3. SETTING GOALS AND TARGETS

The setting of goals, and the means by which this is done, is of prime importance to the entire assessment process. At the same time, this is rarely a straightforward exercise, for the following reasons:

· Setting goals for strategic level actions (which are often broadly defined and long term in nature), which can be expressed in a sufficiently precise form (e.g. to set specific targets) for assessment purposes, is challenging. 

· A number of different and important stakeholders are likely to be involved in the formulation of ED measures and their assessment, but the goals each wishes to pursue are likely to differ. Resolving goal conflicts, in a mutually acceptable manner, can be difficult. However, if these are not satisfactorily resolved, problems of political acceptability and non-compliance may be experienced later.

· Public sector support for private enterprise development can itself be perceived as a potential source of conflict (i.e. between pursuing public sector goals and promoting private sector interests). For this to be resolved, the rationale of promoting enterprise development in the private sector, as a public policy goal, needs to be clearly formulated in terms of correcting market and regulatory failures and addressing equity concerns, and to be fully reflected in EDSIA’s practical application.

These tasks of goal and target setting can be made easier (though rarely completely resolved) in a number of ways, by for example:

· Adopting major development goals, which have already been broadly accepted at the international level – poverty reduction and sustainable development, discussed below, fall in this category.

· Building a consensus, through stakeholder consultations, on broad, high-level goals for enterprise development and using these as a ‘nest’ within which more specific, lower level, ED measures can be assessed.

Poverty reduction goals

There is a widely held commitment, by many governments, to the International Development Target to reduce, by half, the proportion of the world population in extreme poverty by 2015. In the case of the UK government, support for this commitment is contained in the 1997 White Paper on Eliminating World Poverty and is elaborated in DFID’s (2000b) report on ‘Halving World Poverty by 2015: Economic Growth, Equity and Security’, and nine Target Strategy Papers. In turn, the Enterprise Development Department has analysed the likely implications of these Papers for its own ED strategy and its future actions (see EDD (undated) Implications of Target Strategy Papers for Enterprise Development). 

Translating this broad goal into a more precise and target form, that can be used for assessment purposes, requires further clarification and specification, for example:

· What is the UK government’s target for its share in meeting this international target?

· What is the time profile it envisages for meeting its target? Does it have an intermediate target in mind? What target/s does it have for poverty reduction beyond 2015?

· How is extreme poverty to be defined and its reduction to be measured? The simplest measure might be based on an internationally agreed definition of personal income. On the other hand, this measure has been criticised because it excludes non-monetary components of ‘livelihood’ and, more especially, it does not consider the sustainability of livelihoods. Different approaches to the definition and measurement of ‘livelihood’ are to be found in the literature (see, for example, Carney et al, 1999). However, adopting this multi-dimensional concept of livelihood and applying it in the form of a readily measurable set of strategic level indicators, which can be satisfactorily used in practice, is a considerable task.

EDD has already identified, in each of the nine Target Strategy Papers mentioned above, a poverty dimension to which its own strategy should make a positive contribution. These include strategies also being promoted in other DFID departments concerned with: strengthening governance, meeting the urban challenge, empowerment of women, environmental sustainability, human rights, addressing the water crisis, better health for poor people and education for all. Not only is the reduction of ‘poverty’ a multi dimensional goal but also the contribution of enterprise development to achieving it is indirect (through other departments and joint strategies) as well as direct (through a more direct enterprise development strategy).

Sustainable Development Goals 

Additionally, there is a broad commitment, in many countries, to the promotion of sustainable development at the international level. The UK Government is committed to support internationally agreed sustainable development targets and policies, which ‘create sustainable livelihoods for poor people, promote human development and conserve the environment’ (DETR (2001) p. 81). International development targets – economic, social and environmental – are summarised in Box 3.

	Box 3  International Development Targets

· A reduction by one half in the proportion of people living in extreme poverty by 2015.

· Universal primary education in all countries by 2015.

· Demonstrated progress towards gender-equality and the empowerment of women by eliminating gender disparity in primary and secondary education by 2005.

· A reduction in two-thirds in the mortality rate for infants and children under the age of 5 by 2015.

· A reduction by three-fourths in maternal mortality by 2015. 

· Access through the primary health care system to reproductive health services for all individuals of appropriate ages as soon as possible and no later than 2015.

· Implementation of national strategies for sustainable development in all countries by 2005, so as to ensure that current trends in the loss of environmental resources are effectively reversed at both global and national levels by 2015.

Source: DFID (2000d) 


The specification of sustainable development goals and targets, like the earlier statement of poverty reduction goals, requires some further clarification before it can be used operationally for assessment purposes. However, importantly, it seems possible that both the ‘poverty’ and ‘SD’ goals can be reconciled. This assumes that the broader livelihood interpretation of poverty reduction is adopted and goals are not exclusively focused on the ‘extreme poor’ but also promote the sustainability of communities as a whole and their life support systems.

