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1. Introduction

Over the last years, the use of Social Impact Assessments (SIAs) has gained academic and social attention. SIA is conceived as being: ‘the process of identifying and managing the social issues of project development’ (Vanclay et al., 2015). To better understand perceptions of the term, this thesis tries to find out how the term Social Impact Assessment is perceived within big hydraulic infrastructure projects and whether the more ‘soft’ or social side of engineering is gaining ground among engineers and contractors. The main research question: ‘How can social impacts be taken into account in the planning and design phase of infrastructure projects’ is researched through interviews with key practitioners. Interviews were conducted with practitioners in the field of development banking, export credit insurance, dredging and SIA consultancy. The interviews led to greater clarity about how to embed SIAs within big hydraulic infrastructure projects. 
Next to the interviews, a gap analysis of the SIA on the Nicaragua Canal is conducted. The construction of a Nicaragua Canal, which will connect the Pacific Ocean with the Atlantic Ocean (a length of 260km), will substantially change patterns within global trade (Yip & Wong, 2015). Crossing through farmlands, the canal will require the replacement of approximately 30,000 persons, causing severe social impacts. To apply for local permits HKND Group commissioned ERM, a major international consultancy firm,  to conduct an Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) on this project (ERM, 2015b). ESIAs are done to determine and manage environmental and social risks associated with planned interventions and to create transparency for investors (Esteves, Franks, & Vanclay, 2012) and are a combination of an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and a Social Impact Assessment (SIA). An ESIA can be explained as a SIA contributed by an Environmental impact study. The case study/gap analysis on the conducted SIA tries to acknowledge and support the perceived gaps stated by key practitioners with evidence from the field. 
As a main result, this thesis tries to shed light on the gaps within SIA practice and illuminate its future role. It is important to note that this thesis is executed for Witteveen+Bos, a Dutch engineering and consultancy company involved in SIA consultancy. 

1.2 
Problem statement

Over the years, international standards and theories about the execution of proper Social Impact Assessments (SIA’s) have increased. Examples are the IFC Performance Standards, the Equator Principles and Vanclay et al.’s Guiding Principles (Vanclay et al., 2015). The application and internalisation of these standards and norms is subject to discussion. A lot of standards are not backed up by international binding laws causing projects to cause adverse social impacts and rumour in the international media. Standards are often not mandatory and the application of them is only guaranteed by either financial institutions, project developers or local governments. Too often projects still cause negative social impacts, examples are multiple; the Agua Zarca dam in Honduras (SOMO, 2016), the expansion of the Suez Canal in Egypt (Hazekamp et al., 2016) and many more. This is bad news for the local inhabitants that seem to have a weak profile (Zuidema, 2016) in many cases, but bad media coverage because of negative social impacts also causes severe damage on the part of the developer’s image. To better understand the impacts of a project, prior to its execution, a framework on how to conduct a SIA is absolutely necessary. Frameworks are omnipresent but are the extensive recommendations in these frameworks translated into proper action? To test this, interviews with key practitioners are conducted and a case study on the SIA of the Nicaragua Canal is done. By scrutinizing and comparing international standards with the Nicaragua Canal SIA, the thesis highlights the gap between practice and academics and to present practical recommendations that can be used within future SIAs. Expert interviews were conducted to contribute to a better understanding of the term, its weaknesses and future improvements. The outcomes contribute to a better understanding on how Social Impacts can be taken into account in the planning and design phase of infrastructure projects.
The main objectives are to:

· analyse the social impact assessment and conduct a peer review of one of the world’s biggest infrastructure projects; the Nicaragua Canal and indicate the gaps within this SIA. 

· scrutinize the use and perception of the Social Impact Assessment as a tool in major hydraulic infrastructure projects.

· sketch the likely future role for the execution of SIA in major hydraulic infrastructure projects.
1.3 
Conceptual model

The conceptual model, in Figure 1, visualises the distillation process that is used to come from a problem towards the eventual result of this thesis.
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Figure 1. Conceptual model
1.4 
Research questions

Main research question:

- How can social impacts be taken into account in the planning and design phase of hydraulic infrastructure projects?
Sub questions

General

1. What is the general planning and design process in big infrastructure projects?

2. What are Social Impact Assessments?

3. What international standards apply regarding SIA and who guarantees the quality of the SIA?

Nicaragua Canal

4. In what phase were Social Impacts taken into account in the Nicaragua Canal? 

5. What are the main obstacles, or points of conflict, concerning the implementation of the Nicaragua Canal as represented by the SIA done by ERM? 

6. Is the SIA on the Nicaragua Canal in line with international best practice? 
Future

7. Do the gaps, perceived by the interviewees, overlap with the gaps that were present in the Nicaragua case?

8. Can the use of a SIA as a precautionary tool be better incorporated within hydraulic infrastructure projects specifically? 
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1.5 
Scope

The scope of the thesis is on a global level with an exemplary case study on the SIA of the Nicaragua Canal. 

1.6 
Thesis Outline

In chapter 2, the theoretical framework, the role of the Social Impact Assessment is discussed and concepts are defined. In chapter 3, Methods, the methodology of the thesis is described: the forms of data collection are explained and accounted for. In chapter 4, case study, the case of the Nicaragua canal is introduced. In chapter 5, Results, the collected data is analysed on the national and local level and answers to the research’s sub-questions are given. In chapter 6, conclusion and discussion, an answer is given on the main research question and the results are discussed. In this part, guidelines for SIA in hydraulic infrastructure projects, that will be practically applicable, will be given. Recommendations for further research will also be given. 
2. Theoretical Framework

In this chapter, the international literature on Social Impact Assessment (SIA) will be discussed. The understanding of SIA cannot be done without the understanding of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and their mutual use in an ESIA. The goal is to elicit the main components that are required in current good practice of SIAs in particular and to pinpoint these on hydraulic infrastructure projects and their potential impact. Impact Assessments are generally used for our ex-ante evaluation; the pretesting of our actions and the understanding of their consequences. Impact Assessments are defined by Becker (1997, p.141) as: ‘the process of identifying the future consequences of a current or proposed action.’ To be able to make a clear distinction between EIAs and SIAs, both concepts are introduced in the next part, beginning with the EIA. Although SIAs will be the main point of discussion in this paper, it is necessary to explain their environmental counterpart as well because SIAs are often jointly conducted in the context of an ESIA. Central within the discussion of the terms are their definition, process and purpose. What is meant with the term? How should the process of conducting the Impact Assessment be structured? And what is the purpose of conducting these Impact Assessments? But, before we discuss the theories behind EIAs and SIAs, it is important to have a better understanding of the process of projects in which the social and environmental impacts are assessed.

2.1 
The design process

This section elaborates on the design process of big infrastructure projects to ultimately understand where in this process the SIA is conducted and to understand how the SIA relates to other steps that the contractor or developer has to take. A central goal in this section is to find out how infrastructure developments, especially dredging activities, are structured and to understand how their general planning and design process looks like. 
To understand the chronology and processes of big infrastructure, we refer to Reside’s (2007) ‘infrastructure project development cycle’ which describes the process of infrastructure development in detail. The cycle gives an understanding of the role played by (E)SIAs and second of all it creates transparency about general infrastructure project processes. In the cycle, it is beneficial to understand the influence of stakeholders. Generally speaking, infrastructure developments deal with a very broad range of stakeholders and interests. Once a company is assigned to a certain project and the general idea/target of the project is clear, the first necessary step is the assessment of involved stakeholders. With the increased participation of the private sector as described by Zhang (2005), the complexity of stakeholder involvement increases and a thorough description or understanding of the project development cycle becomes necessary to maintain transparency (Reside, 2007). In figure 2, the project development cycle is visualized and in the following section we will discuss its steps.
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Figure 2. The project development cycle (Reside, 2007)

The infrastructure project development cycle can be divided into three phases according to Reside (2007), namely the pre-investment phase, the investment phase and the post-investment phase:

A. The Pre-investment phase

In this phase the goal and idea of the project are already set by the contractor and it is the task of the developer to initiate the project. The phase consists out of four distinguishable steps:

1. A first step in this phase is the project’s concept or the project identification, which involves the creation of transparency in the project’s targets. Which stakeholders are involved? What is the exact demand from the different stakeholders? This phase results in the determination of existing needs, the establishment of concepts to overcome potential deficiencies, the identification of technical, environmental and economic considerations of the project, the examination of alternative ways to achieve the objectives and the identification of resources (Reside, 2007). Interesting to note is that social considerations are not taken into account in the identification phase described by Reside (2007). A feature also noticed in the conducted expert interviews, elaborated in the result section. The project identification phase eventually results in an initial project design. Within this design the desired demand of the stakeholders is given form.

2. Next to the project identification, the project preparation is conducted. In this preparation the project’s objectives, timetable and principal issues are identified. Goal of this stage is to cover the full range of institutional, economic and technical issues that are of relevance. This also requires the examination of influential governmental policies and a reassessment of the projects’ technical and institutional activities. In the end of the project preparation phase the documents required to support the project, namely the job descriptions, budget, funding papers and procedures are finalized.

3. The feasibility phase is the next step in a project’s pre-investment phase. The project’s overall potential viability is examined, using the information gathered at the preparation stage and elaborating on this information in seven modules (Reside, 2007):

1. The market module examines the demand for the goods and services of a project and the supply condition of materials during the project’s life. 

2. The engineering module is concerned with the quantities and prices of inputs, the project’s size, design and location. A central component of this module is the assessment of environmental impacts caused by inputs, outputs or technology.

3. The manpower module examines the project’s technical and administrative requirements. 

4. The financial module is the first integration of technical and financial variables. A cash flow profile of the project is made which identifies all incomes and expenditures during a project’s lifetime.

5. The economic module examines the project from the entire economy’s point of view. Goal is to examine the influence of the project on a region’s or country’s economy. 

6. The social module identifies and quantifies the project’s impact on its stakeholders and on particular groups in society. The SIA can be part of this module.

7. The institutional module deals with the institutions present in the project area. It examines whether local facilities and capabilities are properly used, whether changes in the institutional setup are needed and whether the company’s own management is properly organized and equipped to handle the project.

8. The environmental module examines the environmental impact of the project, the required mitigation measures and the costs and facilities needed to mitigate these impacts. The EIA can be part of this module.

Research shows that the economic performance is given highest priority in current project feasibility studies and less attention is given to social and environmental performances of the project (Shen et al., 2010).

4. As a last step in the pre-investment phase the negotiations for project approval and financing are to be met. The project is examined to see if it meets the financial, economic, environmental and social criteria set by the government or financial institution, a step in which the ESIA is approved or not. This final part of the project appraisal is meant to improve the accuracy of taken measures and to secure the nature of financing. This ensures that the project can proceed to the next phase. At the end of this negotiation phase the decision to approve or disapprove a project is made.
B. The investment phase

Once the feasibility study has convinced decision-makers to approve a project, the creation of a detailed financing and developing project design is a project’s next major step. The investment phase exists of the detailed engineering/final project plan on the one hand and the project implementation on the other.

