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Abstract: Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) is an important tool for integrating environmental
considerations into territorial planning and sustainable development. This study compares SEA practices in the
United Kingdom, Poland, Romania, and Ukraine to identify best European practices and formulate recommendations
for Ukraine. The study used a comparative approach based on analysis of legal frameworks, consultation systems,
and official SEA reports. The results show that the United Kingdom demonstrates advanced use of geographic
information systems and interdisciplinary consultations, Poland effectively integrates Natura 2000 requirements, and
Romania applies strong interagency coordination mechanisms. The findings suggest that wider application of European
SEA practices may strengthen environmental planning and support sustainable post-war recovery in Ukraine.

Keywords: Strategic Environmental Assessment, territorial communities, sustainable development, post-war recovery,
territorial planning, land restoration, biodiversity, ecology

1. Introduction

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) has become a key instrument for integrating environmental
considerations into strategic planning and territorial development policies. Growing anthropogenic pressure
on ecosystems, climate change, biodiversity loss, and increasing competition for natural resources require
more integrated approaches to governance and land-use planning. In this context, strategic planning docu-
ments are expected not only to support economic growth but also to ensure environmental sustainability,
climate resilience, and long-term quality of life for local communities (Tretyak, 2023; Kovalenko, 2024).

SEA is particularly important at the level of territorial communities, where decisions on land use, infra-
structure development, agriculture, natural resource management, and environmental protection directly in-
fluence local ecosystems and population well-being. Rural and agricultural territories are especially sensitive
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to environmental degradation because their economic stability depends on soil quality, water availability,
biodiversity, and ecosystem services. Therefore, integrating environmental considerations into territorial
development strategies has become an essential prerequisite for sustainable community development
(Gandrita et al., 2023; Stoeglehner, 2019).

Within the European Union, the main legal basis for Strategic Environmental Assessment is Directive
2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the environment. The Di-
rective establishes a systematic framework for identifying, assessing, and preventing potential environmental
impacts before approving strategic decisions. It requires assessing key environmental components, including
biodiversity, soil, water, air, climatic factors, landscape, cultural heritage, material assets, and human health.
A key feature of SEA is its preventive character, as it allows environmental risks to be considered during the
preparation of strategic documents rather than after implementation begins (Risse et al., 2003; Tawab et al.,
2025).

Beyond its environmental function, SEA is increasingly recognised as an important governance tool that
supports sustainable development, transparency, public participation, and intersectoral coordination. The
procedure creates opportunities to evaluate development alternatives, identify cumulative environmental
impacts, and integrate sustainability principles into territorial planning. In this context, SEA contributes to
implementing several Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), particularly those related to climate action,
sustainable communities, biodiversity conservation, and responsible resource management (Frigione & Pez-
zagno, 2023; Gonzalez et al., 2025).

At the same time, the effectiveness of SEA implementation differs significantly between countries. Previ-
ous studies indicate that, despite the formal harmonisation of legislation with Directive 2001/42/EC, the
practical application of SEA often remains uneven. Differences are observed in the quality of SEA reports,
the level of analytical depth, the use of spatial analysis and GIS technologies, stakeholder participation, and
the integration of assessment results into strategic decision-making processes (Diaz Canales et al., 2025). In
many cases, SEA remains a formal procedural requirement rather than a strategic planning instrument.

For Ukraine, the role of Strategic Environmental Assessment has become especially important in the con-
text of decentralisation, European integration, and post-war recovery. Territorial communities now play
a significantly greater role in strategic planning and local governance. At the same time, military actions
have caused large-scale environmental damage, including soil contamination, degraded water resources,
destroyed vegetation cover, ecosystem fragmentation, and growing risks to public health. Many of these
impacts will have long-term consequences for agricultural landscapes, ecosystem resilience, and the quality
of life of local populations. Under these conditions, developing environmentally oriented territorial strategies
and restoration-focused land-use planning becomes critically important.

In this context, SEA can serve not only as an environmental assessment procedure but also as a mecha-
nism for supporting environmentally responsible reconstruction and long-term territorial resilience. Strategic
planning based on SEA principles may help reduce environmental risks, support sustainable agricultural
development, preserve natural capital, and improve adaptation to climate change and post-war environmental
challenges (Garasym et al., 2022; Lozynska, 2025).

Despite the growing body of scientific literature on Strategic Environmental Assessment, several im-
portant research gaps remain. Existing studies mainly focus on general legal aspects of SEA implementation
or on the compliance of national legislation with Directive 2001/42/EC. Much less attention has been paid to
comparative analysis of practical SEA implementation models at the level of territorial communities. In par-
ticular, research comparing approaches used in countries with different institutional traditions and levels of
SEA development remains limited.

Furthermore, researchers have paid insufficient attention to identifying practical SEA mechanisms that
could be adapted to the Ukrainian context. Issues such as interdisciplinary consultations, integration of bio-
diversity protection networks, use of GIS technologies, analysis of alternatives, and environmental monitoring
are often discussed separately rather than within a comprehensive comparative framework. This limitation is
particularly important for Ukraine during post-war recovery, when territorial communities need effective
tools for environmentally sustainable reconstruction.

The United Kingdom, Poland, and Romania were selected for comparison because they represent differ-
ent but valuable models of SEA implementation within the European context. The United Kingdom demon-
strates a highly developed and methodologically advanced SEA system with extensive use of GIS technolo-
gies and interdisciplinary consultations. Poland provides an important example of integrating Natura 2000
requirements into strategic planning and environmental assessment procedures. Romania is particularly rele-
vant for Ukraine because it has adapted national legislation and institutional structures during European inte-



Strategic Environmental Assessment for the Ukrainian Community... 771

gration. Together, these countries provide a broad basis for identifying best practices that may support fur-
ther development of the Ukrainian SEA system.

This study compares Strategic Environmental Assessment practices in the United Kingdom, Poland, Ro-
mania, and Ukraine to identify best European practices and formulate recommendations for improving SEA
implementation in territorial community development strategies in Ukraine.

Highlights.

- Comparative analysis of SEA practices in the UK, Poland, Romania, and Ukraine was conducted.

- The UK demonstrates the strongest integration of GIS and interdisciplinary consultations in SEA.

- Poland provides an effective model for integrating Natura 2000 into strategic planning.

- Romanian SEA practice highlights the role of specialised coordination committees.

- SEA is identified as an important tool for sustainable post-war territorial recovery in Ukraine.

2. Materials and Methods

Theoretical background. Scientific literature increasingly views Strategic Environmental Assessment
not only as an environmental protection instrument but also as a mechanism for strategic governance and
sustainable territorial development. Modern approaches to SEA emphasise its ability to integrate environ-
mental considerations into strategic planning before key political and spatial decisions are adopted
(Stoeglehner, 2019; Kealey & Alderman, 2025). Unlike project-level Environmental Impact Assessment,
SEA operates at the level of plans, programmes, and territorial strategies, allowing earlier identification of
long-term environmental risks and cumulative impacts (Desmond, 2007).

