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ABSTRACT

A methodology is described for reviewing the quality of strategic environmental assessments
(SEAs) and identifying problems associated with them. It was developed to support the work of
the OECD DAC SEA Task Team and designed for application to SEAs undertaken in the context
of development cooperation. The methodology is based on internationally accepted principles
and elements of good practice and is question-based. Three modules separately address three
core attributes of SEA: compliance with requirements, technical quality, and utility and benefits
of the SEA. The methodology is applicable in various ways from a relatively quick desk exercise
taking one or two days and conducted by an individual, to a longer review involving a team with
fieldwork, ground-truthing and stakeholder engagement (e.g. for a multi-country SEA). A range
of factors that need to be addressed in reviewing SEAs are considered. Independent and trial
applications of the methodology to SEAs for development cooperation in Ukraine, the Caribbean
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and Namibia have shown that it can be usefully and successfully applied in this context.

Introduction

Many countries have now introduced legislation, regu-
lations and guidance for the conduct of strategic envi-
ronmental assessment (SEA). In this regard, the European
Union SEA Directive (2001/42/EC) and UNECE SEA
Protocol (2003) are notable because of their respective
supra-national and international reach as well as their
scope of direction, guidance on the conduct of prac-
tice and monitoring and review of practice in mem-
ber states or signatories (see Aulavo 2014; Meuleman
2014). Internationally, SEA is also promoted in devel-
opment cooperation under guidance and learning
reviews developed, for example, by the Development
Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD DAC 2006), the
World Bank (Kjorven & Lindhjem 2002; Loayza 2012) and
by various other bilateral and multi-lateral donors (e.g.
ADB 2003; CIDA 2004; Yaron and Nelson 2014 for the
UK Department for International Development). For the
most part, this guidance draws or rests either explicitly
or implicitly on agreed general principles of SEA good
practice such as those established by the International
Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA 2002 - currently
under revision). Looking ahead, we also expect these
principles and formulations will come under increasing
challenge and require modification in an era of cumu-
lative regional and global environmental impacts and
risks (Sadler 2016).

As SEA uptake has expanded and practice has
increased, exponentially so in the past decade, there has
been an increasing demand to review, evaluate or audit
completed SEAs to determine their quality and effective-
ness, typically with a view to improving performance.
These reviews cover various dimensions and aspects of
SEA and apply many different approaches, both formal
and informal. Of particular interest here are the use of
systematic review frameworks and methodologies. This
paper draws on elements of this work as well as criteria
specific to development cooperation to describe a meth-
odology first developed by Sadler and Dalal-Clayton
(2010) as an input for use by member countries of the
OECD DAC.

Background

Many books and papers offer state-of-the-art reviews of
SEA systems and practice internationally (e.g. Partidario
& Clark 1999; Dalal-Clayton & Sadler 2005; Therivel 2010;
Sadler etal. 2011; OECD 2012) or present approaches to
analyse country SEA systems (e.g. NCEA 2014). Others
consider the effectiveness of their application to poli-
cy-making and particular sectors, domains, regimes or
countries (e.g. Fischer 2002, 2007; Jones et al. 2005; Mutui
etal. 2013; Retief et al. 2008; Sadler & Dusik 2016a; World
Bank/UoG/SUAS/NCEA 2011). These issues are a peren-
nial subject of discourse in the literature of the field,
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reflecting a pervasive and continuing concern about
the quality of SEA practice and what it contributes to
environmental planning and decision-making (Sadler
and Dusik 2016b).

In the main, reviews on this theme have not probed
deeply into operational practice or measured its per-
formance on-the-ground, and tend, understandably, to
focus on SEA reports (e.g. Bonde & Cherp 2000; Fischer
2010). Also, to date, the majority of reviews have been
concerned with practice in developed countries (e.g.
Jones et al. 2005; SEPA/HS/SNH 2011; Phylip-Jones &
Fischer 2015). SEA experience in developing countries is
attracting attention both in terms of international devel-
opment and capacity building activities (OECD 2006 et
seq) and emerging practice in individual countries and
regions (e.g. for Africa, Audoin et al. 2011; Dalal-Clayton
& Sadler 2005; Retief et al. 2008; for South America,
Margato & Sanchez 2014; for Asia, Dusik & Xie 2009).

Most reviews include SEA cases or vignettes to illus-
trate aspects of approach, and these tend to be descrip-
tive and based on what is asserted in SEA reports or by
case contributors. Much rarer are reviews that invest
in the depth of independent analysis and field work
required to unpack what actually happened, engage
with stakeholders to gather their perspectives on the
process and its outcomes, or to determine just how
the SEA influenced decisions or outcomes. In the field
of development cooperation, a notable exception is
a review of SEA in policy and sector reform led by the
World Bank which undertook extensive fieldwork on
six SEA pilots (World Bank/UoG/SUAS/NCEA 2011). The
study focused on the Bank’s ‘institution-centred SEA’
approach which aims to incorporate environmental
considerations in policy formulation (World Bank 2005).
The OECD DAC review of development practice under its
SEA good practice guidance documented several cases
from different regions but did not probe in depth what
had been achieved or how this guidance contributed to
the outcomes achieved (OECD 2012).

