long as 
the practice of EIA itself. A large body of 

work produced in the 1980s was devoted to the topic 
and this set the scene concerning aims, approaches 
and techniques for EIA follow-up. A recent upsurge 
of interest in EIA follow-up has seen it become the 
topic for a series of workshops at the International 
Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA) confer-
ences from 1999 to 2005. Many of the findings, de-
liberations and case studies presented at these 
workshops and elsewhere have been published in 
journal articles in recent years. Towards the end of 
last year we edited a book devoted to EIA and stra-
tegic environmental assessment (SEA) follow-up 
practice, drawing on experiences from around the 
world (Morrison-Saunders and Arts, 2004). A re-
view of this book by Dr Alan Bond (University of 
East Anglia) is included in the Book Reviews sec-
tion of this volume. 

Having produced this book, we did not think that 
there was much more to say on the topic. However, 
a series of papers presented at the 20031 and 20042 

IAIA conferences demonstrated an emerging interest 
and expertise in follow-up in socio-economic mat-
ters in particular, as well as further innovations in 
follow-up of ‘traditional’ project biophysical im-
pacts to include cumulative and health impacts and 
fledgling conceptualisations of what SEA follow-up 
might entail. This kindled our interest in editing a 
special edition of Impact Assessment and Project 
Appraisal (IAPA) devoted to follow-up, which 
would explore the latest developments in the field. 

The world-wide practice of EIA and follow-up is 
reflected in this special issue, which includes practi-
tioner contributions from Australia, Brazil, Canada, 
Finland, The Netherlands, Portugal, South Africa 
and the United Kingdom. The articles in this volume 
are presented in a sequence that approximately mir-
rors the evolution of thinking and expertise in the 
field. In introducing the articles, we summarise some 
of the key lessons learned from the collective body 
of wisdom presented and offer some perspectives on 
future new directions for EIA follow-up, including 
the notion of follow-up for sustainability assurance. 
Firstly, though, it is appropriate to take stock of the 
current state of play and this is the purpose of the 
first article in the volume. 

Establishing principles 

The opening article (by Marshall et al) presents inter-
national best practice principles for EIA follow-up 
based on collective learning from experience to date. 
As such it is not a research paper, but pulls together 
key aspects of EIA follow-up shared and reviewed by 
practitioners participating in recent IAIA confer-
ences. In this way, it serves a similar role to the social 

T

Angus Morrison-Saunders (corresponding author) is in the
School of Environmental Science, Murdoch University, South
Street, Murdoch, WA 6150, Australia; Tel: +618 9360 6125;
Fax: +618 9360 6787; E-mail: A.Morrison-Saunders@
murdoch.edu.au. Jos Arts is head of the Infrastructure and Envi-
ronment Department, Road and Hydraulic Engineering Divi-
sion, Rijkswaterstaat, Ministry of Transport, Public Works and
Water Management, PO Box 5044, 2600 GA Delft, The Nether-
lands; Tel: + 31 15 2518461; Fax: +31 15 2518555; E-mail:
e.j.m.m.arts@dww.rws.minvenw.nl (he is also part-time lec-
turer environmental and infrastructure planning, University of
Groningen; E-mail: e.j.m.m.arts@rug.nl). 
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Principles for EIA follow-up 

International principles for best practice EIA 
follow-up 

Ross Marshall, Jos Arts and Angus Morrison-Saunders

This article presents principles for best practice 
environmental impact assessment (EIA) follow-
up. These are intended to guide development and 
capacity building amongst EIA practitioners. 
The article starts by defining EIA follow-up and 
identifying the principal stakeholders involved. 
The core values that should underpin EIA  
follow-up are provided which explain why EIA 
follow-up should be done. The principles then 
consider: who should be involved in EIA follow-
up; what best practice follow-up entails; and how 
follow-up can be undertaken. The article ends 
with some challenges for practitioners. It is 
hoped that the principles will help in the consoli-
dation of EIA follow-up internationally and en-
courage further improvement in this field. 

