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Top 10 countries and regions of EIA publications

.. . Central
Country Publications Centrality .
sorting
USA 1230 0.51 6 2 p g
Top 10 Countries with the Strongest Citation Bursts
CHINA 828 0.02 e Countries Year Strength Begin End 1990 - 2024
SELATE 671 0.97 5 USA 1996 4547 1996 2014
GERMANY 2005 677 2005 2014 —————
GERMANY 498 0.79 3 NETHERLANDS 2010  12.45 2010 2014 ——
AUSTRALIA 2010 879 2010 2014 W
ITALY 447 0.12 8 ERANCE 2010 AR4 20102014
PEOPLES R CHINA 2015 20.31 2020 2024 ——
AUSTRALIA 443 0.66 5 INDIA 2020 I8.08 2020 2024 ——
SWEDEN 2020 12.89 2020 2024 E—
CANADA 402 0.01 10 PORTUGAL 2000 1274 2020 2024 —
SWITZERLAND 2005  10.42 2020 2024 |
SPAIN 380 1.14 1
FRANCE 350 0.26 7

NETHERLANDS 296 0.7 4
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#0

#1

#2

#3

#4

#5

#6

#7

#8

#9

#10

#11

#12

#13

Contour

value

0.961

0.784

0.904

0.886

0.887

0.929

0.969

0.926

0.886

0.989

0.962

0.994

Cluster label

Ecosystem services
Air pollution
Quality of life
Land use

Species distribution

models

Climate change

Risk assessment

Protected areas

Environmental risk

assessment

Emissions

Life cycle assessment

Impacts

Environmental

impact

temperature

Keywords

biodiversity; Ecosystem services; Impact assessment; Systems; Policy
Conservation; Patterns; Air pollution; Indicators; Pollution
Quality; Vulnerability; Adaptation; human health; Forest;

Land use; Risk; Dynamics; River; Climate

Vegetation; River basin; Habitat; Landscape; Distributions;

Climate change; Impact; Model; Contaminants; Performance;

Health; Risk assessmen; Water quality; Personal care products; Waste

water

Management; Diversity; Land use; Change; Protected areas; Challenges

Exposure; Toxicity; Fish; System; Uncertainty

Emissions; Soil; Ecosystems; Precipitation; United states

Life cycle assessment; Environmental impacts; Greenhouse gas emissions;

Carbon footprint; Energy
Impacts; Water; Basin; California; Aquatic birds

Framework; Environmental impact; Community; Sustainability;

Resilience

Temperature; Scale; Europe; Budget; Carbon dioxide

Key words clusters of EIA studies
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(heavy metals

1991 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
——policy?” ) [health risk assessment]
———— _'chinasystems

biodiversity] — |- - lecosystem services;- \Sysiems =
Y |env{flesponses|impact assessment]
species richness} picarors index)
L 1 [ai i index
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s) (surface (food security
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#0 ecosystem services
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#4 species distribution models
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#8 environmental risk assessment
#9 emissions

#10 life cycle assessment

#11 impacts
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Top 100 Keywords with the Strongest Citation Bursts

Kenxords

biodiversity conservation

ies richness
I emerging contaminants I

integrated assessment

lca
food security
abundance

I environmental change

consequences

united states
|water TesDuUrces
respurces
drinking water
ecology

fresh water

I health impacts

decision making

landscape

species diversity
area

remaoval

biological invasions
urbanization

health risk assessment

Year Strength Begin End

2006
1998
2020
1595
2015
2008
2015
1996
2006
1994
2010
2006
2020
2005
2010
1994
2015
2015
2006
2006
2015
2020
2006
2020
2008

15.7
14.36
12.86
12.71
12.61
12.13
11.38
10.77
10.73
10.68

10.5
10.42
10.28
10.15
10.04

9.82
9.66
9.45
9.22
5.12
9.05

8.84

8.58

8.56

8.4

"SI BRRERARPMERS,

2010
1998
2020
1995
2015
2008
2015
1996
2010
1994
2010
2010
2020
2005
2010
1994
2015
2015
2006
2006
2015
2020
2006
2020
2020

B

2019
2019
2024
2019
2019
2019
2019
2019
2019
2019
2019
2019
2024
2014
2019
2014
2019
2019
2019
2014
2019
2024
2014
2024
2024

1990 - 2024

5,

VAR NS

FE M 2000FZESK|HA

. SEIAMBXRBFTSIN. RNEZULERSINAFERIZSRAERER, 5[RTHREN ZXRE.
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> Climate change