Detailed project design
Once the project is approved for implementation the design tasks are completed in more detail. Expenditures on detailed specifications are warranted, tasks are determined, the basic program is provided, priorities in functions are set and resources, such as manpower, are determined. In this process schedules and operating plans follow the blueprints for construction. After completion of this process the project is again criticized and reviewed for its final approval.
Project Implementation

The project implementation is generally divided into three time periods:

1. An investment period; when major investments are made

2. A development period, when production capacity is built up

3. The period of full implementation; resources are allocated and the project is made operational also called the ‘construction phase’.

At this stage proper planning is essential to prevent delays, implementation problems are almost always present due to planning mistakes or changes in the political or economic environment.

C. The Post-investment phase

After the investment phase all major investments have been done and it is time for the real project operation. At this point the project’s benefits are generated. This phase exists contains the execution of the plans discussed above. An important aspect of this face is the Mid-term and Ex-Post project evaluation to see whether the predicted performances are in line with the actual performance, an evaluation often done by the local government in association with the project developer. This can be done during the project (mid-term) and a final detailed evaluation is done after the project is finished (ex-post). To support the evaluations audits should be conducted immediately after the construction phase. The goal of these evaluations is to draw lessons that can be taken into account with future projects.
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2.2 
Introduction to Environmental Impact Assessments 

Origin and history
Already before 1970, studies similar to the contemporary Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) were conducted (Clark, 1983). These mainly occurred in socialist countries and in the nuclear energy industry to predict the theoretical possibilities and consequences of major accidents (Atomic Energy Commission, 1957). These Assessments were of a highly technical nature, not accessible to the public and often classified. Early attempts to take environmental factors into consideration within decision-making processes were crude and often based upon Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA). CBA expressed all impacts in terms of resource costs, valued in monetary terms but didn’t take non-monetary items into account (Clark, 1983). Up to the 1960’s, a number of major developments were assessed using CBA techniques. Flaws within these CBA techniques, e.g. the lack of social involvement, caused public distrust and a new approach was developed; the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) (Clark, 1983). The idea of taking environmental impacts into account is something that has been done for many decades but the concept, and tool, originates from the U.S. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, 1969). EIA obliged Federal Agencies to prepare EIAs prior to any major action that would significantly impact the environment. Furthermore the Federal Agencies were required to publish the EIAs as public documents, assuring transparency and contributing to public trust (Munn, 1979). The main objective of the NEPA was to identify the unintended an intended effects of planned interventions on communities and environment in order to ensure project sustainability (Burdge, 2003). The NEPA has been referred to as the Magna Carta for the environment in the United States (Canter, 1996), but in its beginning years the scientific field had some concerns and problems with the new act. These concerns are listed below:

1. scientists had the idea that the institutional framework concerning EIAs was erected before a scientific base was established;

2. scientists from different disciplines were not accustomed to working together, whereas EIA required a report of multidisciplinary nature, forcing different disciplines to work together; 

3. and scientists were not accustomed to public scrutiny of their analyses. Their documents were usually only published within their academic network and to an eventual client but never before where they obligated to make them public. (Munn, 1979). 
Over time these feelings were overcome, leading to a reduced feeling of uncertainty in the scientific field (Munn, 1979). The interest in environmental issues has been remarkable over the last years. A major catalyst of this increased interest and support was provided by the 1987 Brundtland Report (Brundtland et al., 1987). To catalyse the Report’s outcomes a set of international meetings, seeking to accelerate the input, were organised in the past decades. Good examples are the Rio Summit in 1992, the Kyoto Protocol in 1997, Paris’ United Nations Climate Change Conference of 2015, the RIO +20 conference and the Millennium development goals as its most recent successor. Much of the discussion on EIA and on sustainable development is about the better management of current activity in harmony with the environment (Glasson et al., 2013). This is done through adaptive measures and mitigation; ‘avoid the potential harmful effects of future developments on the environment at the planning stage’ (Glasson et al., 2013). 
Conceptualising EIA

After this discussion on the origins of EIA and what triggered its development over the past few decades, this section tries to define the term itself. For this definition we first identify what is meant by the term ‘environment’. Willard (IOC, 1974) listed some principles that are of importance when trying to understand the term environment.

1. Everything affects everything else; some effects are indirect and random while others are direct and linear.

2. Despite this uncertainty the world can be simplified by subdividing it into boxes or ecosystems. Inputs to and outputs from ecosystems are to be included in any analyses.

3. Assimilative capacity: each ecosystem has an assimilative capacity for cycling and absorbing substances such as energy, heat and momentum. The assimilative capacity is not constant but is a function of the time and the substance being cycled. Pollution occurs when the input into an ecosystem exceeds the output for a sufficient length of time. 

4. All ecosystems have limits beyond which a system collapses; outer limits. The width within which the ecosystem can exist is an indication of its resilience.

5. Carrying capacity: each ecosystem has a carrying capacity which is its potential to produce energy, water and matter, measured by the maximum biomass that the system can support. The food obtained by man is of course only a small fraction of its biomass.

6. Diversity: each species in an ecosystem has its specific role to play, reducing the diversity may lead to a reduction in resilience.

7. Ecosystems change slowly.

All these characteristics contribute to our understanding of the term Environment in Environmental Impact Assessment and thus so contribute to the way we use this tool and know its characteristics. But to understand the meaning and implication of the term EIA in its own paradigm, instead of a dictionary interpretation of its singular words, is another task. Is it even useful to even strive for a clear definition of the term? This thesis considers it necessary to come to a common understanding and definition of the terminology as a basis for further discussion, being aware that a definition can be interpreted in different ways and that it might not contain all exceptions. The effort made to define terms is also a major source for discussion about the entire paradigm and contributes to the paradigm’s richness. By scrutinizing the interpretation and definition given on EIA by influential scholars and institutions within this paradigm (Department of the Environment, 1989), (Munn, 1979), (UNECE, 1991), (IAIA, 1994) and (Glasson et al., 2013) the following definition of the term is composed: 

Environmental Impact Assessment is the process, through the collection of environmental effects, to identify and predict the impact on the environment and on man’s health and well-being for all sorts of projects and to interpret and communicate information about these impacts. This is done prior to major decisions and commitments being made, thereby allowing avoidance measures to be taken.
The EIA process

EIA is a systematic process, it is not solid but it consists of steps and feedback loops. The steps required when conducting an EIA of international standards, as identified by (Glasson et al., 2013), are briefly described in Figure 1 and elaborated on below.
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Figure 3. Steps within the EIA process (Glasson et al., 2013)

· Project screening is an assessment of project applications, made to select those which require further consideration, it specifies the application of EIA to those projects with a potential significant environmental impact. The EIA regulations operating in a country at the time of assessment may partly determine the screening.

· Scoping seeks to identify the crucial and significant issues that could be addressed from all of a project’s possible impacts at an early stage.

· The consideration of alternatives seeks to ensure that the proponent has considered other feasible approaches. These alternatives include the project’s scale, processes, layouts, operating conditions, location and the ‘no-action’ option.

· The description of the development action should include a clarification of its purpose and rationale. Giving an understanding of its various characteristics.

· The description of the environmental baseline should include both the future and the present state of the environment in the absence of the project. Taking into account natural changes and changes from other human activities that are present.

· Identifying the main impacts is done to ensure that all significant environmental impacts (beneficial and adverse), as described in the previous steps, are identified and taken into account.

· Next to identifying the main impacts, the prediction of impacts aims to identify the magnitude and other dimensions of identified change in the environment, by comparison with the baseline description. 

· The evaluation and assessment of significance assesses the relative significance of the predicted impacts and allows to focus on the main adverse impacts.

· To mitigate the identified impacts, measures to reduce, avoid or compensate for any significant adverse impacts are described. Enhancement on the other hand tries to develop and enhance the beneficial impacts where possible.

· Participation and public consultation are there to ensure the effectiveness, comprehensiveness and effectiveness of the EIA. It adequately tries to take public views into account within the decision making process.

· The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), a document prepared to describe the effects for proposed activities on the environment , its presentation is a vital step in the process (Bregman, 1999). 

· The review of the EIS should be a systematic appraisal of the quality and be used as a contribution to the decision-making process. The decision making on the project should involve a consideration of the EIS and its consultation/review responses together with other available materials.

· Post-decision monitoring involves the recording of outcomes associated with development impacts. The monitoring contributes to effective project management.

· The auditing follows from monitoring and involves comparing actual outcomes with the predicted outcomes. This should be used to assess the quality of predictions and the effectiveness of taken mitigation measures. It is the most vital step in the EIA learning process and should not be neglected.

Although the steps are outlined in a linear fashion, it should be noted that EIA should be a cyclical activity, with feedback loops and interaction between all the steps. 

EIA’s purpose

Now that we have defined EIA and described how its process should be conducted one question is remaining, namely: what is the purpose of conducting an EIA? EIA should first of all be considered as an aid to decision-making. It creates transparency and sets certain requirements, expectations and standards to guide decision makers. By doing so, it provides local decision makers with a systematic examination of the environmental implications for a proposed action and with reasonable alternatives before a decision is taken. It is often less narrowly scoped and less quantitative than other techniques like for example the previously discussed cost-benefit analysis (CBA). This qualitative characteristic constitutes the basis for negotiation between the planning regulator, the developer and public interest groups about the project leading to an outcome that balances the interests of all parties before decisions are to be made. Next to being an aid to decision-making, it is intended that EIA is also an aid to the formulation of development actions. 

Developers often regard the EIA as another set of hurdles to take before they can proceed with their activities, it is a costly and time-consuming process (Glasson et al., 2013). However, EIA can provide them with a framework for considering design and location issues in parallel with environmental issues. This can lead to more environmentally sensitive development, which results in economic benefits as well, like the saving on expenses that would have otherwise been made afterwards. It also improves the relation between the developer, the planning authority and the local communities. Next to this, a company taking EIA into their processes can market itself as a green company, which merges with the growing demand for goods that do no environmental damage and the cultural shift towards ‘green consumerism’ and ‘green capitalism’ (O'Riordan, 1990). So EIA aids companies in eliminating negative environmental impacts, in reducing local opposition and in avoiding costly public inquiries. Its contribution to Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) (Crane et al., 2008) is EIA’s second purpose. A third purpose worth mentioning is that EIA processes are a vehicle for stakeholder consultation and participation. The increased emphasis by governments at many levels on the importance of participation is evident (e.g. the Aarhus Convention). With this topic of participation, a very important aspect of the Social Impact Assessment theory is stipulated. 