A significant body of research examines SEA's role in supporting sustainable development and environ-
mental governance. Studies indicate that SEA helps integrate ecological, social, and economic priorities into
planning processes and improves the transparency of strategic decision-making (Frigione & Pezzagno,
2023). Gonzalez Del Campo et al. (2020) emphasise that SEA creates practical mechanisms for integrating
Sustainable Development Goals into territorial planning, particularly in areas related to biodiversity conser-
vation, climate adaptation, water management, and sustainable land use.

Another important theoretical dimension of SEA concerns its role in territorial governance and communi-
ty-level planning. Decentralisation processes in many European countries have increased local authorities'
responsibility for strategic territorial development, environmental management, and spatial planning. Under
such conditions, SEA is increasingly regarded as an instrument that supports environmentally balanced local
governance and improves coordination between sectoral policies (Nilsson & Dalkmann, 2009). This issue is
especially important for rural and agricultural territories where environmental quality directly influences
socio-economic stability and ecosystem resilience.

Scientific literature also highlights the growing importance of consultations and stakeholder participation
within SEA procedures. Modern SEA approaches stress that environmental assessment should not be limited
to technical analysis but should involve cooperation between public authorities, scientific institutions, local
communities, and environmental organisations (Souloutzoglou & Tasopoulou, 2020). Studies show that early
stakeholder involvement improves the quality of strategic decisions, increases public trust, and supports
more effective implementation of environmental policies (Gonzalez et al., 2023).

An important theoretical aspect of SEA development is the increasing use of geographic information sys-
tems (GIS) and spatial analysis. Spatial tools allow more accurate assessment of environmentally sensitive
areas, cumulative impacts, ecosystem fragmentation, and land-use conflicts (Calka & Szostak, 2025). Re-
searchers note that GIS-based approaches improve the analytical depth of SEA and support evidence-based
territorial planning, particularly in areas exposed to environmental risks and climate change impacts (Chen et
al., 2022).

Recent scientific discussions increasingly focus on the role of SEA in ecosystem restoration and climate
resilience. This issue has become particularly relevant for countries experiencing environmental degradation
caused by military conflicts, intensive land use, or climate-related disturbances. Ecosystem-based approaches
emphasise the importance of integrating biodiversity conservation, carbon storage, water regulation, and
ecosystem services into strategic planning systems (Pérez-Silos et al., 2021; Siarudin et al., 2021). In this
context, protective forest belts, agroforestry systems, and restoration-oriented land-use planning are viewed
as important instruments for improving territorial resilience and environmental sustainability (Tymochko,
2021; Drebot & Tymochko, 2024).

For Ukraine, these theoretical approaches are particularly important in the context of post-war recovery.
Military actions have caused long-term impacts on soils, water resources, vegetation cover, and ecosystem
stability, especially within agricultural regions of north-eastern Ukraine. Consequently, SEA should be con-
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sidered not only as a formal environmental procedure but also as a strategic mechanism supporting environ-
mentally balanced reconstruction, ecosystem restoration, and climate adaptation.

Theoretical discussions on ecosystem services and environmental governance also demonstrate the im-
portance of integrating ecosystem-based approaches into territorial planning and SEA procedures. Studies
show that ecosystem services assessment can strengthen environmental decision-making, improve stakehold-
er participation, and support sustainable land management at the community level (Pefa et al., 2020). In the
Ukrainian context, these approaches may contribute to more effective environmental governance and envi-
ronmentally responsible territorial recovery (Bortnyk et al., 2024).

Despite extensive scientific literature on Strategic Environmental Assessment, important research gaps
remain in comparative analyses of practical SEA implementation models across different institutional con-
texts. Existing studies often focus on individual countries or procedural compliance with Directive
2001/42/EC rather than practical effectiveness, analytical depth, and the adaptation of best practices to coun-
tries undergoing institutional transformation. This gap is especially visible in relation to territorial communi-
ties and post-war recovery processes in Ukraine.

Therefore, this study contributes to the theoretical development of SEA research by combining compara-
tive analysis of European SEA practices with the challenges of sustainable territorial development, ecosys-
tem restoration, and post-war recovery in Ukraine.

Methodology. This study applied a qualitative comparative methodological approach to analyse Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) practices in the United Kingdom, Poland, Romania, and Ukraine. The
methodology focused on comparing legal frameworks, consultation systems, environmental components, and
the structure of SEA reports prepared for territorial development strategies and planning documents in ac-
cordance with Directive 2001/42/EC.

The legal and conceptual basis of the research was Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects
of certain plans and programmes on the environment. The analysis examined how the requirements of the
Directive are reflected in national SEA systems, including screening, scoping, environmental reporting, con-
sultations, adoption procedures, and monitoring.

The study was based on the analysis of official legislation and publicly available SEA reports from the se-
lected countries. The United Kingdom was analysed through the Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes Regulations 2004 and SEA reports prepared for Glasgow City Plan 2 and the South Oxfordshire
& Vale of White Horse Joint Local Plan. In Poland, the analysis focused on the Act of 3 October 2008 on
access to environmental information and SEA reports prepared for the Wroctaw 2050 Development Strategy
and the European Funds Programme for Silesia 2021-2027. Romanian practice was examined through Gov-
ernment Decision No. 1076/2004 and SEA reports prepared for national operational programmes. In Ukraine,
the analysis was based on the Law of Ukraine "On Strategic Environmental Assessment" and SEA reports pre-
pared for the Zaporizhzhia City Territorial Community and the Kyiv Region Development Strategy.

To ensure consistency of comparison, a set of analytical criteria was developed based on the requirements
of Directive 2001/42/EC. The analysis assessed: compliance of SEA report structure with Directive require-
ments; coverage of environmental components; approaches to consultations and stakeholder participation;
analytical depth of assessment; use of spatial analysis and GIS tools; approaches to alternatives, mitigation
measures, and monitoring.

A qualitative grading scale (+ / ++ / +++) was applied to compare the level of development of selected
SEA elements between countries. This scale reflects the depth of coverage of each environmental component
in the strategic environmental assessment (SEA) reports analysed. A "+" indicates that the component is
identified and described, but the description of its condition remains general. A "++" indicates that the de-
scription is supported by data specific to the component, including quantitative indicators. A "+++" indicates
a more detailed assessment in which component-specific data are supplemented by thematic maps, spatial
analysis, or the identification of environmentally sensitive areas.

The SEA reports were selected purposively according to four criteria: public availability of the full report;
preparation for a strategic planning document; sufficient information to examine the coverage of environ-
mental components and assessment methods; and inclusion of documents from each of the four countries
under study. The sample was intended to illustrate selected approaches to SEA reporting in different national
contexts, rather than to provide a statistically representative assessment of national practice. This comparison
helps identify practices in the reports examined that may be relevant to improving SEA implementation in
Ukraine.
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3. Results and Discussion

A comparative analysis was conducted to assess compliance of legislative and regulatory approaches to
Strategic Environmental Assessment in the United Kingdom, Poland, Romania, and Ukraine with the re-
quirements of Directive 2001/42/EC. The analysis compared key elements of SEA legal regulation. These
elements included the list of environmental components subject to mandatory assessment. They also includ-
ed structural requirements for SEA reports and procedural aspects of the assessment process.

The selection of these countries allows coverage of different models of Directive implementation. This
includes a country with long-term SEA practice outside the EU. It also includes EU Member States with
different accession periods and levels of institutional maturity. In addition, it includes Ukraine, which is cur-
rently harmonising its national legislation with European requirements.

