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INTRODUCTION 
By the twenty-first century, human civilization 

had entered a new stage of development characterized 

by rapid technological growth, deep industrialization, 
accelerating urbanization, and intensified global 

economic integration. However, these processes have 
also produced a high environmental cost. The depletion 

of natural resources, biodiversity loss, degradation of 

atmospheric and water systems, and intensification of 
climate change have become not only ecological 

problems, but also direct threats to economic stability, 
public health, demographic security, and state 

resilience. 
In this context, environmental security can no 

longer be viewed as a narrow sectoral concern. It has 

become an essential component of national security and 
a precondition for the long-term sustainable 

development of the state. These realities place a new 
demand on lawmaking policy: environmental 

responsibility must be integrated into the core of 

legislative and policy design. Environmental risks often 
emerge gradually, yet once manifested, they generate 

significant and sometimes irreversible social and 
economic losses. Therefore, identifying such risks at the 

earliest stage of decision-making is a necessary 
condition for quality governance. 

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) 
serves precisely this preventive function. SEA makes it 

possible to forecast the environmental consequences of 

draft laws, strategies, programs, and other public policy 
decisions before they are adopted. In doing so, it helps 

prevent harmful consequences, assess alternatives, 
reduce environmental risks, and strengthen the 

scientific basis of policymaking. 

At the same time, SEA is often incorrectly 
equated with environmental expertise. In reality, these 

institutions operate at different stages and levels of 
regulation. SEA functions at the strategic or macro level 

and is applied prior to the adoption of normative 
decisions, while environmental expertise usually 

operates at the project or micro level and assesses 

compliance after a project has been prepared. This 
distinction is especially important for states seeking to 

shift from reactive control to preventive governance. 
For Uzbekistan, the introduction of SEA into 

legislative policy would mean not merely an expansion 

of environmental expertise, but a qualitative 
transformation of the lawmaking process itself. It would 

align legal development with sustainability principles 
and strengthen the environmental dimension of public 

administration. Against this background, the purpose of 
this article is to substantiate the need for integrating 
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environmental responsibility into lawmaking through 

SEA and to identify the institutional mechanisms 

necessary for its implementation in Uzbekistan. 

No. Indicator Statistical data Analytical significance 

1 Global greenhouse gas 

emissions[1] 

52 billion tons of CO₂ 

equivalent annually 

A key risk indicator for state policy and 

the EIA system 

2 Distribution of emissions by 

sector[2] 

Energy 35%, Industry 24%, 

Transport 14%, Agriculture 

18% 

Demonstrates the need for 

environmental regulation across sectors 

in legislation 

3 Global economic losses caused 

by climate change[3] 

USD 300–400 billion per year Substantiates the economic benefits of 

increasing environmental responsibility 

4 Area of forests lost annually[4] 10 million hectares Reflects the actual global scale of 
environmental monitoring 

5 Deaths caused by air 

pollution[5] 

7 million people per year Shows the direct impact of 

environmental security on human health 

6 Rate of biodiversity loss[6] 100–1000 times faster than the 

natural rate 

A fundamental fact supporting the 

strengthening of environmental 

legislation 

7 People suffering from water 

scarcity worldwide[7] 

2.2 billion people Highlights the growing role of the EIA 

system in water resource management 

8 Pressure of the global economy 
on nature[8] 

1.7 times higher than the 
Earth's regenerative capacity 

Calls for sustainability principles in 
natural resource use policy 

9 GDP losses due to 

environmental pollution 
(average)[9] 

2–4% of national GDP An important economic argument for 

Uzbekistan 

10 Share of projects subject to 

environmental impact 
assessment[10] 

In developed countries: 90–

95% 

Indicates the need to expand coverage 

in Uzbekistan’s EIA system 

 

METHODS 

This study is based on a combination of 
doctrinal, comparative-legal, analytical, and systemic 

research methods. 
The doctrinal method was used to examine the 

conceptual foundations of environmental responsibility, 

sustainable development, and Strategic Environmental 
Assessment in legal and policy discourse. This made it 

possible to clarify the legal nature of SEA and distinguish 
it from environmental expertise. 

