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Response to consulta-on on the 
Environmental Outcomes Report 

 
 
 

FAO: 
Environmental Assessment Reform Team 

Department for Levelling Up, Housing, and Communi<es 
3rd Floor, Fry Building 

2 Marsham Street 
London 

SW1P 4DF 
eareforms@levellingup.gov.uk 

 
8th June 2023 

 
 
 
 
Dear Member of the Environmental Assessment Reform Team, 
 
 
We are grateful for the opportunity to respond to the consulta<on on Environmental Outcome 
Reports. 
 
We write on behalf of the TRUUD Research Consor<um (Tackling the Root causes Upstream of 
Unhealthy urban Development), funded by the UK Preven<on Research Partnership (website 
provided below). TRUUD focuses on the preven<on of non-communicable diseases linked to urban 
and planetary environmental factors. We are working with hundreds of decision makers and 
communi<es and involving a wide range of disciplines, including public health, planning, economic 
modelling, law and others. We are mainly property and transport focused, but include all other 
suppor<ng infrastructure, including essen<al food, energy, water and waste systems while projects 
and plans include, for example, housing and site alloca<ons, urban extensions, spa<al plans, and city-
region transport strategies.  
 
We have responded to the consulta<on ques<ons below, but wanted to par<cularly emphasise the 
importance of integra<ng health into the EOR process in this covering leZer. 
 
In par<cular, we suggest that your reforms offer a rare opportunity to move beyond the limited areas 
of applica<on of the EIA and SA/SEA frameworks, and to ensure both health and environment is fully 
and clearly incorporated into decision making at root cause decision points. This is an essen<al part 
of levelling up, given the importance of health in that agenda and the close connec<on between 
human health and the environment. Though health is acknowledged in your approach, we suggest 
that it needs to be comprehensively and explicitly provided for in the EOR system. Importantly this 
means not just reac<ve healthcare, but preven<on of ill-health, including a clear focus on non-
communicable disease, which are linked strongly to environmental factors. Some of these issues are 
already acknowledged (e.g. air pollu<on and respiratory illness, access to nature and mental health, 
noise), but it is essen<al for the effec<ve opera<on of the system that they are comprehensively 
integrated. For example, we suggest health ought to be part of the principles which guide 
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development of the EOR, and further, suggest that this could be made explicit by adding ‘health’ to 
the <tle: e.g. Environment and Health Outcomes Repor<ng (EHOR). We provide further details 
below, and are also able to provide example data and a newly developed quan<ta<ve valua<on 
model that can support this. 

We agree to be contacted, and would be happy to expand on the points made below if needed. 
Beyond this, we would welcome the opportunity to engage further in the consulta<on process, and 
would be happy – for example – to assist in convening a roundtable with our research teams to 
discuss our work and to assist in any way we can in the development of the work you are 
undertaking. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 

Daniel Black 
 
Research Director 
Tackling Root Causes Upstream of Unhealthy 
Urban Development (TRUUD)1 
Popula<on Health Sciences 
University of Bristol 
Daniel.Black@bristol.ac.uk 
www.truud.ac.uk 
 
Daniel Black + Associates | db+a2 
www.www.db-associates.co.uk 
0BlackDan@gmail.com  

Ed Kirton-Darling 
 
Lecturer & Solicitor (non-prac<sing) 
University of Bristol Law School 
Will’s Memorial Building 
Queen’s Road 
Cligon 
BS81RJ 
 
e.kirton-darling@bristol.ac.uk 

 
 

 
A"ached:  

• Response to ques?ons 
• Summary Statement 
• References 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 TRUUD is funded by the UK Preven5on Research Partnership, an ini5a5ve funded by UK Research and 
Innova5on Councils, the Department of Health and Social Care (England) and the UK devolved administra5ons, 
and leading health research chari5es. Weblink: hIps://ukprp.org/  
2 Daniel Black + Associates | db+a is a registered sole trader. Daniel is currently employed by University of 
Bristol as Programme Director of TRUUD. 
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Ques&on 1: Do you support the principles that will guide the 
development of outcomes? [Yes/No]. 
 
 
No, not in the current form. We suggest adding the following principles, and give suppor<ng 
jus<fica<on using the same bulleted numbers. We would welcome further discussion on how to 
develop and embed through the detail of the EOR regime. 
 