As an input to the further development of this work
and to meet its own priorities, CIDA" commissioned
the development of a proposed approach to SEA qual-
ity review. Initial trialling of the framework approach
focused on the application to SEA reports undertaken by
CIDA in the Caribbean region and Ukraine and indicated
that it was an usable and potentially robust tool (Sadler
& Dalal-Clayton 2009).2 However, this was a desk-based
analysis of the technical quality of an SEA and limited,
by definition, to the final documentation. However, the
intent and scope of the methodology was broader and
extended to other components of process, practice
and performance as indicated in a proposal for its use
by members of the OECD DAC SEA Task Team (Sadler
& Dalal-Clayton 2010). Subsequently, it has been used
along the latter lines to review seven completed SEAs
in Namibia (Hipondoka et al. 2016).

Aims and scope of the methodology

The aim of the methodology is to be problem-solving or
process-enabling, rather than fault-finding, i.e. it is not
meant to be overly judgemental (e.g. pass or fail) which
could set back or inhibit the more widespread uptake
and application of SEA in development cooperation
work. Rather the methodology seeks to provide a means
to identify where improvement (in SEA approach, good
practice or systems implementation) might be made and
to encourage users to buy-in to the process and make
progress in the quality of application and ultimately in
the delivery of development objectives. The latter is rec-
ognised as the primary objective of SEA application in
this context — pursuant to the Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness (OECD 2005/2008).

The methodology presented in this paper is con-
cerned with SEA practice - particularly in the context
of development cooperation. It is based on principles
and elements of approach for good practice described
in guidance prepared by the OECD DAC (2006) (Table 1)
and elaborated below. As used here, they provide points
of reference for attributes of SEA quality and their organ-
isation into an analytical framework for reviewing their
application. This framework is geared to the particulars of
SEA for development cooperation. However, with appro-
priate modification, it may be applicable to other SEA
domains and contexts given its broad correspondence
to principles and precepts of SEA approach. The latter
are variously expressed in the literature on the field but
are sufficiently overlapping to indicate broad consensus
on their focus and content. However, we recognise the
potential for divergence when moving from this gen-
eral level to specifying customised methodologies and
measures. This is a lacuna driven by a continuing trend
towards theory-building and the‘reconceptualisation’ of
SEA (Sadler and Dusik 2016b).

The analytical framework comprises a set of key eval-
uative criteria and supplementary questions that can
be used to undertake a generic review of SEA quality to

Table 1. SEA principles.

Establish clear goals

Integrated with existing policy and planning structures

Flexible, iterative and customised to context

Analyse the potential effects and risks of the proposed PPP and its
alternatives, against a framework of sustainability objectives, principles
and criteria

Provide explicit justification for the selection of preferred options and for
the acceptance of significant trade-offs

Identify environmental and other opportunities and constraints

Address the linkages and trade-offs between environmental, social and
economic considerations

Involve key stakeholders and encourage public involvement

Include an effective, preferably independent, quality assurance system

Transparent throughout the process and communicate the results

Cost-effective

Encourage formal reviews of the SEA process after completion, and
monitor PPP outputs

Build capacity for both undertaking and using SEA

Source: OECD DAC (2006).



support improving good practice. The scope and struc-
ture of the methodology centres on three key or headline
attributes of quality, namely that an SEA process should
(Sadler 1998, 2004):

« conform with the requirements established by a
jurisdiction or body responsible for an SEA system;

« be fit for purpose and relevant to the needs and
exigencies of strategic decision-making; and

« achieve positive environmental benefits and out-
comes [substantive effectiveness].

From the standpoint of SEA review, these three attrib-
utes represent increasingly difficult ‘clearance bars'and,
correspondingly, more subjective, qualified interpreta-
tions (see Sadler and Dusik 2016b). Only the first two
dimensions of SEA quality might currently be capable
of testing. The third attribute is more difficult and con-
testable to evaluate and will depend on the environmen-
tal standard that is adopted, e.g. from shallow to deep
green (Sadler 2011). It is elaborated here for complete-
ness and to signal an area for future work (but one that
is increasingly critical with the new impact order of the
Anthropocene (Sadler 2016).

Overall, the SEA model implied in the SEA guidance
of the OECD DAC (2006) is integrative, referring to envi-
ronmental, social and economic linkages and trade-offs.
Guidance produced by other donors sometimes gives
stronger emphasis on environmental sustainability
concerns, e.g. CIDA’s guidelines (2004) refer to risk, pre-
caution and thresholds of acceptable change. However,
these distinctions tend to be matters of degree not kind,
representing different locations on what the OECD DAC
(2006) guidance calls the spectrum of sustainability.
Other specific points of difference in the alignment of
principles in different guidelines can generally be read
as non-conflicting elaborations of the same theme of
SEA good practice.

In addition to basic principles, the DAC Guidance
identifies three additional prerequisites that are con-
sidered to be fundamental to the application of SEA for
development cooperation:

« partner countries must take ownership of the
process;

- donors need to act within agreed explicit strategic
frameworks; and

+ SEA must be promoted with sensitivity to country
contexts.

The methodology focuses on two main aspects of SEA:

« Ensuring good quality - synonymous with ‘good
SEA’ that conforms to the key principles (Table 1).
The presentation and quality of information, con-
sideration of alternatives and assessment of envi-
ronmental impacts are key concerns.

« Delivering good outcomes — synonymous with
achieving positive results that enhance the
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effectiveness of development aid, recognising that
development is a complex process and it is not
easy to attribute those outcomes to the applica-
tion of an SEA.

Entry points for SEA application and quality
review in development cooperation

The SEA guidelines of the OECD DAC (2006) identify 12
key entry points for SEA application in three broad cat-
egories (Box 1).

