Overview of reviewers comments 

1) General

Readability

 For a non-biodiversity specialist, the document is not too complicated to understand.

 Appropriately captures meaning and importance of biodiversity; easy to comprehend style; non biodiversity reviewers should have no difficulty in interpreting meaning and scope of biodiversity. Well written, reflecting collective wisdom of practitioners.

 A monumental effort - You have earned my almost limitless admiration and respect by actually pulling something that makes sense together!!!

 The documents read very well, but there are clearly some areas which are not so well developed as others.

 Language: British and US English mixed

Duplication

 duplication of participation / stakeholders box and annexes

 is it one document or do we want stand alone chapters???

Millennium Assessment terminology

 If the MA terminology is to supersede other terminology, then it's important to be rigorous in using it clearly, to reinforce its use and understanding (critical to link 'sustainable use', 'equitable sharing', 'conservation', with 'ecosystem services', 'functions', 'values', and 'aspects'.  

 Reference to ecosystem services, most of the time as a synonym to biodiversity.

 Most systematic biodiversity planning in the world at present does not rest purely on ecosystem services, but takes a more ‘functional’ approach in an ecological sense. The two approaches need to be dovetailed together (how biodiversity works; how it is used).

Terminology

 Inconsistency in terminology: notably environmental assessment versus impact assessment

 SEA is broader than environment; it involves social and economical aspects. Strategic Assessment, rather than an Environmental Assessment. 

 The guidance could cross refer to the CBBIA guidance to provide working definitions of biodiversity. These have an ecological basis and allow biodiversity specialists to convert their information into a form useable for planning and SEA.

 It would be important to have a clarification of important concepts, either in a glossary or as footnotes

An overwhelming number of text and graphics suggestions, language corrections, syntax changes and smaller remarks on contents!!!

Chapter 2: How to interpret biodiversity

General: unstructured chapter not well linked to impact assessment

 Much useful information, but is an overwhelming mass of biodiversity related information without clear focus. Needs more structure; emphasis on why all these concepts are relevant for IA.  Not accessible to non-biodiversity people.  Link subsections together and explain why each of the concepts/ideas are relevant for IA. 

 Operational definition on what constitutes "impact on biodiversity" that links together the key considerations described in this chapter. Not full-fledged definition but a practical outline of main issues that should be considered when addressing biodiversity within impact assessment. (The “Pertinent questions from a biodiversity perspective” in EIA guidelines provide basis for such a definition.)

 A description of how to interpret biodiversity in impact assessment according to the convention texts (including the convention’s ecosystem approach).When I read the chapter I felt this is not clear. 

 Chapter 2 has to have more definitions for non biodiversity experts, for example limits of acceptable change, Species, Communities, Habitat, to name some.

 We support the 'positive planning' sequential approach. This means avoiding, then reducing the negative impact at source; mitigating those impacts that cannot be avoided; providing compensation as a last resort; and seeking opportunities for positive enhancement throughout the process. We would like the positive planning approach to be promoted as good practice. Information on each of these principles would be a valuable addition to the guidance

No nett loss

 Advocate the 'no net loss' principle, which requires the status quo to be maintained in terms of qualitative and quantitative aspects of biodiversity. Many countries have commitments through international agreements to prevent further loss of biodiversity and SEA clearly has a role to play in achieving these aims. 
 Strong opposition to the use of this unexplainable principle - focus on compensation.
 The principle of 'no net loss' includes 2 aspects: preserving irreplaceable biodiversity and allowing no NET loss by allowing some substitution within the category of replaceable biodiversity.
Precautionary principle

 More information should be given on the precautionary principle, noting that this implies a presumption in favour of biodiversity.
 Strong opposition for similar reasons - there is always uncertainty!
Values of biodiversity

 Don't find this section helpful. Suggest running it past Lucy Emerton for comment.
 Values of biodiversity: the issue of competitiveness of biodiversity values in relation to non-ecological services could be strengthened - how to actually value the biodiversity values in a way that is equally valid when comparing to economic and social values.

 We do not have methodologies or instruments to quantify the values of ecosystem recovery.

Cumulative impacts

 Cumulative impacts are addressed only in the scope of strategic level impact assessment, however it should be reminded that cumulative impacts assessment is an impact assessment tool that regrettably is often forgotten.

Chapter 3: EIA guidelines

 This reads very well especially in the earlier stages.

 More thought required on later stages, how the process works and how significance can be evaluated. Identify examples where impacts on different levels of biodiversity have been predicted as a basis for guidance. These additional sections are  currently vague and don't draw on other guidance that is available. 

 The interaction human-being with biodiversity (indigenous, traditional knowledge) has to be a strong element to take into account in Chapter 3. 

Screening

 Protected areas can be defined as areas where there is no intervention allowed or where an impact assessment is always required. Not the case for federal protected areas in Canada. 