2.3 Introduction to Social Impact Assessments 

In general terms, which will be explained more broadly in this section, SIA is the analysis, monitoring and managing of social consequences of development (Vanclay, 2003). SIA’s can be done separately or jointly with an EIA in an Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA). As discussed in the introduction of this thesis, SIA has gained academic and social attention over the last years. This notion is underlined by the research of Esteves et al. (2012) who scrutinized a listing in Google Scholar (on 11 August 2011) for ‘social impact assessment’, making its first, and single, appearance in 1973, followed by an increase and a steady rate of around 100 citations from 1981-1992. Since then its appearance increased linearly from 120 in 1993 to 624 in 2010 (Esteves et al., 2012). In 2015 it peeked with 1610 citations. This thesis argues that size shouldn’t matter and that a weak profile (Zuidema, 2016) is also worth studying, but knowing that there is interest in SIA and that its practice is based on a solid academic discussion contributes to this thesis’ relevance. It is written in a time where the window of opportunity (Grin et al., 2010) for the embracement of the use of SIA in different fields seems to be open wide. 

Origin and history
To understand the origin of SIA, its history is briefly elaborated on. According to Vanclay & Bronstein (1995), the issue that led to the creation of a SIA process took place in 1973. An Inuit who referred to the impact of a Trans-Alaska pipeline project on the customs and ways of his people led to this creation. The term ‘social impact assessment’ is believed to have been used for the first time in the EIA documents on this project. Becker (1997) on the other hand shares a different view on the first use of SIA. According to him the title for the first social assessor should belong to Johan de Witt for his actions in 1671. De Witt calculated the ‘fair price’ for a social problem that could unfold in the future. The story goes as follows: the United Provinces needed money to enlarge their battle power against France and England. Holland, the richest province in the union, would have to pay the lion’s share, as always. But they were not in a good financial state. De Witt proposed to increase the price of annuities sold in Holland at a price based on the expected sum of money to be received, the death risks and future payments discounted with the interest rate. This is the first application of mathematics to a social problem, constituting a demographic IA and a health IA.
After the introduction of the EIA in the United States through the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 1969), as discussed in the previous section, it was realized that EIAs could not adequately address social issues. Until recently, SIA remained a poor cousin of EIA despite their same origin. In the late 1970s, several developed and some developing countries adopted SIA as a means of addressing social issues arising from developments (Momtaz & Kabir, 2013). However, according to Cox et al. (2000), it remained an integral component of EIA and is not yet as firmly established in planning as EIA, especially in developing counties. Although NEPA came into force in January 1970, it was not until 1994 that the United States had its first SIA guidelines (Momtaz & Kabir, 2013).
Conceptualising SIA

Now that it’s known where SIA has its origin and what processes have triggered its development, the thesis tries to come to a broadly supported definition of the term. Just as with the conceptualisation of EIA, we first scrutinize the term social, acknowledging that SIA elicits a majority of its meaning to its paradigm and context. Casper (2001) refers to human social environments as the immediate physical surroundings, cultural environments and social relationships in which defined groups function and interact. Components of the social environment include: built infrastructure, industrial and occupational structure, labour markets, social and economic processes, wealth, cultural practices, race relations, social, human and health services, power relations, social inequality, the arts, religious institutions and practices, governments and beliefs about place and community (Casper, 2001). 

As can be suggested, the social environment is part of many aspects of the physical environment due to human configuration and domestication of natural resources. Next to the components of the social environment Casper (2001) argues that they can be experienced at multiple scales, e.g. households vs cities and pinpoints to the dynamics of social environments; ‘they change over time as the result of both internal and external forces (Casper, 2001, p.1).’ What is considered to be the ‘social environment’ within a country is, of course, strongly dependent upon its context and culture. Culture is seen as ‘... the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one category of people from those of another (Hofstede & Bond, 1988, p.6).’ According to Hofstede (1991) this collective programming is largely constituted through power distances, degree of collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, degree of femininity, degree of orientation (long-term vs short-term) and the degree of restrain. As discussed later on, the understanding of this ‘context’ and ‘culture’ are the first, and maybe most important, step in the conduction of a SIA. To identify the term we refer to its milestone publication, namely that of the guidelines and principles for social impact assessment issued by the (Interorganizational Committee on Guidelines and Principles, 1994). This Committee represented various professional and scholarly organisations in the USA that had an interest in impact assessment and it defined SIA as:

The process to assess or estimate, in advance, the social consequences that are likely to follow from specific policy actions (including programs and the adoption of new policies), and specific government actions (including build buildings, large projects and leasing large tracts of land for resource extraction), particularly in the context of the U.S. National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

Social consequences being; the consequences to human populations of any private or public action that change the ways in which people, live, work, play, organize, relate to an another and generally cope as members of society. The Interorganizational Committee on Guidelines and Principles (1994) stresses that this also includes cultural impacts involving changes to the norms, values and beliefs that rationalize and guide the recognition of themselves and their society, relating very much to the theories of Casper (2001) and Hofstede & Bond (1988) 
Next to the definition of the Interorganizational Committee on Guidelines and Principles, the definition of SIA given by Vanclay (2003) is very representative:
‘’SIA is the process of analysing, monitoring and managing the intended and unintended social consequences, both positive and negative, of planned interventions (policies, programs, plans, projects) and any social change processes invoked by those interventions. Its primary purpose is to bring about a more sustainable and equitable biophysical and human environment (Vanclay, 2003)." 

The SIA process 

To describe the process of conducting a SIA we refer to the Guidance for assessing and managing the social impacts of project by (Vanclay et al., 2015). It is important to note that the steps described below are context dependent and have to be considered within their particular context. According to Vanclay et al. (2015), good practice SIA consists of four phases and 26 tasks in total:

Box 1. The 26 tasks that comprise social impact assessment (Vanclay et al., 2015)
Although the steps are outlined in a linear fashion, it should be noted that EIAs are always a cyclical activity, with feedback loops and interaction between all the steps. 
Contributing to the project development cycle of Reside (2007) the project development cycle shown by Vanclay et al. (2015) gives a more complete overview of the use of SIA within projects. Whereas Reside (2007) saw the project development cycle in the stages of pre-investment, investment and post-investment, the project development cycle of Vanclay et al. (2015) gives a more general applicable overview in which the application of SIA is intertwined.
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Figure 4. The application of SIA to all project phases (Vanclay et al., 2015)

2.4 External and internal motivators to conduct Impact Assessments

Why should you conduct a SIA? SIAs are made to create certain requirements, expectations and standards that provide decision makers with the transparency needed to make good decisions. Next to that, SIA is also a support to public and local interest groups. It keeps them informed and helps them in their understanding of the project and in eventual protests. It gives all parties transparency, which hopefully leads to an outcome that balances the interests of all parties before non-returnable decisions are made. But, the main reason to conduct a SIA is often to obtain certain permits or financial resources for which a SIA is required. To support companies in their processes of writing a SIA, certain standards are realised. Examples are the Equator Principles, the IFC Performance Standards on Environmental and Social Sustainability and the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises. Companies underwriting the OECD guidelines or in need of financing through banks that underwrite the IFC Performance Standards, OECD guidelines or the Equator Principles are required to follow their standards. These standards can thus be seen as external motivators/requirements for a company to take social and environmental impacts into account.
External motivators; OECD Guidelines

The OECD guidelines were drafted in 1976 and reviewed in 2000 and 2011 and are the only by governments endorsed CSR guidelines for international business (OECD, 2011). They are currently endorsed by 46 countries. The OECD guidelines contain legal, non-binding, principles and norms to support responsible economic development or corporate social responsibility (CSR). The principles are in agreement with the relevant local jurisdiction and internationally acknowledged norms. However, countries that endorse the OECD guidelines enter a binding obligation to implement the guidelines in agreement with the Decision of the Board on the OECD-guidelines for multinational enterprises. Adhering governments are obliged to setup a National Contact Point (NCP) to improve the effectiveness of the guidelines. NCP’s have the intensification of the guidelines’ application as their main objective but next to that they also function as a dispute settlement system. The NCP accommodate whistle-blowers with a platform to oppose a project when it is not in line with the OECD guidelines. One of the weaknesses of the OECD guidelines is that it is non-binding and that the implementation and enforcement of the guidelines depends on the integrity and dedication of the local country. Nevertheless, the strength of the OECD guidelines lies in its characteristic to provide companies and governments with clear standards on which to assess projects and serve as a benchmark to analyse and measure the conduct of i.e. the dredging sector (Hazekamp et al., 2016). 
The guidelines cover business ethics on the topics of: employment, human rights, environment, information disclosure, combating bribery, consumer interests, science and technology, competition and taxation. Social impacts are inherently attached to all of the above listed topics. With the scope of this thesis taken into consideration, it would be too much to discuss all relevant guidelines presented by the OECD that relate to the mitigation of social impacts. To give an idea of the extent and content of the OECD guidelines, some are shortly presented in box 2.
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According to the OECD Guidelines (OECD, 2011) four types of causes through which companies relate to adverse impacts can be distinguished:

1. The company can risk causing an adverse impact;

2. The company can risk contributing to an adverse impact;

3. There may be a risk that an adverse impact is directly linked to the company’s operations, products, or services by a business relationship; or

4. The company may be considered not linked to the impact.

It is important to distinguish these impacts and understand that companies can even contribute indirectly to adverse impacts. Companies that underwrite the OECD Guidelines should always consider the impact of their own direct activities and understand that through negligence adverse impacts can be caused. Next to that, partners within the project also impact the business’ his own credibility, stressing that companies are also responsible for activities or omissions similar to their operations (OECD, 2011). An important and noteworthy concept within the OECD guidelines is the concept of due diligence (Harding & Rouse, 2007). It is understood as the continuous process of identifying, avoiding and mitigating the risk of actual and potential adverse impacts. These can be social and environmental impact associated with a company’s activities. Due diligence involves the continuous evaluation of, and reaction to, risks and impacts of a company’s own operations as well as of those of their business partners. Potential impacts are to be addressed through prevention or mitigation, while actual impacts are to be addressed through remediation (OECD, 2011). 

External motivators; IFC Performance Standards

Next to the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, an often quoted and used tool to ‘motivate’ and check enterprises on their social responsible behaviour are the International Finance Corporation (IFC) Performance Standards. The IFC Performance Standards are extensively used in international finance, particularly where the IFC bank itself is involved or one of the 83 banks that have currently adopted the Equator principles. The Equator Principles are a risk management framework to determine, assess and manage social and environmental risks in project finance. It is intended to support responsible risk decision-making and to provide a minimum standard for due diligence (Equator Principles, 2013). The IFC Performance Standards are there to require and encourage the private parties that IFC works with to follow their standards. IFC is committed by international law to follow international obligations associated with sustainable development. Private actors do not fall under international law, instead it is expected that their national governments implement international law in their national law, which is not always the case. For the IFC this led to a dilemma because they lend money to local investors, which most of the time do not fall under international law, while IFC stands responsible for them. That is one of the main reasons why the IFC Performance Standards were brought into life in 2006. It is contractually secured that, in case of non-compliance, IFC can impose economic consequences to their client. The eight Performance Standards that the client is to meet throughout the life of an investment by IFC are presented in Box 3. 
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/Box 3. The IFC Performance Standards (IFC, 2012)
The standards listed above cannot be seen in isolation but they interact and overlap. The standards function as a regulatory framework tied to the concept of sustainable development and try to prevent environmental and social negative impacts of developments through the financial sector. The IFC Performance Standards will be substituted by local legislation in case the latter is stricter. 

