Env1ronmental Impact Assessment
and M}tlgatlon Systems >

-0il spil_l'asst_assmcﬁt _e_u_zd éc’oéystem"max_la"gémént'-'

Akira Tanaka ik

Umversxty ofWales F il
Disténce Learriing Course of EIA in Japan ey

. 1 .Bnef review  of Japan s soc;al systems for 011
'_ 20 .Lessons from evoiutlon of © miti gation” -

A Clean Water Act and Endangered Spec:les Act
-4, ___Conclusmns

EIA and Mmgat:on Systems -
-011 splil assessment and ecosystem fiana gement—

- T aday s ropzcs

' splll accidents

- provisions in J apan’s EIA system .

1 Bnef revww of Japan s soc1a1 systems
for oﬂ sp111 accxdents '

<‘.for preveﬂt:on> :

-+ Turisdictions on ecosystem mamgement ire not lntegrated. i

. Ecasystem maps/inventones arc not pmpamd
. Laws and regulatxons are ilmlted.

<f0r m1t1gahon> ! .
b Coopemnon between d].fferent agencles are limited. *
. # Priorities of mmgatlon measures arc ot estabhshed.

* Lawsand reguiatmns are very fimited and there is fo
‘Taw/regulation on ecologlcal restoratmn of dama ged
ecosystems Lat . 3

'(1) Introductlon Penod (early 1970’s)

i 'Water/a:r polhmon problems were extremely sevefe.

2 Lessons from evoluhon of mi'tigation”
prowsxons in Japan s EIA system

s The ﬁrst Japan s EIA study was conducted in 1964 for a
"y 'petrochemical complex. - 5

* The first nationsl level’s E{A system, “Enwmnmental : G
W protection measires in pubhc works prolet:ts”(Cabmet
B -_Agreemeﬂt 1972) was mtroduced i 1972

(2) Formahon Perlod (later 1970 s 1980’5)

* BIA striicture was formed (Ia!enm Report 1974
~ Recommendation 1979, Cabinef Decision 1984y

* “ELA™ waj defined a8 a tool o survey present - '.
.- -environmental cohdifions, to simulate futire: lmpacts L .
. onthe mvmmment, and 1o evaluate thuse impacts by 2l
. comparing with enviionmenial standanis. L
* No “mmgatmn niedsure was required esped
. - -impacts o ecosystems becatise there was
: Eﬂwronmental Standards for them )

1 -Japan s Envirbrtmentil pohmes have Besd influsiced by -

-’® 'The BIA law was, enacied in 1997 and Was in force in -
. o “Mmgat!on nieasirss”sich as avmda.nce and

: B _-“Compensatory mitigation”is still unclear.

(3) Legzslahon Penod (1990’5 prescnt)

;- nternational movements’ such 5 agenda 21 sustamable
- -developrient. .

1999,

minifmization was clearly regulaied in'thelaw,

L ’I’bere have been no evaluatwn melhod for ecosystems
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lmpams wnﬁdut cwlogml tmtx gation

Clear quantlﬁmtzm i thud fu. ecosystems boosts pubhc .
partacrpaum o decmon makmg. :

- An ail-spiil asswsment syslem mnst Iuwc clmr qum!nﬁeatlon
: melhod !'or eensystems. e :

3 Clean Water A'cf ahd E'n:d:én'g.éi.‘éd_Sﬁgéies_ﬁc; e

+ 8o far, there i is no law;'regulat:on that reqmre >
polluters/developcrs to compensate va}ues nf dama ged
| ecosystemns i Japan. - ;

‘v CWAand ESA Tequire polluiers/deve!opers to compensate i

vaEues of damaged ecosystems.

S --—Compmsatmy wetland mrt:gatmn or er:o!ogzcal
- (habitat) restoration ha\;e spread in the United States. -

Types and pnonty of mmganon measires’
i accorda.nce w1th Clean Water Act

AH impacts

Sequence

|requirement -

[ Minimizable impacts
- =% Minimize -

: :Ip}:p}zc# '_thch must be compensated for

Wetland mmgat:on m accordance IW1th CW A & ESA

‘Actial photo of wetland mitigation site
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: along San Francxsco Bay
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ol There is no 1awfregulahon Wh:lch rcqmrcs compensatory
.- “actions for the damaged ecos ystcm in szan.

il sp;ll assessent system must have clear mah gatlon
= gmdehnes 1ncludmg compensatory mmgatlon.

“Quat iﬁcatlon of value of ccosysiems is c:nncal and it st
'.mclude concept such as “value-q‘uai:ty b4 area x time?”.
:Compansou betwesn values of baseline ccosystem(pre-
'acmdent) 1mpacted ecosystem(post accident), restoring

; _ecosystem(mlt:gatmn for accident) will lead people'to
substantial mitigation actions for damaged écosysteins.
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g Thts paper anned to elucxdate the relattonsl:np between the effecttveness of envnonmental '_ 4 '_
i nnpact assessment (EIA) systems and mxttgataon 1n terrns of ensunng conservatton m natural
- land use, and make recommendattons on the1r desnable forms. Fn:stly, the evolutton of m1t1ga~ o

tion prowsmns in snccesswe Japanese EIA systems was summanzed based on EIA ob;ecnves iy
arid deﬁmttons 1ncluded in various EIA regulattons/gmdehnes mtroduced to date Secondly, the -

: -.evolutlon of rmttgatlon in the Untted States the couni:ry where the world’s ﬁrst EIA system was_

mtroduced was smdied Thtrdly, Imtlganon prowsmns in }apan Where envuonmental 1mpact' ar

s assessment has gust been legtslated were exammed takmg tnto account the dtfferences mcir-
. 'cumstances between 1 apan and the Umted States Attnbutmg the relatwe 1neffect1veness of

e J apan s EIA systems toa lack of clear tnlt1gat10n provzsmns the paper concinded that i 1mprove~ :
. ments sn mlttganon prowsmns were the key to ratsmg thetr effectzveness i ' :

Background and Objective of Paper

I apan s successwe envnonmental 1mpact assessment (EIA) systems have not been Very |

- effecnve in the conservatton of the natural envnomnent and the main reason for thts is a 1ack of T

~clear rnlttgatton provmons Mtttgatlon means actwtttes desxgned to avmd mmlrmze or com-"
-'pensate for envnonmental 1mpacts ansmg from a preposed development pro;ect (T anaka 1995b) '

~This deﬁmtton 18 snmmanzed mn th l '_ i d Al it 1w

y The Ob_]cCtWC of thlS paper is to elumdate the relattonshlp between the mlttgatton _

provmons in EIA systems and their effecttveness and make recommendattons on their future '

__desuable forms in J apan The paper first exammes the evolntlon of mtttgauon prov1s1ons in'

- Japanese ELA systems as they appear in EIA Ob_] ecttves and deﬁmuons mcluded in various EIA

guidelines and regulanons mtroduced to date Secondly, 1t exannnes the evolutlon of nnttgatton B

in the Umted States where an EIA system and the mtuganon concept were flrst introduced.