The results provide a basis for further analysis of best practices in SEA. They also support the identifica-
tion of opportunities to adapt these practices within the Ukrainian SEA system.

Comparison of the compliance of the structural elements of the Strategic Environmental Assess-
ment report. The comparative analysis of structural requirements for SEA reports used in Ukraine, EU coun-
tries, and the United Kingdom shows a high level of harmonisation with Directive 2001/42/EC. A detailed
comparison is presented in Appendix 1. This Directive is the main reference document for SEA in Europe.
Most countries have adapted its requirements into national legislation. Ukraine has fully preserved the gen-
eral structure of the SEA report defined by the Directive. However, some components differ in the level of
detail and thematic focus.

In all analysed countries, the SEA structure includes several mandatory elements. These are a description
of the planning document and the current state of the environment. It also includes an assessment of envi-
ronmental trends without implementation of the document. In addition, the structure covers environmental
problems, assessment of expected impacts, analysis of alternatives, mitigation measures, and monitoring
arrangements. This unified structure reflects an established European practice. It supports comparability of
assessment results. It also ensures consistency of environmental policy at different governance levels.

At the same time, differences exist in the level of detail of impact analysis. Poland pays special attention
to impacts on Natura 2000 areas. This is linked to EU nature protection legislation. Ukraine also assesses
impacts on protected areas within the nature reserve fund. However, this assessment is usually more general.
The United Kingdom has retained its SEA approaches despite leaving the EU.

There are also differences in how existing risks to public health are presented. The Ukrainian model in-
cludes a mandatory requirement to consider the state of public health. This approach reflects current national
priorities. It is especially important in the context of war-related impacts. In EU countries and the United
Kingdom, the focus is more on general environmental conditions and impacts on the population.

The description of alternatives in Poland is more detailed than in other countries. Polish legislation re-
quires not only assessment of alternative plan options. It also requires justification for why certain alterna-
tives cannot be applied. In Ukraine, requirements for this section are aligned with European standards. How-
ever, they do not require such detailed explanation of the absence of alternatives as in the Polish approach.

Monitoring requirements also differ between countries. Ukraine has a clearly regulated monitoring proce-
dure. It is defined by Cabinet of Ministers Resolution No. 1272. In contrast, the United Kingdom provides
general guidance without strict formalisation. Poland and Romania follow the EU Directive's requirements.
They place greater emphasis on monitoring methods and frequency.

A non-technical summary is a mandatory element in all analysed models. This confirms a shared ap-
proach to ensuring public access to information. Differences between countries are mainly stylistic. They
relate to the form of presentation rather than content.

Table 1 summarises the key elements in which the national legislation of the United Kingdom, Poland,
Romania and Ukraine goes beyond the minimum requirements of Directive 2001/42/EC on strategic envi-
ronmental assessment.

Table 1. Key elements of the expansion of national legislation in the field of strategic environmental assessment
compared to the requirements of Directive 2001/42/EC

Country Key elements of expansion

United Kingdom Without additional normative extensions within the analyzed elements

Poland Integration of Natura 2000 into environmental components, alternatives and transboundary impacts
Romania Additional focus on population health in a cross-border context

Time horizons of assessment (1, 3—5, 10—15 years, if necessary — 50-100 years),

Ukraine additional emphasis on population health.
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The presented results reflect national regulatory priorities. They also provide a basis for further identifica-
tion of best practices. These practices are relevant for adaptation within the Ukrainian SEA system.

Comparative analysis of the compliance of environmental components. Directive 2001/42/EC defines
a list of key environmental components that must be assessed within Strategic Environmental Assessment.
These components include flora, fauna, and biodiversity. They also include soil, water, air, and climatic fac-
tors. In addition, the Directive requires assessment of landscape, material assets, and cultural heritage. The
Directive also requires assessment of population and human health. Interrelations between all these elements
must also be considered.

To assess the level of harmonisation of national legislation with EU requirements, we carried out a com-
parison. The analysis covered legislation of Ukraine, the United Kingdom, Poland, and Romania (Table 2).

In the United Kingdom, the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 fully
reproduce the structure and content of Annex I of Directive 2001/42/EC. The British model clearly defines
all environmental components. This model closely follows the Directive's structure. It includes no additional
categories or expanded definitions. For this reason, it is considered one of the most "classic" examples of EU
Directive implementation. It can serve as a reference for countries seeking strong structural compliance with
EU environmental standards.

Polish legislation is among the most detailed of the analysed countries in defining environmental compo-
nents. The law clearly establishes a list of components to be assessed within SEA. This list fully complies
with the Directive. At the same time, Polish legislation includes additional components. The Directive does
not explicitly define these components. However, they significantly strengthen the environmental dimension
of assessment. These include: fungi (grzyby), identified as a separate group of living organisms alongside
flora and fauna; genetically modified organisms (GMO), assessed separately due to potential risks to biodi-
versity and agricultural landscapes; coastal and marine areas (obszary nadmorskie i morskie), with particular
focus on erosion processes, shoreline changes, and ecologically important marine habitats and species; wet-
lands (bagna), recognised as highly sensitive ecosystems with key water regulation and ecological functions.

A unique strength of the Polish model is the mandatory consideration of impacts on Natura 2000 areas.
This requirement is directly integrated into the SEA procedure. It ensures strict control over the protection of
natural habitats and species. This approach follows European nature conservation policy. At the same time,
Polish legislation does not separate the category of "population" as an independent component. Instead, pop-
ulation-related issues fall under the category of "human health" (zdrowie ludzi).

As a result, Polish legislation not only fully complies with the Directive. It also includes additional cate-
gories that strengthen biodiversity protection. This makes the Polish model especially valuable for compari-
son with the Ukrainian SEA system.

Table 2. Comparison of environmental components defined by Directive 2001/42/EC with their reflection in the legislation
of the United Kingdom, Poland, Romania and Ukraine

Directive

Ne 2001/42/EC United Kingdom Poland Romania Ukraine

1 Fauna Fauna Animals Fauna Fauna

2 Flora Flora Plants Flora Flora

Biodiversity,
3 Biodiversity Biodiversity Zgécgeiesgcl;%ui? d?fliI;%ll Biodiversity Biodiversity
organisms

4 Soil Soil Earth's surface Soil Soil

5  Climatic factors  Climatic factors Climate Climatic factors Climate

6 Air Air Air Air Air

7 Water Water Water Water Water

8 Landscape Landscape Landscape Landscape Landscape
9 Population Population People Population Safety of life of

the population
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Table 2. cont.

Ne 2(]))816;23715 C United Kingdom Poland Romania Ukraine
10 Human health People's health People's health People's health People's health
11 Tangible assets  Tangible assets Material goods Material values Tangible assets
Cultural heritage Cultural herit- Cultural heritage,
includin archi‘ic’- age, including including archi- Cultural heritage
& architectural and Monuments tectural and ar- . &
tural and archaeo- . . sites
logical heritage archaeological chaeological
heritage heritage

The relationship ~ The relationship The relationshin between The relationship  The relationship
13 between the above between the P between the between the above
the above factors
factors above factors above factors factors

Natural areas, including
wetlands, coastal and
marine areas

Natural areas
and objects

Environmental components

A fi
additionally specified by legislation ssessment of impacts

on Natura 2000

Minerals, natural
resources

mineral resources

Note: Entries in the same row indicate functional correspondence, not legal equivalence. In particular, "population",
"people", "human health", and "safety of life of the population" are distinct terms.