Outcomes should: 
 

1. Drive the achievement of human health outcomes given the inextricable dependence of 
health on the environment (and linked cost implica<ons) 

2. Be applicable to all plans at all levels – especially, upstream/root cause factors regardless of 
sector - that impact on environmental and health outcomes  

3. Include the social and economic impacts where they impact on from current and future 
environmental and health impact 

4. Be rooted to both the ‘Precau<onary’ and the ‘Polluter Pays’ Principles, for example by giving 
much greater weight to ‘avoidance’ over and above ‘mi<ga<on’ in the mi<ga<on hierarchy, 
with ‘compensa<on’ being undesirable 

5. Be designed using the knowledge of those affecting and those affected by development 
plans or projects 

6. Be applicable to both: i) mixed-use places for people (i.e. proposed new neighbourhoods or 
plans for exis<ng town or city areas), as well as ii) large-scale single-use infrastructure 
projects (e.g. nuclear, motorways), which require different approaches to assessment. 

 
Suppor<ng jus<fica<on: 
 

1. Town planning and infrastructure development is also inextricable linked to public health 
(e.g. McManus, 2022): our health is dependent on our environment (local and global) health 
(e.g. Haines and Ebi, 2019; Black et al, 2022). It’s encouraging to hear (in 4.9) that 
considera<on will be given to “how we can best use EORs to achieve health related 
outcomes” and that “this will be subject to further policy development”.  

2. We agree that these environmental (and health) challenges are complex (e.g. Black et al, 
2021; Black et al, 2022) (e.g. land availability assessment and site alloca<ons, given impact 
on car use; regula<on of real estate investment to priori<se longer term health and 
environmental outcomes and issues of affordability) 

3. For example, (3.8) we agree that “SEA has been expanded to include social and economic 
considera?ons” and that this “has resulted in duplica?on and overlap” in some instances. 
However, there are very significant interrela<onships between social, economic and 
environmental elements that require full considera<on in the round. If elements are 
considered in isola<on, linked issues can get missed such as the health co-benefits of climate 
ac<on (e.g. Haines, 2017) or the inefficiency of specific forms of economic development in 
terms of social or environmental outcomes (e.g. inves<ng in increased car usage over walking 
and cycling and ‘good’ densifica<on of urban areas).  

4. Given the long-established enshrining of these concepts in to environmental prac<ce, it is 
remarkable that these are not included in the principles provided. We appreciate they 
present issues of uncertainty and poten<al risk aversion (3.10-12), which the document 
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seeks to address. They are nonetheless of fundamental importance, especially given the 
limited improvement from EIA through reac<ve mi<ga<on hierarchy (e.g. Jacob et al, 2016) 
and the need to strengthen its first stage (e.g. Phalan et al, 2017). Improving environmental 
and health outcomes is a complex challenge that requires working with incomplete data sets 
and unknowns: qualita<ve data, expert opinion, trust and transparency are needed, 
alongside new methods of decision-making under uncertainty. This is acknowledged in the 
document (4.19): “certain outcomes may not be conducive to a quan?ta?ve metric and 
agreed assessment methodologies that draw on qualita?ve assessment, using professional 
judgement, may have to be used”. These methods need to be developed prior to enac<ng 
the new regime. 

5. Further clarity and detail are therefore needed to ensure early impact assessment at root 
cause decision points, to enable strong policy and legisla<on, and efficient development 
where appropriate, and hence our recommended Principle 2, which Principle 4 would also 
underpin. 

6. When addressing the complex challenge of environmental degrada<on (and impact on 
human health), stakeholders involve both those affecting as well as those affected by 
development plans or projects (e.g. Bammer, 2013; Black, Bates et al, 2023). Not specifying 
the “sector groups and environmental experts” or the “organisa?on responsible for 
monitoring overall progress of specific outcomes” (3.1) is problema<c as these choices could 
lead to wildly varying outcomes. The process for stakeholder iden<fica<on and involvement 
must be clear and should include considera<on of future genera<ons and those with less 
‘voice’. A clear ra<onale and process is needed on stakeholder iden<fica<on and the process 
of involvement. We appreciate that there are no specific plans or projects that this EOR 
proposal relates to, but it should be possible nonetheless to agree and make transparent 
how the stakeholder group was iden<fied and on what basis, and how they were involved. 

 
 

Ques&on 2: Do you support the principles that indicators will have 
to meet? [Yes/No]. 
 
No, not in their current form. We suggest one addi<onal principle and add further jus<fica<on. 
 
(4.18) Indicators must be: 

• sufficiently comprehensive to ensure comprehensive coverage of environmental and health 
issues, regardless of regime, and linked upstream factors. 

