UNIVERSITY OF LEEDS

This is a repository copy of Enhancing EIA systems in developing countries: A focus on
capacity development in the case of Iran.

White Rose Research Online URL for this paper:
http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/155867/

Version: Accepted Version

Article:

Khosravi, F orcid.org/0000-0002-3453-1729, Jha-Thakur, U and Fischer, TB (2019)
Enhancing EIA systems in developing countries: A focus on capacity development in the
case of Iran. Science of The Total Environment, 670. pp. 425-432. ISSN 0048-9697

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.03.195

© 2019, Elsevier. This manuscript version is made available under the CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0
license http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/.

Reuse

This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs
(CC BY-NC-ND) licence. This licence only allows you to download this work and share it with others as long
as you credit the authors, but you can’'t change the article in any way or use it commercially. More
information and the full terms of the licence here: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/

Takedown
If you consider content in White Rose Research Online to be in breach of UK law, please notify us by
emailing eprints@whiterose.ac.uk including the URL of the record and the reason for the withdrawal request.

eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/



mailto:eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/

Enhancing EIA Systemsin Developing Countries. A focuson capacity development in
thecaseof Iran

Fatemeh Khosra®i Urmila Jha-Thaktfrand Thomas B. FiscHer

#Environmental Assessment and Management Research Ca&etimo| of Environmental
Sciences, University of Liverpool, Liverpool, UK,

Khosravi80@liverpool.ac.uk
74 Bedford Street South, Liverpool L69 7ZT, England
Tel: 0044-748-2251350

PEnvironmental Assessment and Management Research Ceetiom| of Environmental
Sciences, University of Liverpool, Liverpool, UK,

Urmila.Thakur@liverpool.ac.yk

74 Bedford Street South, Liverpool L69 7ZT, England
Tel: 0044-151-7943120

‘Environmental Assessment and Management Research Ceetiom| of Environmental
Sciences, University of Liverpool, Liverpool, UK,

fischer@liverpool.ac.uk

74 Bedford Street South, Liverpool L69 7ZT, England

Tel: 0044-151-7943112


mailto:Urmila.Thakur@liverpool.ac.uk
mailto:fischer@liverpool.ac.uk

Enhancing EIA Systemsin Developing Countries: A focus on capacity development in
thecaseof Iran

Abstract

Sensitivity to an Environmental Impact Assessment (Elystem's context is a precondition
for being able to suggest recommendation to improving théeraydost recommendations
for developing countries take inspiration from developedntries and fall short in their
efforts to adapt to the needs of a specific country. Inpiyer, the authors aim to assess the
feasibility of implementing suggesteecommendations to enhance Iran’s EIA effectiveness.
One of the main drawbacks of the Iranian EIA system ixidacy of EIA legislation.
However, based on the findings of a review of the literadincesemi-structured interviews, it
is suggested that by considering contextual factorsnbtifeasible to overhaul Iran’s EIA
legislative framework in the short term. Instead, fbeus must shift towards increasing
environmental awareness and huncapacity development so as to improve the EIA system
over time and streng&mEIA legislation.

Keywords. Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) system, con@tiofs, Iran, capacity

building

1. Introduction

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) has been globalte@ed as a decision-making
support tool in project planning (Morgan, 2012; Silva Dias et2@l9), which aims to
incorporate environmental values in proposed projects @rtd., 2012). The effectiveness
of EIA, in terms of the extent to which it is actually etiag its objectives, has been
frequently discussed ever since it was first formaityaduced in the United States in 1969
(Cashmore et al., 2010; Lyhne et al. 2017). The main focussrcomtext has usually been
on aspects of procedural and substantive effectivenesh@fjs2005; Khosravi et al. 2018).
According to Gallardo and Bond (2011), procedural effectivemesans the assessment
complies with the principles of the EIA process. Sulista effectiveness is the extent to
which the EIA process achieves the set objectives, ssclsugporting well-informed
decision-making and resulting in environmental protectioadl, 1996; Baker and
McLelland, 2003.