Box 1. Generic entry points for SEA in development
cooperation

(A) SEA led by partner country governments

o National overarching strategies, programmes and
plans

o National policy reforms and budget support
programmes

o National sectoral policies, programmes and plans

o Infrastructure investments, plans and
programmes

o National and sub-national spatial development
programmes or plans

o Trans-national plans and programmes

(B) SEA undertaken in relation to donor agencies’ own
processes

o Donors’ country assistance strategies and plans

o Donors’partnership agreements with other
agencies

o Donors’sector-specific policies

o Donor-backed public-private sector infrastructure
support facilities and programmes

(C) SEAin related circumstances

o Independent review commissions

o Major private sector-led projects and plans
Source: OECD DAC (2006)

The review methodology is intended to provide a
common spine for all reviews of SEAs undertaken in the
context of development cooperation. However, addi-
tional review elements or criteria may need to be added
for SEAs in the three categories in Box 1:

For SEAs in category A, the partner country govern-
ment may have set particular principles, good practice
or technical criteria in legislation, guidelines or SEA
terms of reference that need to be met.

For SEAs in category B, donors may have to meet qual-
ity criteria set out in agency internal safeguard policies
or guidelines, domestic legislation, directives or other
requirements (e.g. SEA undertaken or commissioned
by Global Affairs Canada must satisfy a Federal Cabinet
Directive on the Environmental Assessment of Policy,
Plan and Program Proposals).

For SEAs in category C, additional review criteria may
be relevant depending on the terms of reference,
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contractual obligations, requirements and safeguard

policies of international finance corporations support-

ing major projects or country governments in particu-
lar countries, or where companies profess to operate
by international standards and principles (e.g. Equator

Principles) or follow particular ethics (e.g. corporate

responsibility).

Although broadly correspondent with the generic
entry points, each donor agency has its own structure
and designations for the policies, plans and programmes
for delivering development assistance.

Other considerations to be taken into account
in SEA quality review

Whilst the methodology is not meant to be overly
judgemental, there is likely to be a natural tendency for
commissioners of a review or interested parties to per-
ceive the findings in this light. Any review will tend to
focus attention on the performance of the end product
because this is the easiest thing to measure - in this case,
the SEA report or the SEA process. However, it would be
wrong to assess any SEA in a vacuum, without reviewing
the background and context within which the work has
been performed.

The character, and hence quality of each SEA, is likely
to be affected by many overlapping external factors over
which the promoters or authors of the SEA may have
little or no influence. The following examples illustrate
this point.

(1) SEAs are often carried out in circumstances
where there are no approved guidelines. In
their absence, authors of an SEA may have
difficulty justifying the inclusion of alterna-
tives other than by reference to good practice.
Similarly, there is a lack of openness and trans-
parency in decision-making processes in many
developing and developed countries. In such
circumstances, it can be very difficult to know
what alternatives to specific policies or plans
may have been considered and thus difficult
to carry out an assessment of such alternatives.
This is not necessarily a criticism of the SEA pro-
cess but rather reflects the reality of the politi-
cal framework within which the SEA has been
conducted.

(2) Even where national SEA guidelines or regu-
lations exist, some powerful ministries may
oppose its use - regarding the process as
giving excessive influence to other agen-
cies. Institution-centred SEAs are designed to
address such issues, but even they can be seri-
ously constrained in scope and content.

Thus, it may well be the system of decision-making
which has significant shortcomings - rather than the
SEA itself.

The content and coverage of an SEA will also be
affected by the size of budget, timescale and team struc-
ture. It is not uncommon for commissioning agents to
set fixed time limits or budgets, regardless of the scope
or complexities of the task to be undertaken. These con-
ditions inevitably constrain the quality of the product.

There are also fundamental differences between the
level of detail that is appropriate to an SEA undertaken
in difficult circumstances (e.g. one produced in a conflict
zone or as a response to a sudden disaster) compared to
an SEA in other situations (e.g. one produced as part of a
routine review of policy or planning processes).

All of these external influences need to be carefully
considered by the reviewer before embarking on any
SEA appraisal, and it is desirable that an introductory
statement should be drafted to preface the report and
put the SEA findings in proper context.

Agencies need to adapt the SEA process to suit the
context and circumstances of application, so it is also
appropriate to scale the scope and focus of the SEA. For
example, there is a family of SEA approaches ranging
along a spectrum of increasing integration and from
assessing impacts to strengthening institutions. Some
SEAs deal mainly with environmental concerns; others
are more holistic and also address social and economic
dimensions or sustainability issues. Similarly, SEA good
practice and quality review needs to be responsive to the
type of SEA as well as to the realities of individual process
application, which shape the specific approach taken.

In this context, SEA guidance of the OECD DAC (2006)
differentiates the SEA process for impact- and institu-
tion-centred assessment; the latter is represented as
an evolution of the previous approach to deal with the
policy domain:

Impact-centred SEA is organised into four basic stages:

- establishing the context,

- implementing the process,

« informing and influencing decision-making and

- monitoring and evaluating (each subdivided into
individual steps).

Institution-centred SEA has three recommended steps:

- identifying related environmental effects and
opportunities,

- assessing institutional capacities to manage effects
and opportunities and

- capacity-building for managing environmental
effects and opportunities.