It may go without saying, but indicators (as per paragraphs 4.15 to 4.20), “such as physical surveys 
and popula?on counts”, do not provide sufficient detail alone for a full understanding of 
environmental impact. As this document states, while “a lot of environmental data exist(s); it (is) not 
necessarily of the type or standard required to resolve of manage the impacts” (3.17). In rela<on to 
climate change for example, this document also states (4.26) that it is “not always directly, or 
effec?vely, measurable in itself”. For example, our research, which involved systema<c reviews of the 
health impacts from buildings, transport, natural environment, neighbourhood design and food 
suggests there is far more data on air pollu<on, for example, than on many other indicators (e.g. 
overhea<ng) (Eaton et al, 2023; Black et al, 2021; Ige et al, 2018; Ige aet al, 2018). We agree strongly 
therefore with your following statement: “certain outcomes may not be conducive to a quan?ta?ve 
metric and agreed assessment methodologies that draw on qualita?ve assessment, using 
professional judgement, may have to be used” (4.19).   
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On specific points: 
 

• It currently reads as if, in total, the indicators must be “clearly and directly relevant to one or 
more priority outcomes”. It should be made clear that it is ‘each indicator’.  

• The principles are reliant on future unknowns. (4.15) refers to a “na?onal indicator 
set…based on exis?ng indicators as far as possible and will be na?onally set and agreed. 
Indicators will be set out in guidance.” For these principles to be meaningful, these 
uncertain<es need to be addressed. We would welcome discussion about how to develop 
the ‘clear methodology and guidance’. 

• It’s not clear whether important areas are being covered. With regards the principle that 
they should be “drawn from exis?ng data sets, wherever possible” and “evidence based”, see 
points above and below about data gaps, decision-making under uncertainty and new 
principles needed. 

• Views on propor<onality vary significantly and depending on individual world view - clarity 
needs to be developed through further detailed design.  

• In rela<on to the need for it to be evidence based, we agree, but would add that it should be 
explicitly acknowledged in the principles that new methods for decision-making (with limited 
and data and under uncertainty) are needed.  

• We appreciate that the list of poten<al maZers (4.9) are incomplete, given that they reflect 
the elements of the Environmental Improvement Plan and that other maZers will be picked 
through regime specific outcomes. However, there is a significant risk that cri<cal 
environmental and health maZers will not be picked up without clearer guidance. See new 
principle above. 

• Unaddressed issues of cumula<ve impact (in 4.13). 

 
 

 

Ques&on 3: Are there any other criteria we should consider? 
 
Yes. From the point of view of large-scale mixed-use development proposals (e.g. housing and land 
alloca<on proposals, urban extensions, spa<al plans) we provide here below some preliminary 
sugges<ons, drawing on the Health Map (Barton et al, 2006), which links human health to local and 
global environment through the lens of urban planning.  
 
An addi<onal example can be found in Eaton et al (2023 – Figure 1) showing how the seven main 
categories and the 23 sub-categories of the Health Map can be collated, for example, in to five areas 
of urban form - natural environment, buildings, neighbourhood design, transport and food - for 
systema<c review. This led to iden<fica<on of 170 quan<fiable impact pathways. 
 
The Environment Improvement Plan does men<on urban areas, but covers only a few of the issues 
linked to town or city built development, and these tend to be those linked to natural elements only: 
e.g. air pollu<on, overhea<ng and trees, access to nature, walking and cycling. However, 
environmental impacts are felt from mul<ple other elements (e.g. quality of buildings, quality of food 
and drink made available, spa<al loca<on of development, mode of transport, provision of 
ameni<es). This is especially concerning given the sec<on on housing (3.9). For example, our 
research iden<fied 170 urban environment characteris<c-health impact pathways linking 26 broad 
categories of urban form and their environmental and health outcomes (Eaton et al, 2023). 
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Table 1: Example of suggested addi5onal criteria based on the Health Map, focusing on urban development (e.g. mixed-use 
or large-scale housing / property proposals) 
 

EOR Criteria Health Map Addi2onal example suggested criteria 
(for mixed-use, large-scale 
housing/property development) 

Biodiversity Global Ecosystem Carbon mi5ga5on 
Air quality Climate stability Carbon adapta5on 
Landscape and seascape Biodiversity* Green & blue infrastructure 
Geodiversity, soil and sediment Natural Environment Buildings 
Noise and vibra1on* Natural Habitats Public realm (places for people) 
Water Air* Streets (people priori5sed) 
Waste* Water* Routes (motor transport minimised) 
Cultural heritage and archaeology* Land* Provision and access to… 
 Built Environment …work 
 Buildings …shops  
 Places …ameni5es 
 Streets …educa5on 
 Routes Healthy mix (of tenures, ages, ethnici5es) 
 Ac2vi2es Healthy food and drink 
 Working  Walking and cycling 
 Shopping Public Transport 
 Moving Sports 
 Living  
 Playing  
 Learning  
 Local Economy  
 Wealth crea5on  
 Resilient Markets  
 Community  
 Social Capital  
 Social networks  
 Lifestyle  
 Diet-nutri5on  
 Work-life balance  
 Physical Ac5vity  

 
 
 
On specific points: 
 

• Further detail is needed of the criteria to be covered by each regime (4.10). 