Internal motivators

External motivators are a good motivator to ensure social responsible development, but developers often regard Impact Assessments as another obstacle to pass before they are allowed to proceed with their activities. They regard it as a costly and time-consuming process (Glasson et al., 2013). One of the main questions remaining in SIA literature is how to make a good business case for SIAs and how to convince concerned parties that it is not just another obstacle but a sincere addition to their process. This might be mainly done by stressing the economic benefits that flow out of SIAs. They initiate more social sensitive development which saves costs that would have otherwise been made afterwards. By the involvement of local stakeholders, protests and thus so a loss of time and money, can be prevented. Next to that, SIAs provide a framework for the consideration of a project’s best location and design, they improve the relation between the developer, the planning authority and the local community and by conducting SIAs companies can market themselves as Corporate Social Responsible companies. This merges with the cultural shift towards ‘green consumerism’ and ‘green capitalism’ (O'Riordan, 1990) as discussed in Chapter 2.2. Summarized briefly, the business case for the inclusion of SIAs within a company’s internal business process should be focussed on the next four pillars:

1. It eliminates negative social impacts and contributes to the company’s local and international marketability;

2. It gives greater certainty to investors;

3. It reduces social opposition and offers options for added value;

4. It allows an early identification of issues through which costly public inquiries and other impediments can be prevented.

Especially the third point is of great interest for parties involved. To ensure your project gets its social license to operate and to go from a NIMBY to a PIMBY (please in my backyard) situation, businesses need to rethink how they engage with communities instead of silencing protest (Vanclay, 2016);

1. Treat communities with respect

2. Demonstrate the social value of the project (make it theirs)

3. Provide local benefits

It has to be stressed once more that, to achieve and ensure better development outcomes for communities and people, companies need to look for their social license to operate as an internal process in which the added value that SIA has for their business process is one of the most important beneficiaries. A social license to operate can be obtained by gaining the local trust and having the locals to identify with the project. In figure 5 a clear visualisation of the needed steps towards a social license to operate are given. 
Figure 5. Measuring the social license (SociaLicense, 2010)
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3. Methodology

Research is done in a wide variety of areas and the purposes of each research are different and require different methodologies. To explain the purpose and goal of this thesis we refer to O'Leary (2004) who distinguishes two different purposes for research. First, goals of the ‘pure research’ are to produce knowledge in order to better understand the world: this type of research is a continuum. Contrasting to this is the goal of research for the purpose of radical change of dominant structures. This thesis is a mix of the above mentioned purposes. In the first place, it tries to produce and distil knowledge about Social Impact Assessments (SIA) and compare the academic ideology with practice, in this sense the research is pure. But on the other hand, the knowledge collected will eventually be used to make a recommendation about the ideal use of SIAs within hydraulic activities and projects. In this perspective the research promotes change. To catalyse this change and to contribute to the present knowledge on SIA it is first of all necessary to find a suitable research method.

3.1 Used Methods

Roughly two types of research methods are discussed in the methodology literature (Creswell, 2003; O'Leary, 2004): qualitative and quantitative research. Within quantitative research numeric data is statistically analysed, the main difference with qualitative data is that qualitative data consist of words and visual imagery, instead of numbers. This data requires a qualitative analysis. The mixed methodology (Creswell, 2003) combines the two methods mentioned above in which the researcher either takes a quantitative perspective with the acceptation of qualitative data or a qualitative perspective with the acceptation of quantitative data (Creswell, 2003). This research uses the latter mixed methodology, a qualitative perspective with the acceptance of quantitative data.

In order to answer this thesis’ research question: ‘How can social impacts be taken into account in the planning and design phase of hydraulic infrastructure projects?’ a mix of secondary and primary data is used (O'Leary, 2004). On the one hand secondary data was used e.g. literature reviews and document analysis. This data provides a broad set of knowledge and skills to answer some of the research questions: e.g. ‘What international standards apply concerning Social Impact Assessments?’ To answer all the research questions however only secondary data will not be sufficient. Primary data will be collected through interviews with stakeholders: e.g. NGO’s, dredgers, committees, consultants and financial stakeholders. On the other hand, qualitative research methods are used because of the context dependency of the research and the effort it makes to elicit value judgments from key stakeholders. These value judgments are hard to be interpreted by quantitative data, like questionnaires, and therefore interviews will be the main method of primary data collection. Next to questionnaires, a case study on the Nicaragua Canal was done, including a research visit to the region.

3.2 Instruments for data collection

The following sub-questions, within the three topics (General, Nicaragua Canal and Future) were leading in the collection of data: 
General

1. What is the general planning and design process in big infrastructure projects?

2. What are Social Impact Assessments?

3. What international standards apply regarding SIA and who guarantees the quality of the SIA?

Nicaragua Canal

4. In what phase were Social Impacts taken into account in the Nicaragua Canal? 

5. What are the main obstacles, or points of conflict, concerning the implementation of the Nicaragua Canal as represented by the SIA done by ERM? 

6. Is the SIA on the Nicaragua Canal in line with international best practice? 
Future

7. Do the gaps, perceived by the interviewees, overlap with the gaps that were present in the Nicaragua case?

8. Can the use of a SIA as a precautionary tool be better incorporated within hydraulic infrastructure projects specifically? 
3.2.1 Case Study

To elaborate the knowledge on SIA, a case study on the conducted SIA of the Nicaragua Canal was conducted. The thesis tries to compare the international standards concerning Social Impact Assessments to the case study of the SIA conducted for the Nicaragua Canal, by using the 26 steps of Vanclay et al. (2015). Next to that it scrutinizes the use of SIA as a tool in major hydraulic infrastructure projects and sketches an approach for the execution of SIAs in future projects. 

To better understand the use of case studies within geographical research we refer to Clifford et al. (2010). They point out that case studies have been used substantially by geographers to learn about human phenomena. Case studies belong to a wide variety of strategies used by geographers to search for general understanding while recognizing the uncertainty that arises from geographical contingencies, indeterminism or singularity (Schumm, 1991). A major critic on the use of case studies is its unknown generality and its subjectivity. Extrapolating the findings of the case to the population remains a matter of subjective judgement and not having statistical data by which assumed generalizations can be supported is a major weakness. This thesis is aware of the power of wrong intuitive judgements without denigrating the value of the intensive investigations conducted within a case study. Case studies also have a lot of benefits, their detailed information may reveal general structures that can generate models or hypotheses, they can present unique opportunities for understanding the mechanisms that underlie empirical observations and they create an extended quality of theoretical reasoning (Richards, 1996).

One of the main tools used within the case study of the Nicaragua Canal is the analysis of the project description document and of the conducted ESIA. Within this analysis, gaps with international principles and guidelines are tried to be found and highlighted.

3.2.3 Interviews

To elaborate the knowledge acquired from the available documents, interviews were conducted with specialists, private parties and NGO’s. According to (Clifford et al., 2010) there are three different types of interviews. These are: the non-structured interview, the semi-structured interview and the structured interview. A structured interview has a set number of questions, completely opposite to a non-structured interview. A semi-structured interview has as advantages that the answers of the respondent are not completely guided by the questions asked, there is room for the respondent to shed light on other relevant aspects that can be of relevance for the researcher but were yet unknown. This flexibility is not present in structured interviews and overrepresented by non-structured interviews. The interviews conducted in this thesis are all semi-structured: some of the key-questions will be answered but since the thesis is of an exploratory origin, room for new insights is left open. Some main reasons to make use of an interview are listed below:

· To analyse the complex behaviour and motivations of persons.

· To measure the difference of opinions and experiences between persons.

· To collect data (qualitative) that cannot be produced with the help of other methods.

· An interview shows that there is respect for the interviewee whom can also expect a form of reflection on their ideas. 

The disadvantages of interviews can include: little anonymity for the respondent, the difficulty to have access to respondents and the danger of influencing the respondent by asking leading questions (Clifford et al., 2010). 

When conducting an interview a few factors are essential. One should be prepared down to the last detail and know everything about the topic when conducting the interview. Open questions play a key role in a good interview, this way you keep the information flow going and avoid short answers. A final key factor is that the interviewer should be listening precisely, this way you can pick up interesting side stories. By only finishing a list of questions the interview will be less dynamic and probably less fruitful as well. The interviews are constructed in a pyramid structure, which means that they start with some basic questions followed by more constructive and profound questions (Clifford et al., 2010).

Table 1 gives an overview of the people that have been interviewed. A group interview or almost focus group spontaneously existed with Monica Lopez, Lydia de Leeuw, Mariette van Huijstee and Sanderijn van Beek, this meeting was not recorded. A transcript of all other interviews can be requested at the researcher. 
	Who
	Function
	When

	Jacobiene Ritsema
	Senior advisor sustainability and CSR coordinator at Witteveen en Bos
	02-05-2016

	Anton van Elteren
	Senior Environmental & Social Officer at FMO
	10-05-2016

	Rob Verheem
	Director of the Netherlands Commission for Environmental Impact Assessment
	27-06-2016

	Sander Dekker
	Manager Sustainability at Van Oord
	11-05-2016

	Heidi van der Meij
	Environmental Engineer at Van Oord
	11-05-2016

	Marijn Huijsmans
	Head of the Dredging department at Witteveen en Bos
	23-05-2016

	Arjen Walbroek
	Environmental and Social advisor at Dutch State Business Atradius
	30-05-2016

	Monica Lopez
	Nicaraguan lawyer and environmentalist
	13-06-2016

	Wiert Wiertsema
	Cofounder of Both Ends and ECA expert
	13-06-2016

	Lydia de Leeuw
	Researcher at SOMO
	13-06-2016

	Mariette van Huijstee
	Senior researcher at SOMO
	13-06-2016

	Sanderijn van Beek
	Researcher at Both Ends
	13-06-2016


Table 1. List of interviewees.
By the means of the interviews, it is the thesis’ target to clarify the next three points:

1. Distil whether the interviewee has a clear image about the term SIA. Does he/she see SIAs as a concept or only as a checklist that needs to be achieved?

2. To gather general experiences about the use of SIAs. The problems and bottlenecks that are pointed out are of interest. Next to the problems the questions should also elicit the interviewee’s recommendation/improvements for SIA as a concept.