Some SEAs are undertaken in a short time-frame and
may be undertaken by a single person or small team and
follow a fairly simple process. In such cases, an agency
might find it appropriate to undertake or commission
a relatively quick quality review — perhaps a desk exer-
cise taking one or two days. In other circumstances
(e.g. for SEAs of major policies or investments, or for



multi-country initiatives) that have taken much longer
(perhaps several months or more) and involved large
teams undertaking extensive fieldwork, a more thorough
quality review will be warranted This will take longer and
may benefit from a site visit or further fieldwork.

In either case, the process should be designed to
address and report against the spinal review criteria set
out in the next section, and any additional criteria that
may be added. For a short desk review, the reviewer(s)
will need to rely on the SEA reportitself and any supple-
mentary information available from the donor or PPP
proponent. For more detailed reviews, the reviewer(s)
will likely need to undertake supplementary analysis of
the SEA report with ground-truthing and interviews with
key actors.

Spinal criteria for SEA quality review

On the basis of the above discussion, a three part generic
framework and methodology for SEA quality review is
outlined (see also Table 2 ). This is built on and extends
the two key aspects of evaluation identified above:
ensuring good quality and delivering good outcomes.
Specifically, a comprehensive review of SEA quality (inter-
preted broadly) would address three critical dimensions:

(i) Was the application of the SEA process consistent
with agreed principles and procedural requirements that
are in place in a particular jurisdiction? The test of quality
here is ‘fully compliant in all respects’ as judged against
specified process steps and measures. It represents a
preliminary screen, a precursor to ‘good quality SEA on
the premise that this result is unlikely if there are evident
shortcomings in following due procedure. Procedural
compliance represents a relatively low‘clearance bar’and
the questions asked will be relatively straightforward,
e.g. requiring a yes or no (see module 1, Table 2). For
a more searching evaluation, the institutional arrange-
ments of the SEA system (e.g. provision, procedure, cov-
erage, guidance) can be subject to review or comparative
analysis.

(if) Was the application of the SEA process ‘fit for purpose’
and relevant to the needs of decision-making for the par-
ticular policy or plan under consideration? The test of the
‘technical quality’ of SEA practice is twofold: (a) an ana-
lytical approach that is‘commensurate with and appro-
priate to the potential significance of the environmental
impacts of the proposed action’; and (b) complete and
sufficient in the technical information presented in the
SEA report. It represents a higher‘clearance bar’than the
test of procedural compliance and involves more subjec-
tive interpretation. A systematic approach to evaluation
of technical quality would cover major process steps and
activities (e.g. impact assessment, mitigation, participa-
tion) against an agreed set of criteria (see module 2, Table
2). For a more comprehensive evaluation, other compo-
nents bearing upon the technical quality of SEA practice
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also need consideration (e.g. policy context, institutional
capacity, scientific knowledge).

(iii) Did the process evidentially influence or contribute
to decision-making (immediate outcome), result in more
sustainable or equitable policy, planning or programme
actions (intermediate outcome) or deliver environmental
(and social) benefits orimprovements (long term outcome)?
The test of utility and benefit is twofold: (a) identifying
if an SEA had any ‘influence (whether direct or indirect,
immediate or later) on decisions’ related to the design,
content and implementation of the policy, plan or pro-
gramme concerned; and (b) identifying if the subsequent
development assistance ‘achieved positive outcomes
and realised environmental benefits. It represents the
highest'clearance bar’and involves inherently subjective
judgements of whether and how SEA has made a differ-
ence or added value to (in this case) the development
process, i.e.improving the effectiveness against environ-
mental and sustainability policy (see module 3, Table 2).
A comprehensive evaluation would cover both substan-
tive and procedural effectiveness and their relationship
including consideration of the role and importance of
the technical quality of SEA practice.

Undertaking this latter aspect of SEA quality review
is inherently difficult and will require substantial time
and resource commitments. As noted previously, SEA
utility for decision-making is difficult to attribute, par-
ticularly as many factors other than an SEA are likely to
influence decision-making. It also typically takes time
for development outcomes and benefits to materialise
following the completion of a SEA and before which
any evaluation of cause-and-effect linkages would be
premature. Although information from monitoring can
be invaluable, the evidence for judging SEA outcomes
and results (or performance) and overall effectiveness
will be largely circumstantial and contestable, reflecting
different views of success. Not only is there a pervasive
attribution gap in isolating outcomes that are solely due
to the application of SEA, but also it is not possible to be
certain that unsustainable outcomes of a PPP would have
been avoided by undertaking an SEA.

For these reasons and without a sufficient body of
information, the utility and benefit test of SEA can be
addressed only incidentally and perhaps superficially.
Nevertheless, with these caveats understood, the meth-
odology for SEA quality review presented here includes a
module for this purpose. Applied in combination, these
guides may help to frame, in part, the open-ended nature
of this evaluation. In addition, evaluation of the first two
aspects of SEA quality relating to procedural compliance
and technical quality should provide indicators (assum-
ing they are positive) of the potential for achieving good
outcomes as illustrated in the following tiered schema:

(1) Procedural compliance < supports > technical
quality < supports > informed decisions.