• Given (4.20) suggests that each regime will produce their own guidance, detail is needed on 
how this mul<plicity of new guidance will ‘simplify and streamline’ as set out in the Foreword 
(see suggested new Principle 2 in Q1). 

• We would welcome involvement in the working group to develop this (4.21). 
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Ques&on 4: Would you welcome propor&onate repor&ng against all 
outcomes as the default posi&on? [Yes/No]. 
 
Yes, though there is nuance in the response: 
 

• (4.22) “Each environmental assessment regime will be able to use the powers in the Bill to 
develop their own tailored approach to assessment”. While we can see that this may lead to a 
poten<al improvement, it also flags mul<ple unknowns and risks and has the poten<al to 
increase bureaucracy without achieving the stated environmental benefits. See responses to 
4.20-21 above.  

• (4.23) “Users told us that the scoping process is driven by fear of legal challenge, and this is 
preven?ng all par?es from reducing what issues are included in the assessment.” While we 
can see this being an issue, it’s difficult to make clear judgement on this without knowing 
which users: developers, departments or environmental specialists? 

• (4.23) With regards to tes<ng “an approach where applicants report on the performance of 
projects or plans against all relevant outcomes on a propor?onate basis”, the key words here 
are ‘relevant’ as well as ‘propor<onate’. How will relevance and propor<onality be 
determined? 

• (4.23) What is “a minimal assessment”?  

• (4.23) We would agree that it “will be rare that outcomes are not relevant at all”, and so the 
‘scoping out’ process is cri<cal. 

• (4.24) While we agree there can (and should) be efficiencies/improvements made to 
environmental assessment, a focus primarily on resources and <me-saving priori<ses those 
rather than environmental outcomes.  

 
 

Ques&on 5: Would it be effec&ve in reducing bureaucra&c process, 
or could this simply result in more documenta&on? 
 
It’s not clear whether it would or not as it depends on the details. 
 
 

Ques&on 6: Given the issues set out above, and our desire to 
consider issues where they are most effec&vely addressed, how can 
government ensure that EORs support our efforts to adapt to the 
effects of climate change across all regimes? 
 

• By expanding explicitly and comprehensively across other strategies (e.g. climate, physical 
health, mental health, inequality). In (4.25) the proposal references “Biodiversity Net Gain 
and Local Nature Recovery Strategies”, which imply a limited and mainly rural focus.  

 
• By including our new suggested Principles (see Q1 above), for we fully agree with the 

statements in (4.26): “not a single issue but complex network of interconnec?ng 
considera?ons…many different considera?ons and is not always directly, or effec?vely, 
measurable in itself.” We would welcome involvement in developing the approaches needed. 
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• By clarifying key principles, criteria and recommenda<ons as set out in this response. It is to 

be expected that “the defini?ons in the Bill are broad” (4.27), but there is considerable risk 
we could end up with worse environment and health outcomes if these changes are not 
designed correctly. 

 
• By engaging in a thorough review of (4.29) “how EORs could be used effec?vely to help 

support efforts to reduce the carbon impact of development”, which we would welcome 
involvement in. This is especially important for mixed-use property development given 
carbon resul<ng from, e.g.: property construc<on, motorised movement of goods and 
people, energy used in housing and u<li<es. 

 
• By adhering to the new Principles we suggest – see Q1 above – in par<cular Principle 2 and 

focusing impact assessment upstream and at other key areas, and developing details further.  

 
We would agree with the statement “MaVers of importance…such as climate change are most 
effec?vely addressed through strong legisla?on and policy” (4.31) However, the document appears 
to suggest that climate change (and other similar maZers of importance) is being addressed 
effec?vely through legisla<on and policy. Given significant evidence to the contrary, and the very 
significant risks, we suggest that there is a need for greater focus on impact assessment upstream 
(e.g. see Black et al, 2023, on perverse economic incen<ves promo<ng food waste). 

This posi<on statement (4.31) also reduces the cri<cal role of impact assessment in planning and 
projects downstream, which should not be forgoZen, even if they can be made more efficient.  

