
 

 

Report No. 55328 

 

 

POLICY SEA: CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND OPERATIONAL  

GUIDANCE FOR APPLYING STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL 

ASSESSMENT IN SECTOR REFORM 

 

 

 

 

 

June 2010 

 

 

 

The World Bank 

Sustainable Development Network 

Environment Department 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Final Report 

2 

 

 

Abbreviations and Acronyms 

 

ADP Adaptable Program Loan 

AMGP Africa Mineral Governance Program 

CFA Community Forestry Association 

DAP Detailed Area Plan 

DfID Department for International Development (UK) 

DIEWRMP Dhaka Integrated Environment and Water Resources Management Program 

DMDP Dhaka Metropolitan Development Plan 

EEU Environmental Economics Unit, University of Gothenburg 

EITI Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative 

GoK Government of Kenya 

GoM Government of Malawi 

HPCD Hubei Provincial Communication Department 

HRNP Hubei Road Network Plan 

IDRC International Development Research Center 

I-SEA Institution-Centered Strategic Environmental Assessment 

J4P Justice for the Poor 

KFS Kenya Forest Service 

OECD Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 

MSR Mineral Sector Review 

MTAP Mining Technical Assistance Project 

NCEA Netherlands Commission for Environmental Assessment 

NES New Environment Strategy 

PAM Policy Action Matrix 

PEI Poverty Environment Initiative 

PFM Participatory Forest Management 

PRC Peopleôs Republic of China 

RAJUK Dhaka Capital Development Authority 

SEA Strategic Environmental Assessment 

SESA Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment 

Sida Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency 

TT Task Team 

TTL  Task Team Leader 

UNDP United Nations Development Program 



Final Report 

3 

 

UNEP United Nations Environment Program 

WAMGP West Africa Mineral Governance Program 

WAMSSA West Africa Mineral Sector Strategic Assessment 

 

  

Vice President:  Katherine Sierra 

Sector Director: James Warren Evans 

Sector Manager: Michele de Nevers 

Team Leader: Fernando Loayza 



Final Report 

4 

 

Acknowledgements 

In the context of the Paris Declaration on Harmonization and Alignment, this study was a collaborative 

effort of the Environment Department of the World Bank, the Environmental Economics Unit at the 

Department of Economics of the University of Gothenburg (EEU), the Swedish EIA Centre at the 

Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, and the Netherlands Commission for Environmental 

Assessment (NCEA.) The team that produced this report regularly informed the OECD DAC SEA Task 

Team on the progress of the review and received valuable feedback during Task Team meetings and other 

jointly organized events. It is expected that this report will provide guidance for applying SEA in 

development cooperation that supports policy and sector reform.  

The team that produced this report was made up of Fernando Loayza (Task Team Leader, World Bank), 

David Annandale (consultant), Anna Axelsson and Matthew Cashmore (Swedish EIA Centre, University 

of Agricultural Sciences), Anders Ekbom and Daniel Slunge (EEU, University of Gothenburg), Mans 

Nilsson (consultant), and Rob Verheem (Netherlands Commission for Environmental Assessment). This 

report is based on the findings of the evaluation of pilots of the World Bankôs SEA Pilot Program which 

was undertaken by the following members of the evaluation team: David Annandale, Anna Axelsson, 

Matthew Cashmore, Daniel Slunge, Anders Ekbom, and evaluators Juan Albarracin-Jordan, Jiri Dusik, 

Ulf Sandstrom, Yin Jian, Wilfred Nyangena and Paul Guthiga. The contribution of Ineke Steinhauer, 

Sibout Nooteboom and Geske Dijkstra to the framework for the evaluation of pilots is also 

acknowledged.  

The team greatly benefited from advice received from Kulsum Ahmed (World Bank), Fred Carden 

(International Development Research Centre, Canada) and Maria Rosario do Partidario (University of 

Lisbon, Portugal) who were members of the evaluationôs Advisory Group. Detailed comments were also 

provided by peer reviewers Diji Chandrasekharan (World Bank), Peter Croal (CIDA and Chair of the 

OECD DAC SEA Task Team), Richard Damania (World Bank), and Gary McMahon (World Bank). The 

team further acknowledges the feedback received by the participants to the meetings and workshops held 

in Gothenburg (2007 and 2008), Rotterdam (2008), Washington DC (2009), Geneva (2010) and Utrecht 

(2010). Grace Aguilar, Setsuko Masaki and Juliette Guantai, from the World Bank, provided 

administrative support to the team. The work was carried out under the general direction of James Warren 

Evans, Director, and Michele de Nevers, Sector Manager, of the World Bank Environment Department; 

and, as part of the work program of the World Bankôs Environmental Institutions and Governance Team 

led by Kulsum Ahmed.    

This report would not have been possible without the collaboration of the governments and the World 

Bankôs country offices where the pilot SEAs were carried out. The task managers of the SEA pilots, all 

from the World Bank, ï Diji Chandrasekharan, Adriana Damianova, Fei Deng, Peter Kristensen, Bryan 

Land and Muthukumara Mani ï kindly facilitated data collection, suggested contacts and participated in 

interviews during the evaluation. Stakeholders from government departments, communities, NGOs, CSOs 

and the private sector generously provided their time and knowledge both during the SEA pilots, and 

during their evaluation. The partners in this evaluation are most grateful to all of the stakeholders for their 

spirited participation. This appreciation and gratitude is extended to the Swedish, Dutch, Norwegian and 

Finnish governments for their support of this evaluation, and the World Bankôs SEA pilot program, 

through the Sida, TFESSD and BNPP trust funds.    



Final Report 

5 

 

Contents 

Abbreviations and Acronyms ...................................................................................................... 2 

Acknowledgements ....................................................................................................................... 4 

Contents  ................................................................................................................................. 5 

List of Annexes .............................................................................................................................. 7 

List of Tables .. ............................................................................................................................... 7 

List of Boxes ... .............................................................................................................................. 8 

List of Figures ................................................................................................................................ 8 

Executive Summary ...................................................................................................................... 9 

The World Bank SEA Pilot Program .......................................................................................... 9 

Main Findings ........................................................................................................................... 10 

Guidance for Applying SEA in Sector Reform ........................................................................ 12 

Ways Forward ........................................................................................................................... 13 

Section 1: The World Bankôs Pilot Programme on SEA......................................................... 16 

1.1 The Challenge of Applying SEA to Policy Development .............................................. 16 

1.2 The World Bank SEA Pilot Program .............................................................................. 19 

1.3 Objectives of the Evaluation ........................................................................................... 20 

1.4 The Evaluation Approach ............................................................................................... 22 

1.5 Limitations of the Pilot Program, and of the Evaluations .............................................. 25 

1.6 Structure of the Report .................................................................................................... 26 

Section 2:  Influencing Sector Reform for Sustainability ................................................... 27 

2.1 Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 27 

2.2 The Pilots and Policy SEA Outcomes ............................................................................ 27 

2.2.1 Raising attention to environmental priorities ........................................................ 27 

2.2.2 Strengthened constituencies .................................................................................. 30 

2.2.3 Improving social accountability ............................................................................ 33 

2.2.4 Supporting social learning ..................................................................................... 36 

2.2.5 Policy learning ....................................................................................................... 41 

2.3 Enabling and Constraining Factors for Achieving Policy SEA Outcomes .................... 45 



Final Report 

6 

 

2.3.1 Introduction to the issue of context ....................................................................... 45 

2.3.2 Ownership ............................................................................................................. 45 

2.3.3 Windows of opportunity ........................................................................................ 47 

2.3.4 Political economy and power elites ....................................................................... 48 

2.3.5 The importance of non-formal institutions ............................................................ 49 

2.3.6 Capacity ................................................................................................................. 50 

2.3.7 Sustaining continuous processes of environmental and social mainstreaming ..... 51 

2.4 Refining the Conceptual Model of Policy SEA .................................................... 55 

2.4.1 Outcomes ..................................................................................................................... 55 

2.4.2  Contextual influencing factors ............................................................................. 56 

2.4.3  Refined conceptual model of policy SEA ............................................................ 56 

2.4.3 Conclusions ........................................................................................................... 58 

Section 3:  Guidance for Applying SEA in Development Policy and Sector Reform ...... 59 

3.1 Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 59 

3.2 Preparatory Policy SEA Work ........................................................................................ 59 

3.2.1 Defining the purpose and scale of policy SEA ..................................................... 59 

3.2.2 Agency ownership ................................................................................................. 60 

3.2.3 Assessing windows of opportunity ....................................................................... 62 

3.3 Implementing SEA in Policy and Sector Reform ........................................................... 63 

3.3.1 Introduction ........................................................................................................... 63 

3.3.2 Situation Assessment and Stakeholder Analysis ................................................... 64 

3.3.3 Multi -stakeholder dialogue ................................................................................... 69 

3.3.4 Environmental priority setting .............................................................................. 74 

3.3.5 Institutional, capacity and political economy assessment ..................................... 75 

3.3.6 Policy SEA recommendations ............................................................................... 78 

3.4 Environmental and Social Mainstreaming Beyond Policy SEA .................................... 80 

3.4.1 Dissemination and communication of SEA results ............................................... 80 

3.4.2 Monitoring and evaluation of policy SEA in environmental mainstreaming ....... 81 

3.5 Conclusion ...................................................................................................................... 83 

 



Final Report 

7 

 

Chapter 4: Conclusions and Recommendations for Ways Forward...................................... 84 

4.1  Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 84 

4.2  Main Findings of the Evaluation ................................................................................... 84 

4.3 Promoting policy SEA: A Phased Approach .................................................................. 88 

4.4 Promoting policy SEA: Issues to Consider in the Partner Country Context .................. 91 

4.4.1 Conveying benefits of policy SEA ........................................................................ 91 

4.4.2 Boosting ownership in strategic sectors ................................................................ 92 

4.4.3 Dealing with capacity constraints ......................................................................... 93 

4.5  Promoting Policy SEA: Issues for Consideration by Development Agencies ............... 94 

4.5.1 Alliance building and harmonisation for policy SEA ........................................... 95 

4.5.2 Funding of policy SEA .......................................................................................... 96 

4.5.3 Awareness raising and ownership in the donor community ................................. 96 

4.6 Implications for the World Bank Group and its New Environment Strategy ................. 97 

4.7 Concluding Remarks .................................................................................................... 100 

References  ............................................................................................................................. 102 

List of Annexes 

Annex 1: Summary of policy SEA pilots ...................................................................................106  

Annex 2: Conceptual Analysis and Evaluation Framework for Institution-Centered Strategic 

Environmental Assessment .........................................................................................................127 

Annex 3: Policy SEA process methods.......................................................................................193 

Annex 4: Summary of the international workshop on ñSEA for Development Cooperation: 

Taking Stock and Looking Forwardò .........................................................................................198   

List of Tables 

Table 2.1:   Summary of policy SEA outcomes (excluding social learning) ................................39 

Table 2.2:  Summary of the influence of policy SEA pilots on policy capacities, policy horizons 

and decision regimes .....................................................................................................................43 

Table 2.3:  Summary of Contextual Factors that Constrain or Enable Achievement of Policy 

SEA Outcomes............................................................................................................53 

Table 3.1:  Snapshot from the PAM Produced in the Kenya Forests Act policy SEA ................79 

Table 4.1:  Phased Approach to Scaling-up of Policy SEA (10 years).........................................89 



Final Report 

8 

 

List of Boxes 

Box 1.1:  Brief Summary of the policy SEA Pilots ...................................................................21 

Box 1.2: SEA for Development Cooperation: Taking Stock and Looking Forward.................25 

Box 1.3:  How can one generalize from case studies? ...............................................................25 

Box 2.1:  Outcomes and influence of policy SEA .....................................................................55 

Box 2.2:  Contextual influencing factors....................................................................................56 

Box 3.1:  Rapid Policy SEA.......................................................................................................60 

Box 3.2: The need for multi-sector ownership of SEA when the counterpart sector agency is 

 not strong ...................................................................................................................61 

Box 3.3:   Examples of Tools used for Situation Assessment in the WAMSSA and Sierra Leone 

SESA policy SEA Processes ......................................................................................65 

Box 3.4:   Framing the SEA Work in the Context of Forest Sector Reform Priorities...............72 

Box 3.5:   Transforming Relationships for Intercultural Dialogue and Sustainable Development: 

Las Bambas Mining Project in Peru...........................................................................73 

Box 3.6:   Selection of Environmental and Social Priorities: Sierra Leone SESA Ranking 

Methodology...............................................................................................................74 

Box 3.7:   Institutional and Capacity Assessment in the SESA of the Mining Sector in Sierra 

Leone...........................................................................................................................76 

Box 3.8:  Kenya Forests Act SEA Policy Action Matrix ..........................................................82 

Box 4.1:  Scaling-up and threats to established authority: the Hubei transport planning pilot..91 

List of Figures 

Figure 1.1:  The Policy SEA Pilot Programme Evaluation Approach..........................................22 

Figure 1.2:  Initial Conceptual Model of policy SEA: Process Steps, Process Outcomes and 

Objectives .....................................................................................................................................23 

Figure 2.1:  Example of a Long-Term Constituency Proposal: The West Africa Mineral 

Governance Program Implementation Framework.....................................................32 

Figure 2.2 Refined Conceptual Model of Policy SEA: Process Steps, Process Outcomes and 

Objective.....................................................................................................................57 

Figure 3.1:  Policy SEA Process Steps éééééééééééééééééééééé..63 

Figure 3.2:  Mapping of Key Stakeholders ...éééééééééééééééééééé67 

Figure 3.3:  Stakeholder Interest and Influence over Decision-making éééééééééé69 

Figure 3.4:  Interaction with Stakeholders during the WAMSSA policy SEA ééééééé.71 



Final Report 

9 

 

Executive Summary 

Around the world, it is increasingly being recognized that for sustainability goals to be reached, 

efforts need to go beyond compliance with standards and mitigation of adverse impacts, to 

identifying environmental sustainability as an objective of the development process.   This 

requires a focus on policies that promote integration of environmental, sustainability, and climate 

change considerations into development strategies and sector reform. 