{SUOIIRISPISUOD DIWIOUOIS PUE [BID0S ‘[RIUSWIUOIIAUS USIMIS( S}O-apeil pue sabexul| ayl ssaippe y3s 3yl s90q (1IA)
;|esodoud ayy bunuawa|dwi Ul JUSWUOIIAUS Y} UO $1D3)43 3SI9APe Juedyiubis Aue Apawal 10 3dnpal Juanaid 01 papuaWWIOIRI pue PaqLISIP A|1ea|d saunsesaw uonebiiw aiy (1A)
i(oLeuds ased-1s10M Jo asn “63) paynsn( io paquasap suondwnsse pue syoedwi 3y1 Huissasse ul sanuleIRdUN Ay (A)
ipassalppe syoedw asianpe pue aaiHsod yioq a1y (Al)
{Paquasap s1oedwi [IUSWUOIIAUR Bulssasse Joj sa1bojopoy1aw syl aly (1ll)
(Aj1geuIRISNS 123448 JSOW 1Y) S1D9)J3 350y} dsiliold 0} apew Hoya ue s| (1)
iPaquasap Ales)d saniunyioddo pue sjulesIsuod ‘s1oaJe [eluUaWUOIIAUS JuedYIubIs K[| a1y (1)
s1pdWI [PIUBWUOIIAUS JO JUIWISSISSY (3)

£UOIIR}NSUOD 3Y} Ul SISPJOYdels [NJamod ssa SAJ0AUI 03 110D Ue 13y SepA (111)

ipanoidwi 3q sIY1 p|nod MOH §9AI3YS SIYL SEAL {IUSWSAJ0AUI d1jgnd Jo/pue Japjoyayels 4oy papiaoid santunlioddo suapn (1)

ipanoidwi 9q SIYy1 p|n0d MOH ;A1 SIYL SeM i ddd 9Y) Buidojanap 1oy 3|gisuodsal 950y pue wea) YIS ayl Usamiaq uolesado-0d bunpom aiayl sepn (1)
uonpdidiipd 13pjoyaxpls pub uolpiado-0) (q)

{213 JUBAS|A.I SEM JeyM/1sow pajedaidde sem 1ey iddd SY1 Ul papnjaul A[jeriul 10U suiaduod pue suonsanb 1331 y3s aya piq (IA)
{SONSS| [IUSWIUOIIAUD JudYIUBIS [|B UBY) J9YIel 'SIWO0dIN0 d]qeulelsns 0} Jueyiodwi 3Sow sanssi 3yl A3uapl y3s 3y pid (A)
(Buissiw sem 1eyp\ §SI9p|oyaxeIS £33 31 JO MIIA JO ulod SY) woiy (SA0qe 335) Slenbape ssadoid S syl Aq papiaoid uonewojul 3yl SepA (A1)
¢buissiu sem 1eypn i ddd 2Yi buidojanap 1oj ajqisuodsal 9soy) 1oy (3|gepueisiapun pue snotobi ‘aaisuayaidwod “a°1) arenbape ssadoid y35 ay1 Aq papinoad uonewoyul 9y sep (1)
{passnsip 35 ayp Jo adods ay s| (1)
{1uswndop 3y uidiapun yaiym suoiejnbal ayj Jo UoIUSW B YUM ‘PaQLIISIP UI( IS 331 Jo wie/asodind sy seH (1)
uonpwiiojul jo Apnb pup ssaujnjasn ‘uo1LIUISaIJ (B)
a>uppinb Dya @30 Y m a>uppio3dp uj mainal Aypnb [pd1uydaj :z apnpow

juonejusws|dwi J19y3 Jo synsai ay3 pue jesodoad ay1 UO U e] SUOISIDAP JO}UOW 0] dpew uoisiroid sepp (1)
{549¥EW-UOISIIAP 0] SUOIEPUSWIWO0II 3w YIS ay1 piq (1)
ssan0.d uonpjuawajdwi pup buppw-uoisa( (3)

{(P3Yd [013u0d Ajenb) maiaas Juapuadapul ue 03 123[gns ¥3S 3yl Sepn (

{1uawwod d1ignd bunesodiodul 1odai y3s jeuy e atedaid (3)
{uodai 3yeap sy uo d1jgnd ay1 abebug (q)
¥3S 3yp Jo sbuipuy uo 1iodas Jyei( (e)

:buImo||0} 9y aAjoAul uonesedasd 1iodai y3s piq (1)

;1o0dal y3s Jo uonesedald
¢s1oedwi asianpe a1ebiiw pue saunlioddo adueyus 03 sainseaw Ayusp|
isanneulslje pue jesodoid ayi Jo s3129)3 [enuarod askjeuy
juolewloul auljaseq bulda|jod
ipasAjeue aq 03 syoedwi pue sanssi £33 Ajiauapi 03 buidods (e)
:S3MAIIDE BuiMO||0) 9y 9xe1Iapun ssad01d y3S 3yl piq (1)
sisAjpup pajiviaq (q)

3)
p)
)
a)

{IUSWIAAJOAUL I3y} Ue|d pue SISP|OYelS PaIaje pue palsalalul Aausp| (q)
isyse1 K1o1esedaud uibag 01 pue y3S Joj pasu Yy sulwIR1Rp 01 buiusaids A|ddy (e)
:S3IMAIDR BUIMO||0} 93} 3y eMIdpUN Ss3d04d IS 3Y3 pIq (1)
$52204d paijuad uonnysul 10 Popduwi ue A|dde 03 19Y1EYM JO uoIRUIWLLIRISP 1DI|AXD Ue 131 SeAN (1)
Ju2WISSassp Aipujwifaid (e)
upbpinb g @IF0 YHM a3UDPpPI0IID Ul MAIAI 3dubijdwio) : | ajnpopy