If so, good use could be made of these poverty reduction and sustainable development goals and other supporting strategies in the formulation of enterprise development goals, targets and strategies. For example, DFID could draw upon Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) and National Strategies for Sustainable Development (NSSDs) in the preparation and assessment of their own updated Country Strategy Papers (CSPs). Examples of this documentation, and ongoing appraisal and evaluation studies, relating to these, are listed under ‘Additional References’ at the end of this paper.

4. THE STRATEGIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT PROCESS
The effectiveness of SIA, when applied to policies, plans and programmes for enterprise development, will depend as much on the effectiveness of its assessment process as it will on the quality of the data, assessment methods and analysis which it uses (Lee and George, 2000). Issues, relating to the effectiveness of the SIA process, are examined in this section; those relating to assessment methodology and its application are examined in the next section. The specific features of the process need to vary according to the particular context in which it is to be applied. This requires consideration of its cultural, political and socio-economic characteristics as well as of its existing legal and institutional arrangements. However, the general features of an effective SIA process are broadly similar and this section of the paper is mainly concerned with these. 

The general structure of the SIA process is shown in Figure 2, which also indicates the linear and cyclic relationships that may exist between its main components. 

Figure 2:  Stages in the SIA process for ED policies, plans and programmes
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stages in the assessment process where consultation is particularly desirable

Screening

Screening is undertaken to determine which PPP measures require an assessment and which do not. It should be undertaken at as early a stage in preparing PPPs as possible. Where an assessment is shown to be needed, screening may also determine the general type and level of detail of the assessment, which is required (e.g. by distinguishing where ‘simplified’ and ‘full’ assessments may be needed). Simple lists, which categorise PPPs according to whether they require a ‘full’, ‘simplified’ or ‘no’ SIA, may be used. Alternatively, a set of screening criteria may be provided for use in assigning PPPs to one of the above categories, on a case-by-case basis. Small-scale PPPs and minor modifications to existing PPPs may be exempted from assessment requirements; and other PPPs, which are unlikely to have major economic, environmental and/or social impacts, may be submitted to a simplified assessment. Only a minority of PPPs, with the potential for major and/or complex impacts, may require a full assessment. Where a tiered PPP system is in place (i.e. where PPPs are prepared at different stages in the planning process, on the same topic), screening may exempt certain levels in the tier from assessment where they are not required when making critical decisions and where their impacts can be assessed more effectively at other stages in the PPP process. In common with other stages in the assessment process, screening should assist in ensuring that assessment resources are used cost-effectively.

Scoping 

Scoping is undertaken, after screening, during the early stages of PPP preparation, in all of those cases where an SIA is required. Its purpose is to determine the terms of reference for the impact assessment, which is to be undertaken, taking into consideration, where relevant, whether a ‘simplified’ or ‘full’ assessment is required. In the case of a ‘full’ assessment, the scoping study might be expected to cover the following:

· The ‘problem’, which the PPP is addressing, the goals/targets that it is expected to meet, and the alternative forms which the PPP might take.

· The types of impacts to be assessed, the causal determinants to be investigated and the level of detail to which each may need to be examined.

· The types of additional mitigating and enhancing (M&E) measures which might be investigated for the PPP under consideration to deal with any remaining potentially significant problems and/or to enhance its potential beneficial effects

· The types of data that will be needed for the assessment, the types of assessment methods to be used and the consultations which will be undertaken during the assessment process.

In the case of ‘simplified’ assessments, the scoping stage in the process will be brief and, in some instances, partly covered during the screening stage. In the case of full assessments, although more substantial, they are still required to be cost-effective. Each assessment should focus upon those significant impacts that are relevant for decision-making purposes and use the most cost-effective data gathering and assessment methods. It should also alert, at an early stage, those responsible for the PPP’s preparation to any potential problems which can then be taken into account in its subsequent planning, thereby avoiding possible delays and unnecessary costs later.

The early identification and specification of PPP alternatives is an important, creative exercise in the assessment process. It is undertaken at a stage in the process where new kinds of ED measures, and novel combinations of measures, might be identified for appraisal. This can be particularly useful where more routine planning cultures are embedded, which may benefit from the stimulus provided by innovative PPP proposals, accompanied by rigorous appraisal of their likely consequences.

Impact Assessment

Assuming all of the scoping tasks described above have been satisfactorily performed, the work plan for the impact assessment (whether ‘simplified’ or ‘full’) and how it is to be carried out, should be well-defined by the time this stage commences. It should also have been decided, in the case of a ‘simplified’ appraisal, whether this is to be undertaken entirely ‘in house’ and, in the case of a ‘full’ assessment, whether some external assistance is to be used. 

The main product of this stage in the assessment process should be an estimate (quantitative, or qualitative where the former is not feasible or appropriate) of the likely significant impacts for each PPP alternative that has been investigated. It is important that equal consideration is given to the estimation of positive and negative impacts; otherwise the assessment will become unbalanced and promotional in character. The assessment should cover relevant economic, social and environmental impacts assessed according to different future scenarios and over different time periods (short, intermediate and long-term).