Because sector reform brings about significant policy change involving adjustments in laws, 

policies, regulations and institutions, it is a sensitive political process often driven by strong 

economic interests. Policy makers are subject to a number of political pressures that originate in 

vested interests. The weaker the institutional and governance framework in which sector reform 

is formulated and implemented, the greater the risk of regulatory capture. In situations such as 

these, the recommendations of environmental assessment are often of little relevance unless there 

are constituencies that support them, and with sufficient political power to make their voices 

heard in the policy process.  While strong constituencies are important during the design of 

sector reform, they are even more important during implementation. It follows that effective 

environmental assessment in sector reform requires strong constituencies backing up 

recommendations, a system to hold policy makers accountable for their decisions, and 

institutions that can balance competing and, sometimes, conflicting interests.             

Acknowledging the intrinsically political nature of sector reform, and in response to a mandate 

for strengthening strategic environmental assessment (SEA)
1
 in its activities,

2
  in the mid-2000s 

the World Bank embarked on a testing program for applying SEA at the policy level. Building 

on experience accumulated in sector reform in middle-income countries, the World Bank 

proposed an approach known as institution-centered SEA for incorporating environmental 

considerations in policy formulation (World Bank, 2005 and 2008).  This coincided with the 

development of the OECD Development Assistance Committee SEA Task Teamôs Good 

Practice Guidance on SEA for Development Co-operation (OECD DAC, 2006) which describes 

SEA as a family of approaches using a variety of tools, rather than a fixed, single and 

prescriptive approach.  It acknowledges that SEA applied at the policy level requires a particular 

focus on the political, institutional and governance context underlying decision making 

processes.   

The World Bank SEA Pilot Program 

The World Bank established a pilot program to test and promote policy SEA applying 

institution-centered SEA approaches in sector reform beginning in 2005.  The main objectives of 

the program have been to test and validate policy SEA in different sectors, countries and regions; 

                                                 
1
 SEA is the application of environmental assessment to plans, programs and policies.  

2
 This mandate was provided by the Bankôs Environment Strategy of 2001. 
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to draw lessons on the effectiveness of policy SEA; and, to yield tools and operational guidance 

that could be useful in applying SEA in sector reform.  

There are two components to the pilot program. The first has provided grants and/or specialized 

assistance to support eight SEA pilots linked to World Bankôs activities. Six of these pilots were 

completed and evaluated as follows: 

¶ Strategic Environmental Assessment of the Kenya Forests Act 2005; 

¶ Sierra Leone Mining Sector Reform Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA);  

¶ Dhaka Metropolitan Development Plan Strategic Environmental Assessment; 

¶ Strategic Environmental Assessment for the Hubei Road Network Plan (2002 ï 2020); 

¶ West Africa Minerals Sector Strategic Assessment (WAMSSA); and 

¶ Rapid Integrated Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) of Malawi Mineral 

Sector Reform. 

The second component of the SEA pilot program consisted of an evaluation of the pilots, 

conducted in partnership with the Environmental Economics Unit (EEU) at the University of 

Gothenburg, the Swedish EIA Centre at the Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, and the 

Netherlands Commission for Environmental Assessment (NCEA). This report summarizes the 

main findings and results of this evaluation. 

Main Findings  

The lessons drawn from the pilots suggest that policy SEA can, under conducive conditions, 

contribute to improved formulation and implementation of sector reform. Largely this 

contribution stems from the ability of the pilots to raise attention to existing priority 

environmental and social issues affecting stakeholders. The evaluation also confirmed the 

importance of strengthening constituencies, as the pilots opened up participation in sector reform 

dialogues to previously sidelined or weakly organised stakeholders.  For example, in one of the 

most promising SEA pilots (WAMSSA), which focused on mining reform in the Mano River 

Union countries, stakeholders prioritized lack of transparency and weak social accountability 

linked to mineral resources exploitation as the most critical issue for sustainable development of 

the mining sector. The WAMSSA policy dialogue involved ten mining communities in three 

countries; CSOs and NGOs; private mining companies, and government mining sector 

authorities.  This dialogue is expected to continue during mining sector reform through a multi-

stakeholder framework recommended by the stakeholders themselves, and later adopted by the 

countries as the social accountability mechanism for the World Bankôs major programme that 

will  support mining sector reform in the Mano River Union.        

In addition, it was found that ownership, capacity and trust are necessary conditions for 

effective environmental mainstreaming at the policy level.  In particular, strong evidence was 

found that policy SEA only has positive outcomes if it promotes ownership of the policy SEA 

process by governments, civil society organizations and local communities.  The evaluation 
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confirmed that country ownership has several dimensions. Government ownership can be viewed 

both in terms of being mandated to control the reform, including the policy SEA, and being 

accountable for results. When national agencies are put in charge of designing sustainable 

policies they are equipped to deliver much more powerful measures than those that the World 

Bank or other agencies would be able to induce. It is important to note, however, that when weak 

sector ministries take ownership of policy SEA, there is a risk of regulatory capture and 

associated rent seeking.  The WAMSSA pilot showed that institutions such as multi-stakeholder 

frameworks can guard against this eventuality. Another dimension of ownership is linked to civil 

society and to potentially affected stakeholders. With well-designed institutional support and 

multi-stakeholder frameworks for addressing policy and development decisions in sector reform, 

policy SEA can help to reconcile different interests, and to deal with regulatory capture by 

enhancing transparency and social accountability.  

Another important finding emanating from the evaluation is the need for long-term 

constituency-building. Policy SEA is but a small and bounded intervention in the continuous 

process flow of policy making, and so positive outcomes from the pilots could be short-lived. To 

sustain outcomes over the longer term, it is necessary to build constituencies that can sustain 

policy influence and institutional changes which take a long time to realize. Constituencies that 

can demand accountability with regard to environmental and social priorities need to be 

strengthened. Achieving this requires trust-building and common perception of problems. Under 

the right conditions, as stakeholders start to deal with the complex problems and responses to 

sustainable development issues and share policy dilemmas and tradeoffs that emerge, common 

perception of problems and trust in each othersô intentions may surface. As a corollary, the 

evaluation showed that when constituency building was weak in the pilots, the take-up of policy 

SEA recommendations was limited.   

A final finding  is that contextual factors are of overriding importance in hindering or 

facilitating the attainment of the main benefits of policy SEA.  In some cases, these factors may 

be aligned in such a way that pursuing policy SEA is not meaningful. This can happen when ï as 

in the case of the Sierra Leone pilot ï a newly elected government decides to postpone reform 

processes initiated by a previous administration. In all cases, however, preparation and planning 

must make sure to adapt and adjust the SEA process in view of these factors. In addition, 

windows of opportunity that close may open over time. In Sierra Leone, for example, interest in 

mining reform has renewed. Policy SEA may have now an opportunity to influence sector 

reform as long as there are constituencies that can take up the now three-year-old 

recommendations. 

Linking strongly to the issues of ownership and constituency building, a key message is the need 

to clearly articulate the potential benefits of policy SEA. Developers of policy SEA must 

recognize that incumbent actors have certain interests when engaging in SEA activities. Their 

participation will be driven by the benefits from engaging being greater than the risks and costs. 

First and foremost, policy SEA must be understood as a strategic decision support process that 
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will enable governments to put in motion better policy making, and not merely as an 

environmental safeguard. Speaking directly to the development priorities of the country, policy 

SEA not only works towards improving policy making from an environmental mainstreaming 

perspective, but also supports better planning and policy making from an overarching 

development point of view. As analysis of the potential economic and growth impact of sector 

reform is undertaken in the ñsector reviewò, policy SEA could complement this analysis by 

exploring the economic and growth implications of environmental and social priorities. With this 

perspective of policy SEA in mind, it is much easier to establish country ownership.  

Guidance for Applying SEA in Sector Reform 

A major driver of the pilot program, and of the evaluation, was the development of operational 

guidance that policy makers, CSOs, NGOs and SEA practitioners could use for applying policy 

SEA in sector reform. Despite the fact that sector reform is complex and non-linear, and that 

policy SEA is a time-bounded process, the evaluation suggests that effective policy SEA could 

follow three stages, as follows: 

1. Preparatory work for policy SEA 

Before implementation of policy SEA can begin, there is a need to understand the context within 

which it will take place.  Various questions need to be asked to ensure that the goals and 

intentions of the specific policy SEA process are understood by the major stakeholders.  The 

most important questions relate to: issues, initiatives or questions to be addressed; the scale of 

the process; and assessing windows of opportunity. As clearly shown in the pilot SEA in Dhaka, 

a reluctant lead agency can set back the general development of the approach.   As a general rule, 

sector agencies should lead policy SEA. 

2. Implementing policy SEA 

Situation analysis and priority setting. Policy SEA starts with a situation assessment that 

accounts for the main environmental and social issues prevailing in a region or associated with a 

sector, to inform deliberations on priorities by stakeholders. Stakeholders are invited to react to 

the situation analysis; raise specific and relevant environmental and social concerns; and choose 

the SEA priorities. The choosing of SEA priorities by stakeholders is critical because it opens up 

the policy process to their influence. On the one hand, policy SEA priorities reflect the concerns 

and preferences of stakeholders creating a strong incentive for constituency building or 

strengthening. On the other hand, policy SEA priorities represent a concrete demand for specific 

environmental and social direction of sector reform from the stakeholders to the policy makers. 

This sows the seeds for social accountability of sector reform. Accordingly, special care should 

be taken to ensure that the voices of the vulnerable and weak in society are effectively heard in 

priority setting.   

Institutional, capacity and political economy assessment. The next stage in applying policy 

SEA in sector reform is to assess the extent to which existing systems have been able to manage 
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the priorities. A first step is often a thorough review of the policy, institutional, legal and 

regulatory framework, and of the existing capacities associated with the management of 

environmental and social priorities. This is followed by an assessment of the effectiveness of 

these frameworks and capacities for addressing the priorities, and the identification of capacity 

gaps that affect the management of priority issues. This analysis is complemented by an 

assessment of the effect that sector reform may have on the identified gaps. This requires 

consideration of potential reactions of stakeholders or potential conflicts that may adversely 

affect the effectiveness of the reform.. Finally, the gap assessment is validated by the 

stakeholders. The main purpose of this exercise is to expose stakeholders to the complexities of 

sector reform, and to call attention to the need for finding common ground in order to prevent or 

manage potential conflicts.  