In addi<on, of the mechanisms specified – planning policy and building regula<ons – there are 
specific issues.  

o Building Regula?ons: while we welcome the recent and significant improvements to Part L 
(fuel and power) and Part F (ven<la<on) (HM Gov, 2021), at the building level, there are 
outstanding issues regarding air<ghtness and ven<la<on (Passivhaus Trust, 2021) and 
performance gap, unregulated energy and embodied carbon (UKGBC, 2019). Building 
Regula<ons are also just one part of a much larger picture, and there is the outstanding issue 
men<oned of cumula<ve impacts from smaller developments.  

o Planning policy: Re: (4.32) In theory, the Na<onal Planning Policy Framework sets out what is 
expected, but in prac<ce it’s far from clear. A central issue, from an environmental outcomes 
perspec<ve, are: a) the interpreta<on of what is ‘sustainable’, and b) the issue of a lack of 
quan<fiable data on socio-environmental outcomes and pathways to impact. The net result 
is that quan<fiable, economic outcomes dominate the less easily quan<fiable social and 
environmental outcomes. This clearly is a major barrier to effec<ve EOR, which requires 
further development. 

We agree also that “effec?ve resources and waste management policy, and the move towards a 
circular economy will also play an essen?al role in our transi?on to net zero.” It’s encouraging to see 
that the Na<onal Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW), supported by the Waste Management Plan for 
England, acknowledges that “posi?ve planning plays a pivotal role in delivering the country’s waste 
ambi?ons…by driving waste management up the waste hierarchy.” Our recent research strongly 
supports the waste hierarchy by providing evidence showing the much greater socio-environmental 
impacts to be had from reducing waste upstream, compared with recycling downstream (Eaton et al, 
2022). However, we also use macro-valua<on and scenario modelling to test city waste reduc<on 
targets, which suggest there are major structural barriers and perverse incen<ves encouraging waste 
(Black et al, 2023), hence the recommenda<on for impact assessment upstream at root cause. 
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Ques&on 7: Do you consider there is value in clarifying 
requirements regarding the considera&on of reasonable 
alterna&ves? [Yes/No]. 
 
Yes. However, see Q8. 

 
Ques&on 8: How can the government ensure that considera&on of 
reasonable alterna&ves is built into the early design stages of the 
development and design process? 
 

• By clarifying how strategic and project assessment will be beZer aligned (5.1). 
 

• By undertaking a review of why “assessment of cumula?ve effects has been challenging and 
ineffec?ve, par?cularly at the project level” (5.3) For example, should EORs be applied to 
na<onal and regional plans, as well as local? We therefore welcome that “The government is 
exploring how we can maximise the u?lity of this cumula?ve effects assessment at the 
strategic or plan level.” 

 
• By focusing on issues of communica<on. We would agree that reports can be “too long and 

complicated” and that “important details can be buried in technical appendices. 
Uncertain?es in the science or data or in implementa?on are not clearly iden?fied and not 
clearly expressed” (5.4). We would also agree that “Many find the size of reports daun?ng, 
methodologies difficult to follow and conclusions on the ‘likely significance’ of an effect 
subjec?ve, vague and non-commiVal.” Singh et a (2020) is cited in support of this statement, 
but that same paper also goes on to recommend that “the EIA process could be improved by 
adop?ng more rigorous assessment methodologies and empowering regulators to enforce 
their use”, which appears at odds with the argument presented for needing a more simplified 
assessment through EOR. 

 
• By clarifying (5.7): 

• How “a short, high level, summary of how reasonable alterna?ves and the mi?ga?on 
hierarchy were considered early in the development of the project” will deliver on 
improved environmental outcomes (e.g. by providing more clarity on the mechanism 
for considera<on of reasonable alterna<ves and mi<ga<on hierarchy processes).  

• What “residual effects” will be acceptable and how these will be mi<gated. 

• How assessment will take into account incomplete/imperfect data of “the current 
baseline and relevant trend” and what is meant by ‘relevant’. We therefore welcome 
that there will be a “commentary on levels of uncertainty for that data or indicator 
set”, though it’s not clear how quality will be assured. We also welcome that there is 
a sec<on sewng out the “summary of the contribu?on of the cumula?ve effects”, 
though see above point about confusion and lack of understanding in rela<on to 
cumula<ve impact (5.3), which would likely con<nue to be the case. 

• By rela<ng comprehensively (5.8-9) “the underlying technical analysis and reports should 
iden?fy the effects of the plan” to the criteria agreed (see Q3 on criteria and gaps). 
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• By underlining how crucial it is to consider early and upstream “alterna?ve sites for a 
development project proposed for a par?cular site” (5.11) given how inherently 
unsustainable many site loca<ons are (e.g. away from high quality public transport where car 
use becomes inevitable). Lack of strategic planning leads to conflict and waste of resources. 
See newly suggested Principle 2 again. 