".'I”httdly, it looks at futnre desu'able forms of EIA systems and mtttgatton in Japan where envi- - L

ronmental 1mpact assessment has JUSt been 1eg1slated takmg mto account the dtfferences in
-c1rcumstances between J apan and the Umted States :
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% Overail envnronmental
i tmpacts )

e Envsronmental impacls

' that can bé avoided - | - Avoid

-+ Environmental impacts

Order of priority

: 'that'can be mi'nimized L | = Mirtimize el
sttt R G S T e X o
. Enwronmental |mpacts _.--4-_-'-'—--'—'-4- _ A e e T ™
L aoanbe e - Compensate for
. icompensated for v, Lo Slensbee bbb d LUSE Sl SRR sl SR N Y

" * Compensation is'corisidered as an option only for .-
. impécts that cannot be either avoided or minimized. " -~

“Fig. 1 Definition of Mitigation

Evolutlon of Mltlgatlon in Japan s EIA Systems

Japan g fIISt natlonal level EIA system was mtrodueed thh a 1972 cabmet agreement' o

"1 _5 _utled “Envxronmental Conservatlon Measures m Pubhc Works Protects (Exmronment Agency,

/ 1993) Smce then, several national-level EU\ systerns have been lntroduced mcludmg the latest '
- Envaronmental Impact Assessment Law of 1997. Table 1 summanzes the. deﬁmuonsiobgectwes 5

of EIA mcluded in varlous guldelmes/regulatlons as well as the evoiutlon of the mltzgatlon' L e g

| concept featured in these guzdehnes/regulatlons

: Along wu:h regret over temble enwronmental pollutton in the 19605 the estabhshment in /'
: 1969 of the world’s ﬁrst ELA system in the United States through the enactment of the Nattonal o

_3 _-Envn:onmental Pohcy Act (NEPA) became the catalyst for the: mtroductlon of an EIA systern in
* Japan (Harashma 1994) leadmg to’ the adoptmn of the above 1972 cabmet agreement whxch
_ was more 11ke mmgatlon gutdehnes than EIA guxdehnes

“ 116 5 ! "
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. 'f:-_vol_u‘tiéﬁ_bf’_m_i'jt_i'ga't"ien': _ceric'ept"th'}b__e_f_init;bﬁ;obje_et_ives’ o’_f'E_lA'i’r’:- Japan .

:Date it intiodgonon) Extracts from regulatxons ete. gmng deﬁmoon Author s Commiénts on perception of
- establishment " = . S or objectwcs of BIA - zmugauon {envrronmental consxderanons)
Name of regulations eté. - o i _ _ _
“Jurie 6, }972' - Nationial ad:mmstratwe bodres should have Lhe : Ciear mmgatmn tequiremeénts are ,
- “Environiental 1mp1ementers of publ:c ‘WOrks projects uinider the1r respecnve : mcluded as thi§ is a cabinet agreemient -

“Protgction Meastres in”

Public Works Projecs™

(cabinet ag’-roeme_rit)

' }unsdmnons conduct an advarice env1ronmental lmpact study
encompassing, among other thmgs thie nature and degreé of -
the hkely unpacts of the pro_lecr.s on the envu'onment, :

the study, and provxde guidarnice oit the implementation of
ME&&&XQ& £, as necessary ke :

dcdtcated il envrronmental protectson '
theasures” based on & prevéntion .

. ph;losophy which was a product of seriotis
| soul-searching over severe po!lunon

comparative study of alternative plang; collect the "resu}ts of b

problems

June 24, 1974

“Operational Guidelines
- - on Eavironmental - - -

_ Impact Assessment
{(interim repert)

- -Central Couneil for
" Environmiental Pollution

~Control's Prevention *
" Planning Comenitiee .
- Bnvironmiental Tmpact

. Assessmeént Subcomrmnit-

Cootee

I-[cre, env:ronmental trnpact assessineént refers 10

) predlcnon and advance assessmcat (mcludmg rcassessmem} ]

of the degree and scope of hkeiy impacts of developmental :
‘activities on'the envxronment encompassmg, among other ;
thinigs; atmosphere, water, 5oil and Tiving organisms, and
prevention fmeagires. Tt mcludes a eomparauve study of
alternatwe plans i

Irn _J_epan ;he apgrgach of werghmg 1he mems and )

damage t6 hurtian health, This has ﬁrm]y established

polliticn control a$ the abgolute goal of envxronmemal S
protecuon-pamw!arly in the eyes of the' pubhc ~thtis creatmg .
4n atmosphere wheie it is’ unacceptable toeven compare it .
-with more econormcaﬂy»onented goals. For this feasen; the

‘most lmportam task in environmental unpact assessmentin’ -
Japan is 10 & mmmemmmwmb_ i
; m@mmg_mmmmwﬂ% ;

- Although the mitigation cor:cept is

3 mcluded as ‘poliutron prevention”,
| departure from the original concept of
.| E1A; whichis tb assess pro;ects in ferms of
| balance between riegative efivironmiental
: :mpact.s (problcrns) and mitigation .

eagires (solutions), occurred, due largely

{ 0 the justification of the use of environ-
_mentai quatity’ standards as assessment

environimental iripact assessment. Against this background is’ criteria. Also, mitigation basically ceased

the fact that the most pressing ‘environmental issue has been -
to address rampant industrial polhmon and the resuitmg .