 Protected species as screening criterion??  

 Add 'restricted/ regulated use areas' to better define 'protected areas' for geographically defined areas.

 Explain difference between 'key' ecosystem services and 'other' services.

 Should be stronger on NBSAPs as these are suggested through CBD process.. they SHOULD be produced or available. 

 When establishing Screening criteria, review the NBSAP (if available) for information on conservation priorities, targets and sensitive areas. 

 Important to point out that screening takes place at two levels: (i) in the sense of setting national guidance or criteria, (mainly addressed in the text), and (ii) in a practical, case-by-case sense. NBSAP can be combined with generation of national screening criteria, as can production of sensitivity maps etc… but there is also a need for advice how to deal with proposals that fall in the grey zone, where more local decision-makers have to decide whether it merits EIA or not. Important to explain the difference.

Scoping

 How can we move from a mitigation measure to budget or to the implementation of the project?

 Calculate cost of alternatives.

 On the stepwise list: Who is asking for this information? It is a lot of detail… isn't it more like the content of a scoping report? Or is it meant to be a sample terms of reference?

 Better highlight the service of maintaining biodiversity, and highlight present protection mechanisms as long as ecosystems services concept is not common.

Chapter 4: SEA guidelines

Length of text

 If we are trying to explain SEA, the text is ok, but if we want just to promote the consideration of biodiversity in SEA, the text has to be cut. Too complicated; more text boxes and appendix. Perhaps 15 pages are enough

 SEA text is too long: focus on describing "situations" with relevance, criteria and foci

Structure 

 The flow of the SEA section is awkward at times and it's easy to get lost!  Suggestions provided about re- structuring to improve communication. 

 Provides interesting background on the theory. Appears based on review but doesn't reference key literature in the text.  

 More use of figures in the main text, rather than in the annexes; particularly the MA figure and the IA framework figure.  Also, as you'll see from my comments in the text, I think a simple picture of the main ecosystem services would help communicate to readers unfamiliar with this concept

Style

 EIA Chapter has a more accessible language; the SEA Chapter has a technical and specialized language, making difficult its comprehension- The EIA Chapter is an example of guidelines; the SEA Chapter appears to be a scientific article.

 Generally, the guidance is clearly set out, informative and concise. The case studies are very helpful in demonstrating how SEA can be carried out in a variety of situations. Interesting as it leads towards the actual thinking on strategic impact assessment as opposed to SEA born on EIA grounds and common readings 

 Academic in approach and tone. Clearly intended to be flexible and inclusive, which is good.  However important to distinguish between legal and political aspects of how SEA is set up and the more practical aspects of how SEA practitioners can deal with biodiversity issues

 As guidance, it could be a bit less prescriptive, rather structured according to elements in SEA process, procedures, tools, etc. that can / need to be used in different context. 

 Provides very little guidance about how to deal with different types of impact on biodiversity, what options there are for building mitigation and monitoring into plans…how SEA can streamline EIA in practice.

Use of cases

 Generally might it be better to put the case studies in boxes in order to break up the text a bit?

 Examples are lost within the text, maintain this valuable information in boxes. Intention of the document is not to determine a procedure, but to identify lessons through the case studies; suggest a list of possible screening/scoping elements to take into account, as a conclusion, at the end of the document in order to identify the common elements in all the case studies (perhaps a text box)

 Please note that there is nothing strategic about the Bolivian case mentioned on page 20 - such examples can be misleading of the actual concept of SEA

 Guideline more useful if case examples could be dealt in more detail

 Case discussions/ description moved to appendices.

 Very useful case studies.  Further analysis of these would be welcome. It might be useful to categorise them differently.. ie as well as looking at scope and level of detail, look at different ways of dealing with biodiversity levels, approaching different stages in the process, involving consultees and the public, dealing with traditional knowledge, dealing with the precautionary principle.

Guidelines stop at scoping??

 Were are sections on assessment, monitoring, decision-making?'  Section on scoping extends beyond scoping in effect, to touch on many aspects of assessment, monitoring, etc.  Perhaps all that's needed is a clear statement about the scope of this section?  I do, however, feel that a short section on decision-making in SEA, and how the SEA outcomes affect lower order EIAs, might be beneficial.

 The guidelines end very abruptly - include other steps common to different forms of SEA/SA i.e. assessment of impacts/effects, reporting,

 Does not address remaining elements of SEA (e.g. report writing, review, final decision-making and SEA follow-up). Should be explained that focus is on key issues during screening and scoping.

 Slim down sections 4.5 and 4.6 and transfer parts to section on assessment

 Why not talking about objectives, understanding the problem, etc. and other stages in suggested SEA frameworks? The single reference to screening and scoping, the first two typical activities of an EIA process may lead people to wait to see the remaining stages!! Perhaps this aspect could be addressed in a rather more strategic approach - not that screening and scoping will not be part of any SEA approach, but perhaps constructed in a different SEA process context or framework.