Extensive research has been conducted to evaluate Edétiediness (Runhaar et al. 2013;
Arts et al. 2012; Phylip-Jones and Fischer 2013; Fischer and @&2206; Khosravi et al.
2018). However, assessment of effectiveness can only h&ideoed meaningful when
considering contextual factors within which EIA operatesi@n 2012; Sadler 1996; Bond
and Pope 2012, Veronez and Montano 2015). Context factorstaraeato the EIA system
but affect its effectiveness (Kolhoff et al. 2016). Altlgh there is no commonly accepted
framework for contextual factors in the EIA literatusyiew (Khosravi et al. 2018; Kolhoff
et al. 2016), the most frequently mentioned factors includeptiitical system, the socio-
economic situation, state of the environment and theéutishal and legal framework (Cherp
2001; Annandale 2001; Mao and Hills 2002; Bitondo 2007; Clausen et al. 2@1$:Méng

et al. 2016; Kolhoff et al. 2016).

Contextual factors, such as socio-economic and poligcabdrs are said to be very different
in many developing countries compartedmany developed countries (Marara et al. 2011).
Furthermore, contextual factors are said to be partigulafluential on EIA effectiveness in
developing countries (Marara et al. 2011; Kolhoff et al. 2@0®@) failure to tailor to these are
leading to low EIA effectiveness. Kolhoff et al. (2018) kxped that three groups of factors

in particular cause low EIA performance in low- and nediicome countries:

1. EIA legislation that is unclear, given the capa&stand the political context (Bitondo,
2000; Marara et al. 2011; Kabir and Momtaz 2013; Kolhoff et al. 2Z2083).

2. Weak organisational capacities (Wood 2003; Van Loon et al. 20Hdisen et al.
2011; Marara et al. 2011; Kabir and Momtaz 2013), including weak arowjtand

enforcement capacities (Khadka and Shrestha 2011).

3. Contextual factors such as the political system, tlo@®seconomic situation, and the
legal framework (Kakonge 2006; Kolhoff et al. 2009, 2013; Maraed @011; Kabir
and Momtaz 2013; Wells- Dang et al. 2016).

A strong EIA legislative framework is a common recomdaion offered by many scholars
(Fischer and Gazzola 2006; Badr 2009; Khosravi et al. 2018; Khatravi2019; Wayakone
and Makoto 2012). However, Kolhoff et al (2013) state that the key actors’ (e.g. parliaments
and the sector ministries) capacities as well as contefetcialrs such as the political system
and economic situation are the most important factotermaing the development of EIA

legislation in a country. They also argue that there ielatioship between the vision of the
3



sector ministries and the parliament on the role ofetinaronment for the socio-economic
development of the country and the development of [Ebfislation (Kolhoff et al. 2013).

Thus, changes in the vision and attitudes of political leadérde necessary to make EIA
more than aritual’ (Chen et al. 1999; Wayakone and Makoto 2012).

In addition, simply defining EIA in legislation does notsere success in EIA practice
(Morrison-Saunders and Retief 2012). Although strong legisiabias been said to lze
prerequisite for an effective EIA system (Sandham .e2@l3), sometimes legislation alone
can also be detrimental to EIA because of a lack of knovdeddarity and enforcement
(Fischer and Jones 2016). In some cases, EIA requirermenfsresent but there are some
underlying barriers to conducting the EIA. For example, wiitlskistan has a sound legal
basis and comprehensive guidelines, its EIA has not yetexi/shtisfactorily (Nadeem and
Hameed 2008; 2018). According Eischer and Nadeem (2014), provincial agenb&sthe
power to impose administrative penalties for violationgriplementing EIA conditions, but
these penalty provisions have not been used due to the lade®fnd procedures to impose
them. India is another example of a democratic cguwith quite comprehensive EIA
legislative provisions that include explicit state peaaltfines and imprisonment for EIA
violations. Still, the lack of implementation requiremerdad lack of enforcement
mechanisms has turned EIA almost into a formality (Pahigand Amirapu 2012; Jha-
Thakur 2011). Therefore, considering context allows EIA praogtis to have realistic
expectations with regards to its effectiveness (Hildiygld¥ik and Bjarnadottir 2007;
Runhaar and Driessen 2007; Van Doren et al. 2013; Khosravi et al. 2018).

Although EIA can be seen as a universal tool, lessons drawnone jurisdiction may not be
relevant or suitable in improving practice elsewhere. Eyétesns of many developing
countries have been evaluated. These evaluations hateofitbe time resulted in generating
recommendations that include improvement in regulattemeworks and enhanced
implementation. However, specific idiosyncrasies ofgistem are usually ignored in such
generic suggestions (Kolhoff et al. 2009). Furthermogeommendations with regards to
additional legislation requirements are usually suitdbtecountries where these can be
expected to be enforcelnportantly, many recommendations are transplanted fAé@stern
democratic countries to developing countries without dansig their feasibility in the light
of the changed context (Kolhoff et al. 2009). Thus, idemtgfyihe contextual factors that



influence EIA system performance of a country is finst stepin developing suitable
recommendations to enhance EIA effectiveness.