 
• By strengthening (in 5.13) the requirement for “plan-makers and developers to provide a 

summary record of their decision-making on alterna?ves” by making it clear on what they 
will need to base their decisions, and the process for review. 

 
 

Ques&on 9: Do you support the principle of strengthening the 
screening process to minimise ambiguity? 
 
Yes, though perhaps a more per<nent ques<on is whether the screening process is effec<ve in 
helping achieve environmental outcomes. We provide comments below to expand on this. 
 

 
 
Ques&on 10: Do you consider that proximity or impact pathway to a 
sensi&ve area or a protected species could be a beWer star&ng point 
for determining whether a plan or project might require an 
environmental assessment under Category 2 than simple size 
thresholds? [Yes/No]. 
 
No, though it depends on the context. By focusing only on a protected species, for example, there is 
the danger of priori<sing one environmental (and health) outcome at the expense of another. 
 
 

Ques&on 11: If yes, how could this work in prac&ce? What sort of 
ini&al informa&on would be required? 
 
By requiring a comprehensive appraisal of environmental and health issues. On specific points: 
 

• Re: (6.2) the proposal to require environmental assessment for “all projects in, or partly 
within, sensi?ve areas such as protected sites” should be seen as a bare minimum and 
essen<al. It should not be the only criteria given that protected sites cover only a very small 
amount of our environment: they are the last remaining ves<ges of a highly depleted natural 
world, especially in the UK, and not the only environmental issue (RSPB, 2021).   

 
• By clarifying how (in 6.2) the following will be quality assured “the greater the poten?al 

impact on the environment, and the greater the probability that the plan or project will 
require an environmental assessment”. 

 
• By clarifying and providing reassurance on the screening process. A major issue is how 

effec<vely these issues are being addressed further upstream (Black et al, 2021).  
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Ques&on 12: How can we address issues of ineffec&ve mi&ga&on? 
 
This is a complex challenge. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this further to assist in 
development of this area.  
 
First and foremost, by employing the new principles suggested and by addressing cri<cal issues 
upstream, the need for mi<ga<on downstream should be greatly reduced. How this is to be achieved 
needs clarifica<on. 
 
 

Ques&on 13: Is an adap&ve approach a good way of dealing with 
uncertainty? [Yes/No]. 
 
No, by that point it is too late and only marginal mi<ga<on is usually possible. (7.8) suggests that it is 
possible “in response to greater certainty on effects following implementa?on”, but that would give 
license to weaker ac<on in advance, which has the poten<al for much greater efficiencies.  
 
 

Ques&on 14: Could it work in prac&ce? What would be the 
challenges in implementa&on? 
 
It seems highly unlikely to work well as, once implemented, retrofiwng costs would be prohibi<ve 
and it would lead to significant waste of resource and <me on both sides. 
 
On specific points: 
 

• (7.1) Your first statement is correct and supports the points made above about lack of data 
and the need for the Precau<onary Principle: “The environment is a complex system and we 
do not have full knowledge about how it works. This makes it hard to be certain of the effects 
of future plans or projects on it.” 

 
• An explana<on of why (in 7.4) ‘compensa<on’ has replaced ‘rehabilita<on/restora<on’ and 

‘offset’.  
 

• By underlining the cri<cal importance of ‘avoidance’ over and above ‘mi<ga<on’, and making 
clear that ‘compensa<on’ is highly undesirable. (7.7) The following statement is important, 
but only true if avoidance is applied well: “There are significant and widespread benefits 
from applying the hierarchy early, including reduc?ons in costs and delays to developers 
associated with unplanned remedial work resul?ng from an unacceptable environmental 
impact or legal challenge.” 

 
• (7.10) All infrastructure has environmental impact. We therefore suggest removing ‘at <mes’ 

and replacing with “Mi?ga?on measures will not be able to address the full range of 
environmental impacts.” 
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Ques&on 15: Would you support a more formal and robust 
approach to monitoring? [Yes/No]. 
 
Yes, though resourcing this should not be at the expense of preven<ng environmental outcomes up 
front. It is much beZer to prevent the harm in the first place, than monitor it ager it has happened.  
 
 

Ques&on 16: How can the government use monitoring to 
incen&vise beWer assessment prac&ce? 
 