1o bé an iséie for consideration, as far as
'namre and other elements of the environ-
‘ment for which quant:tanve standa:ds dld =y
not exxst were concemed :

LA substannve approach o A rehance '
on envrronmental quality standards) as
opposed o proceduraj approach tends o
give rise to-omissions and ovcr51ghts {i.e:
tailure 1o control) Prior t6 the 1990s,
Japan s EIA system was run m a very

: substantwe manner :

" April 10,1979
7 “Model of Environ-
* miental Impact - - ¢
o Assessment Systern’_
; (report) _. e
-Chairman of Ceniral
~Council for Environ-
‘mental Pollution -
- Comtrol

-assesgment forms dn essent:al precoridition for ensunng
: enwronmemal protecoon o :

Regaxﬂang activities w1th the potentzai to have SEVErE |

_nnpacts on the environmient, preventing envgronmemai

pol}unon by subjecting them t6 environmental :mgag;;

‘The followmg are major items to be mcorporated in the .

EIA system 1) types of projects i be covered 2y pa.mes
that conduct EIA 3). scope of the baseline § udy, pged;coog

“and assessmen; to be undertaken by project proponems as

well us the range of procedures to be followed by them: (4}

roles o functions of the pational and local governments; (5} e :
| there are ko development projects that

| have no adverse 1mpacts o the envuon~ e

riles for pammpauon by commumty res:dents from dreas
hkely 10 be’ affec:ted

I appears appropnate 10 have the env:mnmentai 1mpacr it

assessment system focis on establishing procedures whereby

the proponent of 4 devclopmem project undertakes 4 baselme :
-; ment”, and there is no mention of

4 mitigation; Here, _E}A s Fecogriized as an

stidy, QIBdICUOQ and assessment with’ regard to the major

likely impacts of the proposed pm]ect ori the envitonment

prior to the adopnon of a project plan and. seek the op:mons i

of competent ‘adininistrative authorities and commumty

tesidents from areas likely, to be affected on the: envn-onmen-: .

tal :mpact Statémment produced by them by comp:hng the

; resu!ts of the basehne study, ete.

As is appatent £ from the use of the
expresston’ envuonmen:al pollutmn

| rather than’ “envuonrnental problems”, the
| report specifically targeted poltodon

problems. Another shortcoming of the

teport is ar oversight of the fact that some .
-| adverse ampacts of 4 project always :
: rema.m, 25 hot all énvircnmental problems
| are “preventable”. In other words, a system
| based ‘solely on the concept of “preven-

tion” s madoquate it T{ght of the fact that

ment

EIA is consrdered synonymous w1th
a basehne smdy, prediction and asséss- -

env:ronmensal rcsearch tool, father than a
planiing 100l, and this is beheyed to'be’ a
factor that eventually led project propo- - - -

| nents 10 view EIA as nothmg but an added
| cost. 5 ; :
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< Algust 23, 19847
Guidelines tiled -~
“Implementation of
- Environmental Impact

 Agséssment” {cabmet
! _-decxs:on)

A project proponent shall, when wishiig 16 nnpiement a’

project to which these guidelines apply, vrideriake'a baseline _
study, prédiction or asscssment with regard 10 ‘the possﬂ)le A
impagts of the proposed prcgect on the environmént and

‘prepare a preparatory ‘docurnent for the enwromnenta! lmpaca &
staterrienit containing the following mformanon (1) naimié snd i
address; (2) aii and nature of the progect (3) outling of study .

resu[ts (4} natare and extent of Jikély impacts of the . .
1mplement:auon of the pro_;cct “and mieasures for poliu 1g1_1

prevention and hatyre conservaoo :and (5) assessment of the ¢
'-hkely 1mpacts of the pro;ect. :

" The co'ncepi of mitigation is miGre
clearly recognized than the final report

1 discussed {inder the precedmg item.

Nevertheless, the scheme “haseliné
study predlcuon and assessmient =
EIA" was by then already entrenchéd,
and mmgatxon was not discussed well in
environmental impact statements <
prepared arousd this time, *

~November 27, 1984 . . .
“Basic Matters regarding
- Study, Prediction and

Asséssment in Envifon- -

- miental Impact Assess-
ment” (decision of

. Direcior General of
-Environmienit Agency)

: accor_dmg to their importance. .

Regardmg pollut:on-rela{ed m:ms assessmeot shouid be

QI’BVCT!LIOH measures.

Regardmg namre-relazed 1tems assessmem shou!d focus

_on a quanutatwe or qualrtauve predxcuon oo changes in thmr

" Mitigation pirovisions are unclear for
natiré-related iterms, for which itis ..
difficult 1 set environmental quality
standards ‘Assessment that takes
nungatlon iAo Account right from the
begmnmg cannot clearly differentiate, -
among other thmgs the envuonmemal
impacts wwitholt the proposed project,

| tmpacts‘of the project without mitigation

measures and i u'npa.cts of the prOJect w;Lh
mmganon measures [y

Noveniber 19,1993
~ Basic Environinent -
. Law (legislation)’

i -rnenr.atlon and gwes e consi eral ntoe Lronmen a]
| ogsemanog - ER ;

“The Nauonai Govemment MUSE, when adopﬂng and

1mplememmg a pohcy meastre expected 10 have 1mpacr.s on

the envxronment give due consideration to enwronmenta%
conservation. It shall take the necessary méasures (o ensure
that 4 project proponent mshmg i implement a project
mvolvmg teshaping of Jand, construction of 4 pew structire,
or the Tike conducts an ‘appropriate i:aseime study, predlcmm
and assessment wnh regard to the hicely :mpacts ofthe’

. 'The__c_once_pt of mitigasion is
incorporated. The Basic Envirotunent
Plan, a ¢abinét decision adopted in 1994

| o the ‘basis of this law, provides that -

“pubhc works projects iindertaken by the

| National Government for the developmient
“ ‘of secial capital mfrast.rucmre and othér
; purposes shall be subjcci to:ar énviron-
¥ mental conservation study mcludmg a

- baselinie smdylpredlcuon regarchng the

possible 1 inipacts of its 1m;:1ememaﬁon on
the environment from the planning stage, -

wlt.h ppl_' mage constderatlons mad

. February 10,1997 7 -
- “Model of Future

’I‘he objecuves of the envu‘onmemal 1mpact deséssrhient
system are as follows: 1o set procedures whereby pro_]ect

" “An investigation mto_ mifigation (i.e.’

| environinental consideration) is cleari

envnronment an mvesugauon it siitable environmental
congervation measures for the project as part of this process