This papethas two overall aims. First it develops a list of ‘typical recommendations’ on the
basis of reviewing papers, that have evaluated EIA systdniieveloping countries and
provided recommendations for improvement. Secondly, therpavaluates the feasibility of
adopting these ‘typical recommendations’ within Iran, considering its contextual factors. In
doing so, the paper builds on the work of Khosravi et al. 204® explored a set of
contextualfactors that could influence the development of Iran’s EIA system (see Section
2.1.2). Accordingly, this paper is structuretbifive sections. Following the introduction, the
second section explains the EIA system in Iran, astext factors and the methodology
adopted, followed by an analysis of the data collected adéaussion of the research

findings. Finally, conclusions are drawn.

2. M ethodology

2.1. Case study: Iran

2.1.1. The National context

The Islamic Republic of Iran has a population of 80 millimabitants (Roudi et al. 2017).
The political system is a unique and complex blend of tla¢iccand democratic government.
Following the 1979 Revolution, a new constitution basedstamic traditions was written
and Iran’s current political system and government structure is based on that constitution
(Jone 2009; Khosravi et al. 2019). Geographically, Iran is divided38tprovinces that are
administered by central government (Hashemi 2012). Iraarisidered a centralised country

based on the distribution of its administrative functi¢ienel et al. 2017).

2.1.2. EIA system

EIA in Iran was first introduced in 1994 on the legal baxisan article in the National
Development Plan (NDP) (Khosravi and Jha-Thakur 2018). TAeBtkreau in the Iranian

Department of Environment (DoE) is responsible for supervisiveg screening process,
managing the review of EIA reports, deciding on the accefitabflEIA reports, and issuing
EIA Guidelines (Ahmadvand et al. 2009; Khosravi et al. 2019). Araksed EIA agency,

which is responsible for managing most EIA tasks and whashstatutory authority power to
approve or refuse the EIA is a model used in a rangewitdes, including e.g. Australia,

Brazil and Mexico (Sanchez and Morrison-Saunders 2011).



Khosravi et al. (2019) performed an evaluation of the IralBl&nsystem, focusing on certain
EIA system components, including EIA legislation, Eldanistration and the EIA process.
This evaluation revealed that Iran’s EIA system suffers from weaknesses such as insufficient

EIA legislation, inadequate screening and scoping, lacktefraltive consideration, public
participation, EIA implementation and follow-up. Furtheme, later work by Khosravi et al
(2018) has revealed that EIA in Iran has had a very limitédein€e on decision-making due

to specific contextual factors in the country that include:

1. The legal basis. As an article of the NDP, this is currently not strompuegh to
support effective action against EIA offenders as it lgsksalties for EIA violations

and therefore constrains EIA effectiveness.

2. Culture of decison making: The dominant decision-making culture in Iran is
centralised and this hinders some elements of an ElAersysiuch as public

participation.

3. Poalitical will: Iran lacks the political determination to improve the BWstem since
some parts of government and higher-level decision-mdlediessse that EIA approval

causes delays to necessary development investments.

4. Changing party politics: Although most Iranian politicians believe that considering

the environment causes delay to necessary developinerd,Has been less focus on

environmental issues under Conservdtive Governments tharr udderation

Governments.

5. Human capacity: Another contextual factor influencing Iran’s EIA system
development is the lack of trained professional withiA Bdiministrations at national
and provincial levels, as well as in knowledge institutieugh as universities, and in

environmental NGOs.

2.2. Method

Sensitivity to an EIA system's context is a precooditifor being able to make
recommendations for improving that system. Also, recondaéons developed
internationally in similar contexts can help to make magfnl suggestions The
methodology adopted in this paper combinesse¢hivo approaches. Research on the

improvement of EIA system performance started with tikting countries that are
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developing and that have reviewed their EIA systems to peopesommendations for
improvement. Based on this criteria, 12 countries werelstted and reviewed (See Table
1). Typical recommendations were found to fall under fourdings, including a) EIA
regulations b) public participation c) capacity building andfalw-up. Based on the
findings,aframework for analysis was developed and is discussdw isubsequent section.