Keywords:  EIA follow-up; principles; best practice 

Ross Marshall is EIA Manager, National Environmental As-
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terside North, Lincoln, LN2 5HA, UK; Tel: + 44 01522 785885; 
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President-elect of IAIA and senior visiting research fellow at the 
Graduate School of Environmental Studies, University of 
Strathclyde, UK). Jos Arts is head of the Infrastructure and  
Environment Department, Road and Hydraulic Engineering Div-
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Water Management, PO Box 5044, 2600 GA Delft, The Nether-
lands; Tel: + 31 15 2518461; Fax: +31 15 2518555; E-mail: 
e.j.m.m.arts@dww.rws.minvenw.nl (he is also part-time lecturer 
environmental and infrastructure planning, University of Gron-
ingen; E-mail: e.j.m.m.arts@rug.nl). Angus Morrison-Saunders 
(corresponding author) is in the School of Environmental  
Science, Murdoch University, South Street, Murdoch, WA 
6150, Australia; Tel: +618 9360 6125; Fax: +618 9360 6787;  
E-mail: A.Morrison-Saunders@murdoch.edu.au. 

T IS A WELL-ESTABLISHED principle of best 
practice environmental impact assessment (EIA) 
that follow-up should be provided for (IAIA and 

IEA, 1999). Although it has long been advocated that 
follow-up should be an integral part of EIA practice 
(for instance, McCallum, 1985; Sadler, 1987a, 
1987b), there is a lack of internationally accepted pro-
cedures, and a reliance on informal arrangements. 

There has been a recent upsurge in interest in EIA 
follow-up internationally, based around a succession 
of workshops conducted at International Association 
for Impact Assessment (IAIA) conferences between 
1999 and 2005. At the same time, new or revised 
EIA regulations requiring follow-up have been im-
plemented in numerous jurisdictions around the 
world (Arts et al, 2001; Morrison-Saunders et al, 
2003). A substantial body of literature on the topic 
has also emerged, which details the need for EIA 
follow-up, its role in the EIA process, techniques 
and approaches to it and, in some cases, evaluates 
the success of the practices. 

It is not intended to duplicate this work here; re-
cent reviews and critical discussion of this material 
can be found in Arts et al (2001) and Morrison-
Saunders and Arts (2004a). This article attempts to 
draw together key lessons learnt from experience in-
ternationally to codify principles of best practice  
follow-up. Following the example set by the devel-
opment of international principles for social impact 
assessment (Vanclay, 2003), it seems appropriate to 
publish the principles in association with the special 
issue of Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal 
on EIA follow-up. 

Recognition of the need for these principles arose 
at the IAIA ’03 conference in Marrakech, when  
follow-up workshop participants suggested that it 
would be of overall benefit to other practitioners if a 
guiding set of principles could be established. A  

I

[Marshall et al 2005]
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Since 2007, the EIA follow-up literature 
has expanded 

 
The IAIA best practice principles have 

been cited in many of these studies – we 
are not aware of any attempt to modify or 

update them… 
 

i.e. our task today! J 



Recent development of criteria for follow-up based on 
the 2007 best-practice principles does prompt some 
considerations for amendment… (Pinto et al, in press) Journal of Environmental Assessment Policy and Management
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Table 1 Alignment of EIA follow-up principles and dimensions 
Group Headline EIA Follow-up 

Principle (Morrison-Saunders et 
al., 2007) 

Relevance of different follow-up dimensions to Criteria 
Development (drawn from explanatory text in Morrison-

Saunders et al., 2007) 

Why? 

1. Follow-up is essential to 
determine EIA (or SEA) 
outcomes. 

Governance – application of our criteria means that follow-up 
is taking place. 
Management – the emphasis of follow-up should be ‘action 
taken’ to ‘minimize the negative consequences of development 
and maximise the positive’. 

2. Transparency and openness in 
EIA follow-up is important. 

Communication – ‘all stakeholders have a right to feedback on 
the EIA process’ and ‘active engagement of stakeholders in 
follow-up processes is preferable with genuine opportunities 
for involvement’. 

3. EIA should include a 
commitment to follow-up. 

Governance – ‘a clear commitment to undertake EIA follow-
up is needed’ (i.e. similar to Principle 1) and ‘all parties should 
be accountable for their actions’.  

What? 

4. Follow-up should be 
appropriate for the EIA culture 
and societal context. 

Governance – ‘EIA follow-up… should be custom-made for 
the legislative and administrative, socio-economic and cultural 
circumstances; and dovetail with existing planning, decision-
making and project management activities’. To allow 
comparability across jurisdictions, international best practice 
should be the benchmark, notwithstanding that legal 
compliance locally may be less or more stringent than this. 