Situations

 The situations described are rather artificial (in practice, many PPPs may feature their combinations); quite difficult to use in the SEA practice. Rather define key biodiversity issues (distilled from the common assessment framework in chapter 2), pertinent to SEA screening and scoping and describe them irrespectively of the type of PPP. (authors: This was the intention but apparently not clear enough)

 The examples are very useful in any guidance, however they are so glued to the four types of situations presented that this may be misleading to less familiar users. In fact these four types of situations suggest that these are the only possible situations that any operational use of SEA will be faced with - which I am sure it is not your intention, even less is the real situation. 

 I understand your need to be structured however this kind of classification of situations may induce less familiar users to think that these are the 4 possible situations that may occur in relation to the application of SEA and biodiversity, which is not correct. My suggestion is that even though these possible situations may be mentioned as examples (attached to the cases you give, or at least some of them), this section would benefit from being built around elements, activities or tools that need, or can, be used or considered when addressing biodiversity in SEA. For example what are criteria to be used when deciding on an impact on biodiversity at strategic levels, and what are benchmarks?  What can be results or outcomes of SEA and how to use it in biodiversity type decisions? What are, and how could mitigation measures shape for biodiversity at strategic levels? What tools to use (e.g. limits of acceptable change, etc.) and how to use them? These are the kind of issues that I find useful in a guidance.

Links with planning

 Something I think should be emphasised more in the document is the importance of linking biodiversity management/planning/assessment and town planning.

 It would be very helpful to set out what the options are for working with planners… what is successful and what is unsuccessful? 

 Setting biodiversity objectives should be discussed… this is increasingly being used as a way of specifying desired environmental outcomes. It is not just part of a ‘Western’ ‘Biophysical’ approach, but can be a strong tool for working with planners and decision-makers who are more accustomed to goal-setting. It can help link policies and plans and ensure that biodiversity objectives are carried down to lower tiers (in cases where tiers exist).

Introduction

 The Introduction to SEA, its varied dimensions and processes are well presented. Characteristics of SEA and EIA moved from Annex: to main text 

 The EIA methodologies are commonly accepted, why not make the EIA and SEA comparison visible, as it is well explained in the annex, but not in the text. This can make things clearer from the beginning.

 Surprised you don't mention Convention requirements up front and the fact that there are specific decisions relating to SEA as a tool?

Why biodiversity inclusive SEA

 General text relevant to EIA, SEA and other assessment instruments. Move to chapter 2

 First section: An excuse for biodiversity specialists promoting their own importance

 As an explanation very good, but large. Use short sentences in bullets.

 Is general biodiversity stuff: out.

Different perspectives

 This section is wonderful!

 This approach not helpful. Why not just say that it is more effective to look at biodiversity not just from a nature conservation perspective but also in terms of its support of people's livelihoods. It is very academic. Better to stress the limitations of taking a sectoral approach. It is just not the case that ‘the West’ takes a sectoral approach. It takes a land use planning approach as well, which has always taken an integrated approach to needs of people vs other issues. Explain what the limitations are of a sectoral approach if there is no place or opportunity for integrated planning and stress how important it is to take account of biodiversity values and the importance of biodiversity for peoples livelihoods.

 Is it necessary? Could be part of an annex or in the very first introduction, as a justification of the document???

 Section on environment only or integrated: I don't think it is fair to say that the holistic approach is called sustainability assessment. SEA should not be characterized only by its scope (environmental, or inclusive of social and economic issues), or its application (policies, or plans or programmes); SEA must also be characterized by the role it plays in decision-making, its functions, which include integration, assessment and validation. Later on page 7, and again on page 9, an artificial distinction between SEA and sustainability assessment is again suggested, which I think should be avoided. My suggestion is that in the Intro the different main forms of SEA be identified, and commented, however from then on just use SEA as meaning the definition you adopt (either the OECD or the Dutch, but assume one, don't maintain the doubt or the division of concepts throughout the guidance!)

 Is rather simplistic and not that helpful. It suggests too simple a contrast between 'Western approaches' and those in developing countries. Even where nature conservation is treated as a different sector to other land uses such as agriculture and forestry there is increasing recognition (though still not enough) of the values and economic contributions of sustainable use of biodiversity.

 On page 9 the section on voiceless environment is expressed in a rather fundamentalist way, perhaps make it more professional - not in all countries are there instruments to address the economic and social interest in an impact assessment perspective, so SEA may well serve that purpose.

 The RSPB strongly opposes the use of assessment to facilitate 'trade off' between economic and environmental issues, since the environment invariably loses out. Indeed, in the UK (where a sustainability appraisal approach to assessing spatial plans is advocated by the government in preference to SEA), there is growing consensus amongst planners that sustainability assessment / appraisal should look to balance these issues, rather than trade them off against each other. 