In order to be able to derive tailor-made recommendafmngran, exploratory interviews
were carried out. In the period between 2015 and 2018, fiftyiainaEIA actors were
interviewed on various occasions. Ten of these weretedléor a more in-depth analysis on
the basis of their seniority, knowledge and experience of Iran’s EIA system and context.
These represent different stakeholder groups within thealwdBiA system and include EIA
Bureau of Iran, academic experts from universities, ctarsties and proponents.

The contextual factors were also investigated in d#teslugh three case studies of EIAs of
dams constructed in the Urmia Lake Basin. The case stweiesconducted in 2017-18 and
involved documentary analysis of the EIA reports, semiestired interviews of stakeholders
involved and field visits. The findings of the study will be digere to further complement

the understanding of the contextual factors affecting iBl&an (Khosravi et al. 2018 and

Khosravi et al. 2019).

2.2.1. Framework for Analysis

Typical recommendations on how to improve EIA were idieation the basis of the
literature review and synthesised into a conceptual frankewbich is described in Table 1
below. This framework identifies four categories of improeats to EIA systems in
developing countries, includinga) improving public participation; b) increasing capacity
building through training; c) strengthening EIA legislation andneplementation of EIA-

follow up.
Table 1: near here

The following four questions were asked during interviews to testabplicability of

recommendations for Iran:

1. Would it be possible to enhance EIA regulationgan?

2. How could public participation be initiated in Iran?
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3. What role could capacity building play in the improvetaiiran’s EIA system?
4. How could EIA follow- up work in Iran?

3. Initial recommendations based on interviews and relevant literaturein Iran

This section presents findings from the case studies anti0tlexploratory interviewees. The
findings have been categorised under the four broad thenaiesere identified as part of the
framework for analysis. Findings are further discussedenlight of the broader literature
available on EIA in Iran, including improvement suggestidfered by interviewees

3.1. Enhancing EIA legidation in Iran

A large number of projects proceed without EIA approvalam l(Khosravi et al. 2019). For
example, there were 53 operational dams in the Urmk& Basin (ULB), 34 out of which
were exemmd from obligatory EIA, based on Iranian screening threshditis left a total

of 19 dams which required EIA. In selecting the case sunlig of the 19 dam®nly three
dam projects were identified for which EIA reports were preparehe ULB. Only one of
these had EIA approval. The three projects with the iEejgorts were subsequently used as
case studies. This area (ULB) has been registered urel®atinsar Convention as being of
international importance for birds. Despite the unique atttaristics of the lake, over the
years, the area has undergone severe environmental shamdjéas lost 80% of its volume

due to anthropogenic drivers like damming (AghaKouchak et al., 201zaKhet al., 2019).

Based on the above facts, it can be further concludgdctmamitment in pregring EIA
reports in Iran is weak. This is perhaps linked with weak [E¢fslation as due to lack of any
penalty code, the proponents are not hindered in commem@jerts without EIA approval
Most countries world-wide have prescribed penalties for BdA-compliance (Elvan, 2018).
In Iran, legislation is largely ineffective in triggeg action against EIA offenders. This can
be proven from the fact that current legislation rezgiiproponents to prepare EIA reports
only during feasibility studies but lack a penal code sedtoroffenders. Hence, improved
legislation, which includes clear penalties was suggestedramious studie as a key
condition for effective EIA (Khosravi et al. 2018).

Interviewees were asked about the possibility of strengthdmin’s EIA legislation. All
interviewees confirmed that there is a need for expégislation but believed that this was
not practically possible as there was no political willtbe part of members of parliament

and sector ministers to introduce such EIA law. In tdostext, interviewees recalled a
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previous attempt to create EIA-specific legislation in 2014hwhe help of previous
government departments, including the Ministers of Calinétiran’s DoE. The draft EIA

bill was prepared by the EIA authority and consisted of 5 chgptath the 5th chapter
addressing penalties. However, it was diluted by sector messtepresented by the Cabinet
of Ministers. The resulting EIA bill was then submitted &rl@ment but was rejected. One
interviewee claimed thatlranian parliamentarians’ mindset is on economic development
anda belief that the environment causes delays to development investments. There is no hope
of having EIA legislation with this way of thinking on the environment". Anothecword

and stated that: "Although the EIA Astthe fundamental recommendation to improve Iran’s

EIA system, considering current political context and the way of thinking about the
environment, it is neither a practical nor feasible recommendation". iderviewee said
that "ElA legislation is the small building block and even if Iran’s parliament passesthis bill,

it is not able to do anything itself and the most important item is training gracita
building."

