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SUMMARY 
 

Objective: 

The objective of Deliverable D 5.2 is to provide an overview of the methodology to carry out the first 

phase of the IA analysis, the qualitative one. 

 

Rationale: 

The work on impact assessment in SOCIOEC aims to determine the social and economic effects of 

those management measures that have been identified within the project. It is central to the project, 

as the aim of any policy interventions is to provide benefits (positive impacts) that exceed any 

possible disadvantages (negative impacts).  

 

The work on impact assessment in SOCIOEC (WP5) will mainly consist of two parts (beside the 

literature review and the conclusions-ranking analysis): the qualitative IA and the quantitative. The 

qualitative analysis aims at identifying in a general overview of the fishery under analysis, which 

could be the potential impacts (in social, economic and, eventually, biological terms) of the relevant 

fisheries management measures. 

 

Teams involved in deliverable writing:  

Institute for Economic Research in Fishery and aquaculture, IREPA     Italy 
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1. Introduction 
The work on impact assessment in SOCIOEC aims to determine the social and economic effects of 

those management measures that have been identified within the project as able to tackle the main 

failures of the CFP . It is central to the project, as the aim of any policy interventions is to provide 

benefits (positive impacts) that exceed any possible disadvantages (negative impacts). The objective 

of the IA analysis is, indeed, to measure the expected positive and negative impacts that have been 

identified  

The recent improvements and development around the IA methodologies go more and more toward 

the concept of a Sustainability Impact Assessment (SIA) – (1). 

A SIA should be based on some key principles, of which the most important are: 

 The three sustainable dimensions integrated into the analysis; considering short and long-

term effects; considering the spatial impacts and possible conflict among global, regional and 

local objectives; 

 Considering also “soft” forms of analysis (risk that “hard” methodologies, i.e. cost-benefits 

and other quantitative form of analysis, prevail on qualitative forms, especially when taking 

into account environmental and social considerations); 

 Stakeholder involvement: increases awareness of the wider implications of policies and 

counterbalance the methodological limits of monetising impacts.  

Within the SOCIOEC project the IA will be an integrated one, using different tools according to the 

different stage of the analysis and to the type of assessment desired. This will result in a mix of 

qualitative and quantitative methods (1). 

Based on this and on the EU guidelines (2) on IA analysis (including these concepts), the core of the 

IA of the SOCIOEC project has been organised as a three-step analysis: 

1. the first one, the qualitative IA (task 5.2), is mainly based on “soft” form of analysis, in other 

words on qualitative methodologies. According to the classification of tools described in (1), 

the qualitative analysis will mainly use participatory tools, i.e. focus group and interviews. 

This tools have been widely addressed in Deliverable 3.1 (3). The general methodology to be 

followed is  object of the present document; 

2. the second (task 5.3) and the third (task 5.4) steps being exclusively based on “hard” 

methodologies, i.e. quantitative assessments (simulations, cost-benefit analysis). 

The qualitative analysis carried out under task 5.2 will address three different specific objectives: 

a) identify, in a general framework, all the potential social, economic and ecological effects of the 

proposed new policy options in a scenario approach; 

b) identify the most important social, economic and ecological potential effects; 

c) discuss and draw some conclusions on non-quantifiable impacts (mainly on social aspects). 

 

An important part of the work in the qualitative impact assessment is the identification of the most 

appropriate qualitative method (focus groups, semi structured interviews desk reviews, etc…) to be 

applied in each specific CS. 

Within the IA carried out in the SOCIOEC project, the qualitative IA analysis can play different roles, 

according to data availability, to the available qualitative knowledge (literature and/or expertise) of 

the phenomenon object of the assessment. The qualitative IA (task 5.2) can be preparatory to the 
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quantitative IA (task 5.3) or can stand alone.  

Where data availability allows to run quantitative simulations, the qualitative phase will play as a 

pre-screening of the scenarios that will be quantitatively assessed (task 5.3) by mean of the selected 

bio-economic model at CS level (1) and (4).  