Recommendations. Finally, policy SEA should formulate specific policy, institutional, legal, 

regulatory and capacity building recommendations for overcoming the gaps and managing the 

political economy constraints determined during the gap assessment. Validation of the 

recommendations by stakeholders further strengthens constituencies because it enhances 

ownership and encourages participation of stakeholders in follow-up and monitoring. Ultimately, 

this promotes greater accountability of policy makers. 

3. Environmental and social mainstreaming beyond policy SEA  

After completion of the policy SEA report, certain follow-on interventions should be established 

to ensure that the recommendations are implemented and environmental and social 

mainstreaming becomes a continuous process. At a minimum, stakeholders should be informed 

about the results of the SEA by using mechanisms appropriate for different audiences. To the 

extent possible, dissemination and discussion of the results by the media should also be 

promoted. Any monitoring and evaluation framework should be designed as a continuation of the 

multi-stakeholder dialogue established during the policy SEA. At this point, the dialogue should 

allow for reflection on what was or was not achieved by the policy SEA and sector reform. 

Ways Forward 

Policy SEA can be an effective approach for assisting with the implementation of sector reforms 

that foster sustainable development. Therefore, the main recommendation of this report is to 

move forward with further testing and a staged scaling up of policy SEA.  It is suggested that 

scaling-up be undertaken in three phases over approximately ten years. The main expected 

outcomes are a systematic increase in interest, capacity, country ownership and trust among key 

stakeholders for undertaking policy SEA in selected countries, where better policy making and 

successful environmental and social mainstreaming could be featured. The expected 

development impacts would be contribution to sustainable economic growth, mitigation and 

adaptation to climate change, and better environmental and social management of key sectors in 

selected countries.  

The proposed scaling up would focus on promoting: 
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¶  Country ownership. There is strong evidence from the evaluation of the pilots that 

unless country ownership is ensured, policy SEA is unlikely to be effective. Therefore, 

the proposed scaling up suggests that donors, multilaterals and the World Bank should 

encourage partner countries to undertake policy SEA for informing policy dialogue. 

However, as has happened with environmental impact assessment, financial support to 

client countries would be required during the first stage of testing and experimentation, 

until SEA becomes ingrained in the regular process of sector planning and policy making. 

It is suggested that a policy SEA fund be established where low income countries could 

gain access to grants, specialized advice, and technical assistance to undertake or to 

engage in policy SEA for sector reform.   

¶  Capacity building on policy SEA in sectors that are critical for economic growth and 

climate change. The evaluation also provides ample evidence that policy SEA 

effectiveness is constrained by the punctuated, short-lived nature of sector reform design 

when policy SEA typically takes place. In this new phase of piloting policy SEA a more 

strategic approach is consequently suggested. Capacity building should focus on raising 

awareness on SEA as an approach for improving planning and policy making by 

supporting the accumulation of SEA skills in key sectors of the economy at the level of 

public agencies, consultants, and civil society. The idea is to set in motion a process that 

ensures that proposed institutional, legal, regulatory, capacity and policy adjustments 

originated in individual policy SEAs reinforce each other, thereby creating a virtuous 

cycle of environmental, social and climate change mainstreaming. Countries could 

participate in the program on a self selection basis provided that they are interested in 

applying SEA in sectors critical for economic growth and climate change.  

¶ A system of incentives that reward successful reform and gradual environmental, 

social and climate change mainstreaming. The evaluation has also shown that unless 

there are incentives for sustaining the mainstreaming effort and strong constituencies that 

demand it, the process may be derailed or thwarted by vested interests.    

¶ An alliance of donors and partner countries for environmental, social and climate 

change mainstreaming. In the context of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, the 

proposed program aims at seizing the window of opportunity that seems to be opening for 

fostering policy SEA with the development of the World Bank Groupôs New 

Environment Strategy, the scaling-up of the UNDP/UNEP Poverty and Environment 

Initiative (PEI), and environmental and climate change mainstreaming initiatives being 

undertaken by other multilateral and bilateral development agencies. It seems that the 

time is ripe for the establishment of a broad ñenvironmental mainstreaming allianceò, 

which would clarify the roles and niches of the different interested parties. The World 

Bank could add its more specialized experience in sector reform to a potentially 

influential alliance. The alliance would promote exchange of experiences across partner 

countries in applying policy SEA in sector reform to address common and global 
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challenges such as climate change. This will render policy SEA implementation globally 

more efficient.  

If this proposal for scaling up is not fully realized, policy SEA could still make an important 

contribution to enhancing sector reform. Based on the evidence provided by this evaluation, it is 

suggested that donors and partner countries join efforts to foster policy SEA in sector reform 

under the following conditions: 

¶ country ownership is ensured; 

¶ policy SEA is undertaken along with sector reform design and not as an isolated exercise; 

and, 

¶ follow-on activities recommended by the SEA can be supported during sector reform 

implementation. 

For the World Bank a possibility would be that SEA is included as an environmental assessment 

instrument in the Operational Policy on Environmental Assessment (OP 4.01) thus allowing that 

countries can fulfil the requirement for environmental assessment in technical assistance and 

adjustable program loans by undertaking SEA at the policy level
3
. Also, Operational Policy on 

Development Policy Lending (OP 8.60) allows the use of SEA in development policy loans to 

assess significant effects on countriesô environment, forests and other natural resources, and on 

their shortcomings for addressing these impacts. However, in contrast to OP 4.01 where 

environmental assessment is the responsibility of the borrowing country, SEAs associated with 

development policy loans are often part of the due diligence undertaken by the World Bank as it 

happened in the Sierra Leone SEA of the mining sector. As shown in this report, this situation 

adversely affects the effectiveness of the policy SEA. It is suggested, therefore, that in the case 

of development policy loans, country ownership of the SEA process should be ensured. Finally, 

when SEA is undertaken associated with technical assistance, adaptable program and 

development policy loans, the SEA recommendations should be included in specific 

recommendations for the components or triggers of these loans. It follows that the new 

Environment Strategy for the World Bank Group should maintain SEA as a key tool for 

promoting sustainable development, including adaptation and mitigation to climate change.     

 

  

                                                 
3
 Of course, SEA is also applicable to plans and programs. 
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Section 1: The World Bankôs Pilot Programme on SEA
4
 

1.1 The Challenge of Applying SEA to Policy Development 

Environmental degradation continues to be a consistent concern around the world. In addition, 

other converging challenges associated with surging food prices, global climate change and  

species extinctions have made it clear that current economic development trends are 

unsustainable. 

The predominant approach to dealing with environmental and climate change problems has been 

to treat them as unwanted side effects of economic development.  This has worked to some 

extent, where it has been possible to effectively regulate commercial and domestic activities.  

However, in most developing countries, administrative infrastructure has not been able to keep 

pace with economic activity and so ecosystems are suffering. 

It is increasingly being recognized that for sustainability goals to be reached, efforts need to go 

beyond compliance with standards and mitigation of adverse impacts, to gradually decoupling 

environmental degradation from economic growth. This requires a focus on policies that promote 

environmental and climate change mainstreaming
5
into development strategies and sector 

reform
6
.  This idea has been recognized at a high level, for example, in Millennium Development 

Goal 7/Target 9 which requires countries to ñintegrate the principles of sustainable development 

into country policies and programs and reverse the loss of environmental resourcesò. 

Environmental mainstreaming requires consideration of the environment in the earliest stages of 

the decision-making cycle, when development challenges as well as proposed interventions are 

framed.   In this conception, environmental issues are thought of as a cross-cutting dimension of 

development. Within European and national policy debates, environmental mainstreaming at the 

policy level is more often referred to as environmental policy integration. Over the last decade, 

substantial experience has developed both within governments and in the research community as 

to how to best promote such integration, and in particular in the preparation of national and 

European policy
7
.   

                                                 
4
 In fiscal year 2006, the World Bank established a Pilot Program on Institution -Centered SEA (I-SEA) to test 

SEA approaches applicable to policies. In this report, I-SEA is considered to be a version of policy SEA that has 

been applied to sector reform by the World Bank. During the course of this evaluation, it became clear that many of 

the observations and conclusions emanating from the six pilot studies are relevant to the wider concept of policy 

SEA. Consequently, the terms ñpolicy SEAò and ñI-SEAò are used interchangeably in this report.   .  

5
 ñEnvironmental mainstreamingò is the consideration of environmental implications alongside traditional economic 

concerns in high-level strategic planning. 

6
 It is recognized that climate change issues are closely linked with environmental concerns.  Throughout this report, 

the term ñenvironmentò will be defined as incorporating climate change concerns. 

7
 See Jordan and Lenschow (2008), and Nilsson and Eckerberg (2007).  
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Integration of environmental concerns into strategic decision-making requires an understanding 

of the complexities of policy-making.  Policies are made by governments and the institutions
8
 

that surround them.  Consequently, attempts to take better account of the environment in the 

making of economic development decisions require turning attention to the sometimes opaque 

and messy areas of governance and institutional reform.   

There are numerous tools or approaches that can be used to integrate environmental concerns 

into strategic decision-making
9
, and one of the most promising is strategic environmental 

assessment (SEA).  SEA has its roots in environmental impact assessment of development 

projects.  In the late 1980s, environmental assessment practitioners began to turn their attention 

to the environmental impacts of policies, plans, and programmes (PPPs).  Many countries began 

to experiment with the use of strategic environmental assessment (SEA) applied to plans and 

programmes, and some jurisdictions produced guiding SEA policies, laws or regulations
10

.  In 

Europe, this new development was given significant impetus with the coming into law of the 

European Directive on SEA
11

.  International development agencies also began to test SEA in the 

1990s, with the World Bank leading the way with a range of sector and regional environmental 

assessment initiatives
12

.  

Environmental assessment of policies began to take hold around the turn of the new millennium.  

At that time, 30 years of experience with project-level EIA, and with other environmental 

ñsafeguardingò approaches to environmental improvement such as end-of-pipe pollution control, 

had taught that treating the symptoms of existing pollution was not helping enough in the 

struggle to design more environmentally benign, or sustainable development.  Instead, the idea 

began to grow that the driving forces of environmental damage could be most effectively 

addressed by integrating environmental considerations into the design and adoption of policies in 

all sectors.  The argument goes that cumulative environmental change, environmental 

opportunities, and potential interactions between different sectors, can best be considered 

                                                 
8
 The term ñinstitutionsò is defined broadly in this report, and is based on the definition provided in the Evaluation 

Framework that is introduced in Section 1.4, and which supports this evaluation.  In that definition, institutions are 

defined as being made up of formal constraints such as rules and laws, and informal constraints such as norms of 

behaviour and self-imposed rules of conduct.  The Evaluation Framework makes the point that the concept of 

institutions is thus much broader than that of organizations. While institutions design and implement rules, 

organizations are the players.  The distinction between institutions and organizations is important since there is a 

tendency to equate the two concepts in discussions on institutional capacity building for improved environmental 

management.  A too limited focus on environment sector organizations (such as environment Ministries and 

agencies) risks diverting attention from other institutions which may be equally or more important for 

environmentally sustainable development (Slunge et al, 2009). 

9
 See, for example, Dalal-Clayton and Bass (2009) 

10
 Dalal-Clayton and Sadler (2005).  

11
 Directive 2001/42/EC. 

12
 Kjorven and Lindhjem (2002) review 20 examples of sector and regional EA undertaken by the World Bank 

between 1997 and 2001. See, also, Annandale et al (2000) for examples of SEA initiatives in other multi-lateral 

agencies. 
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upstream in the selection and design of development and sector policies, rather than downstream 

through project-management and end-of-pipe solutions
13

.  This was a major conclusion of the 

World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg in 2002, and is also reflected in the 

Millennium Development Goals, and the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness. One of the 

outcomes of this new way of thinking is that economic efficiency could be improved if 

environmental and social issues are considered alongside traditional economic concerns when 

new policies and strategic plans are developed.  

As a consequence of this realization, national governments and development agencies have 

begun to experiment with approaches that attempt to integrate environmental concerns into the 

making of new and redrafted policies.  In international development, most notable has been the 

initiation of environmental mainstreaming programmes by agencies such as multilateral 

development banks, UNDP and UNEP, and others. The UNDP/UNEP Poverty and Environment 

Initiative has done much to promote the idea of environmental mainstreaming in national and 

sector development policy, plans, and budgets
14

. Similarly, the multi-agency network known as 

the Poverty Environment Partnership is attempting to mainstream environmental concerns into 

development aid in support of national and sector development planning
15

.  