Government Decision of Romania No. 1.076 of 2004 (HOTARARE nr. 1.076 din 2004) fully complies
with the requirements of Directive 2001/42/EC regarding the list of environmental components to be as-
sessed. The legislation requires assessment of flora, fauna, and biodiversity. It also covers soils, water, air,
climate, landscape, cultural heritage, and material assets. Impacts on population and human health must also
be assessed. In addition, the law requires consideration of interrelations between these elements. Therefore,
Romanian legislation fully meets the requirements of Directive 2001/42/EC in terms of environmental com-
ponents.

In Ukrainian legislation, the Law of Ukraine "On Strategic Environmental Assessment" includes almost
the full list of components defined by the Directive. A positive feature of the Ukrainian law is the inclusion
of subsoil resources (nadra) in the scope of analysis. This goes beyond the Directive. However, it reflects
Ukraine's natural conditions and resource potential.

At the same time, Ukrainian legislation separately defines the nature reserve fund (pryrodno-zapovidnyi
fond). However, it does not directly mention the Emerald Network (Emerald Network). In EU countries, this
network plays a role similar to Natura 2000. This gap may be an area for further improvement in the Ukrain-
ian SEA system.

Comparative analysis of consultation systems within the framework of strategic environmental as-
sessment. The comparison of national consultation systems in Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)
shows that all analysed countries-the United Kingdom, Poland, Romania, and Ukraine-generally implement
the requirements of Directive 2001/42/EC. At the same time, each country has developed a unique consulta-
tion model. This model reflects its legal system, administrative structure, and approach to environmental
policy. In this context, the British and Romanian models stand out most clearly. Each of them has specific
strengths and progressive features (Table 3).

The Ukrainian consultation model is characterised by a high level of formalisation and legal clarity. Cen-
tral executive authorities in the fields of public health and environmental protection are involved. Their re-
gional units also participate. This system ensures clear procedures and compliance with national legislation.
However, it is relatively narrow compared to the more extended and interdisciplinary models used in other
countries. In Ukraine, consultations mainly focus on two sectors: environmental and health. Other countries
involve a wider range of specialised authorities.

A particularly positive example is the model of the United Kingdom. It demonstrates the deepest and
most interdisciplinary integration of consultation structures. The involvement of institutions such as the En-
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vironment Agency and the Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (English Heritage)
ensures a high level of assessment complexity. This allows consideration of more than environmental risks.

Table 3. Comparison of compliance of consultation bodies involved in Strategic Environmental Assessment, as defined
by Directive 2001/42/EC, and their reflection in the legislation of the United Kingdom, Poland, Romania, and Ukraine

Directive 2001/42/EC  United Kingdom Poland Romania Ukraine
- Regional Director of Competent authori- .
Environmental Protec- . . - Central executive
Member States shall . . . ties for environmental . .
. . - The Countryside  tion (Regionalny Dyrek- ) body implementing
designate the authorities ; : . protection L
to be consulted which Agency; tor Ochrony Srgdow1— state policy in the field
> - The Historic Buildings ska, RDOS) of health and envi-

by reason of their
specific environmental
responsibilities, are
likely to be concerned
by the environmental
effects of implementing
plans and programmes.

and Monuments
Commission for England
(English Heritage);
- English Nature
- The Environment
Agency,

- State Sanitary Inspec-

- Competent authori-
ties for health
protection

ronmental protection

- Regional authorities
(relevant departments
for environmental
protection and health
protection)

tor (Gtoéwny Inspektor
Sanitarny, panstwowy
wojewddzki inspektor
sanitarny, panstwowy
powiatowy inspektor
sanitarny)

- Specially estab-

lished committee

(comitet special
constituit)

Member States shall
identify the public for
the purposes of para-
graph 2, including the
public affected or likely
to be affected by, or
having an interest in, the
decision-making subject
to this Directive, includ-
ing relevant non-
governmental organisa-
tions, such as those
promoting environmen-
tal protection and other
organisations concerned.

The legislation
provides for public
participation

The legislation pro-
vides for public

The legislation
provides for public

The legislation
provides for public

Transboundary
consultations

Where a responsible
authority, other than the
Secretary of State, is of

the opinion that a plan
or programme for which
it is the responsible
authority is likely to have
significant effects on
the environment of [Fla]
Member State, it shall, as
soon as reasonably practi-
cable after forming that
opinion, notify the Secre-
tary of State of its opinion
and of the reasons for it.

territory the implemen-

participation participation participation
The Director General
for Environmental
Protection, after receiv-
ng 1nf9rmat10n about Transboundary con-
the possible transbound- .
ary environmental sultations of the state
The central body of  of origin are held

impact of the draft
document, notifies
the state on whose

in cases provided
for by international
treaties of Ukraine,
the binding nature

state power transfers
to the central envi-
ronmental protection
body of that state

tation of the draft o .
within the framework of which has been
document may have . .
. . of bilateral relations. approved by
an impact, attaching
the draft document the Verkhoyna
Rada of Ukraine.

together with
the environmental
impact forecast to
the notification.

It also covers impacts on cultural heritage, architectural landscapes, and protected monuments. Such prac-
tice is positive within Europe. It guarantees a comprehensive cross-sectoral analysis of potential impacts of
state planning documents. The United Kingdom therefore demonstrates an exemplary level of intersectoral
cooperation. This model can serve as a reference for improving Ukraine's consultation system.
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The Polish consultation system is also well developed. It has a clearly defined role for regional institu-
tions. These include the Regional Director for Environmental Protection (Regionalny Dyrektor Ochrony
Srodowiska) and sanitary inspection bodies at different levels. Poland has largely decentralised SEA proce-
dures. They are adapted to the needs of voivodeships. Although this model is effective, it mainly focuses on
environmental and public health aspects. It involves other sectors to a lesser extent than the British model.

The Romanian model is the most interesting in terms of institutional innovation. Its main strength is the
creation of a special committee. This committee coordinates consultations within SEA. Legislation states
that, during the plan development stage, this committee conducts consultations. Participants include the plan
or programme owner, the public health authority, and public authorities interested in the effects of plan or
programme implementation.

This structure ensures a systematic and professional consultation process. It allows experts from different
fields to be involved. It also supports a higher level of intersectoral discussion. The committee links public
authorities, the expert community, and the public. This approach helps to avoid formalism. It also increases
transparency in decision-making.

Overall, the comparison shows that the United Kingdom and Romania represent the most progressive and
balanced consultation models within SEA. The British approach stands out for its strong interdisciplinary
character. It also uniquely involves cultural heritage authorities. The Romanian approach demonstrates insti-
tutional innovation through a specialised committee. Both practices can serve as important references for
further improvement of the Ukrainian consultation model.