3.2. Improving Iran’s EIA effectiveness through capacity building

Kirchhoff (2006) and Kolhof et al. (2018) saw capacity buildeg the most important
mechanism for improving EIA implementation in developiraumtries (see also Sanchez-
Triana, Enriquez and Afzal 2014). Khosravi et al. (2018) alseloded that EIA capacity
building is urgently needed to improve Iran’s EIA system. Analysis of case studies indicates
that EIA reports are prepared based on a generic Tabomtent (TOR) and scoping i
limited to defining geographical boundaries. Careful questioning r&@éealed a blurred
understanding of some steps of the EIA process amongdt Ehd actors, including EIA

authorities, consultants, proponents and academics (@hag al. 2019).

Most interviewees were of the opinion that capacity buildsx@ more urgent requirement
than EIA legislationThree interviewees also felt that this should startiwithe EIA Bureau
as that body crucibl controls quality by reviewing EIA reports. Several authmeviously
suggested that some of the staff in the EIA Bureau weredegfuately qualified for their role
(Ahmadvand et al. 2009; Moradi 2009; Khosravi et al. 2018). This fsistent with
Kirchhoff (2006) who concluded that appropriate skills are need¢dust within the EIA
authority but also within government departments, developers, EIA damssi| academics
and NGOs.

3.3. Initiating public participation in Iran



Public participation seems to be totally absent in the EIAga®dn Iran and was not
included in any of the three EIA reports studi@bme interviewees identified impred
public participation as a practical measure, which could leadctedased EIA effectiveness
on the basis that people are the most important stalexisolHowever, one interviewee
claimed that the low level of public ‘environmental awareness could have a diverse effect on
EIA effectiveness. He said that "awareness is a fundameatpirement for public
participation and, due to high rate of unemployment and economic issues, public
participation in Iran will be based on economic benefits not environmental concehis.” T
was mentioned by other interviewees as well and it was sgigggat NGOs and the media
can play a leading role in increasing public publication byingistakeholders' awareness
about potential environmental and socio-economic impactsdefelopment projects.
Moreover there is no legal requirement for public participation in Iran’s EIA process
(Ahmadvand et al. 2009; Nouri and Nikoomaram 2005; Moradi 2009). tegalrements do
not have to be the main driver for public participatiorpractice. Their absence, though, can
be interpreted as a sign of mmmature democracy (Morrison-Saunders and Retief 2012).

3.4. Initiating EIA follow-up in Iran

The International professional literature links poor empéntation and enforcement to
guestionable EIA outcomes (Panigrahi and Amirapu 2012; Jha-Thakur 20adka&fand
Shrestha 2011; Gore and Fischer 2014). The literature ramdioates that monitoring is
seriously deficient within the Iranian EIA system (AhmadVvaat al. 2009; Moradi 2009).

Inspection is also believed to be very poor (Khosravi. &04.9).

Document analysis of the three cases shows that failfpaesign was not considered in EIA
reports. Interviewees from proponents stated there ismamdatory requirement for
implementing monitoring. In their opinion this was as aultesf inadequate staff and
equipment required for inspectiofhey also believed that staffing of the DoE and EIA
authority depends on allocated funding. A similar finding baen reported in the case of
India where understaffing did not allow EIA follow-up to beplemented effectively (Jha-
Thakur 2011). Some interviewees suggested that proponents shpplort the follow-up in
Iran and that EIA should come with a structured plaraudit proponents. It was further
advocated that monitoring and the auditing fund should bededuy proponents. In this

context, one interviewee suggested that "The Iranian DoE hasditimg Bureau and these
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auditing should be done by this Bureau. However, there is a poor coordination among these
Bureaus in the DoE

4. Developing recommendations to improve Iran’s EIA system

Various authors have suggested that Iran is a country wiimeanature EIA system where
EIA is neither procedurally nor substantively effectives procedural performance is a
precondition for substantive performance (Van Doren. &04.2; Khadka and Shrestha 2011)
there is a correlation between procedural performandecksar EIA legislation (Kolhoff et
al. 2016). As a result, any discussion on how to improve $fiduld begin with the role of
EIA legislation. This was also confirmed by the interviewewho all suggested that
recommendations will need to focus on EIA legislatioripfeéd by capacity building, public
participation and follow up.