The comparative-legal method was applied to 
analyze international experience in the development of 

SEA, including the United States model established 

under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
European Union framework under Directive 

2001/42/EC, and broader international approaches 
reflected in OECD recommendations and the United 

Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 

This method helped identify the institutional elements 
that may be relevant for Uzbekistan. 

The analytical method was used to interpret 
global environmental indicators demonstrating the 

practical urgency of incorporating environmental criteria 

into public policy. These data were considered not as 

independent empirical fieldwork, but as secondary 
analytical evidence illustrating the scale and 

multidimensionality of environmental threats. 
The systemic method enabled the assessment 

of SEA as part of an integrated governance framework, 

linking lawmaking, territorial policy, industrial 
regulation, digital administration, public participation, 

and environmental monitoring into a unified policy 
mechanism. 

The research is qualitative in nature and relies 
on normative legal acts, international policy documents, 

institutional reports, and official analytical materials. 

RESULTS 
The study produced several main findings: 

1. Environmental responsibility must 
become a structural principle of lawmaking 

The analysis demonstrates that environmental 

threats are no longer limited to the ecological sphere. 
They affect public health, economic productivity, natural 

resource security, social welfare, and state stability. 
This confirms that environmental responsibility should 

be incorporated into legislative policy not as an 
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additional consideration, but as a structural principle of 

lawmaking. 

Global environmental indicators support this 
conclusion. Current data show the large scale of 

greenhouse gas emissions, air pollution mortality, 
biodiversity loss, water scarcity, and economic losses 

caused by environmental degradation. These trends 

indicate that the absence of preventive environmental 

review in state policy leads to substantial long-term 

risks. 

2. SEA and environmental expertise are 
fundamentally different institutions 

A key result of the study is the clarification that 
SEA should not be confused with environmental 

expertise. Their differences can be summarized as 

follows: 

Criterion SEA Environmental expertise 

Stage of 
application 

Before the adoption of a normative legal 

act 

After the project has been prepared 

Level Strategic (macro) Project-based (micro) 

Purpose To forecast the environmental 

consequences of policy 

To verify the project’s compliance with 

environmental standards 

Instrument Influence on policy planning Technical review 

This distinction shows that SEA is designed to 
shape political and legislative choices at an early stage, 

while environmental expertise generally serves as a 
later control mechanism. 

3. International practice confirms the 

strategic value of SEA 
The study found that the global development of 

SEA began with the adoption of NEPA in the United 
States. Later, the European Union institutionalized SEA 

through Directive 2001/42/EC, making environmental 

assessment mandatory for certain plans and programs. 
OECD recommendations also identified environmental 

assessment as an important element of sound 
regulatory policy, while the UN 2030 Agenda reinforced 

the link between sustainability and policy responsibility. 
A comparative review shows two major 

institutional trends. In many European states, SEA is 

strongly connected with public participation, 
transparency, open data, and deliberative decision-

making. In a number of Asian countries, including 
China, Korea, and Japan, SEA is more closely linked to 

territorial planning, environmental zoning, and climate-

risk modeling. The results suggest that for Uzbekistan 
the most effective model would combine these two 

approaches: democratic participation and territorial 
environmental forecasting. 

4. SEA consists of a coherent multi-stage 
process 

The study identified the main stages of SEA as 

a structured mechanism integrated into decision-
making: 

Screening – determining whether a draft 
initiative is subject to SEA; 

Scoping – defining the range of environmental 

issues, indicators, and methods to be assessed; 

Baseline study – assessing the existing 
environmental condition of the relevant territory or 

sector; 
Impact assessment – forecasting direct and 

indirect environmental consequences; 

Mitigation and alternatives – developing low-
risk and sustainable policy options; 

Reporting, decision-making, and monitoring – 
documenting findings, adopting decisions, and 

evaluating implementation outcomes. 

This sequence confirms that SEA is not a single 
expert opinion, but a comprehensive decision-support 

system. 
5. Uzbekistan requires a strategic, digital, 

and territorially differentiated SEA model 
The study found that effective 

institutionalization of SEA in Uzbekistan requires three 

interrelated directions. 
First, SEA should be integrated into a digital 

governance system. Draft normative legal acts, 
environmental monitoring data, atmospheric and water 

indicators, and territorial environmental information 

should be linked through a unified electronic platform. 
Such a system could serve as an early-warning 

mechanism, identifying environmental risks already at 
the stage of drafting legal acts. 