Comparative analysis of the coverage of environmental components in the strategic environmental
assessment reports of four countries under Directive 2001/42/EC. The condition and quality of environ-
mental components are critical for sustainable territorial development. This is especially true for agricultural
regions. In such areas, natural resources directly determine agricultural productivity, landscape resilience,
and community food security. For rural communities in Ukraine, which are recovering and transforming, this
issue is particularly important. This is even more relevant under conditions of martial law. In this context,
Strategic Environmental Assessment is a key tool. It helps to prevent degradation of natural resources. It also
supports the development of climate-resilient agricultural systems. In addition, it reduces environmental risks
and ensures long-term food security. Therefore, it is important to assess how fully and effectively SEA re-
ports in different countries cover environmental components defined by Directive 2001/42/EC. It is also
important to identify practices that can be adapted in Ukraine (Table 4).

Table 4. Comparison of the representation of environmental components in the SEA reports of the United Kingdom,
Poland, Romania and Ukraine

Environmental component United Kingdom Poland Romania Ukraine
Biodiversity ++ -+ 4+ -+
Population ++ ++ ++ 4
Population health ++ + ++ +
Fauna +++ ++ ++ ++
Flora +++ ++ ++ ++
Soils +++ ++ 4+ ++
Water +++ ++ ++ ++
Air ++ ++ ++ ++
Climatic factors +++ ++ ++ ++
Material resources ++ ++ ++ +
Cultural heritage +++ ++ ++ ++
Landscape +++ ++ ++ ++
Interrelationships

-+ ++ -+ ++
between components

Note: + general description of the environmental component; ++ description supported by component-specific data, including quanti-
tative indicators; +++ detailed assessment supplemented by thematic maps, spatial analysis, or identification of environmentally
sensitive areas. The ratings reflect the depth of coverage in the SEA reports analysed



778 Svitlana Yaroshchuk et al.

The analysis of environmental components defined in point (f) of Directive 2001/42/EC shows that all
analysed countries meet the Directive's requirements in their SEA reports. However, the quality of presenta-
tion of these components differs significantly. This is especially important for strategic planning in sectors
that affect natural resources. These include sustainable agriculture, soil management, water resources, and
biodiversity conservation.

British SEA reports, especially the South Oxfordshire & Vale of White Horse Joint Local Plan, follow
a clear, logical structure. They provide full coverage of most environmental components. A key feature is the
use of GIS technologies. In the South Oxfordshire & Vale of White Horse report, GIS tools are explicitly
documented in a separate appendix and are integrated into the assessment. This distinguishes its documented
methodological use of GIS from the cartographic materials also presented in the Romanian reports. As a result,
biodiversity, soils, water, landscapes, and sensitive areas are assessed with high spatial accuracy. In some re-
ports, such as the Glasgow plan, the level of detail is lower. However, overall, British reports are among the
most methodologically structured.

Polish SEA reports provide a full description of biodiversity, soil conditions, water resources, and Natura
2000 areas. The information is well structured. They fully comply with the Directive's requirements. In gen-
eral, Polish documents meet high quality standards.

Romanian SEA reports, especially the assessment for Programul Operational Dezvoltare Durabilad
2021-2027, present the most detailed description of environmental components. The report includes biodi-
versity maps and data on Natura 2000 habitat dynamics. It also contains maps of soil degradation, land use,
water systems, and climatic factors. The Romanian reports also contain extensive cartographic materials,
including maps of biodiversity, soil degradation, land use, water systems, and climatic factors. However, the
methodology of the reports examined does not explicitly describe the use of GIS tools. In terms of analytical
depth, Romanian reports are the strongest among all analysed countries.

Ukrainian SEA reports structurally comply with the Directive. They include all mandatory environmental
components. Despite the absence of explicit legal requirements, the reports describe Emerald Network sites.
The Kyiv Region report provides more comprehensive coverage of components. In contrast, the Za-
porizhzhia report presents shorter and less analytical sections on soils, landscapes, and interrelations between
components. None of the Ukrainian reports describe the use of GIS technologies. Spatial analysis is limited
to maps without a clear methodological approach.

The role of strategic environmental assessment in achieving sustainable development goals. The
analysis shows that Strategic Environmental Assessment is an important tool for integrating sustainable de-
velopment principles into strategic planning for territorial communities (Table 5). Table 5 distinguishes be-
tween a direct procedural link, where an SEA requirement explicitly addresses an issue covered by an SDG,
and an indirect link, where progress towards the SDG depends on whether the assessment findings influence
the adopted plan and its implementation. These links describe SEA's potential contribution; the study did not
measure changes in SDG indicators or establish that SEA caused them.

SEA is not directly aimed at achieving the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals. However, its
procedure ensures systematic consideration of environmental, social, and spatial aspects. This creates the
conditions needed to achieve these goals.

SEA contributes most strongly to goals related to natural resource protection and spatial development.
These include SDG 6 (Clean Water and Sanitation), SDG 11 (Sustainable Cities and Communities), SDG 13
(Climate Action), and SDG 15 (Life on Land). This is due to the mandatory analysis of water resources,
soils, biodiversity, climatic factors, and spatial constraints. Directive 2001/42/EC and national legislation
define these requirements.

SEA also contributes significantly to SDG 3 (Good Health and Well-being). This is achieved through as-
sessment of impacts on public health. It also includes analysis of environmental factors that directly affect
quality of life. At the same time, assessment of material resources, soils, and waste management supports
SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production). This contribution is indirect. It depends on the content
of the specific planning document.
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Table 5. Relevance of strategic environmental assessment to sustainable development goals
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Direct procedural
link: assessment of
. . Assessment of im- potential effects on
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3 SDG 3. Good ~ Pnsuring public pacts on public human health; indi-
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v Health and ine environmental health, analysis of air  rect outcome: possi-
Well-being & . quality, water quali- ble reduction of
risks ; . )
ty, noise pollution health risks through
subsequent planning
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Direct procedural
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Protection of wa- water resources;
SDG 6. Clean of surface and L
ter resources and indirect outcome:
Water and . groundwater, water .
. sustainable water . improved water pro-
Sanitation protection zones,

use

wetlands

tection if recommen-
dations are imple-
mented.

SDG 11. Sustain-
able Cities and
Communities

Sustainable spa-
tial development
of territorial
communities

Integration of envi-
ronmental constraints
into development
strategies, assess-
ment of alternatives,
spatial planning

Direct procedural
link: assessment of
alternatives and spa-
tial constraints; indi-
rect outcome: more
sustainable territorial
development.

SDG 12. Respon-
sible Consump-
tion and
Production

Rational use of
natural resources

Assessment of im-
pacts on soils, sub-
soil, material re-
sources, waste man-
agement

Direct procedural
link: assessment of
resource use and
waste where these
issues are relevant to
the plan; indirect
outcome: more re-
sponsible resource
management if the
proposed measures
are implemented.

SDG 13. Climate
Action

Climate change
mitigation and
adaptation

Analysis of climatic
factors, vulnerability
of territories, long-
term environmental
risks

Direct procedural
link: assessment of
climatic factors; indi-
rect outcome: climate
action through the
measures adopted in
the plan.
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Consultation proce-
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pation, transbounda-
ry consultations

Direct procedural
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public participation;

indirect outcome:
stronger transparency

and accountability.