Another notable initiative from the early 2000s was the OECD Development Assistance 

Committeeôs SEA Task Team.  This was established by the donor community to promote the 

development and harmonization of SEA approaches, and is made up of the majority of donors, 

and a number of leading NGOs, consultants and academics with an interest in SEA for 

development cooperation.  In 2006, the Task Team produced the Good Practice Guidance on 

SEA for Development Co-operation (OECD DAC, 2006), which has been followed up by four 

specific Advisory Notes.  This was a timely response to the 2005 Paris Declaration on Aid 

Effectiveness which calls upon donors and partners to work together to ñdevelop and apply 

common approaches for strategic environmental assessment at sector and national levelsò 

(OECD, 2005).  

The OECD DAC SEA Guidance describes SEA as a ñfamily of approaches which use a variety 

of tools, rather than a fixed, single and prescriptive approachò
16

. It acknowledges that ñSEA 

applied at the policy level requires a particular focus on the political, institutional and 

governance context underlying decision making processesò
17

. The Guidance also acknowledges 

the need for different approaches to SEA for plans and programs, on the one hand, and policies, 

on the other.    

                                                 
13

 See, for example, Brown and Tomerini (2009).  

14
 See www.pei.org. 

15
 PEP is a group of donor agencies, multilaterals and research-focused INGOs. See 

http://www.povertyenvironment.net/pep/ 

16
 OECD DAC (2006), p.17. 

17
 OECD DAC (2006), p.18. 
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The World Bank first pointed to the need for SEA to include institutional and governance 

dimensions in its 2005 report titled, ñIntegrating Environmental Considerations in Policy 

Formulation: Lessons from Policy-Based SEA Experienceò
18

.  This report set the groundwork 

for the World Bankôs interest in policy SEA and was, in part, a response to the requirement of 

the Environment Strategy for focusing work on strategic environmental assessment (World 

Bank, 2001), and subsequently to the application of Operational Policy 8.60 on development 

policy lending (World Bank, 2004). The policy SEA approach originated in experience 

accumulated in middle income (IBRD) countries as part of the World Bankôs work on 

environmental mainstreaming by developing and applying country environmental analysis 

(CEA) to inform dialogue on environment with borrowing countries
19

.  

The World Bank suggests that SEA at the policy level merits consideration of political-science 

insights about policy formation
20

. It points out that policies are the result of competing interests 

in the political arena that are influenced by the historical, economic, social, cultural and 

institutional context present in a given jurisdiction
21

. Further, it suggests that effective SEA at the 

policy level has to be responsive to windows of opportunity and should raise attention to 

environmental priorities; strengthen stakeholder constituencies; and contribute to enhancing the 

capacities of institutions to respond to environmental priorities.  These ideas are extended in a 

2008 World Bank book, titled "Strategic Environmental Assessment for Policies: An Instrument 

for Good Governanceò
 22

 where the analytical foundations for policy SEA are discussed in detail. 

1.2 The World Bank SEA Pilot Program 

Acknowledging the tentative nature of policy SEA, the Bank established a pilot program in 2005 

to test this approach and to promote SEA in the Bankôs policy related operations..  

 The main objective of the program has been to test and validate policy SEA in different sectors, 

countries and regions. Ultimately, the pilot program seeks to draw lessons on the effectiveness of 

policy SEA and to yield tools that could be useful in applying SEA in development policy and 

sector reform more broadly. The pilot program was planned to be undertaken over a five year 

period (fiscal year 2006 to the end of fiscal year 2010)
 23

. The pilot program originated in middle 

                                                 
18

 World Bank (2005). 

19
 Pillai (2008), Sanchez Triana, Ahmed and Awe (2007).  

20
 Policy formation is the continuous process of policy formulation and implementation. While policy formulation 

has well defined boundaries, policy formation does not. See ñChapter 3: The Continuous Process of Policy 

Formationò by Martha Feldman and Anne Khademian in World Bank (2008). 

21
 For example,see Cohen, March and Olsen (1972), Sabatier (1975), Kingdon (1995), Feldman and Khademian 

(2008).  

22
 Ahmed and Sanchez-Triana (2008).  

23
 Documentation describing the work undertaken in each of the pilots is available at the World Bankôs SEA Toolkit 

webpage: 
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income countries. This report shows that the same concepts can also be applied to low income 

(IDA) countries. 

There are two components to the pilot program. The first provided grants and specialized 

assistance to support eight SEA pilots linked to the Bankôs activities. Box 1.1 provides a brief 

summary of each of the six pilots
24

 that have been completed and evaluated
25

.  

The second component of the policy SEA program consisted of an evaluation of the pilots, 

conducted in partnership with the Environmental Economics Unit (EEU) at the University of 

Gothenburg in Sweden, the Swedish EIA Centre at the Swedish University of Agricultural 

Sciences, and the Netherlands Commission for Environmental Assessment (NCEA). 

1.3 Objectives of the Evaluation 

Given the sparse experience with environmental assessment of policies, the main objective of 

the evaluation was to draw lessons from the pilot cases to further refine policy SEA, thereby 

increasing its effectiveness as an approach for environmental mainstreaming in development 

policies, and thus contributing to sustainable development outcomes.  

The specific objectives of the evaluation were to: 

*  make an assessment of how policy SEA was applied in the pilot cases;  

*  make policy SEA more effective from an operational perspective;   

*  further develop methods and guidance for policy SEA (this is a common goal of the 

program and of the OECD DAC SEA Task Team);  

*  allow the donor community, and SEA specialists, to reflect on the pros and cons of policy 

SEA as a tool for enhancing the environmental sustainability of development policies;  

*  inform the implementation and updating of the OECD DAC SEA Guidance on SEA as it 

relates to policy-level SEA; and 

*  inform the preparation of the World Bankôs New Environment Strategy, as it progresses 

during 2010.  

 

                                                                                                                                                             
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/ENVIRONMENT/0,,contentMDK:21911843~pagePK:1

48956~piPK:216618~theSitePK:244381,00.html. 

24
 More detailed summaries of the six pilot projects are presented in Annex 1. Documentation describing the work 

undertaken in each of the pilots is also available at the World Bankôs SEA Toolkit webpage referred to in the 

previous footnote.  

25
 A pilot focused on trade policy was delayed due to the political instability affecting Pakistan, and was therefore 

not included in the evaluation. Another pilot on climate change in Orissa, India, started when the evaluation of the 

pilots was being completed. For this reason, this pilot was not included in the evaluation.  
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Box 1.1: Brief Summary of the policy SEA Pilots 

1. Strategic Environmental Assessment of the Kenya Forests Act 2005 

The objectives of the SEA were to inform and influence the implementation of Kenyaôs Forests Act 

of 2005, and to inform the policy dialogue between the World Bank and the Government of Kenya 

(GoK) on sustainable natural resource use.  The SEA also fed into the preparation of a Forestry 

Reform Support component of the World Bankôs Natural Resource Management Project (NRM). 

2. Sierra Leone Mining Sector Reform Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA)  

This SEA originated in a policy development loan that was adapted during its implementation to 

inform the preparation of the Mining Technical Assistance Project (MTAP). SESA´s main objective 

was to help meet long-term country development by integrating environmental and social 

considerations in mining sector reform.  

3. Dhaka Metropolitan Development Plan Strategic Environmental Assessment 

This SEA aimed at incorporating environmental considerations into Detailed Area Plans (DAPs), 

which make up the lowest tier of the Dhaka Metropolitan Development Plan (DMDP). The SEA was 

also intended to inform the preparation of the World Bankôs Dhaka Integrated Environment and 

Water Resources Management Program (DIEWRMP).  

4. Strategic Environmental Assessment for the Hubei Road Network Plan (2002 ï 2020) 

This pilot assessed the impact of the Hubei Road Network Plan (HRNP) on environmental and social 

priorities in Hubei province (China). The HRNP proposed a system of 5,000 km of expressways and 

2,500 km of highways (class I and II) which provided road links between all major cities in the 

Province.   

5. West Africa Mineral Sector Strategic Assessment (WAMSSA) 

The purpose of this pilot was to identify the regional policy, institutional and regulatory adjustments 

required to integrate social and environmental considerations into minerals sector development in the 

Mano River Union countries. It was undertaken with a view to informing the preparation and 

implementation of the West Africa Mineral Governance Program, an adjustable program loan for 

supporting mining reform in West Africa.  

6. Rapid Integrated Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) of Malawi  Mineral 

Sector Reform 

As part of the Malawi Mineral Sector Review that assessed the need for mining reform in Malawi, a 

rapid integrated SESA was undertaken, the main purpose being to review the mining sectorôs 

environmental and social regulatory framework. The rapid SESA also attempted to incorporate 

critical environmental and social considerations into the ongoing discussion of Malawiôs Mines and 

Minerals Policy. 



Final Report 

22 

 

1.4 The Evaluation Approach  

The pilot program evaluation was designed as a three-stage process, and is presented in a 

schematic form in Figure 1.1.  The first stage (the boxes on the left hand side of Figure 1.1) 

consisted of a detailed literature review, the purpose of which was to strengthen the analytical 

basis of the evaluation and to provide guidance for the evaluators.  The outcome of this literature 

review is a document titled, ñConceptual Analysis and Evaluation Framework for Institution-

Centered Strategic Environmental Assessmentò (the ñEvaluation Frameworkò)
26

 which is 

included as Annex 2 of this report. The objectives of the literature review were to ñsummarize 

and critically discuss the analytical underpinnings of institution-centered SEA (policy SEA) and 

to provide an analytical framework for the evaluation of the pilot SEAsò. 

 

 

Figure 1.1:  The Policy SEA Pilot Programme Evaluation Approach 

 

The first part of the Evaluation Framework outlines a proposed conceptual model of policy SEA, 

which includes process steps, process outcomes and objectives. This conceptual model is 

presented as Figure 1.2.  Its purpose was to guide the evaluations of the pilots, and to present an 

                                                 
26

 The formal reference for this work is: Slunge et al (2009). 
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approach for undertaking future policy SEA activity.  At the time that this conceptual model was 

developed, it was expected that lessons learned from the evaluation of the six pilots would lead 

to refinements of the model. 

 

Figure 1.2:  Initial Conceptual Model of Policy SEA: Process Steps, Process Outcomes 

and Objectives
27

 

 

  

                                                 
27

 Slunge et al (2009), p.12. 

Six steps of I-SEA: 

1. Understanding policy formation and 

windows of opportunity to influence 

decision making  

2. Initiation of stakeholder dialogue 

3. Identification of key environmental issues: 

 a. Situation analysis 

 b. Stakeholder analysis 

4. Environmental priority setting 

5. Institutional assessment 

6. Formulation of  policy and  institution 

adjustments 

a. Validation analysis 

 

I-SEA Objective: 

Integration of key environmental issues 

in (sector) policy formulation and 

implementation, in order to enhance 

environmental sustainability. 

Process Outcomes of I-SEA: 

i) raised attention to environmental 

priorities 

ii) strengthened constituencies  

iii) improved social accountability  

iv) greater ability for social learning 

 

Contextual influencing factors:  

 i) historical, political, social, economic, and 

cultural  

ii) political economy of reform 

iii) windows of opportunity for policy 

influence and institutional reform  

iv) luck    
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The second part of the Evaluation Framework consists of an extensive literature review of policy 

processes, environmental prioritization, stakeholder representation, institutional capacity, social 

accountability and social learning.  All of these aspects are part of the policy SEA conceptual 

model. The third and final part of the document proposes an approach for evaluating the policy 

SEA pilots which includes a set of generic questions that evaluators can adapt given the context 

of each pilot, and a possible structure for each evaluation report
28

. 

The second stage of the evaluation process consisted of the evaluation of the different SEA 

pilots. Each evaluation included initial literature review followed by a period of field work, 

usually taking from one-to-three weeks.  Extensive interviews were undertaken with stakeholders 

who had participated in the SEA pilots.  Interviews were guided by a generic protocol contained 

in the Evaluation Framework, which was customized by each evaluator and determined by the 

particular context of the evaluation.  In some of the evaluations, interviews were extensive.  For 

example, the evaluators of the Kenya Forestry Act SEA individually interviewed 45 

stakeholders, and an additional 21 participants in a group meeting.  The final outcomes of these 

six separate evaluations were substantial reports consisting ï on average ï of 40 pages of 

analysis and recommendations.  These evaluation reports became the main resource for the final 

stage of the pilot program evaluation.  Summaries of the evaluations are contained in Annex 1.  