3. What has to be done in the future to further improve the use of SIAs and what can be the contribution of the interviewee? Is this necessary and if yes, how should this be given form?

Questions
General

1. What is your function within this company?

2. When you are assigned to a project, how does the design process of the project looks like?

Perception

3. Do you assess SIAs of projects? 
Yes, how does this process look like? And is this done in all projects?
No, who else conducts the SIA, why do they do it, and what is their expertise?

4. Are there certain guidelines you use when conducting an SIA? Which? 

Yes, how do you implement these guidelines?
No, how do you check your SIA quality?

5. Why do you conduct SIAs? 

6. Do you consider SIAs as useful? Why?

Gaps

7. What are the main gaps you see within SIA?

Future

8. How would a successful SIA project look like in your opinion? What bottlenecks/gaps exist that prevent a successful implementation of SIAs? Can you make a distinguish between internal factors (culture within organisation) and external factors (clients’ needs to see the need for SIA)

9. What changes in the use of SIA do you expect? And how is your organization involved in these changes?

10. What do you foresee as the future of SIA?
3.3 Ethical issues

All interviews were conducted within a location nominated by the interviewee. By meeting the respondent in a, for them, familiar environment creates an informal and casual atmosphere in which the gap between the researcher and the respondent is minimalized (O'Leary, 2004).

As a researcher you should always consider your positionality and have to be aware of certain existing power relations, in which you as a researcher have to be the neutral party. Self-evident you should always guarantee full confidentiality and anonymity (unless the respondent desires otherwise) to the participants of your research and treat their opinions with respect. Furthermore, participants have the right to withdraw from the research at any time without explanation. It is also common to provide participants with a summary of the research results (Clifford et al., 2010). All respondents to my interviews will receive a copy of the final results. 
3.4 Methodological responsibility

As a researcher you should reflect on yourself and be aware of the position you take within the, often, bigger scope of the research. This methodological responsibility and trustworthiness is described in this section and based on the four research criteria of Bryman (2015). These criteria are credibility, transferability, dependability and conformability.

Credibility is parallel to the internal validity of the research, meaning that there has to be correspondence between the researcher’s observations and the ideas developed. To establish the credibility of findings research should be carried out according to the principles of good practice and research findings should be communicated to the actors in the social world that has been studied in order to ensure conformity with the real world, also called respondent validation. The conclusions made in this study have to be in accordance with the answers given by respondents during the interviews (Bryman, 2015 p. 384). The conclusions of this study can be verified because the interviews were recorded and transcripts were made. The transcripts are attached to this study in a separate, confidential document. 

Transferability forms the second criterion for research and parallels to a research’ external validity. This refers to the degree to which findings can be generalized across social arenas. Within case studies transferability is always of concern since only one object is studied making the results rather context dependent. This is also the case within this thesis, but Geertz (1973) argues that qualitative researchers should be encouraged to produce what he calls a ‘ thick description’ of a local culture, being as detailed as possible. According to Bryman (2015) this description provides others/the reader with a database for making judgements about the possible transferability of findings to other contexts. 

Dependability means the reliability of the research and deals with the question whether all phases of the study are visible and controllable by others. To guarantee this visibility all interviews are recorded and afterwards processed which results in transcripts of each interview. 

The last criterion for methodological responsibility and trustworthiness is conformability, or objectivity. Conformability focusses on the objectivity of the research itself while recognizing that complete objectivity is impossible. A researcher should not allow personal values or theoretical tendencies to define the results. This research is conducted while having an internship at Witteveen + Bos. During this internship the author has attended several meetings and has been in intensive contact with his supervisors at this company. They have had an impact on the author’s theoretical knowledge about ESIAs and SIAs and have given the author context in which to assess these paradigms, but they did not interfere with the author’s objectivity. They have rather tried to make a contribution to it by giving the author a lot of freedom.
4. Results

The goal of this thesis is to investigate how social impacts can be taken into account in the planning and design phase of hydraulic infrastructure projects. This question will be answered by combining the results of the following two sections: 

1. A case study and peer review of the SIA on the Nicaragua Canal.

2. The results of interviews with key practitioners in the financial world, consultancy sector, dredging sector and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO’s).

4.1 Case study: SIA on the Nicaragua Canal

To better understand the use of SIA within practice, the SIA of the Nicaragua Canal is presented as a case study. First, background information about the Nicaragua Canal will be given, followed by a discussion on the conducted SIA. The main goal is to elicit gaps within the conducted SIA of the Nicaragua Canal and draw lessons from this document.
4.1.1 General introduction

The Nicaragua canal is a major infrastructure project within Nicaragua. The canal will eventually connect the Atlantic with the Caribbean coast, also penetrating Lake Nicaragua (Lago Cocibolca).
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Figure 6. Overview of the proposed Nicaragua Canal (HKND, 2014)

The idea for the construction of an interoceanic Canal has been firstly documented in 1825 when Secretary of State Henry Clay formed his neutral canal policy (Rasp, 1969). In 1825 surveyors where send to Nicaragua to investigate the possibilities for an interoceanic canal through Lake Nicaragua. Over the years that followed there have been multiple incentives, private and public, to build an interoceanic canal in Nicaragua or elsewhere. None of the incentives from Washington to encourage the private enterprise to construct the Nicaragua canal was successful (Rasp, 1969). In the late 1890’s, the national government of the United States decided to build the canal itself, but treaty negotiations failed in 1902, with Nicaragua refusing America to have complete control over the canal. Meanwhile it was decided to build an interoceanic canal in Panama, ending the American efforts to construct the Nicaragua canal (Rasp, 1969).

The initiator for the contemporary canal construction is Mr. W. Jing. The Nicaraguan Government granted Hong Kong Nicaragua Canal Development (company of W. Jing) the sole rights to plan, design, construct and thereafter operate and manage the Nicaragua Grand Canal. With this agreement, the Nicaraguan government fixed the agreement for the next 50 years. HKND will pay the Nicaraguan government 10 million dollars
 annually for the first 10 years the canal is in operation. After that the Nicaragua government will get 1% of the profit, a percentage that is expected to increase with 10% each year (Asamblea Nacional de Nicaragua, 2013)(2013). In January 2014, Wang Jing and President Ortega issued a statement that construction of the project would begin in December 2014. They also stated that the project would be complete in 2019. Before coming to the project description and time path an important question to answer is: why is there an urgency to create a new interoceanic canal? According to HKND  the necessity is rooted in the following trends:

· Increase of global and thus maritime trade volume prior to the financial crisis of 2008 and the expected growth after this recession. ‘’Globalization, technological advancements and the power of new emerging businesses will prove driving factors for renewed rapid growth of global trade. A growth of 240% in sea trade in 2030 is to be expected.’ (HKND, 2013)
· The overall lowering of transportation costs per unit, and thus lower costs for consumer goods around the world, has resulted in the fact that container vessel sizes have increased threefold.

· Emerging markets and North – South trades are expected to contribute more to global trade; shifting the global transport balances. Especially the expected continuous growth of China’s internal retail markets will continue to form the basis for strong inward trade demand from China.
4.1.2 Project description

This section will focus more on the technical aspects of the Canal, giving an overview of all the possible bottlenecks within the project. By getting to know the project from inside out, we can understand which projects are vulnerable in their execution and in which projects there might be an additional value for local inhabitants. All of the following details have been extracted from the ‘Nicaragua Canal Project Description’, made available by the HKND group in December 2014 (HKND, 2014). Figure 6 illustrated the project in helicopter view. In addition to this understanding a cross-section of the canal is added in figure 7.
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Figure 7. Cross-section of the Nicaragua Canal (HKND, 2014)
General Design

A few key characteristics of the canal that are worth to be pointed out:

The canal will be 260 kilometres long, with additional dredging of marine approaches of 1.7 km into the Pacific Ocean and 14.4 kilometres into the Caribbean Sea. Of the 260 kilometres, approximately 110 km will have to be dredged in Lake Nicaragua (HKND,2014).

The canal will be around 230 meters wide with the exception of two passing bays of 520 meters wide for approximately 5 kilometres. The canal will be between 26.95 and 30.2 meters deep. To put these numbers in comparison with the present situation: Lake Nicaragua is approximately 18 meters deep at its deepest point, the Punta Gorda River is approximately 50 meters wide and only a few meters deep. Two of the main ‘technical’ challenges within this project are the excavation of soil and the guarantee that the Lake’s water level stays the same. They are described below.

Soil excavation

Since the present situation is by far not feasible for any simple canal construction, 5000 million cubic meters of soil needs to be relocated, making the Nicaragua Canal Project the largest civil earthmoving project operation in history (HKND, 2014). This immense amount of earthmoving forms one of the main challenges of the project. According to the Project Description, the excavated material will be placed in approximately 22 Excavated Material Placement Areas (EMPAs) along the canal. These EMPAs will occupy a total land area of 315 square kilometres. The principle with relocating excavated material is simple: the further away the EMPA is, the more expensive the project will be. HKND indicates that their EMPAs need to be within about three kilometres of the canal. According to HKND (2014) his reduces environmental and social impacts and ultimately the surface of these areas would be graded to make them restorable for agricultural or forestry purposes (HKND, 2014). Dredging within the Lake itself confronts HKND with another problem. To relocate the Lake’s surficial fine sediments that have been excavated in the Lake, they have proposed two in-lake confined disposal facilities (CDF’s). The surficial fine sediments of the lake are expected to contain most contaminants and that’s why they need to be disposed in a confined area. A CDF is an engineered structure surrounded by a dike or other structure that extends above the water surface, ultimately forming an island. Other, less contaminated materials, that are presumed to be cleaner, would be placed adjacent to the south side of the channel in Lake Nicaragua.

Lock impoundments upstream

To allow the raising and lowering of ships, two locks are proposed, one on the West and one on the East side of the canal. Both the locks will have three chambers that would raise the ships with approximately 10 meters per chamber. The project has been designed to have no net loss of water from Lake Nicaragua, that is because the location of the locks requires it to use water of the Punta Gorda River and both locks will have nine water saving basins, saving an approximate of 60% of the water that would otherwise be lost. Next to that, impoundments will be created upstream to prevent the loss of water from Lake Nicaragua. The largest impoundment will be the artificially created Lake Atlanta that will be formed due to the dam in the Punta Gorda River, covering an area of approximately 400 square kilometres. 
Facilities

Next to the dredging activities the project requires the construction of the following main facilities:

Transport facilities

The impact of the canal is huge on the North to South traffic. It crosses the country’s most important infrastructure arteries from North to South, namely the Pan-American Highway and the smaller Route 25 (Acoyapa – San Carlos). HKND will build a bridge to support a continuous traffic flow of the Pan-American Highway. In the East a ferry is proposed to substitute the Route 25, both the bridge and the ferry are free of costs to users. Next to finding solutions for the North to South connectivity a lot of new infrastructure will be created in order to access project locations. Especially the Eastern part has low accessibility, HKND will construct a 103 km long road from Aguila Port to Nueva Guinea. 