Y

Health
Weather-related mortality
Infectious diseases

Forests

Forest composition
\ Geographic range
Forest health and
productivity
Wildfires

ir-quality respiratory
illnesses

et y
Sea Level RISV

IMPACTS ON...
>

Coastal Areas
Erosion of beaches
Inundation of coastal lands

BRI\ Additional costs to protect
I"" coastal communities

Loss of habitat and species

Cryosphere: ﬁ

diminishing glaciers

R
Water Resources Agriculture
Water supply Crop yields

Water quality
Competition for water

Irigation demands

» Emerging pollutants

polybrominated
diphenyl ethers

perfluorinated
compounds

pharmaceuticals retardants
water Emerging personal care
disinfection products
byproducts pollutants

gasoline
additives

UV-filters
manufactured veterinary
nanomaterials pharmaceuticals

> Biodiversity conservation

EIA ATLARUERSIX Pk ea T ez, FHiE@id Project EIA,
Plan EIA, Policy EIAGRIIXLRIAAIZEENNRRIIIE

SCOPE
the study area

0 1 &timeframe

Biodiversity

Conservatio

SELECT
the dimensions
of impact

>

AMALGAMATE

scores for each option

> Health impact assessment

o (O\LABORATIOY
.,.-.--O

FORECAST

05

COMMUNITY

Y o

EXPERTS

g
o
e
==.

2
0
4,

BEFRETERESR. FRRGHINTRFIECHR. 3
RIS, BITITHIER A LR GERR, K

(Global change, 2016, EPA, 2025, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2025, Vasilachi et al., 2021)



Number of Projects

1.2 JWHTHEIERYIES-USA

=E: NEHEEZRSWELCIE, F2018. 2020, 20258F5F 7 =X TFEFPHARE (Ez3HF

BEERIE) mHFMER IR S RArBR RS

» Time-consuming: 3.5 years

Distribution of EIS Completion Time (NOI to ROD)
All EISs Completed 2010-2018

300
Median
261 3.5 years

25% Percentile

250
2.2 years

222 ; Average

4.5vears 75" Percentile
) 6.0 years
200 194 2

150 145

100

161
80
61
53
50 40
35 30
19
H 13 -
1 B ] g 5 &
0 i : . - | -— i
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17+
EIS Completion Time in Years
NOItoROD,n=1276

Number of EISs Completed

450

400

350

300

250

200

» Time-consuming: 2.2 years

Distribution of EIS Completion Time (NOI to Final EIS)
All FEISs completed 1/1/2010 - 12/31/2024 (n=1903)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

EIS Completion Time
Years from NOI to Final EIS

15>
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=E: NEHEEZRSWELCIE, F2018. 2020, 20258F5F 7 =X TFEFPHARE (Ez3HF
BEERE) wmeIME RS BTSN EARS

Table 1. Median Completion Time and Percent of EISs Completed in Two Years or Less by Year from 2019 to 2024.

=1 BRI 20195 2024 S BAVR LI

ESRAIRES (E1S) AITIZERGERAT AT N NOIto fmlEIS | inTwo Yearsor Less
FERCFE BRI SS AL, FEIXERAT 201 56 245%
B, SRR AR ST, FIRITER 202 50 0%
TSR G AT AFE A AIEISELBIT B FrIE. 2021 2.5 39%

2022 2.8 41%

2023 2.5 33%

2024 52 41%
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N7 ESTWIRNAREMRS (ERMEBERE) (NEPA) BFREXENER, MEREZRSIRELC IR 7 ERFHM4
RBIBIINEIIRE D (E1S) AKEEIE. CEQi¥ h 7 2013-20185A)5ERAY656° 2=,

> EIS page counts: 447 pages

Draft and Final EIS Page Count by Agency

Distribution of Final EIS Page Counts 2013 - 2018
2013 - 2018 -
22% mmmmm Average Draft Page Count Difference ====Govt Mean Draft Govt Mean Final
1800
0%
Median
447 pages
18% 1600 z
& } Average
16% | 25" Percentile 661 pages 1400
286 pages
o E th i
14% 75™ Percentile 1200

Page Count

748 pag
1000
800 | | | |

100 200 300 4(100 600 700 $00 900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700 1800 1500 2000 >2000 EPA NASA NSF GSA VA HHS NCPC USDA NRC DHS FERC DOE DOT DOD DOI TVA DOC HUD
Final EIS Page Count (n = 656)
Agency

(n value is above each bar)
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*E?E (FIEEMIHETE L) ’ BRERER R E N E N FHMEEZERRRHEEXRZESER
EXLEERNGT R, XEEREZEHR M HHMENIBESRE. ITdiErh
%';%E’\Jﬁi’ﬂﬁil‘ﬂu&ﬁﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁ’]}ﬁzlio