6 D. B. DALAL-CLAYTON AND B. SADLER

"M31A31 A)jenb y3s 1oy suopisanb d1IauanD) " 3jqel



IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND PROJECT APPRAISAL 7

"SI 24n1ny Joy uonesidsul/aredwal e apiroid 3104213y pue JUS|[IXS DB JeY] SJUSWS[D SUIRIUOD YIS Y] :(]|esano) g

-9bpn( 01 siseq JuadYNsu|

‘sa1penbapeul pue sdeb [euswepund :g

'sapenbapeul Jo smeyy [eluswepuny oy iy

:A31jenb Jo suoisuawip uo dduewIod A1) d1edWOd pue M3IA3L A||ed11ewR)sAs 03 uonsanb yaea 01 paljdde aq Ajnydjay Aew sariobaled buimo||o) 3y :S910N

;uo J1a1e| suonediidde y3s abeinodua ‘A|qissod ‘pue yoeosdde siys jo [ernualod ay) Jo buipueisiapun 121134 e 01 pea) y3S Jo uonedijdde ayy piq (Al
iSddd JO suoned||duwi [eIUSWUOIIAUS 3] UO SISXeW-UoIsap Jo Aljigeiunodde pue sassadold bupjew-uoisap jo Aoussedsues) syl aoueyus y3s ayl pig (!
is1ap|oyayels a|qelau|nA pue yeam Jamodwsa djay y3s ayy piq (It
s1auawadwi Jo sixew-uoisiap buluren Aq Adeded pjing djisy y3s aya pia()
Aj1gp1UN022D UO dUANYUI pUD bulp|INg-A11>bdp> UO dWodIN( (B)
{10 31 bulK11ed YlIM Pa1eIDOSSE $1502 3Y) YB1I9MINO YIS 3Y1 JO Ss1yauaq JuswdojaAap s|qeurelsns syl piq (1)
¢9dueuianob panosdwi pue ‘Ayjigeiunodde pue Adualedsuel) (1)
{B9JB JUBAS|] 9Y) U] SDINOSS [BINJEU PUE JUSWUOIIAUS JO SUOIIPU0d paroiduwy (1)
{9sed Jejndiiied ay) ul 3dueAd|al Jo sjeob Jayjo Jo/pue £ DA JO JUSWSAIYDe 3Y] (B)
:0) PaINQLIU0d YIS 3Y1 1ey) suonedipul Aue a1y ay(1)
JUBWUOIIAUS/3UUICOJ2AIP 3GDUIDISNS 0 2UDASJ24 JO S|DOB 12341pul pup 323.1p U0 22UNYU] ()
ssaoid uonejuswajdwi ay1 buunp y3s ayi Ag suoEpUSWIWOII UO 108 uolieIuswa|dwi 3y Joj 9DUBAS|RI JO SISP|OYHe1s JuIaIp pIa (11N)
fuonejudawa|dwi buunp JuswuoliAud/AuaWdO[ASP 3|qRUlRISNS JO UoleIbaUl 9y} parioddns ydIym (JusWSHRURW [PIUSWUOIIAUD J0) SIDP|OYIY LIS YEIM JO JUSWLD
-modwia ‘A1epipnf 03 ss93de) SdUeUISA0H J0/pue (13 ‘Ssjuswalinbai |3 uanbasgns ‘uoneulpio-0d [el0129s-191ul ‘dnolb A1osiApe [eyuswuoiIAuL 6:3) S)uswabuelse jeuorninsul ul sbueyd 0] pes| y3s a3 Jo SuolepusWW0dal Y3 pid (1)
£PUnos A]|PIUSWUOIIAUD dI0W 3I9M UDIym pajudwajdwi suoido a1ap) juswdo|aAap punos A||euaiuoIAUS 10 3]qeuleIsns Jo s|eob 3yl 13ja1 491194 Jey3 SSW0DIN0 JO saInseaw uolieyuswsa|dw 0} pes| y3s ay pid (1)
$52204d uonpIUdWAIdW] dY] U0 d2UdNYU] (3)
(SISeq SIY1 UO SUOISIDAP J19Y] 1231103 40 Ayasn( 6°9) Buliojuow 01 10 suolIepUSWIWO0I3I 10 sbulpuy YIS 01 puodsal SIa)ewW-uoIsIdAP pIg (Al)
{9AISUOdSal 10 PUNOS AJ[PIUSWUOIIAUS 310w 3533 Buryew ul A|jed
-y1dads ‘sueyd 196pnq 4o 1ua1u0d ‘ubisap ddd ul sebueyd Aue 01 pes| sindul y3s 3y pip ‘Ajjedydads  (jeroidde jeuy Ajuo 1ou sabeis |[e 1e) ss9201d Bujew-uoIsIDIP 9Y) U0 3OUIN|JUI JUIPIAS dARY JO UOIINGLIIUOD Aue 3yew YIS Yyl pId
{(|e21uyd3) 001 11 SeM J0) Po0ISISPUN A|Ises pue Jes|d 1odal YIS 3y Ul UoIewIojUl Y1 Sep (11)
ibunjew-uoisap Jo sasodind sy 1oy uadYNS pue 19|dwod sbuipuy YIS Y1 3I9AN(1)
1uaWdojaA3P ddd puD SINDWI-UOISIAP U0 dUNYUJ (P)
isyo-apea1 Juedyiubis Aue Jo adueydadde ay) 1oy pue suondo patayaid Aue Jo uonda[as ay) Joy uonedynsnfijdxe ue a1y S| (1)
feuaud pue sajdipund ‘saA1129(qo AlijigeuleIsns o [eJUSWUOIIAUS JO YIoMawely e Jsutebe paskjeue saaleulsl|e aIa (1)
SIAIIDUIAYY(3)