On the other hand, there would probably be fishery for which an in-depth quantitative analysis 

cannot be carried out for lack of data series (economic, biological and transversal) needed to run the 

selected bio-economic models. In this case the qualitative IA analysis would stand alone. 

 

2.Scenario approach as the basis for the IA: a reminder for a good start 
 

In order to carry out the IA analysis, even if only dealing with the qualitative phase, it is important to 

identify the policy options that would allow to achieve the objectives (general and specific) 

previously (WP2) identified. 

The identification of the main causes of failures of the CFP along with the objectives definition will 

form the basis for the identification of the most appropriate policy instruments. This will represent 

the main output in order to define the potential scenarios. 

Following the EU guidelines on IA analysis, the process of identification of future policy options able 

to achieve the objectives set out in collaboration with relevant stakeholder should include: 

 the “no policy change” baseline scenario (needed to judge the impact of new policy options 

against the present scenario); 

 improved implementation/ enforcement; in some cases (e.g. lack of right incentives, 

governance failures) perhaps only an improvement in the implementation/enforcement 

process is needed (this means higher management costs and probably different fishermen 

behaviour/responses); 

 self- and co-regulation.  

 

Of course, it can happen that a brand new policy option will be tested (new typology, e.g. from effort 

restriction to catch restriction). 

In identifying the most appropriate policy options it is important to take into account that options 

should be complete and sufficiently well developed to allow to differentiate them on the basis of 

their performance against the relevant criteria of effectiveness, efficiency and coherence with 

objectives (whose assessment will be the focus of task 5.4). 

 

3. Identification of all the potential effects 
 

Following the EU guidelines on IA, in a first phase the qualitative analysis (task 5.1) carried out under 

WP5 will identify, all the potential social, economic and ecological, intended and unintended, impacts 
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that are likely to occur as a consequence of implementing the proposed management measures at CS 

level.  

According to the EU guidelines, the qualitative IA analyses can be carried out drawing on expertise 

available, desk reviews of existing research, studies and evaluations, possibly enriched by involving 

outside experts, and by using the results of consultations with stakeholders. 

The identification of this effects will be made by providing an answer to a set of questions on 

possible impacts that are considered likely to be caused by the implementation of the new measures.  

The first step in deciding whether these impacts need special attention in the IA will be to take into 

account for example of past experience, observation of markets, political developments, and 

preliminary contacts with stakeholders (2). Consultation with stakeholders and with fishery experts 

(internal and/or external to the project) represents an important integration of the existing 

knowledge and expertise available (desk review) and is one of the main pillar of the SIA (1).  

The best instrument to gather the opinion of stakeholders and fishery experts is the focus group (3) 

and (5) even if also singular interview can be used to obtain the desired information. 

The main instrument of analysis will be a set of questions. Questions will be possibly distinguished 

depending on whether the impacts are related to the purely social or economic dimension but also 

between direct or indirect as well as intended and unintended impacts. This approach will hopefully 

result in a comprehensive picture of the potential effects of the proposed new policy options. It is 

also important to identify who is affected by the impacts and when. The result will be a 

comprehensive and general picture of all the potential effects of the proposed new policy options.  

The following table contains an example of a set of questions, splitting them into three main 

dimension (economic, social and environmental), but also considering the difference between direct 

or indirect impacts, intended and unintended impacts.  
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Example of the set of questions for a first qualitative evaluation of the application of policy option X. 

Type of impact Questions to be answered (in a focus group, by 

expert knowledge, through desk reviews, etc…) 

YES or NO Direct or indirect Intended or unintended 

Economic Does the application of the policy option X have 

impact on the price formation? 

   

Does it have significant consequences for the 

financial situation of individuals / households, 

both in the short and in the long run?  

   

Social Does the application of the policy option X 

facilitate new job creation?  

   

Does it lead directly or indirectly to a loss of 

jobs?  

   

Biological Does the application of the policy option X have 

an impact on the target fish of the specific fleet 

segment? 

   

Or does it have impacts also on the exploitation 

of other fish stocks? 