G H|K
ey L
Collection of information and data ;
on the implementation of the uh‘ W -B" f z
revised Environmental Impact '

Assessment (EIA) Directive
(2011/92/EU) as amended by
2014/52/EUV)

Collection of information and

Final report data to support the Impact

Assessment study of the review
of the EIA Directive

Seplember 2010

f

E miliey




| 1.2 savrimrzRRgIRE- EU

» High socio-economic cost: Average 53,000€ (2010)

Country No. of days to process an EIA | Cost to developers(€) | % of total project cost No. of staff No. of ElAs per staff
Belgium 22 35,000 30 6
Cyprus 25,000 1.0%

Czech Republic 5 80 1
Denmark 100 22,820 45 3
Estonia 25 35,000 1.0% 19 4
Finland 90,000 0.5% 15 3
France 8 50,000 2.5%

Germany 10

Greece 30 1.0% 160 3
Ireland 7~35 70,000~250,000 0.5%

Latvia 30 22 6
Malta 80 55,000 1.5% 3 3
Netherlands 200,000 1.0%

Poland 290

Slovakia 3,320 90 7
Spain 18,000

United Kingdom 100,000 0.1%
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2024 FFTHEIER, RIERSEXREIEIIARENIIKFHEE, RER
RSN RATRAIGRRE. S FIFERTE (LLBAR

e
i)
Screening EIA Public Reasoned | Development | Total
report consultation | conclusion | consent
3.7 3.8 5.3 2.1 3.5 2.2 20.6

Minimum 09 1.4 25 14 1.5 4
duration'?

Weighted
average
duration'

Maximum 18.3 74 204 2:1 12.2 153
duration®

Difference 18.8 6.4 19.3 1-1 10.7 9.6
between

minimum

and

maximum

duration
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H\ifri EBI JEA %%;ur]iﬂa/ﬁ’%éﬁr“ HIBAMEE

R EIATER SRR BT

7_|§) MS Number Annual budget Number of Annual budget Number of Annual budget
staff employed allocated for staff employed allocated for staff employed allocated for
> EER—E, TEMDE 27,577 E0 e I e (] L
S . - managemen screenin  managemen screenin  managemen
2R = HI£9240 F BT R, e | [ o8 e Cmiin
> Tﬂziﬁf%ﬁ, %%UE*) ﬁﬁf%ﬁ??ﬁﬁ’\ﬁﬁ% BG 9 65-67
5, SEBI100F/T T
> HH EESUERD
EL 35 €1 050 000 80 €2 400 000
> O = Fl 5-13
B GEEMNEIARZFNAGEE
= S, = wr. FR 35 220
> TEXREE, HiaXBILkKkEHR T AR
BIE, NN, MHAEREHATHES MR Veimms Ll
%_, %SO_GSAO IT 38 ;taff; 40 13 staff €20Q 000 13 staff €203 000 for
technical employed medium/year emplqyed, 65 year
> MHRRE, §rstmmaTARSD, experts tectice
TORZBI R T AB350 A, e
> WH—REER D
LU 4 in the EIA 1t0 2

unit of the
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DEB/\EJZEETIEE{ﬁTFEFﬂEIA/)k7k$£fEQJﬁZIKTE§o

> FARBHNMTIREEMITFEN 24 M100008 T (SI) %
92000F%7t (PT) A%,

> RIEREHNRABESTEMEAER, E13AE40H
it Z 8l SIREFMITEEMELL, HEZERIBZE
FBER/SZ, MA000Bkt (AAEIR) EIT7T000RK7T
(FZ&. #gt=) 7%

> —EERKRR, HMEFWTE S5 E 2R RE1%
(BZE. BXDETL. IT) , EEDETIRERE15%,

> HFHEAZ2EE/NBEWERE Jw%xﬂa, Al E T X L
BB EFYETRESFEIZRSR. R, SAKmMsS,
IR A I E SR A B EL 5138 .%ﬂ?H:lO%o

F ARG/ e FFRIR A S R

The average cost to the developer (in €) of an | The average ElA/screening cost to the
ElA or screening developer as a share of the total project cost
(%)

DK Screening: € 7 000 Between 0.1% - 1%'°
ElA permit: Between € 130 000 — € 400 000

EE €265 000 — €55 000 1-15%

EL ElA: €20 000
Screening: €5 000

ES Less than 1 %
FR €10 000
HR ElA: € 35 000. 10% of the project documentation

Screening: € 4.000

HU There are administration service fees for the
environmental licensing procedures (regulated by
Ministerial Decree No. 14/2015.):
- for preliminary assessment - €625
- for EIA procedure — €7 500

IT ElA: 0.5 per thousand calculated on the value of
the works to be carried out with a minimum of €5
000.