‘and & comprehenswe assessment of envuonmental 1mpac:s o

assurmng the 1mplementailon of such measures

: Enwroamenta] Impact proponents uidertake & baselsne sdy, predtcr.lon and recogmzed as’an’ ob]eonve of EIA
- Assessment System assessiment with’ regard to the: posszbie cnvxronmemai :mpacts _Moreover the rcport reqmres that "in
Report of Cénural - of their proposed projects with the participation of other - undenakmg an efivirorinental :mpact .
¢ -Council for Bnviron- pames such as 1o6cal govermnents and commminity re51dents assessment, 4 stance of pursting the
T ment (report) to ensuré that they inake appropriate environmental avoidance and reduction of envuoﬂmental '
: conservation considerations based on adequate envu‘onmental §-iiftacts &S far a5 possible be taken in -
iniformation in the process of shapmg the details 6f their | ‘addition to thé elearance of snvironinental
pro_;ect plans and to have the reésults of these activitiss . gquality smndards and othér admlrusrrat:vc
adequately reflected in the approval and other dec151on- [ Large{s" &
making processes for such prOJECLS : Z; , _ L
May 13, 1997 “Enwronmental unpact a.sscssmcnt“ consists of i - An investigation into mitigation
Environmenital impact baselme study, prediction and dssessmient with :egard 1o the measures is spe(:tﬁed However, an
. __Assessr_n:m Law - 'llker environmental impacts of the 1mplemenr.auon of & assessment of envirGrimental mzpacts
(legislation) proposed project for each criterion for éach element of the o7 ;| assuining the iniplementation of such’

- measures is $tll permitted as in earlier

systems, and this threatens to ‘hinder the
mu-oduenon of substaritial mitigation -
miedsures due to the lack of a tlear
dxstmct:on between different types of
impacts a5 rentioned above. Clear © -
guidelines ot mitigation policies mitst be -
prepared in adémon 10 technical guidc- .
lmes : :

" Note: Underlining was done by the suthor. = .~ " 71
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However, the release in 1974 of “Operational Guidelines on Environmental Impact As-
sessment”, which gave legitimacy to the use of environmental quality standards as assessment
criteria, marked a watershed, and from this point onwards the focus of EIA in Japan gradually
shifted away from the planning and implementation of substantial mitigation measures to the
achievement of environmental quality standards “on paper” — meaning good figures in envi-
ronmental impact statements (EISs). While environmental quality standards are useful in im-
proving the environment in situations where pollution has already set in but are originally of
little use in indicating environmental quality that should be maintained (Society of Chemistry,
Japan, 1979). Such a system tends to obscure and confuse the distinction between the achieve-
ment of set environmental protection targets and justifiability of development projects in terms
of the issnance of approval/permits, and drives project proponents to single-handedly pursue
the achievement of such targets on paper as if it were the ultimate goal of environmental impact
assessment, rather than striving to come up with concrete mitigation measures and make genu-
ine improvements to proposed projects. It also tends to hinder, and dciay the progress of, studies
on substantial mitigation measures in the area of nature conservatzon ‘where quahtauve targets
have not been replaced by quantitative targets, unhkc other areas such as alr and water pollution
control (OECD, 1991). 3 :

Moreover, because the EIA procedure under the above system -allowed the “assessmcnt”
process to be carried out on the basis of the 1mplemcntat10n of cert '.,-imugauon measures”
which were not clearly proposed in EIA reports (EISs), an 1110glca1_and back-to-front argument
“there will be no impacts on the environment as such-and-such nlitigation measures are to be
taken” became widespread in EISs. This is the “fundamental flaw and intrinsic problem” of
Japanese EIA systems (Shimazu, 1993). In such EISs, the following'.-t_hrce points are not clari-
fied: (1) environmental impacts likely to be caused by development without mitigation; (2)
proposal of substantial mitigation measures against such environmental impacts; and (3) ad-
verse impacts that will still remain after the implementation of such mitigation measures.

In the early 1990s, the concept of mitigation reappeared in the definitions and objectives
of EIA, as can be seen from, for example, “Desirable Form of the Basikc Environmental Law
System” (1992) — although this represents a change in attitude toward environmental policies
in general rather than in the perception of EIA itself. Namely, regret over Japan’s traditional
environmental management policy, which centered on narrowly-focused ad hoc/end-of-pipe
technical arguments, led to a gradual shift in emphasis towards more prevention-oriented com-
prehensive planning, as can be seen from the introduction of the Basic Environment Law and
Basic Environment Plan. Obviously, such developments are related directly to global environ-
mental movements, including the Earth Summit, Agenda 21 and the sustainable development
movement,
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On June 13, 1997, Japan enacted its Environmental Impact Assessment Law, as the last
country to do so among OECD member countries (Environment Agency Environmental Impact
Assessment Study Group, 1996). The law incorporates the concept of mitigation using expres-
sions such as “environmental conservation measures” and “considerations for environmental
conservation”, and gives it a clearer definition than the 1984 cabinet decision, its predecessor.
Article 3 of the law states: “(the National Government etc.) must, in their respective capacities,
strive to ensure that due consideration is given to environmental conservation (mitigation)
through, among other things, the avoidance or reduction of environmental loadings (impacts)
stemming from the implementation of development projects, wherever possible”. This shows
that “avoidance” and “reduction” are clearly specified as concrete forms of mitigation. Articles
33 through to 38 provide for the evaluation of, and follow-up on, “considerations for environ-
mental conservation”, thus constituting an improvement over the previous guidelines based on
the 1984 cabinet decision, despite the fact that a degree of vagueness of definition of mitigation
TEMmailns.

3. Evolution of Mitigation in US EIA System

To gain an understanding of mitigation policies in general, development of mitigation
systems in the U.S. were analyzed, where EIA and mitigation systems originated, taking into
account the characteristics on environment of each different period. Here, we concentrated on
mitigation aimed at the conservation of ecosystems, which is both a rallying point for active
conservation movements in the United States and a focus of widespread interest in Japan.

(1) Pre-introduction phase (Up to mid 1960s)

The first instance of the term “mitigation” appearing in the US legal system was the
1958 amendment of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934, and mitigation was
defined as “reducing the decline of wildlife and compensate for the decline of wildlife” in
its 1979 implementing regulations (Savage, 1986). The Wilderness Act of 1964, enacted
around this time, was “an attempt to set a guideline on how much nature, particularly
wilderness, was needed or needed to be preserved on the American Continent” (Okajima,
1990), and was the institutionalization of the idea of absolute preservation of wilderness
based on a brand of naturalist thinking which rose around the mid 19th century and passed
on from Emerson to Thoreau and Muir. The publication in 1962 of Carson’s “Silent Spring™
pioneered the introduction of the concepts of “environment” and “carrying capacity”,
which viewed mankind as part of nature’s ecosystems and food chain, to the Amernican
public, who had already developed an awareness of nature, partly through their frontier
tradition.
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The fact that the American approach to environmental protection has its roots in
nature protection seems to be a factor that brought about the introduction of substantial
mitigation regulation on ecosystem conservation and this is in stark contrast to Japan's
environmental protection, which evolved from industrial pollution control.