Options and M&E Analysis

This stage in the assessment process partially overlaps the previous stage. Initially, at the impact assessment stage, all alternatives selected at the scoping stage will be submitted to a preliminary assessment. Then, on the basis of an options analysis, certain of these will be eliminated and only those that remain will be subject to a fuller assessment. Similarly, the specification of some of the remaining alternatives may be modified, by incorporating particular M&E measures, before the fuller assessments are carried out and a final options analysis is undertaken. This exemplifies the dynamic, rather than simple linear, nature of the assessment process (see Figure 2). The assessment methods that may be used in options analysis are discussed in the next section of the paper. Typically, they do not attempt to provide a single-value impact estimate for each option. Instead, they simplify the presentation of the individual significant impacts in a form, which is considered useful for consultation and decision-making purposes.

Decision-making and Implementation

The findings of the options and mitigation analyses, and the supporting impact assessments from which these are derived, provide the information base (together with the findings of consultations based on these) for decision-makers to determine which option, and its accompanying M&E measures, is to be selected for implementation. This decision should also incorporate any requirements relating to how:

· subsequent actions (e.g. lower-level programmes and projects) should be planned, appraised and implemented; 

· the PPP’s implementation should be monitored and evaluated; and

· the SIA which has been used, in making this decision, is to be post-audited. 

Thus, when this decision is made, it provides a vital link, between appraisal at the PPP approval and the PPP evaluation stage.

Monitoring, Evaluation and Post-auditing

A distinction is to be drawn between the monitoring and evaluation of individual PPP implementation and the more detailed, but selective, monitoring, evaluation and post-auditing of the implementation of the PPP system as a whole. In the former case, the purpose of monitoring and evaluation is to check whether individual PPPs are being implemented satisfactorily and are having their desired effects in achieving their short-term, intermediate and long-term goals. Where they are not, additional remedial measures should be identified, appraised, approved and implemented. 

In the latter case, the purpose of monitoring is to check whether the strategic impact assessment system itself, as applied to enterprise development PPPs, is working satisfactorily. It seeks answers to such questions as:

· Does the post-auditing of a sample of SIAs confirm or not that the types, size and significance of impacts predicted to occur have resulted or are there important discrepancies? If there are significant discrepancies, their causes should be identified and remedies proposed to strengthen future assessment practice.

· Is there clear evidence that the SIA appraisal and evaluation systems are having their intended influence on PPP planning, decision-making and implementation? If not, proposals should be formulated to strengthen the integration of SIA into the planning, decision-making and implementation process.

In summary, SIA system monitoring, evaluation and post-auditing provides an inbuilt mechanism to strengthen future SIA practice and to integrate it more fully in PPP preparation, approval and implementation.

Consultation and Inter-Agency Co-ordination

Stakeholder consultation and inter-agency co-operation are important components in any SIA system of the type that is being considered in this paper. Their role is multi-functional and may contribute to different stages in the SIA process. This may include: providing guidance when determining the scope of an assessment; providing information and expertise which assists in undertaking an assessment; reviewing and commenting upon an assessment; supporting the use of the assessment’s findings in PPP decision-making and implementation; and contributing to monitoring, evaluation and post-auditing.

The arrangements made for stakeholder consultation may vary considerably according to the type and scale of the PPP being assessed; the cultural, political and institutional context in which this is taking place, and the stage/s in the assessment process in which it is being used. At the strategic-level of assessment, stakeholders mainly participate through organisational representatives rather than on an individual basis, though there are exceptions to this. Generalisation is difficult but the following basic provisions are, in principle, desirable:

· Some form of stakeholder consultation is desirable at a relatively early stage in the SIA process. Typically, this would be at the screening/scoping stage where consultees should have the opportunity to contribute to the determination of the scope of the assessment and to comment upon the content of the scoping report itself. Participants should preferably include representatives of relevant government departments (including those in the recipient country to which the PPPs relate), representatives of other donors also supporting enterprise development in the recipient country, and NGO representatives (including, in particular, SME associations in the recipient country). For these consultations to be credible and effective, the scoping report should be publicly available, subject only to substantive confidentiality restrictions.

· A second stage in the SIA process, where consultation would be desirable and appropriate, is when the full assessment, incorporating the options analysis and M&E analysis, has been completed but before any decisions on the approval of the PPP have been taken. The full assessment report should be publicly available, subject to the same confidentiality condition, as mentioned above.

· A third stage, where consultation is desirable, is where both specific and system evaluation reports are being completed and proposals for improvements, based on these, are being made. These reports should, in principle, also be made available. As in the two previously described stages, it is desirable that a written record is made of the consultation findings for submission to the decision-making authority, prior to decisions being taken and for this record to be publicly available.

Ideally, reciprocal arrangements relating to participation in these consultations should be made between all agencies involved in the preparation and implementation of PPPs for enterprise development in the same country. This would greatly facilitate the exchange of information and mutual understanding between aid agencies and with relevant government departments and NGOs within the recipient country. It would also encourage greater co-ordination in the overall planning and assessment of enterprise development PPPs in the countries concerned.
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