SI9p|oyayels £33 03 PaledIuUNWIWOD S NS dY) 2I19M pue ‘Inoybnolyy Jualedsues) ssadoid syl sep (A)
ibuiuies| ajqeus 11 pip pue 3|qixa Apuayns ssadoid ayy sep (Al)
{1X93U0D 0} PASILOISND YIS dY} SeAp
isaun1onas bujuueyd pue Ad1jod bunsixa Yum pareshasul YIS Sy Sem Ju1xa 1eym oj (1)
{uswindop ay1 uidiapun 1eyl saulPpInb pue saandalp ‘sapdijod ‘suoie|nbai Aue uorusaw pue ‘y3s ayi jo wie/asodind ay1 aqudsap Hodai y3s ay1 sa0( (1)
uonwoydd sy pup y3s(d)

;sa1bareils pue sddd pue passasse buiaq ddd a1 JO SAI1I3(GO 9yl UM ISIX3 1ey) SID1|JU0d Aue 3qLdSap pue Ayuspl 1iodal y3s ay1 s9oq (1)
¢9leudoidde asaym AjaAneuuenb asay)y suyap pue ‘Al1edd ddd Y3 JO SaAII3(00 pue sjeob ay3 aqudsap 1odai syl sao( (1)

$aM122[q0 ddd (B)

a>uppinb Dy @30 YHm a3ubp.iordp ul M3IA3J s}yauaq pup AN :€ aynpow

¢9seyd buiuue|d ay) puoAag anunuod ued y3s ayl Jo sndoj Aljigeureisns ay) 1eyy os (sanijigisuodsal paubisse Aiea)d pue 196pnq a1enbape yum) uejd u
ipa1e|nuioy Aj1ea)d ssaxoad uoneuswajdwi sy J0j SUOIIEPUSWIWORI 3V (I
219 9duepinb ubisap ‘y|3 129oid 6°3 ‘payidads sainpadoid dn-moj|oy |errus10d J3y10 01 SHUI| dYI Y (

$¥3S 341 pue ddd 31 JO S3AI13[qO SY3 Uo pue uoljewIojul duljdseq [eulblio sy uodn paseq Aay) ae ‘puy ;pauysp Al4es|d ddd 34 Jo uoneiusws|dwi burioluow 1oy sioledipul 3yl ay (1)
uonbluawWadwi pub sailAIID dn Mojjoj pauub|d ()

BN[_AS UB 313y} S| pUY {P3ULSP SI01LIIPUI SWOIINO 1Y (Al)
1)
1)

(papinoid usaq SUOSEAI BY) dARY ‘P3jRUIWIIS U] dARY SDAIRUISY[R AUe J (11)
{A1IRUIRY R 2BURYD OU, 3y} PAPN|dUl 353U} SABH ;SIAID(C0 YIS DU JO SWII) Ul PAIIPISU0D pue paquUdS3p ddd Y3 104 saAieuIS)|e [erulod sy a1y (1)
SOAIIDUIBYD JO UOIDIBPISUO) (P)



8 (&) D.B.DALAL-CLAYTON AND B.SADLER

(2) Informed decisions < leads to > good policy and
environmental outcomes < leads to sustainable
development and attainment of Millennium
Development and Sustainable Development
Goals (both are measures of effective aid).

However, in this schema, satisfactory progress on
each aspect does not automatically guarantee success
for the next stage (for one thing, each step brings more
intervening factors or variables into play). But an SEA pro-
cess that is non-compliant and inadequate technically
is highly unlikely to be a basis for informed decisions or
good outcomes (Sadler 2004).

Packaging the reference framework and
methodology for SEA quality review

Table 2 provides the generic question-based methodol-
ogy for SEA quality review. It is packaged in three mod-
ules for compliance, quality and utility/benefits review.
In full, the three modules are intended for ex-post eval-
uation on completion of the SEA process or after imple-
mentation of the policy, plan or programme. But they
can also be readily adapted to apply as a rolling review
as the SEA process unfolds or to review the content and
quality of a draft SEA report.

As an aid to applying the criteria, a report card format
for undertaking the evaluation is included as a footnote
to Table 2. This rating or grading scheme is intended to
facilitate a systematic review and comparison of the ele-
ments of approach. It is expected that judgements will
be qualitative and supplemented by brief observations
rather than involve quantitative scaling and scoring
(weighting) and detailed analysis. This format is meant
to be applied in support of a relatively rapid evaluation
of a SEA (either completed or ongoing) and based on
an SEA report or equivalent document. As and where
necessary, more detailed commentary and analysis can
be included and appended to the review format report
under the main headings used.

Specific application under the jurisdictional frame-
works of individual countries and jurisdictions will
require adaptation and adjustment to terminology,
requirements and procedure. In addition, the informa-
tion necessary to address all of the questions in Table
2 may not be to hand. This will almost certainly be the
case when a review relies only on an SEA report or other
comparable document, and particularly in relation to
review of technical quality and, above all, to review of
good outcomes.