Introduction phase (From mid 1960s to mid 1970s)

Both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the world’s first national EIA
legislation, and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) were enacted in 1969, and
put into effect the following year. These acts made the preparation of an environmental
impact statement (EIS) or environmental impact report (EIR) compuisory, while clearly
calling for the inclusion of a mitigation plan as a mandatory reporting item, along with the
project objective, a project plan, alternatives and environmental impacts.

Upon establishing the nation’s basic environmental policy principles with the en-
actment of the NEPA, the Nixon Administration of the time declared the 1970s the Envi-
ronmental Decade, and the United States’ basic legislative framework for environmental
protection was established (Kraft & Vig, 1990). In 1972, the Clean Water Act Section
404, which provided the legal basis for off-site compensatory wetland mitigation center-
ing on creation and restoration, was enacted.

Around this time, the mitigation concept was firmly established as part of the EIA
system, and the practice of making the approval of a project conditional on the introduc-
tion of mitigation measures aimed at offsetting the adverse environmental impacts of
development became widely accepted.

System and technique development phaée (From mid 1970s to mid 1980s)

In 1975, the Clean Water Act Section 404 was amended. This accorded the right of
veto to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on the issuance of permits for modi-
fications to navigable waters, over which the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers had power.
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act was also amended, making the issuance of per-
muts for wetland development projects subject to advice by the US Fish and Wildlife
Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service (Parry, 1993). As a result, EIAs for
wetland development projects, including modifications, and their associated mitigation
plans became subject to approval by competent authorities in charge of the conservation
of ecosystems, such as the EPA and the US Fish and Wildlife Service.

Against this background, a definition of mitigation was issued by the Council on

Environmental Quality (CEQ) through CEQ Implementing Regulations for the NEPA (40
CFR Part 1508.20) in 1978, which states that mitigation means the following five activi-
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& ';ues avmdmg, mtmmrzrng, recttfyrng or reducmg 1mpacts ansmg from development -
% 'pro]ects and compensatmg for remamzng 1mpacts (Tanaka l995a)

The amendment of the Clean Water Act Secnon 404 rnade 1t compulsory to preserve' |

waters which would dtsappear as a result of modlflcatton activities, both quanntatrvely prine!
_ ¥ and qualltattvely However as no developmental act1V1ty can totally avo1d the destructton o ;
_ A -_'of nature mcludmg wetlands at least w1thm the progect area the compulsory restoratron e Bl e
ST and creation of wetlands as “an’ off-s1te compensatory actmty 'Was 1ntroduced £

o As pubhc mterest in the local envrronment grew, the 1nterpretatron of* waters -
der the Clean Water Act Sectlon 404 was expanded frorn nav1gable waters only to mclude '

_. g -"‘a]l waters” of the Umted States (Dennzson 1996) Wrth the ﬂood plams of rivers and dry - |
' A ' nparran forests on natural levees rncluded in the scope of preservauon (Kramer 1981)
y mmgatton targets were expanded and wetland rmtlgatron was extensxvely undertaken

In thls and ensumg penods a stnng of rmtrgatlon gu1delmes and techmcal manuals

e - were released by federal government orgamzatzons such ‘as the EPA and the U.s. Army

. -_Corps of Engmeers as well as ‘state govemment orgamzatlons These mcluded “Wetland
- Creation and Restoratlon The Status of the Science” publrshed by the EPAin 1989, and'_ T e
& "‘R1par1an Plantlng Desi gn Manual for the Sacramento Rrver Chico Landmg to' Colhnsvdle S
- 'pubhshed by the U. S Army Corps of Englneers Sacrarnento Dtstrrct in 1986, the latter' i
:_ belng a comptlatzon of the latest techmques and knowledge at the ttme on the regenera- - -

T tion of npanan forests: for.a parncular river. The Wetland Regulatlons Gu1debook pub-

y 'hshed by the Washlngton State Departrnent of Ecology in’ 1988 as an’ 1nforrnat1ve pam—' ok : _
e _phlet aimed at project proponents, explains the ecologlcal facts about wetland develop- i
5N g _ment and the regulatory ba51s and approval systems of cornpetent authormes encompass» _

by 1ng EIA mtttgatron etc inan easy-to—understand manner

@

__-Polrcy techmque development phase (Frorn rmd 19805 to present)

The Mttlgatlon MOA (Memorandum of Agreement) concluded between the EPA ol

o _and the U. S. Army Corps of Englneers in 1990 redueed the nurnber of elements inthe
e deﬁnmon of rrnttgatlon from ftve to three (avordance, rmmmlzatron and. compensatlon) w,

'spec:1fy1ng therr prtorlttes 111 that order (Envnournental Law Instttute 1993) (Frg D..

In 1988 then Prestdent Bush put forward the wetland “no net loss pohcy as an'_ L

'. g _elecnon pronnse (Vrg, 1990) Thrs pohcy mtended to preserve the funcnons and values of :
e : _all exrstmg wetlands in the Umted States. In 1993 Pre51dent Clmton recogmzed the rmn— R

. 'ganon banl( system asa des1rable env:ronmental conservatton techmque and promrsed o

~his support (Tanaka 1996) A rmttgatton bank is a concept dev1sed by the US Fish and ¢ "
; Wlldlrfe Servrce 1n the early 19805 (Dennlson 1996), whrch expresses on—srte compensa~ o

o el
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'_ _tory nuttgatlon actlvmes as “eredlts” that can be sold or bought (Tanaka 1995&) These
;_natroual pohctes prowded a regulatory seal of approval for compensatory nutrgatlon
: 'act1v1t1es almed at wetlands betng destroyed by development pro;ects ey