4.1. Strengthening EIA legidation and improving the EIA system

As already emphasized by Kolhoff et al. (2013) there ®slationship between the vision of
sector ministries and parliament on the developmeHiAflegislation. Several interviewees
supported this thinking within the Iranian context. They wdrehe opinion that, in addition
to other contextual factors, the two key groups of natiacrs (Members of Parliament and
the Cabinet of Ministrigs were so influential that the EIA bill would not pass the
parliamentary stage. Their reasoning was that these aat&es focused on economic
development and believe that consideration of the enveahcauses delays to development
investments. Kolhoff et al. (2013) concluded that the lefehvironmental awareness within
the sector ministries and parliament is a primary drivieEIA legislation development.
Therefore, characteristics of these decision makedstlzeir environmental awareness is an
important context factor influencinfran’s EIA effectiveness. Thus, raising environmental
awareness and ways of thinking of the various stakeholdets #i® environment is going to
be a precondition for being able to strengthen EIA lagmh. However, strong EIA
legislation alone does not guarantee success in EIA pea@dfiorrison-Saunders and Retief,
2012). According to Sandham et al. (2013), South Africa’s EIA system restructured its legal
basis in 2006 and is now sound, but application is generakina They researched whether
EIA quality improved after the major restructuring of tBEA regulations, and found that
EIA quality had not changedience, they suggested that improvements should be sought in
other ways, including accreditation, training of EIA actorsl amproved good practice

guidance. Their findings were echoed by some Iranian ieteegs, and one claimed that
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EIA legislation is just a small building block and it wd be unable to do anything on its
own. This interviewee felt training and capacity building weogemimportant.

4.2. El A capacity building

All interviewees were of the opinion that Iran’s DoE and the EIA Bureau neededto start with
capacity building rather than excessively focusing on Egfslation. Their rationale was that
they believed parliament was unlikely to approve any Bill and itharovement should be
explored through other means. Capacity building was seeneasfdhe most feasible ways
to do this. The findings show that there is still an urgesgd for improved capacity to
implement the EIA process in Iran, despite twenty-fjpgars having passed since EIA
emerged in the country. Iran’s EIA development can be said to be still being at a low level in
terms of the categories developed by Jha-Thakui. (2009), on ‘learning in appraisal’.
‘Learning about EIA’ (p.135) in terms of understanding EIA legal requirements and
procedure is yet to be achieved in the Iranian EIA syskdragravi et al. 2019).

The case studies also confirmed that there is poor uaddinsg of different steps of the EIA
process, indicating that training for consultancies and Ebe Bureau is essentialAs
previously discussed, interviewees believed capacity buildiogldhstart within the EIA
Bureau, and that improved quality control will force EIA soltancies and practitioners to
work harder to meet necessary standards. Other authorssin@tde recommendations, with
Sanchez and Morrison-Saunders (2011) saying that "EIA agemgidsecframed as learning
organisations” (Argyris and Schon, 1996; Sanchez and Morrisomd8eu2011) and their
staff as knowledge workers (Davenport 2005; Sanchez and Me8msonders 2011). Efforts
may start with the EIA Bureau, but should not be restrittedt. Weaver et al. (2008)
emphasise the role of EIA practitioners as "pushing ther&cof sustainability, and Bond
et al., (2010, p. 6) argue that "sustainability outcomes in ElAfaradl "learning organisation
approach”. Whilst EIA agencies may play a central roen¢8ez and Morrison-Saunders
2011), the broader set of actors identified by Kirchhoff (200€) aked appropriate skills.
One solution is offered by Weston (2011), who suggkshat all planning courses in
universities need to include EIA as a part of their prograsnmed continuous professional
development courses should be on offer throughout thetigoon an almost continuous

basis.

Capacity building can also help improve Iran’s EIA institutional weaknesses that are

connected with being highly centralised at the nationadlléThe EIA Bureau had formed
12



provincial EIA commissions and delegated some projectsemethommissions for making
final decisions (Khosravi et al. 2019). However, insufficieatnan capacity in numbers and
gualifications at the provincial level has meant therddseffect is not yet achieve®n this
basis, capacity building may be seen to be a critie&tof for EIA administrator
decentralisatin, even before delegating EIA decision-making responsibilifyhis
recommendation is supported by observations in Indiaevllecentralisation itself has not
helped to enhance EIA efficiency (Paliwal and Srivastava 2012)

EIA capacity building has been identified as one of tf@nmveaknesses which hinders
effective EIA implementation in developing countries (Kinoff 2006; Kolhoff et al. 2018).
Whilst capacity building is usually used as a synonym for trainings definitely not
circumscribed within it (Bower, 2000, in: Potter and Brough 2004;HKoéf 2006; van Loa

et al. 2010). Capacity building is beyond training comprisingasious sub capacities and
components (Partidario 2005) which have been discussed ihldeta{See section 6).

