Proposed Adjunct Policy-Specific Social Impact Assessment Framework:
An Introduction

Abstract 
Since its evolution three decades ago, social impact assessment (SIA) has largely focused on resource-type projects. The expansion of the SIA fraternity as well as the relevance of the SIA framework for measuring the social impact of policies and other phenomena, for example, have led to suggestions for the adaptation of the current SIA framework. This paper draws on the current SIA framework and proposes an adjunct SIA model applicable to policy and program specific impact assessments. While the paper acknowledges the need for an uniform SIA framework, it argues that developing an adjunct model that caters to specific fields is critical in the interest of making SIA framework relevant for practitioners in diverse fields.
Background

We started a conversation at the 2016 International Association of Impact Assessment (IAIA) Conference in Japan on adapting the current social impact assessment (SIA) framework to make it applicable to policy-specific impact assessment. It was noted that although the current SIA framework was ostensibly developed to measure the social impacts of resource-type projects, the growing interest in SIA by policy professionals necessitates the need to develop a policy-relevant SIA framework. In our view, this would enhance further development of SIA as a stand-alone practice while discouraging the need for SIA practitioners to rely on program evaluation models (Adusei-Asante & Hancock, 2016). This paper seeks to continue the discussion on embedding ‘policy focus’ in current SIA framework.
As policy professionals work on diverse policy initiatives, the impact they seek to measure may not only be social, but could include economic and health. The paper focuses mainly on social impacts, while acknowledging Vanclay and colleagues’ (2015, p.2) argument that ‘almost anything can potentially be a social impact so long as it is valued by or important to a specific group of people. According to Vanclay and colleagues’ (2015) social impact may be experienced cognitively, bodily, physically and at different relationship levels including the individual or corporate dimensions (family/household, workplace or community). Descriptors of ‘social impacts’ as provided by Vanclay (2003, p. 8) include changes that may result from projects, initiatives, interventions, policies or programs to people’s:
1. Way of life—how they live, work, play and interact with one another;  
2. Culture—their shared beliefs, customs, values and language or dialect;  
3. Community—its cohesion, stability, character, services and facilities;  
4. System—the extent to which people are able to participate in decisions that affect their lives, the level of democratisation that is taking place, and the resources provided for this purpose;  
5. Environment—the quality of the air and water people use; the availability and quality of the food they eat; the level of hazard or risk, dust and noise they are exposed to; the adequacy of sanitation, their physical safety, and their access to and control over resources;

6. Health and wellbeing—health is a state of complete physical, mental, social and spiritual wellbeing and not merely the absence of disease or infirmity;  
7. Personal and property rights—particularly whether people are economically affected, or experience personal disadvantage which may include a violation of their civil liberties;  
8. Fears and aspirations—their perceptions about their safety, their fears about the future of their community, and their aspirations for their future and the future of their children.

Points of departure: Project and Policies SIAs
Project-type SIA & policy-type SIA appear to be twins with different temperaments. Both seek to unearth outcomes ultimately meant to benefit people. In fact, policies create the environment for project, while project outcomes may feedback into policy development processes (World Bank, 2003). However, two areas of departure have been identified with project-type SIA & policy-type SIA. First, project-type SIA appears to operate reactively or what we refer to as ‘a fire service’ approach, while policy-type SIA tend to be proactive. Project-type SIA is a mandatory statutory requirement for resource extraction industries and those working with the environment in many jurisdiction (Vanclay, 2003; World Bank, 2003; Suopajavi, 2013; Queensland, 2013). Policy-type SIA on the other hand is not driven by codification and statutory obligations. Rather, it tends to operate as a fact-finding tool providing insights to decision makers on best practices, potential outcomes and worst case scenario analysis.
Second, while project-type SIA tend to focus on negative outcomes for communities, policy-type SIA seeks opportunities to identify both negative and positive impacts. In this regard, a policy SIA professional may be interested in how a government’s intervention, for example, may improve people’s access to and participation in higher education, while at the same time looking for evidence on the manner in which the policy might affect people from low socio-economic status backgrounds. 
Characteristically, SIA procedures consist of scoping, collection of baseline data, potential impact identification and analysis, impact evaluation, management, and monitoring and reporting (Vanclay et al., 2015; McCallum & Walton, 2016). Table 1 provides a sketch of policy-specific SIA framework, drawing mainly on the work of Vanclay and colleagues’ 2015 Social Impact Assessment: Guidance for assessing and managing the social impacts of projects. Given the limited number of words allowed for this conference paper a research paper describing each of the stages is under preparation for publication later 2017. 
Table 1: Assessing policies with the SIA framework: a sketch
	Stage
	Policy-type SIA


	Scoping


	· The policy

 -What is the policy?

 -What does it seek to achieve?

 -Who will be affected?

· Approach & extent 

-Literature, policy objectives & political expediencies

-Wider national and international zone of influence

-Identification of opportunities for positive policy impact

	Baseline


	· What do we know?

 - What is the policy context?

 -Has the policy been introduced elsewhere? If yes, what were the outcomes? 

 -What is the current state of the policy impactees? 

· Determine the data collection tool

 -Research driven- Literature reviews proxy data (wider theoretical & conceptual frameworks; local and international contextual issues & best practices).

 -Unconventional methods: In-depth interviews, focus groups, ethnography, phenomenology, photo elicitation

	Impact identification & analysis


	· Measure impactees’ knowledge of the policy

· What is the social impact?

· Other impacts beyond the ‘social’?

	Impact evaluation


	· Impact opportunities

 -Positive & negative through social analysis

 -Rigorous social analysis to establish distributional effects on various social groups

· Potential outcomes

-4As- Accessibility, Acceptability, Affordability & Availability?

-National (economy) international competiveness

Policy development through an iterative action research process

 -Test the waters approach, pilot, feasibility studies and further stakeholder engagement

· Theoretical explanations?

	Management
& Monitoring


	· The way forward

-Development of alternatives?

-Contingency advice & recommendations?

-Monitoring through feasibility studies and pilots- iterative studies

-Periodic data collection to determine policy’s fate

	Reporting


	-Comprehensive and executive summaries

-Quality assurance- plagiarism

-Public and media- borne

-Political sensitivity




Discussion
This paper sought to propose ideas for measuring policies with the current Social Impact Assessment (SIA) framework. As the ideas presented here are only preliminary, further insights for developing a policy-specific SIA are welcome.
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