5. EIA follow-up should 
consider cumulative effects and 
sustainability. 

Monitoring – ‘Application of EIA follow-up at the individual 
project level is intrinsically limited in terms of dealing with 
cumulative effects of multiple developments and sustainability 
issues. This may necessitate application beyond the individual 
project level; for example, strategic level or area-oriented 
approaches’. We have assigned this principle to Monitoring, 
notwithstanding that the measuring function of monitoring is 
fundamental to action being taken in the other dimensions.  

6. EIA follow-up should be 
timely, adaptive and action 
oriented. 

Monitoring – ‘monitoring data collection and evaluation 
activities should be sufficiently frequent that the information 
generated is useful’. To avoid repetition, we did not also assign 
this to the Evaluation element. 
Management – the Principle embodies the notion of adaptive 
management in the headline. ‘Actions must be efficacious to 
meet the defined goals of EIA follow-up programs’. 

Who? 

7. The proponent of change must 
accept accountability for 
implementing EIA follow-up. 

Governance – ‘As the polluter, proponents must pay careful 
consideration to the consequences of their actions and the 
necessity of EIA follow-up’. 

8. Regulators should ensure that 
EIA is followed up. 

Governance – ‘Regulators should determine the need for EIA 
follow-up and ensure that it is implemented well’. 

9. The community should be 
involved in EIA follow-up. 

Communication – ‘At the very least, the community should be 
informed of EIA follow-up outcomes, but direct community 
participation in follow-up program design and implementation 
is desirable’. We note that there is a close relationship with 
Principle 2 here. 

10. All parties should seek to co-
operate openly and without 
prejudice in EIA follow-up. 

Governance – ‘EIA follow-up will be successful when a shared 
sense of purpose to avoid, reduce or remedy adverse impacts is 
acknowledged’. 

11. EIA follow-up should 
promote continuous learning 
from experience to improve 
future practice. 

Communication – ‘EIA follow-up …should always strive to 
maximise learning from experience through active feedback. 
Thus, good EIA follow-up requires good communication’. 
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How? 

12. EIA follow-up should have a 
clear division of roles, tasks and 
responsibilities. 

Governance – ‘The roles in EIA follow-up should be identified 
in pre-decision EIA documentation and subsequent EIA 
approvals and management systems. This should be set down 
as a series of clearly defined steps outlining tasks and 
responsibilities…’. 

13. EIA follow-up should be 
objective-led and goal oriented. 

Management – ‘EIA follow-up should seek to achieve defined 
objectives or goals, which may include: 
(i) Controlling of projects and their environmental impacts 
(ii) Maintaining decision-making flexibility and promoting an 
adaptive management approach to EIA and project 
management 
(iii) Improving scientific and technical knowledge 
(iv) Improving community awareness and acceptance of 
projects 
(v) Integrating with other information (e.g., state of the 
environment reports or EMS)’.  
We assigned this principle to Management as the best fit, 
notwithstanding relevance also to the other follow-up 
dimensions. 

14. EIA follow-up should be 
"fit-for-purpose." 

Monitoring – ‘EIA follow-up must be commensurate with the 
anticipated environmental effect’. 
Governance – ‘EIA follow-up programs [must] be tailored to 
the proposed activity, its stages and dynamic context’, be 
‘practicable and feasible—to focus on the "art of 
the possible."’.  

15. EIA follow-up should 
include the setting of clear 
performance criteria. 

Evaluation – ‘Performance criteria used in EIA follow-up 
actions or programs should be rigorous and reflect best 
practice. This should be enacted through well-defined 
methodologies or approaches to monitoring, evaluation, 
management and communication. Such actions should produce 
useful information and outcomes which can be easily 
measured, and unambiguously appraised against clear criteria’. 
The (repeated) emphasis on performance criteria in the 
headline principle and explanatory text alike was our key 
reason for assigning it to the Evaluation element, 
notwithstanding explicit mention of the other dimensions of 
follow-up.  

16. EIA follow-up should be 
sustained over the entire life of 
the activity. 

Governance – ‘EIA follow-up actions or programs should 
cover not only the design and construction of a development, 
but also the operation and where relevant the decommissioning 
phase’. 
Management – ‘EIA follow-up must also be responsive to 
long-term and short-term environmental changes’. We note that 
there is close relationship with Principles 6 and 13 regarding 
adaptive management here. 

17. Adequate resources should 
be provided for EIA follow-up. 

Governance – ‘EIA follow-up must be cost-effective, efficient 
and pragmatic’. The linkage with being fit for purpose in 
Principle 14 is noted. 
Management – ‘EIA follow-up should be done to best practice 
standards and should ensure that real actions are taken 
adequately when needed’. There is apparent linkage with 
Principles 6, 13 and 16 regarding adaptive management here. 