A limited but important link exists between SEA and SDG 14 (Life Below Water). This contribution de-
pends on the presence of water bodies, coastal zones, or wetlands within the community area. In contrast,
procedural elements of SEA play a broader role. These include consultations with authorities and the public,
as well as mechanisms of transboundary cooperation. They support SDG 16 (Peace, Justice and Strong Insti-
tutions). This is done by increasing transparency, accountability, and institutional capacity in strategic deci-
sion-making processes.

Thus, Strategic Environmental Assessment is not only a tool for assessing environmental impacts. It is al-
so an effective mechanism for integrating the Sustainable Development Goals into strategic planning for
territorial community development. This role is especially important for Ukraine during its transformation
and post-war recovery.

The SWOT analysis was developed by synthesising the comparison of national SEA requirements and
consultation procedures (Tables 1-3) with the assessment of environmental components in the selected SEA
reports (Table 4). Strengths and weaknesses describe features observed in the legal frameworks and reports
examined. Opportunities identify possible applications of the practices identified through the comparison in
Ukraine, whereas threats describe external conditions that may hinder their application. The authors grouped
factors qualitatively according to these definitions; they applied no numerical weighting or ranking.

The SWOT analysis shows that Strategic Environmental Assessment has strong potential as a tool for in-
tegrating sustainable development principles into strategic planning for territorial communities (Table 6). Its
strengths are linked to a comprehensive approach. It also complies with European standards. In addition,
SEA allows consideration of long-term environmental and social impacts. At the same time, its weaknesses
are mainly related to practical implementation. These include uneven quality of SEA reports, limited use of
spatial analysis, and formalisation of some procedures.

Opportunities for further development of SEA are linked to digitalisation of processes. They also include
adaptation of best European practices and the growing role of strategic planning in the post-war period. At
the same time, existing threats highlight the need to strengthen institutional capacity. They also show the
importance of ensuring real use of SEA results in decision-making processes.
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Table 6. SWOT analysis of strategic environmental assessment as a tool for sustainable development of territorial

communities

Strengths

Weaknesses

Integration of environmental considerations
into strategic planning of territorial development

Limited use of geographic information systems
in the practice of preparing SEA reports

Compliance with the requirements of Directive
2001/42/EC and harmonization with European
standards

Uneven quality of SEA reports even within
the same country

Comprehensive coverage of key environmental compo-
nents (biodiversity, soils, water, climate, public health)

Formal approach to the analysis of alternatives
in individual reports

Ability to assess long-term, cumulative
and synergistic impacts

Insufficient detailing of the relationships
between environmental components

Ensuring transparency and public participation
in decision-making

High dependence of the quality of the SEA
on the professional training of developers

Opportunities

Threats

Introduction of mandatory use of GIS and spatial
analysis in SEA procedures

Risk of formalizing SEA as a mandatory
procedure without real impact on strategic
decisions

Integration of Emerald Network as a mandatory as-
sessment element (by analogy with Natura 2000)

Political and economic pressure
on the strategic planning process

Adaptation of best practices from Great Britain
and Romania (interdisciplinary consultations,
coordination committees)

Limited financial and human resources
of local governments

Strengthening the role of SEA in post-war reconstruc-
tion and community transformation

Ignoring or formally taking into account SEA
results at the stage of strategy implementation

Alignment of SEA with climate policy and climate
change adaptation goals

High level of uncertainty of long-term
planning in conditions of military risks

The strengths in Table 6 are based on the comparison of legislation, environmental components, and con-

sultation procedures (Tables 1-4). The weaknesses reflect differences in the level of detail of the reports and
their use of GIS. The opportunities draw on the practices observed in the United Kingdom, Poland, and Ro-
mania, particularly in spatial analysis, protection of natural areas, and consultations. The threats reflect chal-
lenges to SEA implementation discussed in the cited literature.

The comparative analysis demonstrates that each analysed country has developed specific institutional
and methodological strengths within the SEA system. Interdisciplinary consultations and active use of GIS
technologies characterise the United Kingdom. Poland demonstrates strong integration of Natura 2000 re-
quirements into strategic planning, while Romania applies an effective coordination mechanism through
specialised consultation committees. Figure 1 summarises the key strengths identified in the analysed SEA
systems.

Together, these practices offer a holistic view of directions for improving the quality of Strategic Envi-
ronmental Assessment and can serve as a basis for its improvement in Ukraine.

The results of the study confirm that Strategic Environmental Assessment plays a key role in shaping de-
velopment strategies for territorial communities. SEA is moving beyond a formal environmental procedure.
It is becoming a tool for strategic integration of environmental considerations into decision-making. The
comparative analysis of four countries shows that, even with similar legal frameworks, the real impact of
SEA differs. It depends on the stage at which SEA is integrated into strategic planning. It also depends on
how strongly assessment results influence strategic goals. This conclusion aligns with a concept proposed by
several authors. According to this view, SEA should not focus on individual impacts. Instead, it should sup-
port the creation of an "environmentally sound" development logic for territories (Hebert et al., 2012).



782 Svitlana Yaroshchuk et al.

[ Strengths of SEA ]

A"
Y h 4 4
[ United Kingdom ] [ Poland ] [ Romania ]
A y ) 4
' . Detailed environmental Establishment of a
umgeé?éeta;?:t?r:zfggﬁee S° fin components in special committee during
reports legislation, Natura 2000 the preparation of the
P highlighted SEA report
Involvement of cultural Legistation requires a
heritage authorities and i
the Cc?untryside Agency detailed description of the ca rtimrlgo:i?zrr:taall i
in the consultation chosen alternatives grap y
process

Fig. 1. Key strengths of Strategic Environmental Assessment in the UK, Poland and Romania

The analysis shows different roles of SEA across countries. In the United Kingdom, SEA functions as a full
tool for developing alternative development options. In Poland and Romania, SEA more often guides the
environmental orientation of already defined strategic decisions. In the Ukrainian reports examined, SEA is
mainly presented as an assessment of strategies already formulated. The reports provide limited evidence of
whether SEA findings influenced the choice or revision of strategic priorities. These differences support the
findings of Nilsson and Dalkmann (2009) and Unalan and Cowell (2019). They emphasise that the level of
integration of SEA into the planning system determines its real effectiveness (Nilsson & Dalkmann, 2009;
Unalan & Cowell, 2019).

The results also show that SEA is especially important for developing countries. In such countries, strate-
gic documents combine socio-economic, spatial, and environmental aspects of development. Under these
conditions, SEA helps to align regional goals with environmental constraints. It reduces the risk of land-use
conflicts and natural resource degradation. This conclusion is consistent with the findings of Alshuwaikhat
(2005). He highlights SEA's role in supporting sustainable territorial development at the local level (Alshu-
waikhat, 2005).

Discussion of differences in SEA implementation in the UK, Poland, Romania, and Ukraine. In aca-
demic research, the practice of Strategic Environmental Assessment in the United Kingdom is considered
one of the most advanced in Europe. It clearly focuses on integrating environmental considerations into stra-
tegic and spatial planning. Fischer, T.B., Jha-Thakur, U., and Hayes, S. (2015) note that the British SEA
system focuses not only on procedural compliance. It mainly focuses on assessment effectiveness. This in-
cludes its ability to influence the development of strategic alternatives and management decisions. The au-
thors emphasise that, in the United Kingdom, SEA research pays strong attention to quality and effective-
ness. It also focuses on stakeholder participation and monitoring the impacts of strategy implementation.
This approach differs from more formalised models used in some other countries. At the same time, the au-
thors note that even with a well-developed institutional framework, SEA in the United Kingdom faces chal-
lenges. These include the risk of procedural formalisation and uneven application quality across planning
sectors. This situation requires continuous improvement of SEA approaches (Fischer et al., 2015).