The third and final stage of the evaluation was the ñcross-analysis ò of the findings from all six 

pilot cases (as shown by the boxes on the right hand side of Figure 1.1).  The cross-analysis was 

undertaken at two levels.  The first level focused on the strengths and weaknesses of the policy 

SEA approach with regard to influencing policy processes through achieving policy SEA 

outcomes.  The second level of analysis drilled down deeper to examine the methods that can be 

used to make policy SEA effective.  The outcomes of both levels of analysis are 

recommendations to refine the policy SEA approach, including guidance for applying SEA in 

policy and sector reform.  

Preliminary results of the evaluation were discussed, and feedback received, at an international 

workshop on SEA held on April 7, 2010, in Geneva, Switzerland, jointly organized by the 

OECD DAC SEA Task Team and the World Bank (See Box 1.2 and Annex 4.) 

  

                                                 
28

 The Evaluation Framework was discussed at two workshops in Europe in late 2008, and at a meeting in 

Washington, D.C. in June 2009.  
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1.5 Limitations of the Pilot Program, and of the Evaluations  

The evaluation is focused on six completed policy SEA pilots that do not pretend to be 

representative of specific sectors, regions or groups of countries.  The analytical value of the 

sample is that each pilot focuses on a different aspect of SEA application at the strategic level. 

Following accepted principles of case study research strategy, this approach allowed for a 

systematic comparison of the results of policy SEA application in a variety of contexts and 

circumstances, thereby enabling generalizations to be made. While the cases and consequent 

evaluations were carefully designed and undertaken, care should be exercised in making 

generalizations (see Box 1.3).  

 

 

Box 1.3: How can one generalize from case studies? 

ñThe answer is not simple. However, consider for the moment that the same question had been asked about an 

experiment: How can you generalize from a single experiment? In fact, scientific facts are rarely based on 

single experiments; they are usually based on a multiple set of experiments that have replicated the same 

phenomenon under different conditions. The same approach can be used with multiple case studies but 

requires a different concept of the appropriate research designs... The short answer is that case studies, like 

experiments, are generalizable to theoretical propositions and not to populations or universes. In this sense, 

the case study, like the experiment, does not represent a ñsampleò, and in doing a case study, [the] goal will be 

to expand and generalize theories (analytic generalization) and not to enumerate frequencies (statistical 

generalization).ò   

Source: Extracted from Yin R. (2003, p: 10) 

Box 1.2:  SEA for Development Cooperation: Taking Stock and Looking Forward 

The OECD DAC SEA Task Team and the World Bank held a joint workshop at the 30
th
 International 

Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA) conference in Geneva on April 7
th
, 2010. The workshop was 

designed  to review and discuss the overall progress of policy SEA, and to discuss the relevance of SEA in the 

New Environment Strategy of the World Bank Group. A process known as ñdialogue mappingò was used to 

focus discussions on four topics: 

a) Obstacles and enabling factors for SEA effectiveness in development cooperation and poverty reduction. 

b) The role of the World Bank on strengthening environmental governance and institutions for sustainable 

development. 

c) SEA as a tool for strengthening environmental governance and institutions.  

d) Main steps for scaling up SEA in development policy. 

The workshop broadly supported the idea of policy SEA and the relevance of further promoting it as an 

approach for environmental mainstreaming at the strategic level in developing countries. Much attention was 

devoted to the issue of country ownership for SEA and how this links to the role of development agencies and 

the implications for future inter-donor discussions. Furthermore, the workshop highlighted the need to show 

evidence of benefits and added value that policy SEA brings to existing processes, and how such benefits can be 

sustained in processes that extend beyond the completion of the SEA. 
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In addition, although special efforts were made to engage governments in these pilots, they were 

all ñdrivenò by the World Bank.  This may limit the applicability of the lessons learned for future 

policy SEA activity undertaken by developing countries.  However, this limitation does not 

undermine the principles underlying the application of policy SEA. In fact, if policy SEA were 

driven by developing countries, the effectiveness of the outcomes would likely increase. This 

issue is further discussed in Section 2 and Section 4 of this report. 

It is widely understood that policies are rarely implemented as originally defined. During 

implementation, policies are often reformed as a consequence of contextual influences. As the 

majority of the policy processes (four out of six) that the pilots attempted to influence had not yet 

been implemented when the evaluation was carried out, the effect of the pilots during policy 

implementation could not be fully and conclusively evaluated. The focus of the evaluation was 

on the influence of the pilots on policy formulation, and on their potential to impact policy 

implementation.        

Finally, the purpose of the pilot program and its evaluation was not to compare the relative 

effectiveness of policy SEA and other SEA approaches. Consequently, the results of the 

evaluation presented in this report do not provide evidence for or against the effectiveness of 

other SEA approaches. The case for the relevance of policy SEA was made in World Bank 2005 

and 2008.   

1.6 Structure of the Report 

The remainder of this report presents the outcomes of the cross-analysis of the six pilots.  The 

body of Section 2 consists of a detailed cross-case analysis. It examines whether the pilots have 

influenced policy interventions in their jurisdictions, and if so, how.  It also examines the extent 

to which policy SEA has led to the four identified ñoutcomesò of environmental prioritization, 

environmental constituency building, improved social accountability, and strengthened social 

learning. A special attempt is made to examine the contextual factors that either enable or 

constrain the ability of policy SEA to integrate environmental considerations into policy-making. 

Section 3 of the report presents guidance for applying policy SEA in policy and sector reform.  

Using the pilot cases as a basis, this section describes the policy SEA process steps.  The main 

objective of this section is to provide guidance to practitioners as to how methods for policy SEA 

might be adapted for their specific purposes. 

Section 4 of the report summarizes the findings of the evaluation and addresses the practical 

challenges of scaling-up SEA in sector reform. It argues that policy SEA approaches can assist 

countries in developing more environmentally sustainable policies. This section draws out the 

policy implications of the evaluation for SEA systems in developing countries; for development 

cooperation; and for the World Bankôs New Environment Strategy.   
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Section 2:  Influencing Sector Reform for Sustainability 

2.1 Introduction  

The policy SEA conceptual model introduced in Figure 1.2 assumes that by following a series of 

procedural steps, policy SEA can result in one or more of four ñoutcomesò (raised attention to 

environmental priorities; strengthened environmental constituencies; improved social 

accountability mechanisms for policy implementation; and, greater ability for social learning). 

The conceptual model also suggests that by following the procedural steps, the potential for 

achieving integration of key environmental issues in policy formulation and implementation 

could be greatly enhanced. 

Figure 1.2 recognizes that contextual factors in given jurisdictions will likely influence the 

ability of policy SEA to affect outcomes and influence policy formulation.  In this section of the 

report, the impact of the six pilots on policy SEA outcomes is reviewed.  This is followed by an 

analysis of the ñcontextual factorsò that either enable or constrain the attainment of the four 

outcomes.  The section concludes with suggestions for refinement of the policy SEA conceptual 

model. 

2.2 The Pilots and Policy SEA Outcomes 

All  six evaluations assessed the influence that each pilot had on the four outcomes.  This was not 

always an easy task, as the Terms of Reference for the actual SEA pilots did not necessarily 

mention the need to seek the four outcomes.  However, all evaluations did address the question 

by focusing on changes in behavior, relationships, activities or actions of people, groups, 

organizations, and institutions that came into contact with the SEA pilots. 

The next four sub-sections analyze the extent to which the pilots managed to achieve these 

outcomes.  Constraints to achievement are dealt with in Section 2.3.  

2.2.1 Raising attention to environmental priorities 

Evaluators were asked to address four questions, the answers to which would enable conclusions 

to be made about whether each pilot had succeeded in raising attention to environmental 

priorities. These questions were: 

 -  Are priorities more clearly defined, and how has this been documented? 

 -  Have environmental priorities been placed on the policy agenda and linked to growth, 

poverty reduction or other key development issues? 

 -  To what extent are priorities shared among key stakeholders? 

 -  How has the pilot contributed to raise attention to priorities? 

This outcome is intimately connected with public participation, as priorities are social choices 

that ultimately reflect the social preferences of interest groups and communities. Priorities cannot 
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realistically be uncovered without interaction with stakeholders. The process of prioritization 

involves first identifying key issues through some kind of scoping exercise, and then sorting and 

possibly ranking the issues in order of importance.  

In some cases, the sheer act of awareness-raising can have a positive impact on prioritization.  In 

the Hubei pilot, for example, the SEA provided an overall holistic picture of the possible 

environmental impacts of planned transport projects. This outcome was sufficient to increase the 

awareness of senior managers at the Hubei Provincial Communication Department (HPCD) 

about macro-level environmental implications of the proposed development of road transport.  

The HPCD management now pays more attention to environmental issues in detailed 

investigations that are done during the design stage of each road project. The SEA also indirectly 

contributed to a new circular, issued by the HPCD management, which encourages the 

enforcement of environmental protection requirements during expressway construction. 

All of the evaluations showed evidence that the pilots had contributed to improved dialogue over 

environmental and social issues, although the extent of this dialogue and its potential to influence 

policy reform varied significantly across the pilots.  In one case, the Malawi Rapid SESA, time 

restrictions constrained the ability of the SEA specialist to fully examine priorities. The rapid 

assessment focused on the system and capacities for environmental and social management in 

the mining sector. The assessment identified major gaps and made it possible to make the case 

for including environmental and social issues in the reform agenda. It also recommended that a 

fully-fledged policy SEA be undertaken during the formulation of mining sector reform to 

properly assess key issues and select priorities in a participatory and well-informed way
29

.    

Other pilots, for example WAMSSA and the Sierra Leone SESA, included quite elaborate 

techniques for involving stakeholders in the ranking of environmental and social priorities
30

. 

Perhaps more important than the approach taken to prioritization is the effect that it had on 

policy dialogue, and the likelihood that it would produce a long-term impact on the movement 

towards environmentally sustainable policies.  In two of the cases, WAMSSA and Malawi Rapid 

SESA, there is evidence that raised attention to environmental priorities may well have moved 

environmental and social issues upwards in the reform agenda broadening mining policy 

horizons. 

For example, WAMSSA has had a substantial impact on how stakeholders view the concept of 

regional harmonization of mining policy, which is important for addressing transborder 

environmental and social impacts of mining activities such as the deforestation of the Upper 

Guinean forest, as well as migration of miners and people attracted by mining discoveries.  This 

may well be the most important influence that WAMSSA has had on regional mining reform.  

                                                 
29

 At the time of preparing this report, the Government of Malawi has requested  the World Bank for assistance to 

prepare a mining technical assistance project to reform the mining sector. This  will include a full policy SEA 

(SESA). 
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Prior to WAMSSA, most stakeholders were skeptical about regional approaches.  Their 

negativity tended to be based on the idea that minerals are traditionally owned by individual 

states, who will always assert sovereignty over their valuable resources. This is a difficult 

viewpoint to challenge.  However, by making regionalism and the associated concept of mining 

ñclustersò the focus of the process, the SEA team managed to change the majority of stakeholder 

views.  On the whole, stakeholders saw the benefits in reforms that would integrate regulatory 

frameworks and the provision of infrastructure. This change of perspective tied in with the 

outcomes of extensive consultation exercises that saw ñinsufficient transparency and consistency 

of government decision-makingò as a highly ranked priority.  Detailed one-on-one interviews 

undertaken during the evaluation suggested that underlying this acceptance of regional 

harmonization and mining cluster development is the idea that harmonization might reduce the 

incidences of illegal trade, and may also reduce rent-seeking behavior.   

In the another example, the Malawi Mineral Sector Review (of which the Rapid SESA is a part) 

showed specific evidence of environmental issues being pushed onto the political agenda.  A 

longitudinal comparison showed that environmental issues in the mining sector were low on the 

political agenda some three to five years prior to the Review. The current situation is very 

different in this respect, largely driven by the development of uranium mining and prospective 

iron ore and rare earth mines. The Review provided another opportunity for concerns about 

environmental hazards to be openly discussed.  According to the evaluation, another important 

indicator of raised attention to environmental priorities is the Government of Malawiôs explicit 

ambition to ensure compliance by small, medium and large-scale miners to environmental and 

occupational health and safety standards as indicated in the national strategic plan (Growth and 

Development Strategy 2010-2011). 