4.3. Public participation and improving the EIA system

Public participation has two primary benefits, first, glgs in introducing procedural
democracy (Aschemann 2007; Panigrahi and Amirapu 2012) and secormdly,serve as a
mechanism for quality control within EIA (Bond et al. 201Mbwever, public participation
cannot effectively work without embedding a culture of publictipipation into society
(Purnama 2003; Marara et al. 2011).

The political structure of a country is thought to play a iatuole for public involvement in
an EIA (Tang et al. 2005; Hasan et al. 2018). Generally speakingc maticipation is
valued less in countries where the political culturéegs open and less democratic (Chen
2013; Purnama 2003). Iran has a centralised decision-makitigrecuhindeing the
development of public participation. This is why public parttipn has been marked as one
of the weakest links in the Iranian EIA system (Khosed\al. 2018). Constraining factors to
public participation tend to be greater in authoritarianesystand more so in developing
countries than in Western and developed countries (Kiodftadl. 2009). However, there are
examples for developing countries where public participaigowell developed (see e.g.
Nadeem and Fischer 2011). Howeves,saggested by Khusnutdinova (2004), civil society

plays hardly any role in more authoritarian systemdrdn, there is no transparency in EIA
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and EIA reports are treated as confidential documentsathanot available for the public to
comment on (Khosravi et al. 2019).

Nevertheless, public participation can and should still be awga within Iran, though,
which was recommended by six interviewees. Given the lowl le¥ environmental
awareness in Iran, interviewees were of the opinion theeasag public participation needs
raising stakeholders’ awareness Of the potential environmental impacts of projects, drad t
media and NGO’s could play a more prominent role in increasing public awareness. As an
important first step, it was suggested that the EIA Buighould grant access to the EIA
reports to the public. One interviewee from the EIA Bureaid, "We have a plan to allow
public access to the EIA reports in the DoE library and it might be a firsttetepds
transparency"”. Fischer (2005) suppdrsuch recommendations by saying a transparent and

clear process is an important precondition for effecparticipation.
4.4. El A follow-up and EI A system improvement

Monitoring is expensive and requires qualified and experieperdonnel (Badr 2009).
However, necessary financial resources are very limitednamy developing countries
(Marara et al. 2011). Limitations include the number of skieaff (human capacity), the
allocation of budgets (resource capacity) and availablenies! capacity of EIA actors (Van
Loon et al. 2010 Marara et al. 2011; NCEA 2014). However, thosecitapadiffer

significantly across the proponents, and the need tgrgments to support follow-up in Iran

was seen as important by the interviewees.
5. Recommendations and discussion on capacity building

Iran’s EIA enhancement needs a phased approach to capacity degetoprogrammes.
Starting point should be organisational capacity. As weearees suggested, raising
environmental awareness of decision makers (sector mesisind parliament) and changing
their way of thinking about the environment is a fundamestdatext factor to strengém
EIA legislation. They also mentioned increasing the enwirental awareness of the public
and main stakeholders are important factd€sipacity building and training of EIA
stakeholders is necessary, including EIA authorities, utamgies, universities, and
proponents. However, implementation of these recomntiendadepends on the willingness

and leadership (organisational capadcitfy)ran’s EIA authority.

14



Potter and Brough refute the idea that capacity building eduailsing by introducing
different levels of the capacity pyramid (Figure 1) (Kirafin2006: 89). Training is the
starting point of capacity building (Partidario 2005; Kolheffal. 2018). Kirchholf (2006)
introduced a framework to get insight into all capacitiexiusy EIA authorities in Brazil and
stated that capacity building is an umbrella concept wsaitme measurable sub categaries
These include institutional capacity, organisational capad¢itiman capacity, scientific
capacity, technical capacity, and resource capacity (Figui&idghhoff 2006: 89). Van
Loon et al. (2010) defined sub-capacities further, asvistio

a) Institutional sub-capacity refers to the rules ofghene (Lusthaus et al. 2002: 24), i.e.

EIA specific rules.

b) Organisational capacity refers to willingness and leader8apef and Morgan 2008;
Kolhoff et al. 2016).