Polish SEA practice is characterised by large-scale application. Each year, hundreds of SEA procedures
are carried out at local and regional levels. Separate assessments are also conducted at the national level.
According to research by Katarzyna Tokarczyk-Dorociak, based on stakeholder surveys, SEA in Poland is
generally perceived as effective or sufficiently effective. However, several non-procedural factors limit its
real effectiveness. The study shows that SEA is rarely used as a tool to shape or revise plans and pro-
grammes. Political interests often influence the process. Survey results also indicate low-quality alternative
analysis. They show insufficient assessment of cumulative impacts. In addition, there is almost no monitor-
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ing of actual impacts of plan implementation. These factors significantly reduce SEA's strategic potential.
The author also points to plan developers' reluctance to follow SEA recommendations. Consultants are also
pressured to soften environmental conclusions. This negatively affects independence and trust in the proce-
dure. Although public awareness of SEA in Poland is relatively high, actual public participation remains low.
This limits the process's democratic and strategic impact (Tokarczyk-Dorociak et al., 2019).

Romanian SEA practice combines institutional strengths and practical limitations. This places it between
more integrated and more formalised SEA models. Muntean, [onescu-Tamas, and Macicdsan note that a key
feature of the Romanian system is early involvement of main stakeholders. The authors stress that early
stakeholder engagement increases public awareness. It also improves procedural transparency. These factors
create a basis for more informed and effective strategic decisions. Although the SEA process in Romania is
often complex and multi-level, an integrated approach helps. Open dialogue between stakeholders also sup-
ports better assessment of strategic actions. It allows more efficient use of resources during plan and pro-
gramme implementation. At the same time, the authors point out important limitations. Despite these institu-
tional mechanisms, SEA's real influence on final strategic decisions remains limited. This is due to the for-
malisation of some procedures. It is also caused by weak integration of assessment results into strategy im-
plementation. This issue is important for comparison with practices in the United Kingdom, Poland, and
Ukraine (Muntean et al., 2019).

Ukrainian SEA practice is at an early stage of institutional development. It shows only partial integration
into strategic and territorial planning systems. According to research by Rudenko, Lisovskyi, and Maruniak,
SEA in Ukraine developed mainly at a theoretical level for a long time. It was applied mostly through pilot
projects supported by international organisations. It was not used as a fully mandatory strategic governance
tool. The authors note that, despite ratification of the SEA Protocol to the Espoo Convention and declared
commitments to implement Directive 2001/42/EC, the SEA mechanism in Ukraine remained incomplete for
many years. The SEA law existed only in draft form. The study highlights key limitations of SEA effective-
ness in Ukraine. These include weak integration of environmental policy into other planning sectors. They
also include poor coordination between strategic and territorial documents. In addition, indicator systems and
monitoring are lacking. Formalisation of planning procedures is another problem. This situation is typical for
developing countries. At the same time, the authors note significant potential for improving SEA in Ukraine.
This creates conditions for a gradual shift. SEA can move from formal application to a real tool for strategic
decision-making (Rudenko, 2016).

The importance of consultation in the strategic environmental assessment process. The results con-
firm that stakeholder consultations are a key element of Strategic Environmental Assessment. They directly
influence its quality and effectiveness. The consultation process within SEA supports the integration of sci-
entific, administrative, and local knowledge. This helps to identify potential environmental risks. These risks
may not be visible at the technical analysis stage. In academic literature, consultations are seen not only
as a tool of democratic participation. They are also viewed as a mechanism for improving the justification
of strategic decisions (Souloutzoglou & Tasopoulou, 2020).

The comparative analysis of practices in the United Kingdom, Poland, Romania, and Ukraine shows clear
differences. The nature and depth of consultations strongly affect the level of environmental integration in
community development strategies. In Romania, consultations start at early stages of developing strategic
alternatives. This allows adjustment of the development logic before key decisions are approved. In contrast,
in Ukraine, consultations are often carried out after the draft strategy is prepared. This reduces their real in-
fluence. These findings support the conclusions of Rega and Partidario (2022). They emphasise that the "tim-
ing of participation" is a critical factor for SEA effectiveness (Rega & Partidario, 2022).

Consultations with environmental and sectoral authorities play a special role in SEA. They ensure inter-
sectoral coordination. They also help to align strategic decisions with existing environmental policy. The
Romanian experience shows that involvement of specialised committees and expert groups leads to deeper
analysis. This is especially important for impacts on biodiversity and protected areas. Research by Robu and
Macoveanu highlights that institutional consultations in Romania are necessary. They support the transition
of SEA from a formal procedure to a real tool of strategic governance (Robu & Macoveanu, 2009).

Public consultations are another essential component of SEA. They allow consideration of local environ-
mental problems and social risks. They also reflect the expectations of people living in the area where the
strategy is implemented. Studies show that public participation increases the legitimacy of strategic docu-
ments. It also reduces the risk of conflicts during implementation. This is confirmed by Gonzalez et al.
(2023), who identify public participation as a key factor of effective environmental governance (Gonzalez
etal., 2023).
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At the same time, the results show that a formal approach to consultations strongly limits SEA's potential.
When consultations are reduced to information sharing or comment collection, their impact is very low. This
is especially true if comments are not analysed or integrated into the strategic document. Arnstein and her
followers identify similar problems. They stress the difference between nominal participation and real stake-
holder involvement in decision-making (Gonzalez Del Campo et al., 2023).

In the Ukrainian context, consultations within SEA have strong potential to improve the quality of com-
munity development strategies. This is particularly important in the post-war recovery period. Early, mean-
ingful involvement of the public and experts can help identify environmental risks. These risks are often
linked to infrastructure reconstruction, land-use changes, and use of natural resources (Nazaruk & Bilaniuk,
2019; Strategic ecological assessment of Ukraine's reconstruction projects — EcoClub Rivne).

An important but often underestimated element of SEA is transboundary consultation. This applies when
a planning document may affect other countries' environments. The study shows that effective transboundary
consultations do more than fulfil international obligations. They also improve the quality of strategic deci-
sions. This is achieved by considering a wider spatial and environmental context. In scientific literature,
transboundary consultations are seen as a tool to prevent environmental conflicts. They also support coordi-
nated environmental policy. This is especially relevant for countries with shared river basins, protected area
networks, and common ecosystems. It is particularly important for Ukraine in the context of post-war recov-
ery and European integration (Albrecht, 2008; Marsden, 2011).

In summary, consultations in Strategic Environmental Assessment are not secondary. They define SEA's
ability to influence strategic decisions in practice. Effective consultations improve the analytical quality of
SEA. They also strengthen trust in strategic documents. In addition, they support integrating environmental
priorities into long-term community development. This conclusion aligns with current research. These stud-
ies view SEA as a process of joint learning and policy formation (Derii et al., 2025).