 
Further discussion of the five dimensions of EIA follow-up is provided below. This 
discussion invokes the Principles as summarised in Table 1 together with insights from the 
literature and our own professional experience. As previously explained, we have adopted a 
‘best-fit’ approach in our allocation process to avoid repetition; however, a number of 
principles are relevant to more than one dimension of follow-up as noted, and hence our 
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Pinto et al process  (17 Principles >> 5 categories/24 Criteria): 
•  analysed each original Principle in IAIA 2007  
•  allocated whole or part into 5 components of follow-up 
•  created Criteria for each component.  

[criteria are shared later on…] 



Objectives of follow-up for individual 
projects (or plans) 

Follow-up is essential for determining the 
outcomes of EIA in terms of project 
performance. By incorporating feedback into 
the EIA process, follow-up enables learning 
from experience to occur.  
 
A key question to address is:  
Were the project and the impacted 
environment managed in an acceptable way? 



Components of follow-up 

The 2007 best practice principles defined EIA 
follow-up with respect to 4 components: 
 
EIA follow-up can be simply defined as the 
monitoring and evaluation of the impacts of a 
project or plan (that has been subject to EIA) for 
management of, and communication about, the 
environmental performance of that project or plan 
 
Pinto et al. (in press) propose a 5th component of 
governance 

[definitions for each follow] 



Monitoring definition 

Original (2007): 
the collection of activity and environmental data both before 
(baseline monitoring) and after activity implementation 
(compliance and impact monitoring). 

 
Proposed: 

the systematic collection and organisation of activity and 
environmental data both before (baseline monitoring) and 
after activity implementation (compliance and impact 
monitoring). 

 
[ref for addition:  
Carley, M (1986) Monitoring as an extension of the impact assessment 
process for large projects, Project Appraisal, 1:2, 88–95] 



Evaluation definition 
Original (2007): 

the appraisal of the conformance with standards, predictions 
or expectations as well as the environmental performance of 
the activity. 

Proposed: 
the appraisal of indicators to determine conformance with 
standards, predictions or expectations as well as the 
environmental performance of the activity to identify 
management actions to be carried out to maintain or recover 
specific environmental conditions to acceptable limit levels 

[refs for additions:  
Lee, J. and Gardner A. (2014) A peek around Kevin’s corner: adapting away substantive limits? 
Environmental Planning and Law Journal, 31, 247–250. 
Masera, M. & Colombo, A.G. (1992) Contents and phases of an EIA study, in: Colombo, A.G. (ed), 
Environmental Impact Assessment, Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic, pp 53–71. 
Pinto et al. (in press)] 



Management definition 

Original (2007): 
making decisions and taking appropriate action in response 
to issues arising from monitoring and evaluation activities 

 
Proposed:  

making decisions after monitoring and evaluation of 
environmental impacts (if any), and taking appropriate 
action in a timely fashion to address negative 
consequences and to maximise positive outcomes 

 
[ref for additions:  
Pinto et al. (in press) – note: a combination of Principles 1 & 17 from IAIA 2007 best 
practice] 



Communication definition 

Original (2007): Communication 
informing the stakeholders about the results of EIA follow-
up in order to provide feedback on project/plan 
implementation as well as feedback on EIA processes 

 
Proposed: Communication and engagement 

informing and engaging (as appropriate*) the stakeholders 
about the results of EIA follow-up in order to provide 
feedback and learning relevant to ongoing project 
management and other future EIAs  

 
(*recognising that levels of stakeholder engagement varies for different 

jurisdictions) 
[ref for additions:  
Pinto et al. (in press)] 



Governance definition [new] 

Proposed:  
ensuring there is a commitment to implement the 
four key tasks of follow-up: monitoring, evaluation, 
management and communication, and that 
processes and structures to do so are in place and 
functioning 

[base on Pinto et al. (in press) who distilled the Governance component from aspects of 
Principles 1, 4, 7, 8, 12, 14, 16 & 17 in IAIA 2007 best practice] 



A revised definition of follow-up 
Original (2007): 
EIA follow-up can be simply defined as the monitoring and 
evaluation of the impacts of a project or plan (that has been 
subject to EIA) for management of, and communication 
about, the environmental performance of that project or plan 

Proposed: 
EIA follow-up refers to the monitoring and 
evaluation of the impacts of a project or plan (that 
has been subject to EIA) for management of the 
environmental performance of that project or plan 
including communication and engagement with 
stakeholders, as well as to the governance 
arrangements and practices undertaken for 
implementing follow-up. 