Resource Facilities

For the approximately 10 million square meters of concrete that are needed within the project two concrete plants will be constructed. Regarding energy, the project might connect to the Nicaraguan electricity grid during construction but would primarily rely on diesel generators to provide required power. During operation of the canal power will be obtained from the Agua Zarca Hydropower Project: an approximately 65-meter high dam, creating a reservoir with a surface area of approximately 49 square kilometres. The reservoir would also provide supplemental water storage in the event of an extreme drought or an El Nino event and prevents using the fresh water of Lake Nicaragua. Regarding human resources HKND proposes to construct a main office near Rivas and approximately nine construction worker camps along the Canal route. 

Other proposed facilities

Next to the facilities mentioned above, the construction of a Free Trade Zone, tourist hotels and an international airport are part of the concession. The construction of these facilities would only begin when the canal construction is in a more advanced stage which is why they are not included in the project description.
Law 840

In order to sign the concession in 2013 the Nicaraguan government passed law 840. The law is seen as a ‘legal regime of exception’ (Lopez Baltodano, 2014), overruling around 50 other laws, among them the right for compensation. The law passed through congress after only two days of debate and it gave the approval for the government to sign its agreement with HKND. What law 840 initiated was the creation of a new entity; the Nicaragua Canal and Development Project Commission having all obligations transferred from the Nicaraguan government (Kjulin, 2016). Furthermore, Law 840 limits the admissible grievances related to compensation money and prohibited admissible grievances on that would contest the decision, timing, scale or any other aspects of the expropriation (ERM, 2015b). 

The total costs of the project are estimated to be around 40 to 50 billion US dollars, five times the current GDP of Nicaragua (Huete-Pérez et al., 2015). Besides private money from the owner of HKND, Wang Jing, further financial support is expected from other investors, but until now no major investors have been named. Speculations of the Chinese government financially backing for the project are denied, but still no other investors have been identified. The private capital of Wang Jing has been significantly reduced due to the 2015 Chinese stock market crash (Global Construction Review, 2015). It seems that the financial insecurity of this project might be one of its bottlenecks and no clarity is to be expected about the financial sources that will fund the project. 

In exchange for the century-long concession, the Nicaraguan government receives US$10 million a year in exchange plus a 1 per cent stake in the profit (HKND, 2014). The Nicaraguan Government states that the project will boost economic growth in the country from 4.5% per annum in 2013 to 14.6% per annum in 2016. But no projections that should incorporate the growth rates of the major world economies, future shipping volumes and the costs of capital are currently lacking according to Meyer & Huete-Pérez (2014). Not only pure economic data is necessary but other factors like the competitive comparison with the Suez or Panama Canal and the potential for eventual Arctic ship traffic through the Northwest Passage should be taken into account to understand whether the project will be economical viable.

4.1.3 Summary of the conducted SIA
In the case of the Nicaragua Canal an ESIA, commissioned by HKND, has been conducted by ERM (ERM, 2015). The entire ESIA consisted of more than 9000 pages in the following sections.

1. Legal and Administrative Framework

2. Project Description

3. Description of the ESIA’s process

4. Baseline

5. Physical Resources Impact Assessment

6. Biodiversity Impact Assessment

7. Social Impact Assessment

8. Economic and Labour Impact Assessment

9. Accidents and Natural Hazards

10. Cumulative Impacts

11. Management and Monitoring

12. Conclusions and Recommendations

13. Appendices (Including Management and Monitoring Plans)

Due to the scope of this thesis, only the conclusions of ERM’s SIA will be discussed. This is done because the main focus of this section is not to understand the outcomes of the SIA, but to check whether the SIA was conducted in line with international standards. First it has to be said that the general tone of the SIA was very critical and that the SIA was rather extensive. ERM notes that nuisance issues (dust, noise etc.) can be effectively minimized in contrast to the minimization of social and health impacts (ERM, 2015). The main key conclusions and mitigation measures recommended by ERM to minimize impacts to affected communities are listed below:

Resettlement
· HKND has committed publicly to respecting the rights of the Nicaraguan people by stating that Nicaraguan laws (Law 840) would be respected and property would be acquired according to market principles. However, to date, none of the critical components of resettlement planning has been made public by the government of Nicaragua or by HKND.

· The involuntary resettlement process has, to date, not met international standards. The Project risks losing its social license to operate and may jeopardize the viability of the Project by not following international standards.

· ERM recommends that HKND, in cooperation with the Government of Nicaragua, completes and implements a Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and a Livelihood Restoration and Compensation Framework(LRCF) by:

· Engaging and sharing information with affected persons in a transparent manner;

· Compensating both property owners and tenants at fair market values;

· Ensuring that disclosure includes a well-publicized grievance procedure consistent with the provisions of IFC PS 5; 

· Identifying alternative resettlement locations in consultation with displaced individuals; 

· Appointing an independent third party to monitor and evaluate all aspects of the resettlement program.
Indigenous people
· The Government of Nicaragua has assumed lead responsibility for consulting with Indigenous Peoples. The Government proposes to lease lands required for the canal rather than acquire them; therefore, there would be no technical loss of indigenous lands, although indigenous people would lose access to this land for operational and safety reasons. At this time, ERM is not aware of an official consent from the Indigenous Peoples affected by the project.

· ERM recommends the Government of Nicaragua to initiate consultation with the Nahoa community. All consultation should be in accordance with international standards, and FPIC should be secured before any canal construction begins.

Project Affected Communities 

· HKND would provide alternative sources of water supply to any household or community if their existing supplies are affected by the Project’s construction of operation.

· HKND would repair or replace any public infrastructure damaged during construction and would compensate for all public services that would be lost as a result of canal construction.

· HKND would ensure the grievance mechanism meets international good practice standards.

· HKND would ensure that dredging and ship transit schedules are made publicly available.

· Support development of programs to improve farming and ranching skills for economically displaced farmers.

· HKND would establish partnerships with universities and institutes to develop programs aimed at training high-skilled potential employees for the Project.

· HKND would continue to engage in robust stakeholder consultation procedures with Project Affected Communities (PACs).

Influx and induced impacts

· HKND would limit the hiring of workers within Nicaragua to designated hiring centres in a few regional centres in order to limit the potential for in-migration to the construction areas.

· All foreign workers should reside in the worker camps, although some management staff may be housed separately in Rives and towns adjacent to the East Canal. Only foreign managers would be allowed to bring their families to Nicaragua.

· HKND would require worker camp operators to strictly enforce Camp Management Procedures, prohibiting informal trade, hunting, fishing and prostitution.

· The worker camps would be operated as ‘closed camps’, workers would not be allowed to leave the camps unless part of an organized trip.

Next to their recommendations on the above listed topics, ERM critically compared their conducted SIA to the IFC Performance Standards. Table 2 shows an extract from this comparison in which ERM reports the IFC Performance Standards in which the SIA did not yet conform. This shows their self-critical reflection within the report, a praiseworthy characteristic.
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Table 2. IFC Performance Standards Non-Conformance (ERM, 2015)
ERM admits that their SIA and the Nicaragua Canal Project fail to conform to an amount of Performance Standards. Especially on the aspect of replacement there is a deficiency of appropriate mitigative/adaptive measures. Whether or not these measures had to be part of the SIA in the first place will be discussed in the next section. 

Finally, it has to be said that the SIA done by ERM does not oppose or recommends construction of the canal. That is a policy decision that needs to be taken by the Government of Nicaragua who has to compare the predicted impact against the predicted benefit. The document can rather be seen as a supportive document for the Government of Nicaragua on which to base their decision. 
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4.1.4 Review of the conducted SIA

This thesis tries to review the conducted SIA by taking the 26 steps of Vanclay et al. (2015) and the Review criteria for checking SIA Reports Vanclay et al. (2015) as its fundaments for assessment. The SIA conducted by ERM on the Nicaragua Canal was thoroughly scrutinized and refuted against these steps. The complete ESIA document consists out of more than 14 separate documents and counted approximately 9.000 pages. This thesis tries to assess all sections relevant for our review. Due to the scope of this thesis and the increased perceived importance of the expert interviews above this review, less time was available to fully elaborate on the SIA review. Room for discussion is possible and on some points the characteristic ‘uncertain’ has been awarded. Despite these remarks, the review resulted in some very interesting outcomes that contribute to our knowledge about the potential strength and weaknesses of SIAs in practice. 
	Tasks that comprise SIA (Vanclay)
	Yes
	No 
	Uncertain

	Phase 1: Understand the issue
	
	
	

	Gain an understanding of the proposed project.
	x
	
	

	Clarify the responsibilities and roles of all involved in, or associated with the SIA.
	x
	
	

	Identify the preliminary ' social area of influence' of the project, likely impacted and beneficiary communities and stakeholders
	x
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Gain a good understanding of the communities likely to be affected by preparing a community profile including:
	
	
	

	a stakeholder analysis
	x
	
	

	a discussion of the socio-political setting
	x
	
	

	an assessment of the differing needs, interests values and aspirations of the various subgroups, including a gender analysis
	x
	
	

	assess their impact history, i.e. their experience with past projects
	
	x
	

	discuss trends happening in the communities
	
	x
	

	discuss the assets, strengths and weaknesses of the communities
	x
	
	

	present the results of an opinion survey
	x
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Fully inform community members about:
	
	
	

	the project
	x
	
	

	similar projects elsewhere 
	
	x
	

	how they can be involved in the SIA
	x
	
	

	their procedural rights 
	
	
	x

	their access to grievance and feedback mechanisms
	
	
	x

	
	
	
	

	Devise inclusive participatory processes and deliberative spaces to help community members:
	
	x
	

	understand how they will be impacted
	
	x
	

	determine the acceptability of likely impacts and proposed benefits
	
	x
	

	make informed decisions about the project
	
	x
	

	facilitate community visioning about desired futures
	
	x
	

	contribute to mitigation and monitoring plans
	
	x
	

	prepare for change
	
	x
	

	
	
	
	

	Identify the social and human rights issues that have potential to be of concern
	x
	
	

	Collate relevant baseline data for key social issues
	x
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Phase 2: predict, analyse and assess the likely impact pathways
	
	
	

	Through analysis, determine the social changes and impacts that will likely result from the project and its various alternatives
	x
	
	

	Carefully consider the indirect impacts
	x
	
	

	Consider how the project will contribute to the cumulative impacts being experienced by the host communities.
	x
	
	

	Determine how the various affected groups and communities will likely respond.
	
	x
	

	Establish the significance of the predicted changes (prioritise them).
	x
	
	

	Actively contribute to the design and evaluation of project alternatives, including no go and other options.
	x
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Phase 3: Develop and implement strategies
	
	
	