Screening: 0.25 per thousand calculated on the
value of the works to be carried out with a
minimum of €2 000

PT Between €50 300 (low estimate) and €91 250 Less than 5%
(high estimate)®

RO 25200

sl ElA: Between €1000 — €50 000
Screening: Much less

SK The average cost to the developer of Between 10% and 50%.
documentation is up to €20 000 in the impact
assessment process and up to €7 000 in the
inquiry procedure.
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> EIA system reforms are underway in developed countries. (wu et al, 2019, Cui and W,
2021, Wang et al., 2024, Pediaditi et al., 2018).

» Cross-national comparative studies are scarce.

Country

Regulations and measures

Reference

The United States
The United Kingdom
Canada

Australia

Netherlands

Austria and Germany
Sweden

Denmark

NEPA Implementing Regulations Revisions
Environmental outcomes report

Impact Assessment Act,2019

Nature Positive Bill 2024

Environment and Planning Act of the Netherlands

Simplified coordination of SEA and EIA
Simplify the elements and timing of EIA

Regulatory, administrative and practice
simplification

(CEQ, 2024)
Wang et al., 2024)

(

(Government of Canada, 2019)
(Government of Australia, 2024)
(Cui, 2021) (Arts &De Vries, 2023)
(GeiBler & Jiricka-Purrer, 2023)
(Faith-Ell, 2023)

(Karngv & Lyhne, 2023)
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*Title of Project: A comparative study on the reform of environmental impact
assessment systems in developed countries

Since 2010, major countries and regions, including the European Union, the
United Kingdom, the United States, and Australia, have implemented profound
reforms to their Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) systems. These reforms
are aiming at addressing emerging environmental challenges, adapting to
evolving policy needs, and enhancing the scientific rigor, transparency, and
effectiveness of EIA processes. We are conducting a study on the reform of the
ElA system in developed countries. This research aims to explore the driving
forces and underlying reasans behind these changes by analyzing the reform
measures adopted in various nations/regions.

Your insights are invaluable in helping us gain a deeper understanding of the
processes and outcomes of the EIA system reforms across different countries
and regions. It will take approximately 15 minutes to complete this survey. All
responses will be kept strictly confidential and used solely for academic
pUrposes.

Thank you for your participation and support!
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Principle of diversity, representativeness, reform frontiers, research feasibility, and data accessibility
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. lﬁlj . (2014/52/EV) MMEX
A ES .
%E KX 52 G .
» 1972 SIAIFIERIE %
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NEPA;E# HE PRt o
y-1:73: 1 @ ?203-2021)

> 1969 1ififn { EZMMRBERIE)

(National Environmental Policy Act,

NEPA)

>1978 &, CEQmifa Y { NEPA %%W))é
> 0B EREMBERTESEEELT

XJ { NEPA 1) #TSCRtE(Z1T

> (1) I, BUHAINEEZRRSE
BURIAHIZ

> (2) EPEZRNEEERIERIANE.
Rz A

> (3) DOEBAFEAIDE

» Update to the Regulations Implementing

the Procedural Provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act

> B BEERE 1978 F
{ NEPA &f1) OB E=
>IN BT, EE NI
NEPA SCitagRfl, RNXIEZRRIIAIE.
SRZHACFIIAERIE M Hkd
» NEPA Implementing Regulations
Revisions Phase

» NEPA Implementing Regulations
Revisions Phase 2

» Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023
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@ @ BRER TSR Environmental Outcomes ReportiHi[E
PSR4 HUYCEIAFISEA
o o
> EREE15$85/337/EC19851% > 2020, HENSEHT (FHEEREEY (Levelling Up White Paper) , BB THT
EIAS|INZEHE; —RINFHERIRR, SESIANEINSFIEETNESE.
»>1991, (HHSEMEZE) & > 2021, (RMEZL)  (Environment Act 2021) 1EZEFIEIZHEORSE,
BEITELA; > 2003, BHEWARHT (FHRMEEERE2023) , EHEORFIEIUREIATISEA,
»2001, BREBFEL2001/42/EC BB 7 REFNTSEN=AEZ UMM : —2MEEENERER,;, “2IRAR
HSEASINSEE PRl SREEBAEIRIIEE,
»2012, (EZFKIBERIEZR) > The Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Environmental Impact Assessment)
SEVASEASSARYATEMR{N (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019