By reviewing outcomes against key principles, and developing those new methods men<oned above 
to account for complexity, uncertainty, and lack of data. Given urgency of climate and biodiversity 
crises, these feedbacks need to be regular, perhaps annual. 
 
 

Ques&on 17: How can the government best ensure the ongoing 
costs of monitoring are met? 
 
The most cost-effec<ve way would be by preven<ng the harm effec<vely in the first place, which 
would reduce the very significant costs of: remedia<on, monitoring, enforcement, etc. Effec<ve 
applica<on of the new principles and recommenda<ons we’ve made, alongside considera<on of 
alterna<ves and forward thinking, impact assessed na<onal and regional policy (e.g. in steering us 
towards infrastructure that is good for human and planetary health). 
 
 

Ques&on 18: How should the government address issues such as 
post-decision costs and liabili&es? 
 
First and foremost, by taking every possible step to avoid them in the first place. See above points. 
 
The use of ‘planetary health’ escrow accounts may help if the costs can be accurately es<mated, but 
that seems highly unlikely and also fraught with issues. As (8.9) underlines, it’s not just the issue of 
costs, but also access to the polluter ager implementa<on: “The government will explore the range 
of op?ons for securing the resources required to take remedial ac?on, such as when a developer is no 
longer present, or a shell company has dissolved.” 
 
Also as above, the focus in (8.6) on monitoring is understandably appealing, but the danger is that it 
‘kicks the can down the road’. We do need “beVer access to robust environmental data which could 
be used to inform future assessments”, but it will never be perfect and we need to make healthy 
decisions now. 
 

 
 

Ques&on 19: Do you support the principle of environmental data 
being made publicly available for future use? 
 
Yes 
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Ques&on 20: What are the current barriers to sharing data more 
easily? 
 
The issue is not just about sharing of data, but the inherent gaps in data and limits of quan<fiable 
data.  
 
Under (3.17) and Issues with data, we agree that there is a “lack of relevant, accessible, robust and 
quality assured data” and that “a lot of environmental data” exists; but is “not necessarily of the type 
or standard required”. We also agree that “interac?ons and inter-dependencies” are cri<cal and not 
just between habitats and species, but across all elements (e.g. impact of unhealthy housing, food 
and drink on health and environment). We appreciate that “obtaining robust baseline data has been 
challenging”. Given these issues with data, there is need for good decision-making under condi<ons 
of uncertainty (e.g. Heal and Millner, 2013; Klima, 2019) – see sec<on on the need for qualita<ve 
data in response to ques<on 1 (4.19). 
 
This links to the sugges<ons made above on the need for qualita<ve data and expert opinion. 
Though it comes with uncertainty, so too does quan<fiable data and so should not rule it out. For 
example, there is significant and increasing evidence of the links between environmental degrada<on 
and human health (Haines and Ebi, 2019), and we are aware of very significant future risks from 
climate and biodiversity crises, but the full range of these impacts are s<ll unknown and we can not 
predict or quan<fy them easily, par<cularly in rela<on to piecemeal project development. 
 
Given the issues with data, it is not always the case that it will e.g. (9.6) “Deepen our understanding 
of the state of the environment” – it depends on what data is available and how the overall picture is 
balanced with clear understandings of unknowns. 
 

 
Ques&on 21: What data would you priori&se for the crea&on of 
standards to support environmental assessment? 
 
Every context is different, and so to priori<se certain environmental data sets would be to miss the 
bigger picture. In planning there is the concept of the ‘weight’ of evidence. This should take in to 
account all evidence. So we would suggest that the premise (in 9.10) that “the evidence needs of 
assessment can be large, so we will need to priori?se certain data sets” should not be the case. 
 
If a proxy data set is essen<al, that would simplify all other data, then that would need to be a 
balanced view taken by trusted experts as well as those affected by the proposals (including those 
with limited ‘voice’ and future genera<ons). 
 

 
 

Ques&on 22: Would you support repor&ng on the performance of a 
plan or projects against the achievement of outcomes? [Yes/ No]. 
 
Yes 
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Ques&on 23: What are the opportuni&es and challenges in 
repor&ng on the achievement of outcomes? 
 
The opportunity is the ability to prove the effec<veness of all this work. The challenge is that 
outcomes are vague, data is incomplete and, if this EOR ini<a<ve is ineffec<ve, environmental (and 
health) outcomes will be worse. 
 
On specific points: 
 

• (10.2-3) We would welcome sight of the detail of the repor<ng.  
 