The cases where priority setting was more successful in politicizing environmental and social 

issues also indicated that priorities are not uniformly shared among stakeholders. In the Malawi 

case, it became obvious that the various stakeholders did not share the same view of the 

relevance, magnitude and risks associated with the different environmental problems associated 

with mining. By extension, there were differences of opinion about the relative importance of 

environmental issues vis-à-vis other social and economic issues in the broader policy discussion. 

In the WAMSSA case, not all stakeholders shared a positive view of regional harmonization.  

Many of those consulted pointed out that the governments of the three Mano River Union 

countries were not driving the regional approach.  Government representatives appeared to be 

supportive of the harmonization concept, but skeptical stakeholders claimed that this position 

was presented for ñpublic relationsò purposes only.  Political economy analysis suggests that 

government agencies susceptible to rent-seeking behavior would want to maintain the status quo. 

Even in these successful examples, it is clear that the impact of prioritization can be temporary 

and punctuated, rather than permanent and sustained. The Malawi evaluation pointed to the fact 

that there is a need to sustain dialogue among key stakeholders over a considerable period of 
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time.  Such dialogue also need to be based on solid environmental information which is 

communicated widely across stakeholders to encourage equitable participation. 

Pilots where prioritization did not work well also provide useful examples for future practice.  

The Dhaka case pointed to the fact that influential groups can be unduly prioritized in 

stakeholder analysis, and therefore during the consultation process. The reverse side of this 

situation is that vulnerable groups are often under-represented. In the Dhaka case, this resulted in 

issues such as vulnerability and health being effectively ignored.   Ahmed and Sanchez-Triana 

(2008) and World Bank (2005) make much of the need for prioritizing activities to include the 

viewpoints of vulnerable groups, who disproportionately bear the burden of environmental 

degradation and who have less of a voice in policy formulation
31

.  

Even in pilots where considerable energy was expended on consultation processes, it was clear 

that some vulnerable groups were not properly included. For example despite undertaking ten 

separate consultation exercises in mining communities in Liberia, Guinea, and Sierra Leone, 

WAMSSA still did not find a way in which the artisanal mining sector could be included in what 

was otherwise a very effective dialogue.  

The conclusion from this brief analysis is that policy SEA should always include a careful 

analysis of the obstacles to full representation, and should propose mechanisms by which 

unorganized stakeholders can be reached. On the whole, this kind of analysis was not part of 

the six pilot studies. 

Finally, for policy SEA to have an impact in the long term, there is a need for local capacity 

development for environmental priority setting.  While some SEA teams used local consultant 

partners to organize consultation activities, there is not much evidence of determined local 

capacity development in the pilot studies.  This is not necessarily the fault of consultant teams.  

Terms of Reference for policy SEA should include a substantial local capacity building 

component.  

2.2.2 Strengthened constituencies 

Another precondition for the development of environmentally sustainable policy is the 

strengthening of constituencies.  The policy SEA approach assumes that a critical force for 

integrating environmental considerations in the continuum of policy formation are groups 

organized around a common environmental interest or concern directly or indirectly affected by 

the policy process. As stated in the Evaluation Framework, ñ...without strengthened and effective 

environmental constituencies, the [policy SEA] model assumes that environmental 

mainstreaming in policy making would be short-lived. Laws, presidential decrees or regulations 
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eventually adopted when policies are formulated risk being partially applied, reverted, distorted 

or even ignored during policy implementationò
32

. 

In their Terms of Reference, evaluators were asked to address the following questions: 

 -  Which constituencies have been strengthened (civil society organisations, private sector 

organisations, networks within the bureaucracy, networks involving many different 

kinds of actors)? 

 -  Have stakeholder engagement and networks been maintained after completion of the 

SEA report?  

This policy SEA outcome is closely connected with the goal of raising attention to environmental 

priorities.  Both require engagement with stakeholders, although this second outcome relates 

more generally to the building or strengthening of constituencies that can demand accountability. 

Again, the pilots varied in the extent to which they were able to actively strengthen 

constituencies. In some instances, a pilot showed evidence of constituency strengthening, even 

when other aspects of the policy SEA project were not all that influential.  For example in the 

Dhaka metropolitan development planning pilot, actions taken by civil society organisations 

suggest that the SEA may well have contributed to strengthening constituencies. In late 2008, 

one year after the completion of the policy SEA, a committee was established by an alliance of 

civil society groups to review the Detailed Area Plans (DAPs) produced by the Capital 

Development Authority, for which the SEA was undertaken. They highlighted, among other 

things, inconsistencies between the higher level Dhaka Metropolitan Development Plans 

(DMDPs) and the DAPs, for example with regard to the protection of low lying flood flow 

zones.  When the committee presented its findings, it delayed the approval of the DAPs by at 

least six months. Several members of the committee also participated in the SEA stakeholder 

consultation process. It is possible that the SEA consultation process catalyzed the joint action 

taken by these civil society organizations on this issue.   

Another example of strengthened constituencies is evident in the WAMSSA pilot, where the 

policy SEA appears to have ñopened upò examination of the institutional mechanisms used to 

deal with regional planning and harmonization.  A considerable amount of time was spent in 

final validation workshops discussing the proliferation of regional initiatives.  This was a source 

of some concern and confusion.  A number of stakeholders were keen to see WAMSSA or at 

least its outcomes carried through beyond the completion of the World Bank project.  The 

argument made was that WAMSSA had created a substantial momentum for regional mining 

policy harmonization, and that this collaborative energy should not be lost.  Participants then 

discussed how best to institutionalize this new policy dialogue.  

There was a strong call from the stakeholder group for some kind of permanent, multi-

stakeholder constituency to keep the policy dialogue going.  Participants made clear their 
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frustration with the fact that the outcomes and recommendations of many previous reports and 

consultations seem to be instantly forgotten once the donor-funded project has been completed.  

Even work that has high-level government support can be stalled or shelved with changes in 

political leadership.  A policy or program may have the backing of a development partner or a 

particular administration, and then a change of decision-makers cause those priorities to shift. An 

example is the Sierra Leone pilot SESA, which provided useful recommendations, but saw 

mining reform set aside for around two years when a new government was elected.  

The proposal put forward by WAMSSA stakeholders is worthy of brief discussion.  Figure 2.1 

presents an example of an approach to building long-term environmental and social 

constituencies through the establishment of an implementation framework for the proposed 

World Bank $300 million West Africa Mineral Governance Program (WAMGP).  During 

consultation workshops, stakeholders called for the constituency mechanism established during 

WAMSSA to be expanded and adapted to become part of an advisory and social accountability 

role within the management of the WAMGP. This would be the purpose of the Regional Multi-

stakeholder Steering Committee placed in the top right hand corner of Figure 2.1. 

 

 

Figure 2.1:  Example of a Long-Term Constituency Proposal: The West Africa Mineral 

Governance Program Implementation Framework 
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This is one of the few examples from the six case studies of a carefully thought through attempt 

to build long-term constituency engagement linked to the task of environmental mainstreaming, 

which was also supported by a wide array of stakeholders.  Other pilots did tackle this issue, but 

with limited success.  For example, the Malawi Mineral Sector Review, and the incorporated 

Rapid SESA, managed to strengthen constituencies through the consultations and stakeholder 

workshop conducted relevant to specific mining sites. According to the evaluation, the Rapid 

SESA workshop created a more level playing field across actors, and encouraged some weaker 

and more vulnerable communities and NGOs to claim larger stakes in the development of the 

mining sector, generally, and in specific mining operations.  However, the strengthening of 

constituencies was considered to be temporary and had already tapered off at the time of the 

evaluation. 

Other pilots had relatively little success in strengthening broad-based, long-term constituencies.  

In the Hubei road transport planning case, for example, consultations only involved government 

agencies.  Recommendations from the SEA team relating to the establishment of a standing 

committee on environmental management of road networks were not met with enthusiasm by the 

responsible authority (the Hubei Provincial Communication Department)
33

. 

Finally, one outstanding and consistent conclusion from the cross-case analysis is that 

consultation and constituency-building requires considerable time and effort if it is to lead to 

changes in the way policies are developed.  Concerns were often expressed that ñone-offò 

consultation exercises, where consultants run ñsingle-day-one-roomò workshops, may not be the 

most effective approach for dealing with local people.  In the three mining pilots, it was 

suggested that consultation in mining communities that are remote from cities, and with a 

significant proportion of illiterate people, may require more preparation, longer ñface-to-faceò 

time and less intimidating surroundings.  The most frustrating example of poorly designed 

consultation strategy comes from the Dhaka metropolitan development planning case, where the 

evaluators found that a number of people who participated in SEA meetings could not remember 

ever having attended. 

2.2.3 Improving social accountability 

Social accountability is defined in the Evaluation Framework as ñbottom-upò, or demand-side 

accountability
34

. Demanding social accountability mechanisms is a task for environmental 

constituencies. 

Reinforcing social accountability is a key mechanism for improving environmental governance, 

and ensuring that policy SEA can have an influence beyond a discrete policy intervention. 

According to World Bank (2005), specific social accountability mechanisms are required in 

order to ensure that commitments made through policy design are implemented and last over 
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time. The Evaluation Framework and Ahmed and Sanchez-Triana (2008) make it clear that 

social accountability can be reinforced by the following methods: 

 - strengthening underlying legislation and implementation practices on information 

disclosure, public participation and access to justice; 

 - establishing institutions that create more transparency and supporting scrutiny of policy 

and implementation; 

 - institutionalizing participatory elements in the implementation of policies or 

management of natural resources; and 

 - strengthening long-term constituencies and policy advocacy networks. 

World Bank (2005) makes it clear that the mere balancing of stakeholder interests is not enough 

to guarantee improved social accountability.  In order to ensure that commitments made through 

policy design are implemented and last over time, specific social accountability mechanisms are 

required. 

Evaluators were asked to address improvements in social accountability by posing the following 

questions: 

 -  is there evidence of new or improved legislation on access to information, public 

participation or justice on environmental matters?  

 -  have institutional mechanisms for the implementation/enforcement of legislation on 

access rights been strengthened?  

 -  have mechanisms been put in place for stakeholder participation or involvement in 

strategic decision making, particularly weak and vulnerable stakeholders? 

 -  is there evidence of enhanced transparency and media scrutiny of policy decision 

making? 

Given that even the longest pilot was undertaken over a period of just less than two years, it is 

difficult to claim that the processes had a direct and permanent impact on social accountability.  

However, it is possible to consider the role of policy SEA as a catalyst of an institutional setting 

that makes policymakers more accountable for their decisions. 

Some of the countries in which the pilots took place have not always been amenable to public 

pleas for greater social accountability.  For example, the evaluation of the Hubei Road Network 

Plan SEA points out that decision-making in China is fundamentally centralized and highly 

political.  According to the evaluation, ñall plans prepared depend on political instructions ... and 

the leaders of various government departments would determine every key aspect of the plan.  
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The ultimate principle is that the leaders determine everything and this creates an unfavorable 

atmosphere for independent thinking, stakeholder consultations and impartial assessmentsò
35

.   

Other policy SEA pilot countries exhibit different problems that could inhibit attempts to 

improve conditions of social accountability. Some African countries, especially those recovering 

from conflict, were described by interviewed participants as being ñlow-trustò societies. It can be 

very difficult to build social accountability mechanisms in such countries, although on the 

positive side, there is sometimes considerable public demand for greater accountability and 

excitement when it actually takes place.  

Two examples from the pilots show small but significant steps forward in overcoming cynicism 

in the move towards improved social accountability.  In Malawi, against a background of deep 

mistrust, the efforts to collect and share information on key environmental and social concerns in 

the rapid SESA had a positive influence in terms of advancing the accountability agenda of civil 

society organizations working in the mining sector. Stakeholders also welcomed the 

recommendation to investigate the possibility for Malawi to join the Extractive Industry 

Transparency Initiative, which was seen as an important way of enhancing accountability. 

In the WAMSSA case, stakeholders from Liberia and Sierra Leone appreciated the policy SEA 

process because it had the potential to ñtake decisions away from mining companies and 

governmentsò.  It is a matter of fact that large mining companies often end up working directly, 

and in secret, with governments in their attempts to negotiate contracts that would allow 

favorable access to mineral deposits.  While powerful stakeholders are within their rights to 

negotiate under their own terms, public commitments to social accountability mechanisms such 

as multi-stakeholder processes can make it more embarrassing for mining companies, and 

possibly governments, to back out and resort to bilateral negotiation.  