» Environment Act 2021
» Levelling-up and Regeneration Act 2023

» Environmental Outcomes Report: a new approach to environmental assessment
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BRERRIEIATHARAVERRERRE | |« NWETRSEARRSEER « BRERRK 9T RS R EEIE AR
RTHIERESINGRIPAYHSE «  PREGFH—FRENZ BIRHE (TSR RERISZIF
1T R T R AT AN % . INERIEHIREEILL - IMRNGOXI{RIF I ETE{LATE
{y)"

\_ AN N\ /
~ >

< 73 >

<>

Legal-political opening post-Brexit «  Environment Act 20217
Demand for economic growth « Levelling-up and Regeneration Act 2023
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Independent Nature Positive
1974 1999 EPBC Act 2019 reviel?/v of EPBC Act 2922 pjap

> 1974%F (INBRIMITS > 20205, EPBGEEMIML (FF2/REE) &M, EIA FIEFEER. A

N A = N i N s \
=) P RIRASEIADR RSN S T RRAYIAIEE.
EX > 20225, BURATET ESARIRITRI AMERE.
> 19994 (FRIB(RPFI4 > Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Streamlining
Py : e Environmental Approvals) Bill 2020
4@& 1:$ &1%$Fl ! f» Iﬁjw > Nature Positive (Environment Protection Australia) Bill 2024
1= A= > Nature Positive (Environment Information Australia) Bill 2024
(EPB lex)ﬁéﬁ);ﬁ > Nature Positive (Environmental Law Amendments and Transitional Provisions) Bill 2024

FLIATEHIE



I 3.3 EIA reforms in Australia

/ Problem Stream
IR (RRY
#

RIEPBCIAZESRIMEATHLIT
(FEE/REERE)

\_

EMSHIETRR SR EE

~

/

Samuel Review(2020) report triggers
debate on EIA inefficiencies.

/ Policy Stream \

FE/REERS (38LIMEE
)

Nature Positive Plan (2022)
IRIEPA, HIEEZRINE. 28

EES

\_ /
~ >

< 73 >

<>

/ Political Stream \

EEZRBAFAYER (2019-2022)
TRBAFATHEE (20228 %
SRS EHRBEREE A
FERER A MEE

o /

Nature Positive Plan (2022)

Legislative reform pending final phase
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Judicial and 2024 Legislative

197 1992 2012 .re
973 99 2019 pylitical Challenges Amendments

>1973, INEPNFIREER > 20194, BT (Rsmm  >2023%F, MSASSERREIAARS %
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4. Conclusions and Discussion




I 4.1 Major trends
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I 4.2 Driving forces behind the EIA system reforms

Problem stream Policy stream Politics stream
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v Problem stream set the stage for reform, though specific problems.

v Administrative inefficiency was a major driver.



I 4.2 Driving forces behind the EIA system reforms

Problem stream Policy stream Politics stream

Inefficiency vs. climate Bipartisan infrastructure

NEPA phased revisions

goals push
UK Post-Brexit regulatory gaps EI(,)AR replacing traditional gg:sg;vatwe deregulation

Samuel Review (38

: Labor’ s ecological pivot
recommendations) lieell o

Australia Biodiversity decline

Federal-provincial power

Canada Indigenous rights disputes [AA 2019 and early planning struggles

*

v Each country had available policy options or models to draw from, often informed

by expert input or prior practice.
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v" Political stream enabled (or hindered) the coupling of problems and solutions

v illustrated the influence of governance systems and leadership change.



I 4.2 Driving forces behind the EIA system reforms

B Divergent reform paths reflect : federal systems (U.S., Canada)
prioritize balancing authority, whereas unitary systems (UK, Australia) rely more on
centralized policy entrepreneurship."

Problem-Policy-Politics Coupling

B Reforms succeeded only when all three streams aligned (e.g., US leveraged
Biden' s climate agenda + NEPA inefficiency + bipartisan infrastructure bills).

Failure Example

B Australia’ s 2019-2021 reform stalled due to weak political will under Morrison
government.




I 4.3 Discussion

Limitations

Future
Research
Directions

: Process simplification, issue integration, and digital.

when problem recognition, policy solutions, and political will align.

Geographic Scope: Focused on developed countries; reforms in emerging
economies (e.g., China, India) need exploration.

Temporal Constraints: Long-term impacts of reforms (e.g., NEPA Phase 2, IAA
amendments) remain unverified.

Expanding cases: Include EU member states (e.g., German) and developing nations.

Longitudinal analysis: Track reform outcomes (e.g., approval timelines, biodiversity
recovery rates).
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