The need for SEA form BD perspective

 EU Directive DOES screen on biodiversity issues.. much as there is reluctance to mention it! Eg maybe it is worth saying that potential effects of plans on certain protected biodiversity resources/areas should trigger SEA

 In megadiverse countries you have to consider always the biodiversity as rule…·

 Focus more sharply on what types of PPP are likely to have significant biodiversity impacts, but which would not otherwise need SEA

BD attention in SEA

 Monetarisation can be helpful to provide leverage on decision-makers. It shouldn't be taken to suggest that biodiversity elements/services can automatically be traded for economic assets!

 Ecosystem services are an important economic asset = this is very important to highlight in other parts of the document, because of the possibility to quantify its value.

 For scoping, can we go so far as to recommend that biodiversity should always be included in the scope of any SEA.

Links with NBSAPS

 If there is no NBSAP what should the PPP/SEA do about it?  Should it identify its own biodiversity objectives?

 Explain how to integrate SEA with the processes of national biodiversity planning that the CBD calls for. Explain that SEA is more effective when NBSAPs are in place or when results of systematic spatial biodiversity planning are available. Also that SEA can generate information which is useful for biodiversity planning.. 

 Refer to existing biodiversity strategy or action plan if there is one, but if not, the assessment needs to define it.  Including trends

Need for an assessment framework

 Before discussing the four "situations", it would be helpful to set out an assessment framework that applies to them all (annexes provide this - move to main text).  Then discuss how it needs to be adapted for different situations.  Then look at the examples

When not to include biodiversity

 The concept is to identify the threat to biodiversity, not to make an exhaustive report or exam on the biodiversity components of each area (ecosystem, species, genotypes).

 Species at risk may be your focus if a specific plan or program could affect the species at  risk directly, for example deciding whether or not to close a particular beach to humans during the nesting season of the piping plover (an endangered species) is directly linked to the plover and not to overall biodiversity of the beach environment. Walking on the beach would probably  not affect any species other than the plover, but could cause the plover to abandon its nest.   Deciding how to zone areas of land within a protected area may be another circumstance in which a SEA would not necessarily focus on overall biodiversity but instead on a particular feature or species. Zones are decided during park management planning.  One of their purposes is to define areas of greater protection for specific species or ecosystem components.  These zoning restrictions may be temporal as well as spatial, and prevent various activities and human intervention.

 Why have many examples of where biodiversity has been screened/scoped out - given general problem to get it dealt with satisfactorily.  To me emphasising the general advice on screening/scoping i.e. if an effect on biodiversity isn't likely to be significant it doesn't need to be a focus for assessment would be enough

 This is a difficult but important issue, since good SEA must focus on environmentally significant issues. However, we feel that the bullet point on Stakeholder Involvement ('if there is no stakeholder interested in speaking on behalf of an issue, there is no issue') should be removed. It is precisely because biodiversity does not always have a clearly defined stakeholder, or that such stakeholders do not recognise or articulate the needs of biodiversity clearly, that we need improved SEA. The marine environment is particularly affected by a lack of public interest

 With the table you present on page 15 you don't need to talk about No need - basically it is the negative of that prescriptive approach. However, if you chose for a more flexible guidance, than perhaps it is useful to suggest the kind of criteria that can be used to find out whether it is relevant to address biodiversity in SEA or not

Finalising

 Box on page 8 (participation & stakeholders) is very interesting it would be useful to give some tips on how to engage stakeholders, how to encourage them to participate. 

 The IAIA performance criteria for SEA can be useful and should in fact have been more used throughout the guidance. The same comment applies to the box in Annex 4 - I really didn't see much how it is used throughout the guidance, and yet is the kind of information that can be quite useful if one knows how to use it in the context of SEA

 The Guidance must say something about dealing with cumulative and in-combination effects and should explain how SEA provides certain opportunities to manage biodiversity that are not available otherwise.. eg the opportunity for planning of mitigation in advance of losses being incurred.

 I find this to be very interesting reading, but not guidance as such and not strong enough about how SEA needs to be structured and carried out for it to work for the benefit of biodiversity. E.g. Rather than dwelling on differences between 'conventional' and more 'integrated' SEA it might be better to explain what constitutes and effective approach with respect to biodiversity. Also to explain the challenges of taking an integrated approach.  I am uncomfortable about having an emphasis purely on ecosystem services, though I agree with a strong emphasis on it. If this approach is to remain there needs to be clearer emphasis on precautionary planning for future generations. Finally, this guidance doesn’t really seem to say much about biodiversity? It does not identify any clear principles for dealing with biodiversity in SEA, like the concept of ‘no net loss’ which is increasingly being adopted. Doesn’t explain concepts like carrying capacity; the need to take account of home ranges; the concept of replacement habitat and the problems with this…