The value of spatial analysis and GIS for improving the effectiveness of strategic environmental as-
sessment. The results show that spatial analysis and geographic information systems are key factors influ-
encing the analytical quality of SEA reports. Spatial tools enable a shift from descriptive analysis to quantita-
tive, spatially differentiated impact assessment. This is especially important for community development
strategies. Such strategies often cover diverse natural and socio-economic conditions. Practice in the United
Kingdom shows that systematic GIS use supports more accurate analysis. It helps to identify environmental-
ly sensitive areas, zones of potential land-use conflict, and cumulative impacts. As a result, strategic deci-
sions become better justified. The risk of environmentally unsound development scenarios is reduced. Stud-
ies by Calka and Szostak support similar conclusions. They show that GIS technologies are effective tools
for assessing environmental conditions and predicting environmental impacts in strategic planning processes
(Calka & Szostak, 2025).

The Polish and Romanian reports examined include maps of protected areas and other environmental
components, but they provide less explicit information on how GIS tools were used in the assessment. These
include Natura 2000 sites, wetlands, and forest areas. This approach significantly improves spatial visualisa-
tion of environmental constraints. It also increases transparency of strategic documents. At the same time,
the study shows that in most cases GIS is used only as a supporting tool. It is not fully integrated into the
analysis of development alternatives. This limits the ability to assess cumulative and synergistic impacts of
different scenarios. Such assessment is critical for Strategic Environmental Assessment. This conclusion is
consistent with findings by Chen et al. They emphasise that GIS reaches its full potential in environmental
assessment only when mapping is combined with multi-criteria analysis and scenario-based approaches
(Chen et al., 2022).

In Ukrainian SEA practice, GIS use is fragmented. It is often limited to adding static maps to the SEA re-
port text. These maps are usually not followed by analytical interpretation or quantitative analysis. This ap-
proach reduces SEA's ability to perform a predictive function. It also strongly limits assessment of spatially
differentiated impacts of community development strategies. The lack of systematic spatial data integration
affects several stages. These include baseline environmental analysis, alternative development, and monitor-
ing impacts during strategy implementation. As a result, SEA's effectiveness as a strategic management tool
is reduced. Similar problems are identified in studies by Fonseca et al. They stress the need to use spatial
data comprehensively at all stages of SEA. This is necessary to ensure real influence on decision-making
(Fonseca et al., 2020).

Strategic Environmental Assessment in the Context of Sustainable Development and Post-War
Community Reconstruction. The results confirm that Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) has
strong potential to integrate sustainable development principles into community development strategies.



Strategic Environmental Assessment for the Ukrainian Community... 785

Unlike sectoral environmental assessments, SEA considers environmental, social, and economic aspects
together. This integrated view is essential for local-level sustainability.

The role of Strategic Environmental Assessment becomes particularly important in the context of ecosystem
restoration and post-war territorial recovery in Ukraine. Military activities have caused long-term degradation
of soils, water resources, vegetation cover, and ecosystem stability, especially in agricultural regions of north-
eastern Ukraine. Under these conditions, SEA should support restoration-oriented land-use planning and inte-
grate ecosystem services into territorial development strategies. Previous studies emphasize that agroforestry
systems, protective forest belts, and landscape-based planning contribute to carbon storage, biodiversity con-
servation, climate adaptation, and ecosystem resilience (Tymochko et al., 2022; Bortnyk et al., 2024).

The analysis shows a close link between SEA and the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals.
This link is strongest for SDG 6 (Clean Water and Sanitation), SDG 11 (Sustainable Cities and Communi-
ties), SDG 13 (Climate Action), and SDG 15 (Life on Land). These goals are directly related to spatial plan-
ning, natural resource management, and ecosystem protection. These issues are central to community devel-
opment strategies. These results align with studies by Gonzalez Del Campo et al. They view SEA as a key
mechanism for integrating environmental considerations into sustainable development policy. Hegazy &
Tohlob and Tian et al. support similar conclusions. They stress SEA's role in achieving global SDGs through
local decisions (Tian et al., 2018; Gonzalez Del Campo et al., 2020; Hegazy & Tohlob, 2024).

The role of SEA is especially important in Ukraine during post-war recovery. Development strategies
must support economic recovery, social stability, and environmental safety simultaneously. Rapid recon-
struction of infrastructure, industry, and housing increases the risk of short-term decisions. Such decisions
can cause long-term environmental damage. The study shows that well-implemented SEA can reduce these
risks. It does so by identifying environmental threats early and integrating environmental limits into devel-
opment scenarios. A focus on environmental protection and restoration during recovery aligns with research
by Elbakidze et al. They highlight nature-based solutions as effective tools to align recovery policies with
sustainable development and ecosystem resilience (Elbakidze et al., 2025).

A key aspect of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) is integrating nature conservation networks
into strategic spatial planning. The Polish experience shows the value of systematically including the Natura
2000 network in SEA procedures. Strategic documents that consider biodiversity protection and ecological
connectivity are more resilient to environmental risks. They are also better adapted to long-term challenges.

In contrast, in Ukraine the use of the Emerald Network in SEA procedures is mostly advisory. This limits
its real influence on strategic decisions. It also reduces the level of protection for valuable natural areas. Ma-
ria Garayo Urruela notes a similar situation. She stresses the need for formal institutional integration of eco-
logical networks into strategic planning. This is a key condition for effective biodiversity conservation and
protecting ecosystem services (Maria Garayo Urruela, 2021).

4. Conclusions

The comparison of the United Kingdom, Poland, Romania, and Ukraine shows broad alignment of their
SEA frameworks with the main requirements of Directive 2001/42/EC. The differences identified in this
study concern how national legislation specifies environmental components, organises consultations, and sets
requirements for assessment and monitoring. Thus, similarity in legal structure does not, by itself, imply that
SEA reports use the same analytical approaches.

The reports examined cover the principal environmental components, but differ in the depth and form of
their assessment. The Polish examples focus particularly on Natura 2000 areas, while the Romanian exam-
ples include detailed descriptions and cartographic materials for several components.

The comparison of consultation arrangements identifies different institutional approaches. The British
framework assigns responsibilities to authorities covering environmental protection and cultural heritage;
Polish legislation assigns defined roles to environmental and sanitary authorities; and Romanian legislation
provides for a specialised consultation committee. These findings suggest options for involving relevant
expertise earlier and more broadly in preparing Ukrainian strategic documents.

The distinction between the presence of maps and the documented use of GIS is an important finding of
the report comparison. The British example explicitly describes GIS tools and their role in the assessment,
whereas the Romanian reports also contain substantial cartographic information but describe GIS use less
explicitly. Explicit documentation of how spatial data and maps are used would make SEA assessments easi-
er to evaluate and reproduce.

The study contributes by examining legal requirements, consultation arrangements, and the content of se-
lected SEA reports within a single comparative framework. For Ukraine, SEA is particularly relevant to terri-
torial development and recovery decisions, where environmental risks, public health, and long-term land use
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need to be considered together. The findings support earlier involvement of relevant authorities and experts,
clearer use of spatial evidence when assessing alternatives, and more explicit documentation of assessment
methods and the reasons for selecting alternatives.
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