• (10.4) Table 2 does not show the main differences, which would include pros and cons of 
both sides. This table only shows the nega<ves of the current system against the posi<ves of 
the EORs. As such, the table appears to be a promo<onal device, rather than a useful 
comparison. 
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Summary Statement 
 
The following statement highlights the cri<cal points for those unable to read in full, and provides 
addi<onal principles to guide the development of outcomes: 

 

• Suppor:ve, but with significant concerns: We are suppor<ve of improving assessment 
mechanisms, but there is a significant risk that these changes will result in worse 
environmental (and health) outcomes without significant addi<onal work. We explain why in 
detail in the response. 

• Health gap: Human health is dependent on our environment. Though health is 
acknowledged, it does need to be comprehensively included. And this means not just 
reac<ve healthcare, but preven<on of ill-health, including a clear focus on non-
communicable disease, which are linked strongly to environmental factors. Some of these 
issues are already acknowledged (e.g. air pollu<on and respiratory illness, access to nature 
and mental health, noise), but it does need to be explicit and with full integra<on. We 
suggest adding ‘health’ to the <tle: e.g. Environment and Health Outcomes Repor<ng (EHOR) 
or Planetary Health Outcomes Repor<ng (PHOR). We provide details below as well as 
example data and a newly developed model that can support this. 

• Single-use infrastructure vs mixed-use places for people: Assessing the fine-grain details of 
complex, mixed-use places where people (will) live and work is a very different exercise from 
assessing single-use major infrastructure projects (e.g. motorways, nuclear, mining). They 
require different assessment mechanisms. This exercise provides a unique opportunity to 
make this dis<nc<on. 

• Cross-departmental working: The EOR proposal appears to link DHLUC plans and projects 
(e.g. housing, site alloca<on) with DEFRA-related outcomes (e.g. natural environment), 
rather than taking a comprehensive considera<on of whole systems. As such, there is a risk 
that it results in a limited coverage that does not address the issues of concern. Though 
men<oned as linked regimes, there appears to be rela<vely limited overlap with other key 
departments, especially DfT, DoH and Treasury. 

• Assessing upstream: Environmental (and health) assessment should help prevent unhealthy 
development, and promote healthy development. The mi<ga<on hierarchy is important, but, 
as with the waste hierarchy, in prac<ce it results in downstream compensa<on (or recycling) 
as opposed to upstream avoiding (and reducing). The document rightly points to the need for 
strong legisla<on and policy, but it’s not at all clear how this will materialise. The NPPF, 
Building Regula<ons and linked tools (e.g. housing and land availability assessments, viability 
appraisal) are insufficient. We agree that E(H)ORs could and should help prevent problems 
upstream if used strategically at na<onal, regional and local level, and not just within the 
planning sphere, but in all linked areas (e.g. by helping to iden<fy development incen<ves 
linked to unhealthy prac<ce, or adding health outcomes to the Tasks Forces on Climate and 
Nature-related Financial Disclosures). This could significantly reduce environmental and 
health costs downstream and lead to the outcomes this exercise is aiming to support. 

• Monitoring is important, but not the solu:on: It is much more efficient to prevent the harm 
in the first place, than monitor it ager it has happened. We will never have all the data 
needed to balance against easily quan<fiable, economic metrics. The climate and biodiversity 
crises require bold ac<on now. 
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• Data gaps, stakeholders, trust, complexity, and working with unknowns: We agree that 
assessment should use qualita<ve, expert opinion, as well as quan<ta<ve, and this needs 
developing. We fully agree with the statements in (4.26), which should form part of the core 
principles: “we need to ensure that assessments effec?vely consider climate change…not a 
single issue but complex network of interconnec?ng considera?ons…many different 
considera?ons and is not always directly, or effec?vely, measurable in itself.” This is not 
simple, however. It relies on transparent and thorough stakeholder analysis and involvement, 
as well as trusted experts. It also requires new methods for taking in to account inevitable 
future unknowns (e.g. through consensus and common sense). 

• Precau:onary Principle and Polluter Pays: It is remarkable these two principles are not 
men<oned. Though we appreciate they can lead to risk aversion, there is a good reason for 
this and the burden of proof should rest with those crea<ng the environmental (and health) 
impact. The term ‘polluter’ is ogen seen in the context of large-scale infrastructure (e.g. 
sewage, agriculture, industry), but should apply just as much to places for people (e.g. 
motorised transport, energy efficiency of housing).  

• ‘Significant’ impact and cumula:ve impact: As this document highlights, one problem with 
EIA and SA/SEA is the lack of clarity around what cons<tutes ‘significant’ impact, and another 
is how to manage cumula<ve impacts, so we support clarifica<on in both these areas. 
However, there is a risk that simplifica<on will lead to worse environmental outcomes if not 
careful. 
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