Next steps – determine best practice 
principles for each of the 5 

components of EIA follow-up 

Option 1: small groups (world-café style) with 
each group focusing on 1 component each – 
and if time permits, progressing to the other 
components 
 
Option 2: whole-of-room discussion of the 5 
components in turn 



Sequence of considerations: 

A. What? 
 
B. Who? 
 
C. How?* 

[*How? (includes Where? and When? considerations)] 

1. Monitoring 
2. Evaluation 
3. Management 
4. Communication & engagement 
5. Governance 



Monitoring: the systematic collection and 
organisation of activity and environmental data both 

before (baseline monitoring) and after activity 
implementation (compliance and impact monitoring). 

 
Pinto et al (in press) monitoring criteria [discussion prompts]: 

1. Is monitoring conducted using appropriate and well-defined methods? 
2. Are all impacts considered to be significant being monitored? 
3. Is there a supplementary process to ensure that significant impacts that 
were not predicted are identified and subsequently addressed? 
4. Subject to significance, are sustainability impacts being monitored? 
5. Subject to significance, are cumulative effects being monitored through 
an appropriate mechanism? 
6. Are the interrelationships between individual impacts and related 
monitoring activities explained? 
 

What? Who? How? 
What should be the new best 

practice principles for Monitoring? 



Evaluation : the appraisal of indicators to determine 
conformance with standards, predictions or 
expectations as well as the environmental 

performance of the activity to identify management 
actions to be carried out to maintain or recover 

specific environmental conditions to acceptable limit 
levels 

 
Pinto et al (in press) Evaluation criteria [discussion prompts]: 

7. Is evaluation undertaken in accordance with appropriate and well-
defined methods? 
8. Are clear, pre-defined and well-justified performance criteria provided for 
guiding evaluation outcomes? 

What? Who? How? 
What should be the new best 

practice principles for Evaluation? 



Management: making decisions after monitoring and 
evaluation of environmental impacts (if any), and taking 

appropriate action in a timely fashion to address negative 
consequences and to maximise positive outcomes 

Pinto et al (in press) Management criteria [discussion 
prompts]: 

9. Is there evidence that management actions seek to minimize the 
negative consequences and maximise the positive? 
10. Are the interrelationships between individual mitigation and 
management activities explained? 
11. Are management actions implemented in a timely fashion? 
12. Are responsibilities allocated for undertaking and signing off on 
management actions? 
13. Are adaptive management measures (i.e. changes or alterations to 
former mitigation measures) explained? 

What? Who? How? 
What should be the new best 

practice principles for Management? 



Communication and engagement: informing and 
engaging (as appropriate*) the stakeholders about the 
results of EIA follow-up in order to provide feedback 

and learning relevant to ongoing project management 
and other future EIAs 

Pinto et al (in press) Communication & engagement criteria 
[discussion prompts]: 

14. Are interested and affected parties kept informed of EIA follow-up 
activities? 
15. Are interested and affected parties appropriately engaged in EIA follow-
up activities? 
16. Is evidence provided of learning relevant to ongoing project 
management? 
17. Is evidence provided of learning relevant to other future EIAs? 
18. Is the EIA follow-up program perceived to be legitimate by 
stakeholders? 

(*recognising that levels of stakeholder engagement varies for different jurisdictions) 

What? Who? How? 
What should be the new best practice 

principles for Communication & engagement? 



Governance: ensuring there is a commitment to 
implement the four key tasks of follow-up: monitoring, 
evaluation, management and communication, and that 

processes and structures to do so are in place and 
functioning 

Pinto et al (in press) Governance criteria [discussion prompts]: 
19. Are there plans in place to ensure that follow-up is maintained 
throughout the life of the development and tailored accordingly? 
20. Does the proponent accept responsibility for the follow-up process and 
accountability for the environmental impacts of the development? 
21. Does the regulator actively ensure that appropriate follow-up is taking 
place? 
22. Are roles and responsibilities for follow-up clearly and appropriately 
defined? 
23. Are there mechanisms to promote collaboration between stakeholders 
in follow-up? 
24. Is the follow-up process pragmatic, fit-for-purpose and cost effective? 

What? Who? How? 
What should be the new best practice 

principles for Governance? 



Next steps… 
 
 