The literature surrounding social accountability often focuses on the need to build or strengthen 

institutional mechanisms for ensuring that policy decisions are made in a more transparent 

fashion.  As was the case with constituency-building, such mechanisms need to be strong enough 

to ensure that there is long-term engagement with the idea of mainstreaming environmental 

concerns into policy development. Figure 2.1 presented a sophisticated proposal for an 

accountability framework associated with the upcoming West Africa Mineral Governance 

Program. This kind of accountability mechanism shows promise, because it would be closely 

associated with a program management system that is internal to the state
36

. As the Evaluation 

Framework argues, institutionalization is important as a way of overcoming one-time 

participation exercises which can perpetuate the idea that participation is a punctuated process. 
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While the proposed West Africa Mineral Governance Program accountability framework is 

encouraging, there are other more simple steps that can be taken to begin the process of 

improving social accountability.  For example, much was made in the evaluation of the Dhaka 

metropolitan development planning pilot of the fact that the final SEA report was not 

disseminated to stakeholders. In failing to provide feedback to the participants in the consultation 

process, the SEA missed an opportunity to strengthen learning, accountability and environmental 

constituencies, and might have contributed to a sense of frustration among participants that their 

input was not taken seriously. A direct quote from a civil society representative interviewed 

during the Dhaka pilot evaluation amplifies this point: 

 ñ[a]fter [the SEA], they should involve all the parties [é]; letôs make it an issue to 

government [é] and let them know that this is our common analysis [but] because of the 

fact that we were not involved in the afterward activities of this SEA, we donôt own it 

anymore, this is the bad side. We were involved, we were very eager and we were very 

optimistic, but my involvement was not taken into consideration [é] so that I donôt believe 

[the intervieweeôs organisation] is anymore strong part or strong participant or strong 

owner of that report. We could not pursue it because we donôt have a copy of it [é]; we 

thought that this particular report will give us a tool for our movementò  

Somewhat surprisingly, given the amount of money, time, and energy poured into SEA, this 

problem seems to be quite common.  SEA proponents often talk about the importance of 

consultation and constituency-building, but continue to treat participation exercises as discrete, 

one-off events.  A cynic would suggest that all the proponent wants out of consultation is to 

prove that it has been undertaken, and to show as much in a final SEA report.  Clearly, this kind 

of approach to participation is counterproductive if the idea is to improve social accountability in 

the long term. 

Policy SEA is also likely to indirectly influence social accountability. In the SESA pilot in Sierra 

Leone, the evaluator discovered that the SEA process had influenced the Justice for the Poor 

(J4P) initiative. This J4P program is examining practical interventions at the mining community 

level for promoting social accountability, such as improving knowledge about interactions 

between mining companies and local communities; and, strengthening institutional arrangements 

for structuring and governing relationships between mining companies and communities. 

According to the director of the program, "SESA was incredibly useful in providing sound 

arguments about the importance of developing further research and practical interventions to 

strengthen the accountability of the mining industry at the local level".    

In conclusion, some of the pilots exhibited tentative moves towards greater social accountability, 

but it is too early for the required institutional mechanisms to be put in place.   

2.2.4 Supporting social learning 

Social learning, the fourth of the key outcomes of policy SEA, relates to the broad processes of 

changing perceptions, values and priorities in society. More precisely, policy SEA attempts to 
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facilitate learning processes among key policymaking actors and stakeholders, either through 

incremental or technical learning (so-called single loop learning) or through more transformative 

and conceptual learning (so-called double loop learning) (see also Ahmed and Sanchez-Triana, 

2008).  

It is inherently difficult to measure the type and extent of social learning through a given 

intervention because of the slow nature of learning (which usually takes place over a period of 

several years). As a result, and as we shall see below, of the four outcomes of policy SEA, social 

learning has been the most complex one to demonstrate. 

Evaluators were asked to address the following questions of the pilots: 

1.  Who has learned? Is it primarily government officials and policy makers, or a broader set 

of societal actors?  

2.  What has been learned? Is it mainly technical learning, or have more fundamental 

problems and strategies been re-conceptualized? 

3.  Has the policy SEA pilot initiated or strengthened mechanisms for learning through: 

 *  inter-sector or multi-sector coordination procedures?  

 *  dialogues on policy reform that includes environmental and social perspectives and 

involves multiple stakeholders? 

 *  compensating potential losers of policy changes? 

 *  monitoring and evaluation creating feedback for policy and planning fine-tuning? 

 *  linking policy making with research communities? 

The pilot cases provided some limited answers to these questions.  In the Hubei road transport 

planning pilot, all those interviewed during the evaluation agreed that data sharing with regard to 

baseline analyses was the most useful aspect of this SEA pilot, and that learning was facilitated 

through this sharing. Part of the contextual background to this case is that institutional control of 

decision-making in China makes access to data very difficult.  Data is often treated as ñprivatelyò 

owned by government agencies, and SEA teams are required to purchase it from the relevant 

agency. This privatization of data was considered by the Hubei pilot evaluators to be an issue 

that could significantly constrain social learning in China. Consequently, the relatively open 

sharing of baseline data in the Hubei case was considered to be unusual, and led to technical 

learning on the part of participating institutional stakeholders.   

While institutional analysis was considered to be controversial in the Hubei pilot
37

, three 

respondents found it to be a useful part of SEA. Some stakeholders who participated in 

workshops indicated that they used aspects of the institutional analysis in their daily work, 

especially the overview of relevant laws and obligations for environmental management in road 
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planning.  A similar situation was evident in the Dhaka metropolitan development planning pilot, 

where the evaluation suggests that the policy SEA has had an indirect influence on the urban 

development process. It appears to have contributed to raising some limited awareness within the 

Capital Development Authority of the need for environmental assessment in order to take a more 

holistic approach to planning and urban development. 

Two of the African cases highlighted the role that policy SEA can play in enhancing social 

learning that is already underway.  For example in the evaluation of the Malawi policy SEA, 

interviews with government officials indicated that there was an increased understanding of: (i) 

the need for improved coordination between ministries in order to manage mining sector risks 

and opportunities; (ii) the fact that civil society organizations cannot be ignored, but need to be 

brought into the development process; and, (iii) the need for mechanisms for sharing of benefits 

from mining with local communities. The evaluators make it clear that this is evidence that a 

learning process has taken place, although it is difficult to distinguish the role played by the 

Rapid SESA.   

Interviews with stakeholders during a validation workshop in Sierra Leone provided evidence 

that WAMSSA had promoted new ways of thinking about the development of high-level policy.  

For example, institutional stakeholders from Guinea were confident that WAMSSA will provide 

a methodological approach for dealing with environmental and social issues in that country, and 

beyond the minerals sector. 

This brief summary of the role that the pilots have played in activating some form of social 

learning has shown that it is a difficult concept to operationalise, partly because it is broad and 

abstract.  What is needed is a more tangible concept of what learning means in the context of 

policy making, and how it can be measured.  This is elaborated in the following section.  

Table 2.1 summarizes the outcomes of the policy SEA pilots on raised attention to environmental 

and social priorities, strengthened constituencies and improved social accountability. The issue 

of social learning is redefined in the next section (2.2.5).
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Table 2.1 Summary of Policy SEA Outcomes (excluding social learning) 

 

Pilot Raised attention to environmental 

priorities  

Strengthened constituencies Improved social accountability 

Sierra Leone 

Strategic 

Environmental 

and Social 

Assessment 

Environmental and social priorities 

informed preparation of a loan to support 

mining reform. Priorities were selected by 

stakeholders in provincial workshops 

informed by the results of case studies and 

interviews.  National priorities were drawn 

from the provincial priorities, and validated 

by stakeholders in a national workshop.   

Initiated a multi-stakeholder dialogue on the 

environmental and social dimensions of 

mining sector reform. However, 

involvement of local mining communities 

and customary authorities in the dialogue 

was limited.  

SESA has influenced the Justice for the Poor 

(J4P) initiative in Sierra Leone.  J4P´s 

program has acknowledged SESA´s important 

contribution to its approach, which will foster 

public debate on issues of accountability. 

Hubei road 

transport 

planning 

Produced an overall holistic picture of the 

possible environmental impacts of planned 

transport projects. This outcome increased 

the awareness of senior managers at the 

Hubei Provincial Communication 

Department (HPCD) about macro-level 

environmental implications of the proposed 

development of road transport.   

No substantial impact on constituencies, 

although the relatively open sharing of 

baseline data in the Hubei case was 

considered to be unusual, and led to 

technical and social learning on the part of 

participating institutional stakeholders. 

No substantial impact on social accountability. 

West Africa 

Mineral Sector 

Strategic 

Assessment 

Contributed to improve dialogue over 

environmental and social issues, including 

quite elaborate techniques for involving 

local, national and regional stakeholders in 

the ranking of priorities.  

Built support around a regional approach 

for addressing environmental and social 

priorities in the context of mining reform. 

SEA process appears to have ñopened upò 

examination of the institutional mechanisms 

used to deal with regional planning and 

harmonization. 

Strengthening of civil society organizations 

working in the mining sector by promoting 

discussion on a regional agenda for mining 

reform.  

Stakeholders proposed a sophisticated ongoing 

ñmulti-stakeholder frameworkò that would 

become a ñhomeò for the policy dialogue 

begun during WAMSSA consultations.  It 

would include a series of multi-stakeholder 

bodies formed at the regional, national and 

local level to ensure transparent stakeholder 

participation and social accountability for 

mining development decisions. 
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Pilot Raised attention to environmental 

priorities  

Strengthened constituencies Improved social accountability 

Dhaka 

metropolitan 

development 

planning 

Identification of environmental priorities 

was based on a combined ranking of the 

SEA teamôs analytical assessment and 

selected stakeholdersô ratings of 

environmental concerns. However, these 

were not used to guide subsequent 

consultations and have not been addressed 

in the DAPs. 

Vulnerability and health aspects were 

poorly considered. 

The limited length of consultation initiatives 

provided little time for individual reflection 

and mutual understanding to develop. 

By not providing feedback to participants, 

the SEA process missed an opportunity to 

empower constituencies by providing them 

with a tool to demand accountability. 

SEA recommendations regarding institutional 

reform and improved accountability do not 

appear to have been taken forward by the 

Capital Development Authority, or any other 

national actor. 

 

Kenya Forests 

Act SEA 

Nation-wide stakeholder workshops 

facilitated ranking of environmental and 

social issues and priorities, and reinforced 

the need to adequately address these 

priorities. 

National consensus and validation by the 

formulation of the nation-wide Forest 

Policy Action Matrix. 

 

By bringing in local and arguably less 

powerful/influential stakeholders in the 

SEA-process (such as NGOs, CBOs, local 

community representatives) a more level 

playing field was created for the discussions 

and prioritization of actions. 

Marginal contribution to strengthening local 

constituencies through Community Forest 

Associations.  

Stakeholder workshops and open discussions 

brought up accountability issues as well as 

encouraged development of practices which 

may improve social accountability.With the 

formulation of the Forest Policy Action Matrix 

(in which government ministries and agencies 

commit themselves to a set of actions), the 

SEA provided stakeholders with a tool to hold 

government and other stakeholders to account.  

Malawi Rapid 

SESA 

Environmental and social priorities were 

discussed by stakeholders during a 

stakeholder workshop. However, time 

restrictions constrained the ability to fully 

examine priorities as part of the rapid 

SESA.   

The stakeholder workshop encouraged 
some weaker stakeholders, notably from 

civil society, to claim larger stakes in the 

mining sector reform process and in specific 

mining operations. 

Against a background of deep mistrust the 

efforts to collect and share information on key 

environmental and social concerns in the rapid 

SESA were small but highly relevant for 

strengthening social accountability.  
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2.2.5 Policy learning 

Social learning involves broad societal and collective processes of reframing and developing new 

understandings, as well as engaging in dialogue and reflection. The cross analysis of the pilot 

evaluations suggest that social learning in the context of policy SEA is better framed as ñpolicy 

learningò. Policy learning involves reflection and rethinking about policy making and problems, 

goals and strategies by those actors who are engaged as stakeholders in a policy process. The 

mechanism of policy learning can be understood as a cumulative process involving at least three 

stages: a) knowledge acquisition, b) knowledge interpretation, and c) knowledge 

institutionalization (Huber, 1991). 