As convennonal compensatory nuttgation is undertaken for each 1ndmdual pro;ect &

“there have been cntwtsms that 1t would Iead to the scattenng and fragmentanon of natural .
: _'land use. The mmgation bank system compensates for the 1mpacts of more than one de-'_ '

i velopment prOJect 1nc1ud1ng future ones, so that it. makes compensatlon for the eumula~'
tive envuonmental 1rnpacts of development pro;ects undertaken over time’ 1n an enure -
1oca1 area poss1ble It is a‘iso an econonucally onented techmque unhke convennonal |
W regulatory measures aud because of thas is expected 0 grow further in the future asit
_ "'-'smts the Amencan-style market economy, wh1ch leaves much of the dec1s,1on makmg"
:_ -process to the rnarket mechamsm | it ' ;

b '-_rab;é -'2'f"Evolntio'n' of Mitigation in l.'l:!.'l_i't.'e'd"_'._:"»_tatés s

Phase e Penod Sl el e Detmls Plert

UL Predntroducnon phase Up i} nnd 19605:_ ‘No env;ronmental Jmpaet assessment system exmted The term mmganon )

i jstaned o ‘be used wrth a connotanon of preventlng the dechmng of wddhfe vl

2 _Int_roduction phase 00Tl The concept of mitigation was included in'enivironmental impact assessment
: : WA i systems, such as the one introduced with the NEPA. A5 a result, theterm” -

; f;%?}‘:::}iud . *mitigation” started 16 be used with a conriotation of concrete measuresto
: i - .deal wrth the. adverse 1mpacts of developmental actmnes on the envu‘on-

e 19703 e ment

_ il e by A clear deﬁmtton of mlnganon conswtmg of avordance rmmrmzauon L
S System i techmque : Bron 'rnid'_1970§' ._..gon';peni%t;on, etc ‘was 1ntzoducefd An amendmsnt of t;e Clean Water ?Ct.
e development phase  tomid 1980s . ection 404 gave rise to a host of nature restoration and creation projects <

. _'teehmques developed.’

Lo i B i Do With the emergence of the mmgatton bank system, mxtlgat:on has been
. 4 Poliey. techrnque me o 9.80s. iy evolving as an economically-oriented technique aimed at ensuring a batance
S developinent phas o g e'pres'em- L ; between development and conServation ini 4 given local areaas a who!e or -
P e B e B et e T SN aggregate ten'ns, which goes beyond mmganon for md1v1dua1 pro;ects

' Note: The focus was on mitigation rel_ati_n'g to the conéervation -of the namrai envir'onm'ent.f L

~aimed at compensatory mmgatmn w:th related regnlalory frarneworks aud _' . kS



leference between Japan and Unlted States and Eﬂectlveness of
EIA System ' ¥ 1 v

- The dlfference between J apan and the Untted States as vrewed from the standpomt cf the e ¢
_'effecttveness of the EIA system boﬂs down to thts 1n J: apan ‘1o quantttatzve targets for natnre' i

_ conservation ex1st and clear pl‘OVlSlons calhng for the 1mplementanon of nnttganon measures (x

"_'-are lackrng, asa result emphasrs is plaeed on an ascertamment of the present state” 'of the i
P .envrronment and n:uttganon measures for nature conservanon are rarely undertaken ;

el To be more specrfic 1et us eonsnler an exaznple of area-wrde conservanon in relatton 07
S 'natural land use in a lccal area. The Ja apanese EIA system is mcapable of protectmg the natural *

_-envrronment of the entlre local area contatmng proposed developrnent sites’ for the followmg ':
- two reasons: it focuses too much on unpacts on the 1mmed1ate nelghborhoods of the develop— =
3 __.ment sites and there is 1o mandatory reqmrement to take measures to counter the destructlon of

5 _nature inthe development area 1tse1f and nnpacts are assessed on the basrs of mdtvrdual progects ol )

rather than the totahty of develcprnental activities in the local area asa whoie Iromcally enough ‘) - -'
S _under Iapan s BIA system nature wﬂl keep dlmrmshmg in any local area as long as develop- g g
: -:-ment prOJects feature init, regardless of how often or well EIA is undertaken (Tanaka l995b) L

The author has had ﬁrsthand observahon of the EIA ef a nver51de development prOJect inc

' _'_-Cahforma As the prOJect area mvolved a6, S ha comrnuntty of Sambucus mexicana (Elder~_

o __berry) which was the habttat of an endangered spec1es called Desmocerus alrtomzcu dzmomhu e

e (Long horned Beetle) the restoratlon of a riparian ecosystern rneasurmg 445 ha, 1nclud1ng a' i

195 ha Sambucus mexzcana cornrnumty, which was three times the 51ze of the ongnlal cornrnu—-

_. - nity, through the purchase of farmland in the same river basrn as the one in whrch the developu_ Lt
i ment area Was located was ordered (Tanaka 1995b) " '

To make up for the loss of wetlands that sttll remarns after avmdance and mlmnnzanon N
'-_measures are taken the cornpulsory restoratlon or creatton of wetlands at least equal in s1ze to_- =

_ 21 -those to be lost is usually requu‘ed as’ compensatory nnttganon 1n the Umted States in Japan, -
43 _f.'ElA only 1nvolves rnrmnnzanon-type envsronmental conservatlon measures w1th avordance o

ke (cancellatton of the whole or part of a prOJect) and cornpensatlon not addressed at all

Smce around 1970 the cornhmed area of the natural coasts along San Franc1sco Bay has i ¥ _ '_
"oeen 1ncreasmg “This'is hecause the speed at Wh1ch wetlands are restcred or created through e

: 'cornpensatory rmngatlon has been greater than that at whtch they are lost to reclamatton activi- - |

“d ties. Fig. 2 shows the total reclamatlon area and total rmngatton area along San Fl‘anC1SCO Bay it

-_between 1970 and 1992 The curnulatrve change that has taken place hetween 1970 and 1992

i Tepresents a net gatn of about 331 ha. Moreover, the total rrnleage of shoreline accessible o the e

o __ general pubhc along the bay, Whlch had dropped down to about 6 km hy the 1960s tncreased to ';_ i

g 'about 160 km (36% of the overall shorelme rmleage of 442 km) by 1985 as a result of tnrttganon 4

i actwrtles such as conversron mto sea31de parks (Envrronment Agency, _1990)
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Source San Francisco Bay Conserva’non and Deveiopment Commlssmn 1992
Anﬁual Fteport p 3 “Summary of Permuts Fﬁ} and Mltlgahon

th 2 Changes in Area Szze of Natural COasts aiong San Francisco Bay :
(graphic representation by author) il Ll