The following examples of impact parameters may
assist in evaluating and judging whether the SEA is
appropriate and commensurate to the potential envi-
ronmental effects and risks of a proposal:

Frequency and duration — Will the effect be a one-time
only occurrence? Will it be a short-term or long-term
effect?

Location and magnitude - What is the anticipated
scale of the effect? Will it be local regional, national or
international in scope?

Timing - Is the effect likely to occur at a time that is
sensitive to a particular environmental feature?

Risk — Is there a high level of risk associated with the
effect, such as exposure of humans to contaminants or
pollution, or a high risk of accident?

Irreversibility - 1s the effect likely to be irreversible?

Cumulative nature - 1s the effect likely to combine with
other effects in the region in a way that could threaten a
particular environmental component?

As a further aid memoir, evaluators might review
the sources of information and analytical tools used
to conduct the SEA of the proposal (e.g. checklists,
matrices, modelling, scenario building and simulation
analysis) and compare these against other, comparable
assessments or methodological advice available in the
critical literature or recommended by expert federal
departments.

Preparing a review report

TheTORs for a quality review should specify clearly what
is required of the review in terms of:

« length and content of review;

- special issues to address;

- additional review criteria to be incorporated; and

- formatforrecommendationsfor SEAimprovement.

Usually, for busy administrators or decision-makers,
a brief (2-3 page) review report will be required which
would summarise the findings in relation to the criteria
listed above under the following headings:

« which organisation commissioned the SEA;

- the objectives of the SEA;

« when it was undertaken and who was involved

(SEA team);

the process followed (steps, methods used);

+ how stakeholders were consulted/engaged;

- alternatives considered, prioritised and/or elimi-
nated (and why);

« the technical quality of the assessment (adequacy/
usefulness of information provided, relevance of
analytical methods used);

+ how the report was received by decision-makers
and other stakeholders;

« what outcomes resulted from the SEA (i.e. deci-

sions/implementation influenced or changed);

contribution to SEA capacity-development in the
partner country or agency;

opportunities, constraints and cost-effectiveness

of the SEA;

- recommendations for improvement; and

appendices (where necessary) with detailed com-

mentary and analysis.



Transparency

Just as transparency of the SEA process is a basic prin-
ciple of SEA (Table 1), so too should the outcome of a
quality review be made available and accessible to a
broad range of stakeholders (unless over-riding security
and confidentiality issues dictate otherwise) in appro-
priate media and languages (including local languages,
where appropriate, so it is accessible to local and affected
peoples).

Test application of the methodology in
Namibia

In Namibia, SEA is not yet a formal requirement and SEA
has been applied on an ad hoc basis. Draft SEA regula-
tions are currently being prepared. To provide lessons to
inform their development, the methodology presented
in this paper was applied to review seven SEAs under-
taken in Namibia between 2008 and 2013 (Hipondoka
et al. 2016). The reviews examined the processes fol-
lowed by the SEAs, appraised stakeholders’ reflec-
tions, and assessed the outcomes and contributions to
decision-making.

Some of the SEAs were undertaken by Namibian
consultants, and others jointly by international and
domestic consultants. But there was no significant dif-
ference between them in terms of quality, content and
presentation to reflect the imported expertise. Although
all analysed SEAs delivered on their respective terms of
references, inadequacies encountered were attributed
in large measure to shortcomings in their terms of
reference.

Nearly all of the SEAs failed to address some funda-
mental elements of an SEA, such as alternatives, cumu-
lative effects, synergies, antagonisms, and strategic
thinking. Engagement with rural and vulnerable com-
munities was generally inadequate. These deficiencies
indicate a range of areas that will need to be addressed
in SEA regulations and guidance in Namibia. But most
of the SEAs had some influence on decision-making and
proposed sound monitoring procedures.

Conclusions

The test application of the methodology in Namibia sug-
gests that it provides a sound basis for reviewing SEA
quality and performance, and a meaningful platform for
engaging with stakeholders and interested parties on
focus, content, conduct, role, contribution and value of
SEA. However, much more remains to be done on the last
two scores, particularly if the sterner tests of minimising
harm, reducing risk or avoiding impacts to the environ-
ment (themselves difficult to measure) are applied.
Using the methodology can help to indicate ways of
improving SEA practice to better conform to accepted
principles of SEA. Applied systematically over the longer
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term, it may drive SEA towards becoming more effec-
tive, although it will likely require more radical reforms
to institutions, processes and practice if the aim is to
ensure that PPPs are more sustainable (e.g. as discussed
in Sadler 2016). In this regard, however, it is important to
remember that for decision-makers, the SEA process can
often appear complex, particularly in terms of selecting
a desired alternative to the PPP or element of the PPP. It
is critical that SEA reports — which can often be lengthy
and dense — contain a concise, non-technical summary
that adequately summarises and explain the SEA find-
ings to decision-makers and stakeholders (Sadler 2004).
For example, Croal et al. (2010) describe a SEA decision-
makers support tool to help SEA outcomes be presented
in a readable briefing note format. The application of a
systematic SEA review methodology together with such
atool could help to improve the quality of SEAs and their
utility for decision-makers.

Notes

1. InJuly 2013, the Canadian International Development
Agency (CIDA) officiallybecame part of the Department
of Foreign Affairs, Trade and Development which,
since November 2015, is referred to as Global Affairs
Canada (GAC).

2. Namely of the Ukraine Country Development
Programming Framework and the Caribbean Regional
Development Programming Framework.
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