	Identify ways of addressing potential negative impacts (use the mitigation hierarchy).
	x
	
	

	Develop and implement ways of enhancing benefits and project related opportunities.
	x
	
	

	Develop strategies to support communities in coping with change.
	
	
	x

	Develop and implement appropriate feedback and grievance mechanisms.
	
	x
	

	Facilitate an agreement making process between the communities and the developer leading to the drafting of an Impacts & Benefits Agreement.
	
	x
	

	Assist the proponent (HKND) in facilitating stakeholder input and drafting a SIMP which puts into operation the benefits, mitigation measures, monitoring arrangements and governance arrangements that were agreed to in the IBA, as well as plans for dealing with any ongoing unanticipated issues as they may arise.
	x
	
	

	Put processes in place to enable proponents, government authorities and civil society stakeholders to implement the arrangements implied in the SIMP and IBA. And develop and embed their own respective management action plans in their own organizations, establish respective roles and responsibilities throughout the implementation of those action plans, and maintain an ongoing role in monitoring.
	
	x
	

	Assist the proponent in developing and implementing ongoing social performance plans that address contractor obligations implied in the SIMP.
	x
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Phase 4: Design and implement monitoring programs
	
	
	

	Develop indicators to monitor change over time
	x
	
	

	Develop a participatory monitoring plan.
	
	x
	

	Consider how adaptive management will be implemented and consider implementing a social management system.
	x
	
	

	Undertake evaluation and periodic review (audit).
	
	x
	


Table 3. Review of SIA on the Nicaragua Canal according to the 26 steps of Vanclay et al. (2015)

This section elaborates on some of the above listed findings supported by quotes taken from the SIA. 

Weaknesses

To better frame the problems concerning the social impacts of projects it is of main importance to scrutinize the weaknesses of this SIA and do recommendations on how these fallacies should be prevented in future projects. Perceived weaknesses within the SIA under study are summarized below:
· Absence of active stakeholder engagement

ERM has organized several activities to promote the stakeholder engagement. Examples of these meetings are the scoping meetings (seven), key informant interviews (130), courtesy meetings (20), focus groups (14), indigenous peoples’ workshops (9). Next to these active engagement methods a census was conducted (by another party) and the Project’s website was initiated. Despite all their efforts, the extent of stakeholder engagement and the amount of publicly available information about the Project and these participatory events can be criticized. The SIA is a main contribution to an increase of transparency but ERM also admits that more stakeholder engagement is necessary for the Project in order to earn its social license to operate:

‘ERM’s ESIA scope did not include resettlement-related activities, such as information gathering, stakeholder engagement, conducting a census, or developing the RAP (ERM, 2015b 8.2.3.2).’

From ERM’s own gap analysis the following weaknesses concerning stakeholder engagement arise:

1. ERM’s cultural heritage team was not allowed to seek input from local stakeholders, while the identification of intangible heritage resources can only come from stakeholder engagement (ERM, 2015b);

2. The only stakeholder engagement has been conducted with the Institute of Nicaraguan Culture and the Gobierno Regional de Rama y Kriol due to decisions of the Government of Nicaragua and HKND to limit engagements with regional leaders and local stakeholders (ERM, 2015b).

In the interview with Monica Lopez, she noted that: ‘There is not a single tool for dialogue with the peoples against the canal.’ Adding that the engagement of stakeholders by HKND and the Nicaraguan government is absent, leading to numerous (‘over 66’) protests.

· The absence of a description of the community’s impact history

Within all the descriptions on communities, given by ERM, no description of a community’s impact history could be found.

· The absence of a description of the current trends in a community

Communities were described mainly in the light of the Project’s impact, but a baseline trend of the developments within community life in the past years was not described.

· The absence of a prediction on the likely response of communities on the proposed activities.

The impact on communities is discussed, but a likely response or an elaboration on the community’s motivation to protest couldn’t be found.
· The absence of a proper feedback or grievance mechanism

ERM has developed a proper grievance mechanism but has not yet implemented the mechanism.

‘HKND has agreed to the following embedded controls: Establish a grievance procedure that allows a grievant to contest only the compensation amount.’ 

It’s unknown if the word only means that a grievance mechanism contesting the, in Law 840 assigned, prohibition of grievance on expropriation is not supported by ERM, but it can be assumed from the paragraph above. In that case the probability of a proper grievance mechanism in the future is nihil.

· The absence of a proper Impact & Benefit Agreement (IBA)

This was recommended by ERM, but once again not yet implemented by HKND.

· Resettlement issues are not discussed enough

In addition to the absence of a proper grievance mechanism and the lack of stakeholder engagement the process of informing and consulting those who are resettled has been inadequate. Also, on this part ERM recommends the government of Nicaragua and HKND to do conduct further stakeholder engagement while they also admit, as seen above, that their stakeholder engagement actions were limited by those parties (Absence of active stakeholder management);

‘ERM recommends that the Government of Nicaragua and HKND complete and implement a Final RAP (Resettlement Action Plan) and LRCF (Livelihood Restoration and Compensation Framework) that are consistent with international standards by: conducting stakeholder engagement related to resettlement, both of resettled communities and potential host communities. And the engagement and sharing of information with affected persons in an open and transparent manner, possibly with the intervention of a third party to restore trust in the process (ERM, 2015b 8.2.4).’
· The lack of transparency about how management plans will be implemented in the future and the absence of a development monitoring plan.

ERM has made some clear recommendations to HKND, but the development of these recommendations is opaque. Due to the scope of the SIA and the immense amount of recommendations that are done within the ESIA, it is hard for the reader to separate a recommendation from a binding agreement. An example is taken from the Indigenous Peoples Management Plan:
‘The Plan must be monitored by third parties every six months. Likewise, anonymous feedback will be requested from the affected indigenous communities regarding the social performance of the Project. The results of this audit will be published on the Project website (ERM, 2015b).’ 

No audit results were published at the moment this thesis was written, even though the SIA was finished already a year ago. R.Verheem of the Commissie MER in the Netherlands mentioned in our interview that recommendations are allowed in a SIA but; ‘for us transparency is needed on what actions will be undertaken to ensure that recommendations are followed.’
· A too marginal time frame

Also indicated by ERM, but for the SIA only limited time was available. An (E)SIA with such an enormous scope should have taken a lot more time to conduct. Because of the limited time frame, the quality of the eventual SIA was influenced, but next to that participation and consultation were activities often neglected due to the planning of the project developer. Responsibility for this weakness can be mainly attributed to HKND.
· Others

Other weaknesses in the SIA are the lack of information to the locals about similar projects elsewhere, the lack of evaluation and the absence of a participatory monitoring plan.
Strengths

The SIA under study is one of great scope and almost all subjects required on the basis of international best practices were discussed by ERM. Before the gap analysis is presented some strengths of the SIA under study are pointed out: 

· Its comparison against the IFC Performance Standards. 

In this way ERM makes it very clear what the strengths and weaknesses of their own conducted SIA are. ERM also recommends HKND on the required actions to meet the Standards. An overview of these actions can be found in the previous section: ‘4.3 Summary of the conducted SIA.’ 

· Throughout the report a very critical attitude is retained.

ERM retains a very professional and critical attitude towards all proposed objects of the project plan. This can be seen in the length of the SIA but also in its very clear and harsh recommendations. ERM has a self-reflection you expect from a party that conducts a SIA.

· The extensive description of the proposed project.

The report investigates and describes all affected groups and the impact of the project on them in detail. Next to that the project itself is extensively discussed.
· The SIA also gives attention to opportunities and benefits for the local inhabitants. Examples are:

Local Personnel Hiring Program: This program establishes the temporary hiring of local indigenous labour, both skilled and unskilled, including suitable training. …It will be carried out within a framework of respect and equality of treatment, in accordance with Nicaraguan labour standards. 

Participative Environmental Monitoring Program: Through the PEMP the indigenous population of Bangkukuk Taik and Monkey Point will be invited to participate actively in the monitoring and oversight of Project activities, to ensure that such activities are carried out with due care for the environment. (ERM, 2015b) 
The above example of participatory stakeholder engagement is singular and one we would have liked to see more. No other participatory stakeholder engagements were undertaken, making it a weakness as well.
· The clarification of each stakeholder’s responsibility and role is described in the beginning of every chapter. 

In this way it becomes very clear what is expected from whom. How, and if these responsibilities were picked up by the relevant stakeholder appeared less transparent.

· ERM has done a gap analysis of their own SIA, demonstrating the gaps in their current baseline data (ERM, 2015b, 8.4.2.3.). 

ERM admits that these gaps influence the ability of the SIA to address the full range of impacts. The gaps mainly derive from limitations of time, scope and effort by HKND prior to and during the baseline surveys. 
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4.2 Interviews

The gap analysis sketched above presents us with gaps in SIA practice present in only one case, namely that of the SIA on the Nicaragua Canal. To better understand SIA’s weaknesses, interviews with practitioners that have seen more than one SIA case passing are really helpful. By interviewing all parties involved within the process of SIAs in hydraulic infrastructure, namely; engineers and consultants (Witteveen + Bos), financing institutions (FMO, Artradius), dredging companies (Van Oord and Witteveen + Bos), NGO’s (Both Ends, SOMO), lawyers (Monica Lopez) and the Netherlands independent body advising the government on ESIA matters (Commissie MER), the thesis tries to shed light on their perception of SIAs.

By the means of the interviews the thesis tries to clarify the next three points:

1. Distil whether the interviewee has a clear image about the term SIA. Does he/she see SIAs as a concept or only as a checklist that needs to be achieved?

2. To gather general experiences about the use of SIAs. In the interviews the interviewee is asked to describe the gaps that he/she sees in the use of SIAs in practice. 

3. What has to be done in the future to further improve the use of SIAs and what can be the contribution of the interviewee? Is improvement necessary and if yes, how should this be given form?

4.2.1 General perception of SIA
The interviewees were asked how SIAs are perceived and because of what reasons they think SIAs should be conducted. 
 Financing was the main reason given to conduct a SIA, being ‘the stick behind the door (J.Ritsema)’. Ritsema did not agree that financing needed to be the main reason; ‘SIA’s should in first instance be conducted in order to create social and socio-economic opportunities, but in practice you do see that they are mainly conducted because of financial reasons.’ When companies want financing through banks or want an export credit insurance a SIA is most often required to make a SIA. A second major reason to conduct a SIA was that of international compliance. Despite the absence of binding agreements, the general perception is that companies are willing to commit to the OECD guidelines and other international standards. International compliance is often enforced through national legislation; making permits another major reason to conduct a SIA. A last reason referred to is that of a company’s own Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). Conducting social responsible business is good for marketing reasons but can also be intrinsically driven. Within the world of consultancy and engineering, SIA is sometimes seen as another hurdle to take and a process that can slow down the project. J.Ritsema mentioned that within Witteveen+Bos: ‘ … everybody knows that for most of their projects they need to make such a pain in the ass’ This negative association with the term is typical, although J.Ritsema perceives an internal change towards a more social mind-set in which the reason to conduct a SIA is moving from external motivators towards more internal driven motivators. 