In contrast along Ja apan s Tokyo Bay, 90% of natural coastlme areas have already been -

'. '.reclatmed mth Banzu Ttdeland Sanbanse Shaliows Sanmatsu Shallows and Futtsu Tideland e £
- _'_'.bemg all that is Eeft (Yamash;ta 1993) To add msult to mJury development pIans to ﬁ]l them ag - :

;well have already been drawn up. Of the overall shorelme rmleage anng Tokyo Bay, whtch i

- _'-_stands at 882 1 km the natural coasthne accounts for 31, 2 km (35 % of total) w1th parks ' _
__:amﬁc:tal beaches ciammmg beaches etc accountmg for another 111 g, km (12 6%) bnnglng'._' "

; _-‘the total rmleage of natural land use to 142 9 krn (16 1% ) (Nahonal Land Agency, 1993)

It is true that there are vanous factors behmd thlS rnarked difference m the area size of j

ol -naturai coasts between San Franmsco Bay and Tokyo Bay These mciude d1fferences in pubhc e A
i opmton on envxronmental 1ssues the 1ength of the hlstery of nature protecnon actwmes admin- i

. istrative orgamzatton structure/pohcy, 01ty pianmng, and the relatmnshtp between the natlonal o £
" and local governments, apart from a fundamental dlfference in the total territorial land atea, |

" _However the blggest direct factor in the dlfference in the development-related Joss of nature < o &y
i ‘between J: apan ‘and the Umted States 1s beheved to be the d1fference 1n the ELA system and_'__ e 2 0

X mxtlgatton pr0v1s10ns

Of the dtfferences between J apanese and US condltxons the most frequently menttoned is

o land area Because of the la.rge avallabie land area in the Umted States people often say devel— e

-_opment actlvmes m that country are undertaken in a careless manner However, such a preconJ :

k- __ceptton is rmstaken In the Umted States, detaﬂed regulattons de31gned to control the various :.' e



i "stages of developmental act1v1t1es do eX1st and prOJect proponents must clear numerous hurdles e
in order to 1mplement thetr plans” '(Wakeford 199()) Atthe forefront of these “detalled regula--‘_' o

, ttons is the EIA system ‘The Cahforma Envrronmental Quahty Act (CEQA) 1s parttcularly'

= _jstnct to the extent that “no other state laws 1ncludmg the Comprehensrve Planmng Act are

s _-_beheved to have had a greater 1mpact on 1and use plantung, desplte the tact that thlS 1eg1slat1on

e (CEQA) 1s not stnctly an urban planmng law” (Fulton 1991)

_5 True State of Mltlgatlon in Japan

A umque I apanese arrangement whrch chffers from the mltlgatton concept in EIA has o
recently emerged and vrgorous aettvmes are bemg undertaken through thls arrangement amld o

growmg pubhc awareness of envrronmental conservatton Three examples that are useful m
ascertatmng the d1rect10n of the future evolutton of the mtttgatton concept n J apan are shown'- '_

B : _.below

In 1993 Shlrmzu Ctty, Shlzuoka Prefecture, estabhshed the Shnmzu Ctty Ordtnance on.

A the Conservatlon of the Okltsu Rtver Agamst a background of extensrve felltng for the purpose s

of developmg golf courses m the Olatsu Rtver Basm ‘the ordmance mtreduced a system almed T

S at preventmg a reductton in the water y1e1d capac1ty of the nver basm by makmg 1t mandatory L
_for developers to plant trees to create forests whlch are at least equal 1n size'to those lost asa

' '_.resuit of golf course development Although 1t has its hmrtattons such as a lack of attenuon o

- ecosystems in terms of for example the types structures and specres composrtlons of forests r

- ductoa smgle-rmnded focus on water yteld capacrty, this approach of seekmg a balance over an

[ _' enttre tiver basrn (watershed) 1s nevertheless epoch-makmg by e apanese standards

In recent years the reccnstructlon of natural ecosystem has started 1o be called mrtlga— e

_tton in Ja apan. Examples mclude the reconstructlon of blotopes and develoPment of art1f1cral :

' ttdelands arhﬁcral beaches and sea—weed beds and near—natural embankments and water chan— S
* nels. These nnttgatlon” actrvrt;es are often undertaken thhout a clear understandmg of con-

- -cepts such as “adverse 1mpacts of development” “proposal of m:tttgat.ton measures for the ad-"' 1

ol verse rmpacts and “1mpacts that stﬂl remain even after the proposed nnttganon measures are-
3 -1mp1emented” thus’ obscunng the standards for success or farlure 'Ihey also never go beyond

gl technical arguments for 1nd1vrdual cases, and lack the v1ewpo1nt of conservmg the envnonment‘_'_ i
e as a totahty of ecosystems in the glven local area Nevertheless such actmtres can sttll be "oy
s cons1dered as mlttgatlon 1ntended to address the cumulatlve total of past unspectfted 1mpacts 10

e ‘and there is a need for them to merge thh local development plans wrth a perspectlve that' e

i _'covers the enttre local area
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In Aprrl 1997 the Tokyo Metropohtan Government released “A Model for the New Envru" e

" ronmental Consrderatton System in Tokyo Metropohs” Tlns is desrgned to- mtroduce a new -

| EIA system apphcable in early stages of prOJects (Strateglc Envrronmental Assessment SEA) '

~like the one establrshed w1th the NEPA whrle keepmg the ex1strng EIA system based on the P .

by -exrstmg envzronmental nnpact assessment ordrnance asan EIA system apphcable m later stages o

of prOJects (proj ect assessment) Thrs grves nse to the hope that nntrgatron erl be given a clear _': o

N cut status through a requrrernent for the preparatron of “an envrronmental consrderatlon statc~ _
2 _ment” Itis desuable that in future other local governrnents also bolster therr mrtrgatron provi- Bt

-': sions through the 1ncorporatron of substantlal mrtrgatron provrsrons into therr tradrtrona] pro;ect" S

| : assessment—style EIA system or mtroductron of a new SEA —style EIA system

Mrtrgatron under the J apanese EIA system an 1llog1cal and back~to front argument that

_“there erl be no 1mpacts on the envrromnent as such*and~such envrronmental protecnon mea- s vy

sures are to be taken” has. become s0 wrdespread that even in an envrronmental impact state-