A tangible way of conceptualizing policy learning in relation to SEA is to discuss its influence 

on policy capacities, policy horizons, and decision regimes. Changes in these underlying 

conditions of policy processes may be considered as concrete manifestations of policy learning 

taking place. Reflection and rethinking, for example, will expand policy capacities. Incorporating 

new ideas in the framing of policy problems will broaden policy horizons, and the evidence of 

this happening can be seen in  concrete changes in specific decision regimes.
38

 Affecting these 

underlying conditions of policy processes will in the end enable long term changes in actual 

policy decisions. Carden (2009) states: 

 ñThe crucial point about these three categories of influence is that they go well beyond 

changing particular policies. The most meaningful and lasting influence is less about 

specific policy change than about building capacity to produce and apply knowledge for 

better development results. This kind of influence can take years, or even decades, to take 

effect or become apparent. But it is no less important for thatò. 

In this report it is argued that the main process behind this influence is the learning mechanism.  

In other words, the policy learning process, involving knowledge acquisition, interpretation and 

institutionalization cumulatively helps to broaden policy horizons, enhance policy capacities and 

affect decision regimes. Based on this conceptualization, Table 2.2 tentatively applies, ex post, 

these categories to the pilots. Examples of expanded policy capacity from the pilots include 

fostering interaction across organizations and considering policy tradeoffs. Broadening policy 

horizons was evident in the pilots through the framing of policy problems in innovative ways 

(for example, WAMSSAôs regional approach); creating opportunities for dialogue through 

public participation processes; and the acknowledgment of policy ideas, values and perspectives 

from multiple stakeholders by establishing a process in which SEA priorities and 

recommendations were selected and validated by all stakeholders. Affecting decision regimes 
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 The typology of expanded policy capacities, broadened policy horizons and affected decision regimes is based on 

a five year study (2001-2005) undertaken by the International Development Research Centre (IDRC), an inquiry 

into how IDRCôs support for research influences public policy in developing countries.  The results of this study 

have affected how IDRC research projects are designed and evaluated. See Carden (2009). 
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through changing incentives and modifying decision rules affecting behavior was more a 

potential than an actual impact of the pilots given the short time span between the conclusion of 

the pilots and their evaluation.
 
However, significant potential was identified for the WAMSSA 

and Malawi pilots, moderate potential for the Hubei and Sierra Leone pilots, and moderate actual 

impacts were already identified for the Kenya pilot.
 
Table 2.2 presents a snapshot view of the 

influence that each of the pilots may have had on these three categories.   
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Table 2.2 Summary of the Influence of the Policy SEA Pilots on Policy Capacities, Policy Horizons and Decision Regimes  

Pilots Expansion of policy capacities Broadening of policy horizons Affecting decision regimes 

Sierra Leone 

Strategic 

Environmental 

and Social 

Assessment 

SESA had a significant impact on the design 

of the proposed World Bank Mining 

Technical Assistance Project (MTAP), which 

aims at facilitating the sustainable growth of 

the sector.  The SESA has also provided 

important data and information to the World 

Bankôs J4P initiative, aimed at strengthening 

community-level accountability. 

Discussions on key environmental and social 

issues in the context of preparing the mining 

reform incorporated multiple perspectives of 

mining and environmental sector authorities,    

donors, and civil society stakeholders at 

provincial and national levels.  

 

May affect decision regimes on access to 

land and water for mining activities, 

environmental management and benefits 

distribution of mining activities through 

implementation of the MTAP. 

Hubei road 

transport 

planning 

The SEA helped to strengthen environmental 

management at the HPCD which has 

established new criteria to examine 

environmental performance of its various 

departments. HPCD now also requires 

developers of various expressway projects to 

pay more attention to environmental issues. 

The pilot SEA stimulated more detailed 

monitoring of the overall development of the 

road network 

Although controversial, the institutional 

analysis provided suggestions for inter and 

intra institutional coordination which may 

influence HPCD organization over time. 

Data sharing with regard to baseline analyses 

was the most useful aspect of this SEA pilot, 

and learning was facilitated through this 

sharing. 

The HPCD management now pays more 

attention to environmental issues during 

the design stage of each road project. 

The SEA also indirectly contributed to a 

new circular, issued by the HPCD 

management, which encourages the 

enforcement of environmental protection 

requirements during expressway 

constructions. 

West Africa 

Mineral Sector 

Strategic 

Assessment 

The added value of a multi-stakeholder 

consultative framework at the local, national 

and regional levels has been established.  

Stakeholders discussed and validated policy 

recommendations to promote regional 

harmonization and transborder management of 

key environmental and socioeconomic issues 

associated with  mining in West Africa. 

WAMSSA clarified the link between regional 

harmonization/coordination and, enhancing 

governance by empowering national and local 

stakeholders.   

Stakeholders became committed to the idea of 

a regional cluster-based approach to mining 

policy in the three Mano River Union 

countries. 

West African governments accepted the 

WAMSSA proposal for a multi-

stakeholder framework which would 

become the World Bankôs West Africa 

Mineral Governance Program 

(WAMGP) accountability framework. 
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Pilots Expansion of policy capacities Broadening of policy horizons Affecting decision regimes 

Dhaka 

metropolitan 

development 

planning 

The Capital Development Authority (RAJUK) 

did not consider the SEA recommendations 

relevant. The Policy Note prepared for policy 

makers has yet not been approved by the 

Government of Bangladesh. 

The World Bank Country Office and RAJUK 

now recognise the need for capacity 

development within RAJUK through continued 

technical assistance. No technical assistance 

has however been offered to RAJUK to date. 

SEA process highlighted that RAJUK 

had a long way to go before it could 

fulfil its land use planning 

responsibilities and may thus have 

helped to narrow the focus of the 

proposed World Bank intervention. 

Kenya Forests 

Act SEA 

The SEA offered stakeholders an opportunity 

to better understand the possibilities and 

innovations in the new Forest Act, especially 

the opportunities  for rural communities to 

take charge of new forest user rights, and 

invest in enhanced forest management. 

 

The SEA contributed to increased 

understanding of the need for stakeholder 

involvement in planning and implementation of 

actions identified by key government ministries 

and agencies addressing forestry issues. 

Awareness raising of the need for inter-

sectoral/ministerial collaboration and 

implementation of the new Forest Act via 

implementation and follow-up of the Forest 

Policy Action Matrix. 

Informed implementation of new Forest 

Act, and gave impetus to finalization of 

the new national forest policy. 

Facilitated interpretation and awareness 

raising on the content of the new Forest 

Act (ñdevolution of user rights, 

investments, forest management for 

sustainable developmentò etc.) 

Supported long-term strengthening of 

Kenyaôs ability and capacity to manage 

and monitor forests sustainably.  

Malawi Rapid 

SESA 

No substantial impact on policy capacities Increased understanding of: (i) the need for 

improved coordination between ministries in 

order to manage mining sector risks and 

opportunities; (ii) the fact that civil society 

organizations cannot be ignored, but need to be 

brought into the development process; and, (iii) 

the need for benefit sharing from mining to 

local communities. 

There were no tangible changes in laws 

or policies at the time of the evaluation.  

However, the prospect for the rapid 

SESA and the broader Mineral Sector 

Review to have an influence on 

subsequent policy developments is 

substantial.  
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2.3 Enabling and Constraining Factors for Achieving Policy SEA Outcomes 

2.3.1 Introduction to the issue of context  

The analysis presented in the previous section indicates that policy SEA outcomes varied 

substantially across the countries. Examining why policy SEA appears to have succeeded in 

some circumstances and not in others requires an analysis of the context within which each pilot 

took place and how the pilot adapted to that context. 

The World Bank literature that helped to establish the concept of policy SEA stresses the 

importance of understanding contextual factors as the ñdriversò that either enable or constrain the 

ability of policy SEA to influence outcomes. This is also true for other SEA approaches.  This 

argument is supported by recent reviews of other attempts to mainstream environmental thinking 

into development policy. For example, Dalal-Clayton and Bass (2009) have undertaken an 

international survey of the use of mainstreaming tools in developing countries. Mid-way through 

their work, however, they realized that the ñmain lesson from the country survey work was that 

respondents were more exercised on issues of context ï the mainstream drivers of change, the 

constraints to influencing them, and the associated political and institutional challenges ï than 

the technical pros and cons of individual toolsò
39

.  In another recent case study of environmental 

mainstreaming, Brown and Tomerini (2009) argue that effective environmental mainstreaming 

within a developing country has to involve understanding of both structure and process of policy 

and plan making within the country.   

The rest of this section focuses on discussing the contextual factors that either enable or 

constrain achievement of policy SEA outcomes. The cross-case analysis suggests that there are at 

least six contextual factors that are worthy of discussion. These are a mix of historical, political, 

economic, social, cultural and institutional determinants. 

2.3.2 Ownership 

All of the pilot evaluations comment on the importance of ownership of the SEA process in some 

fashion (see table 2.3).  Ownership needs to be addressed in the relationship between the 

donor/multilateral and the partner countries on the one hand, and internally in partner countries 

within governments and key constituencies on the other. It also needs to be addressed internally 

within the donor/multilateral agency that promotes policy SEA. 

As pointed out by the evaluators, lack of ownership has had a negative impact on the 

effectiveness of some of the pilot SEAs in terms of their influence on the policy process. In 

addition, national ownership of the policy SEA process is important in the light of agreements 

under the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, where partner countries commit to ñexercise 

leadership in developing and implementing their national development strategiesò (Ä14) and 

donors to ñrespect partner country leadership and help strengthen their capacity to exercise itò 
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(Ä15). It is also important in relation to the commitment of donors to ñincrease alignment with 

partner countriesô priorities, systems and proceduresò (Ä3).  

Turning first to the partner governments, the evaluations indicate a continuum of interest in the 

policy SEA processes from the partner governments, ranging from polite acceptance at one end, 

through to thinly veiled hostility at the other. Unfortunately in none of the pilot cases was there 

evidence of strong local ownership, with the possible exception of WAMSSA where ownership 

of the policy dialogue opened up by WAMSSA was found in civil society organizations. This 

leads to the question as to what the prerequisites might be for good local ownership, and how can 

they be met?  

In the Dhaka metropolitan development planning case, local ownership was clearly missing. This 

led the evaluators to suggest that there are three main preconditions before a country can be 

considered to be ñreadyò to accept the responsibilities of running effective policy SEA.  These 

are: sufficient capacity and training to understand the concept of SEA; incentives to consider the 

results and recommendations of SEA; and, sufficient capacity to allow for adequate process 

integration of the SEA in policy and sector reform.  This is setting a high bar for some of the less 

robust partner countries, although it does provide donors and multilaterals with direction for 

targeting capacity building assistance and determining whether policy SEA would be the most 

effective way to achieve environmental mainstreaming objectives. 

Sector ownership is a critical condition for policy SEA effectiveness. In the pilots, for example, 

the Sierra Leone SESA was steered by an inter-sectoral committee led by the environment 

agency, NACEF. Ownership of SESA by mining authorities was further weakened because the 

decision to house the SEA in NACEF came from the Presidentôs office. WAMSSA, on the other 

hand, was steered by a Committee made up of sector national authorities and sector 

representatives of regional integration organizations. This greatly facilitated the support provided 

by mining authorities in West Africa to the WAMSSA process and recommendations. For 

example, in a meeting held in Ouagadougou
40

, the WAMSSA multi-stakeholder process was 

adopted as the social accountability mechanism for the West Africa Mineral Governance 

program to support mining reform in West Africa.   

Another example of the importance of identifying a suitable ñownerò of policy SEA processes is 

illustrated by lessons from the Dhaka metropolitan development planning case. Here, the 

evaluators claimed that the unwillingness of the Capital Development Authority (RAJUK) to 

fully cooperate with the SEA team was a contributing factor in the reorientation of the SEA 

process away from its initial impact-centered approach, to a greater focus on planning 

institutions. The evaluation goes on to state that the failure by the World Bank to seek a new 

local counterpart agency at this stage was a key weakness of the overall policy SEA process.  It 

is important to determine up front in the SEA process, that the policy proponent ï who should be 
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