¢) Human capacity is about the qualification and number oEBl actors, including
EIA authorities, the private sectors, knowledge institutegch(sas universities),

environmental NGOs, public, and the media.

d) Technical capacity is about availability of Informatiorda@ommunication (ICT) and

EA execution methods are central aspects of technicalibapac

e) Finally, resource capacity is about all measurement ewanp cars to site visits and
e.g. office resources. It can also include virtual stocksetfor EIA (van Loon et al.
2010).

Van Loon et al. (2010) suggested that EIA capacity should nptf@ciis on one isolated sub
capacity as it does not solve EIA capacity problems. éflage some countries with strong
EIA legislation and weak implementation. However, contalk factors especially the
political system, determine what capacities can be enhgKodlubff et al. 2018). In the case
of Iran, it was observed that there was no political wilintroduce EIA law and the visions
of sector ministries and parliament members as the draiars, hindering strengthening of
EIA legislation. Van Loon et al. (2010) also suggest thatlakver levels of the pyramid are
socio-culturally grounded and harder to implement. The reduillbiterviews confirms this

argument. Thus, following the advice of Kirchoff (2006) and Varor. et al. (2009),

organizational capacities (willingness and leadership) dhdeal regarded as the most
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important of these recommendations as this sub cap=itensure that the other capacities
such as human capacities, skills and access to fureldeaeloped (Kolhoff 2016).

(Technical
Capacity)

Knowledge
(Scientific Capacity)

Staff and Infrastructure

(Human Capacity)

Structure, Systems and Roles

(Institutional Capacity, Organisational Capacity)

Figure 1: Capacity Pyramid,

Adapted from Potter and Brough (2004), Kirchhoff (2006) and van Lbah €010)

It may seem that completing the lower levels of theapyd are a precondition for the upper
levels. However, this is not the case in Iran as istngathe human capacity of different
groups of actors would be needed in order to underpin effortsetagthen EIA legislation.
Thus, as argued, EIA enhancement in Iran needs a phaseddppooinclude all sub-
capacities. Here, organisational capacity needs to betaakri In the second phase, more
effort should be focused on human capacity, including rasmareness, education among
public, staff expansion and training. Parallel to increasiggrisational, human capacity and
providing the groundathird phase of activities should be geared towards strength&hA

legislation.

6. Conclusions
Attempts to develop EIA systems further need to start bicatit reflecting on country-

specific context and capacities. Various authors have @rthat Iran’s EIA system is in
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urgent need of improvemeniot only isIran’s legal situation problematic, but the wider
context including organisational, institutional and hurcapacities pose major challenges.

In this paper, we have assessed the feasibility of impignge‘typical recommendatiorigo
enhance Iran’s EIA system. However, in doing so we have taken into accoantdhtextual
factors influencing EIA system in Iran. The result shokaat multiple dimensions need to be
considered in developing an EIA system. Our review suggestsahatn EIA authorities put
their focus almost entirely on strengthening EIA legistatin the hope that this will solve
current problemsHowever, reflecting on experiences elsewhere, it is unlikey this will
lead to success in the absence of political will and an rdedeloped awareness of
environmental issues. Also, there is currently no appetitongst Iranian key actors
(members of parliament and sector ministers) to changés Bddislative framework. Raising
environmental awareness, changing the vision of key actatsways of thinking of the
various stakeholders about the environment is going ta foecondition for being able to
strengthen EIA legislation. This has been experience@eargia, Ghana and Yemen by
Kolhoff et al. (2013).

We identified capacity building of particular importanoe &ddressing shortcomings of EIA,
which could offer an overall comprehensive solutidm this context, capacity building
should not be approached in isolation. What is of cruipbrtance is to consider all levels
of the "capacity pyramid”. Completing the lower levelshe pyramid including institutional
capacity (EIA legislation) is a precondition for effieely delivering upper leveldHowever,

in case of Iran, enhancing human capacity of diffegeotips of actorgs needed in order to
underpin efforts to strength EIA legislation. For example, increasing environmental
awareness and changing the vision of sector ministrigs @arliament are essential
precursorsTherefore, the first phase of capacity developmentildhfocus on feasible and
short-term sub-capacity development (the upper levepymmid like training), whilst in
parallel strengthening EIA legislation as a long-term-sapacity phase. Following this,
attention will need to be paid to interpreting human capacitplems. The EIA Bureau and
their willingness (organisational capacity) will play a keye in facilitating this. Further
research is required in order to be able to assess amddifferent sub-capacities and finding

inter-relational manner to produce more effective capagitgance.

This research did not receive any specific grant fromdifig agencies in the public,

commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.
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