- ment of several hundred pages, the d1$cussron of “envxronmental protectron measures (mrtrga~ : i

'_-;tron measures) is often only several pages long, thns senously underrrnrnng the effectrveness of B

Future Outlook of EIA System and Mlttgatlon

To clanfy the role of rrnhgatron provrslons 1n decrdmg the effectrveness of an EIA system e o
« g "the evolut:ton of EIA systems and nntlgatron provrsmns are summanzed in Table 3. The devel- - :

- opment of EIA systems occurs in stages arid the concept of rnltlganon changes from' one stage to T

: another Itis beheved that the ]apanese system 1s currently at stage “2” whlle the US system s ] el

Cat somewhere between stages “3” and “4”

- “Mltrgatron in nature conservanon is equlvalent to. “hnkage” m urban planmng Lmkage .
“isan urban planrnng systern in whrch the 1mplementataon of solutlon measures to socral prob— o

B '_lems that are likely tobe created by development actrvrtres are made compulsory in exchange L

- for permrts for such actrvrttes (Fulton, 1991) A partrcnlarly well-known example is compulsory

_ _'_'housrng developrnent to rectrfy a housrng shortage created by 2 populatron increase resultrng o
- from urban development actrvrtres The trghtemng of approval condrtrons for development‘

: :through hnkage has led to puelrc oplnton agarnst grantrng approval for development projects g .-

3 "drlven purely by the pursnlt of profrts, Whrch were tradrnonally commonpiace As a result,
' _ﬁ-:-' : developers have started to mcorporate the development of socral xnfrastmcture that is hkely o
“be demanded dunng the approval process fi ght from the begrnmng Thrs deterrence is the source' {8
of the effectrveness of the hnkage system o] - 2 ' 7
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" Tabled Objectives of EIA Sysiem and Mitigation

: ] e LR DR BT e | e R SR ] - Positionof .
| Stage | Content and ObJﬂCﬂ"CS of oy o Comemtof o gngironmental
d S env1ronmental 1mpact assessment o S _':_mltlgaanl' ki .imp‘act 'as;sessmen't :
B I Ascertaxnment of the statns quo ofthe | No substantial = et As envxronmental ;
| environment through envlronmental stud— _3 mmganon measnres Yy study 1001
1 . ies for specific projects in orderto mcluded L e A
exonerate thern e S A Ry
<7 Miinimim mitigation included in environ: = '.Only “redncnon or”
" .| mental unpact studies for spemﬁc pro;ects & “minimization” msngatlon '
2 lin order to exonerate them N R .-..__mcluded (e.g. mvolvmg '_ _
' - oo ti e e rachievement of envirens
i mental quahty standards)
Ach1evement of 1o net loss regarcimg Introductlon of
-7 | the environment. of the entire local area E ‘compensatory” mmgatlon i
. 3 1 with development projeets based on theu' ':added to “rmmmtzatlon :
ik aggregate impacts-in ‘addition to the miti- 'rmtlganon
gation of envxronmental nnpacts of spe01f- L
e prolects on an 1nd1v1dual bas1s :
: _Development plans 1ncapable of ach1evmg "Introductton of i
~| “no net loss” for the entire local area = “avmdance rmnganon m
o rooted’ out (zero op’uon) All proposed e additionto g SRR PR
4 : development plans are coordmated 50 as el compensatory mmga- e 3 :
; to achieve “no net loss” collectlvely o dion and ¢ mlmmxzanon As locaI plannmg :
through appropnate mmgatton measures 'Imtlganon Ry s i or sustamable Y
'Achlevement of sustamable development R e, e development IOOI

Strmlarly, the 1n1t1al objecnve of nnnganon was to obhge developers to take conservatlon'

' _ measures for natural resources such as Wetlands by maklng it an approval condlnon for devel- -
i _--'_-:_gpment plans However, the hkehhood 1s that as an EIA system and rmngatxon pohcy take root,
o '_ nnnganon conditxons for development pro_}ects w1th a lngh rlsk of nature destrucnon w;ll be-:

a . come stneter and tlns Wlll g1ve nse to'the formanon of pubhc op1n10n agamst grantmg approval ¢
& for such pro_] ects Wthh were traditlonally commonplaee Developers w1ll then start 1nc01porat-’

ing nnnganon measures l1kely to be demanded as an approval eond:tlon 1nto the1r development g
P plans nght from the begannmg | | XS S ' 4

In short wnh both lmkage in: urban plannmg and mmgatlon in EL!t setnng condmons/ r ot

:__ 'obhgatlons for development projects and havmg the project proponents sansfy them 15 only the i

[ initial objeenve The more fundamental goal is to root out development plans that do not xncor— |
o e ".porate nnnganon measures and to ensure that all development plans that are put f forward for -
- 'approval 1nc1ude :mttgatton measures nght from the begmning The dnvmg force behmd thlS i

._.wxll be the econonnc v1ab1hty of the progeets themselves and envnonmental BtthS

fri
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To brmg about effectrve lmtlgatlon or hnkage 1t is necessary to fully specrfy the costs.

4 (negatrve 1mpacts) of development plans t0 which rmtrgation or. lrnkage requrrements aretobe

o 'apphed EIA isa techruque desrgned to shed lrght on the costs and beneﬁts of development:_ s

k) pro;ects (Ono and Abe~Evans 1991). The US~style EIA system eara ‘e recogmzed asatoolto o

extract the mformatron necessary to brmg about effect;ve mrt:gatlon or lmkage

Although thlS paper drd not drscuss commumty partrcrpatron due to the lnmted space :

avatlable the development of rrutrgatron measures is a process in whrch commumty pamcrpa— i o
: tion is most desrrable throughout the EIA procedure In other words there 1s httle room for -

i commumty partrcrpat;on wrth an EIA systern that lacks a proper rmtrgatron measure develop— o

' 'ment process. To facrhtate communrty partrcrpatron therefore ‘the formatron of an adequate :
_ -'mrtrgatron measure development process rs essentral :

An EIA system 18 the most powerful tool to realrze democracy from the vrewpornt of
o development and: envrronrrrental conservatron and rmtlgatton is the bottom lrne of EIA To :

i rmprove the effeetrveness of the EIA system 1n the future itis necessary to develop ordmances e

Y guldelmes and detalled 1mplementatron regulatlons that clearly specrfy rmtrgatlon pohcres in
> -the objectrves of the EIA systern pro;ect approval condltrons and follow~ups s
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