   

N.B. Leave space to stakeholders or experts to identify possible impacts not foreseen by the standard set of questions predetermined at CS level
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4. Identification of the most important impacts 
 

Once all the possible impacts have qualitatively been identified (in step1), the second step will 

consist in identifying the most important impacts. This will be done, again, by mean of desk reviews, 

expertise available and consultation with stakeholders, ranking them by assigning scores based on 

three different characteristics, such as probability of happening, magnitude and wideness of impact 

(who is addressed). In particular, we will: 

 assign likelihoods (e.g. low, medium or high probability) that the impact will occur (or 

conversely the risk that the impact will not occur); 

 assess and estimate the magnitude of each impact.  

 identify the addresses of the impacts  

 

As suggested by the EU guidelines, the results of this qualitative assessment will be presented by 

means of a matrix where the rows are represented by those that are considered to be the main 

actions of the policy options while the columns are represented by the main types or categories of 

impact (organised according to a time horizon where possible). Indeed, in identifying impacts it is 

important to consider both short-term and long-term impacts.  

Each cell of the matrix will be filled by indicating the likelihood of the impact (certain, probable, 

unlikely), the magnitude of the impact (high or low). Furthermore, the affected populations or 

addresses1 as well the timescale over which the impacts are expected to occur should be reported. 

Hence, the wideness of the impact (on singular individuals or on the society at large)will be scored 

while the timescale will be considered as columns of the matrix. 

 

An example of the ranking  matrix can be the following. The table consider the impacts of two 

different actions. Let assume that we want to assess the impacts of the application of a new policy 

option, namely the application of a new effort measure, ITE on the number of jobs. The specific 

Action 1, will be to set the ITE at 150 DAS (days at sea) for each vessel.  

 New policy option: ITE 

 Action 1: ITE= 150 DAS 

 Impact 1: what is the impact on the number of jobs? 
 

We can suppose that the impact on the number of jobs will be probable, medium impact  and the 

impact (economic) will be on the fishermen households income. 

                                                           
1 It is important to take into account that a proposal can have impacts on different different social and 
economic groups. For example it may be beneficial for consumers, but have costs which fall mainly on 
enterprises. There may also happen that the impact will be different within a given group (e.g. between small 
and large companies/vessels). 
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Example of the matrix for the selection of the most important impacts (ranking) 

 Short-medium run Long run 

Impacts 

Actions 

Impact 1 Impact 2 ……. Impact n Impact 1 Impact 2 ……. Impact n 

Action 1 a) Probable 

b) Medium 

magnitude 

c) Households of the 

fishery object of the 

measure 

      ……………  

Action 2 a) Certain 

b) High magnitude 

c) All fishermen 

households 

……….   ……… ………. ……………  

         

Action n ………. ……….   ………. ……….   
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5.Scoring impacts of the matrix 
 

The matrix can help in selecting the most important impacts that will probably represent the 

scenarios on which the quantitative analysis carried out during task 5.3 will be focused (if the 

qualitative analysis is preliminary to the quantitative one). 

The importance of an impact will be assessed on the basis of the elements previously identified.  

We can decide to assign a score to each element in different way.  

An example can be to assign the following scores: 

 Likelihood: Certain=2, probable=1, unlikely impact=0 

 Magnitude: High=2; Medium=1; Low=0 

 Addressees: Society at large=2, households=1, specific individuals=0 

 

According to the above example, we can suppose that the impact on the number of jobs (Impact 1) 

of the application of an ITE set at 150 DAS (Action 1) will be probable (=1), have a medium impact 

(=1) and the (economic) impact will be on the fishermen households income (=1). 

The score of impact 1 will be 1+1+1=3 

 

Another way to assess the importance can be to make the ranking impacts from low likelihood/low 

magnitude/limited impact through to high likelihood/high magnitude/large impact, giving the highest 

score to the combination with the highest level for all the three elements. 

 

6.Non quantifiable impacts 
 

The application of a new policy option can have impacts on social aspects. Usually the social 

dimension and the effects of policies on it are not easily reducible to quantitative or monetary terms. 

In this cases, the qualitative IA analysis can help, especially by mean of participatory tools (i.e. focus 

group and interviews), to discuss and draw some conclusions on these non-quantifiable impacts. 
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