Second, SEA should be adapted to territorial 

environmental differentiation. Environmental conditions 
differ significantly across desert areas, irrigated zones, 

foothill regions, and urban territories. Therefore, 
legislative initiatives affecting these spaces cannot be 

assessed according to a single standardized model. The 
study proposes the introduction of Regional 

Environmental Impact Reports (R-EIA) as mandatory 

reference materials in the legislative review process. 
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Third, SEA should be directly incorporated into 

industrial, energy, infrastructure, and natural resource 

policy, since these sectors generate the highest 
environmental risks. The findings show that 

environmental consequences should be assessed before 
adopting industrial policy laws, energy strategies, 

urbanization programs, and transport development 

concepts. 
DISCUSSION 

The results of this study demonstrate that SEA 
should be interpreted not merely as a technical 

environmental assessment tool, but as a mechanism for 

restructuring the logic of public governance. Its 
significance lies in the fact that it shifts the lawmaking 

process from reactive intervention toward preventive 
regulation. 

This shift is especially important for developing 
legal systems where environmental considerations are 

still often treated as secondary to economic 

modernization. In practice, policies on industrial growth, 
energy expansion, transport infrastructure, taxation, 

land use, and water management frequently produce 
environmental effects that remain insufficiently 

considered at the stage of legal and strategic planning. 

As a result, states are often forced to address the 
consequences only after ecological damage has already 

occurred. From this perspective, SEA is not simply an 
environmental procedure; it is an institutional safeguard 

for sustainable state development. 
The comparative analysis also suggests that 

Uzbekistan should avoid mechanically copying any 

single foreign model. A more appropriate path would be 
the formation of a national SEA framework adapted to 

domestic legal traditions, administrative capacity, 
territorial diversity, and digital reform priorities. In this 

regard, the combination of transparent participation 

mechanisms and regional environmental risk analysis 
appears especially promising. 

At the same time, the introduction of SEA into 
lawmaking raises several challenges. These include the 

need for a clear legal basis, methodological standards, 

interagency coordination, access to reliable 
environmental data, and the training of specialists 

capable of conducting policy-level environmental 
analysis. Without these conditions, SEA may remain 

formal and fail to influence actual decision-making. 
Another important issue concerns the 

institutional place of SEA in the legislative process. If it 

is introduced only as an auxiliary opinion at the end of 
drafting, its preventive role will be weakened. 

Therefore, SEA should be built into the earliest stages 
of policy formulation, including legislative concept 

development, strategic planning, and regulatory impact 

discussions. Only under such conditions can it operate 

as an authentic environmental filter. 

Thus, the integration of SEA into Uzbekistan’s 
lawmaking policy should be seen as part of a broader 

transformation toward sustainable governance. It can 
strengthen legislative quality, improve accountability, 

reduce environmental and economic losses, and create 

a more balanced relationship between development and 
ecological security. 

CONCLUSION 
This study substantiates that the integration of 

environmental responsibility into legislation is a 

necessary condition for sustainable state development. 
Environmental challenges have become systemic in 

nature and now directly affect national security, 
economic growth, public health, and social stability. 

Under these conditions, legislative policy can no longer 
remain environmentally neutral. 

Strategic Environmental Assessment provides 

an effective preventive mechanism for identifying and 
forecasting the environmental consequences of legal 

and policy decisions before their adoption. Unlike 
environmental expertise, which mainly operates at the 

project level, SEA functions at the strategic level and 

influences the content of normative decisions 
themselves. 

The findings show that the most perspective 
direction for Uzbekistan is the institutionalization of SEA 

as a strategic, digital, and territorially differentiated 
mechanism integrated into lawmaking and public 

administration. This requires the development of an 

appropriate legal framework, methodological standards, 
unified environmental data systems, regional reporting 

tools, and mandatory application of SEA in 
environmentally sensitive sectors. 

Overall, the introduction of SEA into legislative 

policy would allow Uzbekistan to move from reactive 
environmental protection to proactive sustainable 

governance. In this sense, SEA should be regarded not 
only as an environmental instrument, but also as a 

modern criterion of legislative quality and responsible 

state policy. 
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