When asked how companies conducted their SIAs all answers given by the interviewed parties related to the checking on IFC Performance Standards or other international standards. It might be said that contrary to Vanclay (2016), SIA is more often seen as a tool or checklist, than as a concept; being intertwined throughout the project’s entire process. At Witteveen+Bos they acknowledge to use SIA as a checklist, but they also want their processes to go from compliance on these standard to overall commitment throughout the process. Meaning that they want to transit from checking the boxes towards a social friendly working process. At dredging company Van Oord major importance was given to local legislature and culture to follow within the SIA process instead of international standards. Off course international standards are centrally guiding but they do not apply in every context because; ‘...we are looking with a Western eye and Western values aren’t always the best fitting in another context (H. van der Meij).’ At Van Oord they don’t conduct their own SIAs since that will be a bit like ‘the butcher judging its own meat (H.van der Meij)’ but they try to be supportive towards the executer of the SIA and help them by being active in the process and giving information. 
H. van der Meij notices an increase in transparency within SIA’s and SIA processes. BothEnds notes that this increased transparency encourages companies to work with their stakeholders because otherwise they will risk conflicts or protest after implementation. 

At the financial institutions the international principles are the main guiding principles. Atradius, having seen multiple SIA’s, notices that bigger companies are generally better in conducting SIA than smaller local companies. FMO always tries to clarify to their customers in developing countries that commitment to international principles will be good for their own business, their own local efficiency, their own people and their own license to operate (A. van Elteren). When asked how they guarantee the social compliance of projects, financial institutions often use conditions for disbursement as a leverage to enforce changes. These conditions for disbursements and other requirements are captured within the initial contract and can be enforced later on.
We conclude with the perception of SIAs by R.Verheem (commissie MER). He stated that a MER (Dutch ‘equivalent’ of an ESIA) seeks to; predict impacts, organise a dialogue and to communicate findings, having active directed influence. Media and the way to communicate your findings are essential. R. Verheem: ‘Don’t think people will listen to you as an engineer, your story told by an influential speaker will gain much more attention. The worst communication imaginable is a scientist presenting a matrix to a politician, the politician will need personal stories that he can tell.’. Verheem refers to the research of Runhaar et al. (2011) among hundreds of practitioners. They found that the perception of the influence of MER in the Netherlands is considerable and the awareness among practitioners of the concept is high. This influence mainly stems from the MER’s preventive effect, beforehand, instead of its corrective effect. The study also shows that having an independent quality custodian is beneficial for the influence of the SIA. When asked how R.Verheem thought about the influence of SIAs he mentioned that the influence should remain informative to support decisions and MER/ESIA should not contribute to a technocracy.

4.2.2 Gap Analysis

Next to their perception of the term interviewees were asked about the gaps they could think of between SIA theory and practice. Perceived gaps mentioned range from gaps in which practice does not meet international standards and of more general gaps in which SIA theory is lacking something. The analysis of perceived gaps by the interviewees is tried to be linked with the gap analysis of the SIA on the Nicaragua Canal. The gaps mentioned by the interviewees overlapped with what we saw in this case study, but the interviewees also mentioned a lot of more abstract gaps on SIA theory in general. First we start with overlapping gaps, please note that the gaps are randomly listed and their order does not represent any difference in importance.

Gaps corresponding with gap analysis of the SIA on the Nicaragua Canal
1. Scope 

SIA’s are often performed in a very limited time frame, bringing us to the gap of scope. SIAs are often conducted on micro level in which: ‘… only direct impacts are checked and indirect causes are often neglected (W.Wiertsema).’ The macro impact of a project on a bigger area than the direct impacted area, or the single project, is barely taken into account. A. van Elteren noted that a, what he calls; cumulative impact assessment would be of great benefit. R. Verheem added that most of the time the effect of a SIA is measured from the first time a SIA is started towards the end of the SIA, but the real effect is often seen before the SIA measurements even starts. The problem of scope is twofold; namely timewise and location wise. Next to that R.Verheem notes, coming from a study of the ‘commissie MER’  on SIAs done on harbour projects (Commissie MER, 2016), that the scope often neglects:

· Relevant alternatives; 

· Thorough baseline descriptions;

· The discussion of cumulative effects;

· The discussion of indirect effects;

· The changing situation for contemporary inhabitants;

· A Resettlement Action Plan;

· A discussion on the influence of climate change on the project.
In the case study on the Nicaragua Canal certain gaps very much overlapped with this notion of scope. The perceived marginal time frame, the lacking description of trends within the local society and the absence of an expected probable response of the affected society to the project are such gaps of scope.

2. The weakness of proper monitoring and the difficulty of predicting impacts
Where monitoring should be done in order to steer the project and to learn from arising mistakes, it is often seen that, once a project is finished and the contract gets closed, monitoring stops or is handed over to local institutions. Lessons that could have been learned are forgotten since the parties that have conducted the SIA are no longer involved. M.Huijsmans noted that: ‘Social impacts are controllable during a project but once the project is finished they aren’t anymore.’ This was also seen in the involvement of ERM within the Nicaragua Canal. When ERM was consulted on this topic they mentioned that after the finalization of the report they have not been involved in the Nicaragua Canal anymore. This thesis pledges that a company with so much local knowledge should be involved longer to implement their management plans effectively instead of only writing the recommendations and handing them over to local institutions. Another bottleneck is the control on how, if ERM is indeed left out for further involvement, it is checked that HKND implements their management plans. This is normally left over to local environmental regulation, showing to be vulnerable in the case of the Nicaragua Canal. In general, the possibility to predict potential impacts in advance was perceived high by the interviewees. Although when asked whether the, in advance, predicted impacts were verified when projects were finished it was often admitted that this was neglected (M.Huijsmans). This weakness of prediction is evident within SIA.
3. Lack of proper participation

This gap became very clear in the gap analysis on the SIA of the Nicaragua canal. But this gap was also experienced by practitioners, amongst them W.Wiertsma. He noted that SIA should incorporate alternatives on the project that are based on local perspectives and interests, but that this is often lacking. J.Ritsema underpins this by the assumption that people living in the area always have more expertise than experts or engineers that are flown in. Serious participation will be one of the major improvements to SIA according to J.Ritsema, but she also acknowledged that social participation is seriously impeded within the process; ‘I have almost never noticed an ESIA being rejected by a bank, I have seen them being rejected by Atradius but only very rarely.’ More often, it is the other way around, that we want to add more participation to the SIA but that is being asked if one information evening isn’t enough.’ In the meta study of ESIAs on port developments (Commissie MER, 2016), described by R.Verheem, it was shown that a description of the participation process was lacking in all of the ESIAs under study. 

Perceived gaps of SIA theory in general:
1. Difficulty of measurability

The difficulty to measure social standards is a gap often mentioned by interviewees that prohibits SIA from becoming a real workable and controllable tool. Ritsema notes that: ‘In contrast to social norms, environmental norms are clearly controllable by numbers.’ This doesn’t mean that social standards are invisible or not measurable at all but they definitely are more difficult to portray. On top of that, R.Verheem noted that; ‘when looked at scientific research in this field it almost always comes down on perception and never on hard evidence.’ No interviewee has an immediate negative association with social impacts being hard to measure but they all admit that a better measurability will be beneficial for the cause of SIA.

2. Feeling of dispersed responsibility
At Van Oord, a feeling of dispersed responsibility was perceived. They feel attacked by NGO’s on their actions whereas they perceive their own influence and leverage on projects to be overestimated. It can be discussed whether this low perception of influence is justifiable in the case of the dredging sector. Van Oord describes the market as craving for work and as a sector in which ‘companies go far within the tender phase. When you start asking difficult questions within the tender phase you risk the chance of being kicked out by the client.’ Once you have won the tender phase they note that you are tied to the contract and when you notify any deficiencies after the contract phase it is hard to take them still into account, referring to gap six later on in this gap analysis. W.Wiertsema reacted to this by saying that: ‘… they are doing their job in their context and timeframe so I agree. But if Van Oord says that we overestimate their role I would actually disagree because they are such big players in the international market. Their role is not easily underestimated. They can manipulate the market because there aren’t many other actors out there. I don’t think it is fair to ask for modesty here.’ Not only at Van Oord the feeling of dispersed responsibility existed; throughout the entire process the pointing of fingers to other parties was visible. At Atradius, this was also exemplary when A.Walbroek mentioned that they were very involved upfront but had no ability to steer afterwards and mentioned that Atradius as an export credit agency has a ‘limited role, since we finance the exporter that eventually delivers services towards the initiator.’ A no from Atradius doesn’t mean a direct end to the developer’s project but still has a big impact on the risk for the developing party, a fact that makes it hard to agree with the perceived limited role.

3. Communication

Without the presentation and communication of data the influence of a SIA will be less. The gap of communication is omnipresent, to start off, when interviewees were asked whether the SIA communicates well, it was noted that SIAs are, first of all, often not made public. This is a huge gap in communication (W.Wiertsema). As explained by R.Verheem, SIAs should support three processes: the prediction of impacts, the enabling of dialogue, and the communication of findings. SIAs that are not made public lack on the last two points at least. Next to that, engineering companies that are selected to do the SIA often spend all their money on making the SIA without saving some for the communication of the results (R.Verheem). Next to the external communication, the effectiveness of internal communication within a SIA process is also disputed by R.Verheem. For the three processes he distinguishes, completely different project managers would be required. The communication of data is something completely different than the identification of it. Within the SIA process, it is often seen that engineers cover the entire scope. ‘It gets bad when an engineer talks with a politician. Hard information requires engineers, but for the process you need sociologist or experienced journalists.’ In an ideal situation, you will have one SIA project leader that gives direction to all three processes. Not only is the communication of the SIA itself not always good, the content is also often lacking. ‘We already know for twenty years that an ESIA should not be one report but a continuous stream of dedicated small reports, but still that is almost never the case.’ Relevant information for the relevant discussions should be delivered on request instead of in one big report (R.Verheem), pinpointing yet another gap.
4. Timing of the SIA

Within the process of big hydraulic infrastructure projects, the timing of the SIA appears to be essential to prevent delays, to better inform those involved, and to be able to deviate from the initial plan and go for another option. In practice, the timing of the SIA is not always that effective and there is a difference between desire and practice, meaning that the SIA is often too late. ‘In most of the cases the SIA comes after the definitive design only in order to get a permit or financing (J.Ritsema).’ In that case, the room to change anything on the definitive design is very small, a better situation will be if the SIA is already started before the initial design exists. This experience is substantiated by the experiences of H.van der Meij and S.Dekker at Van Oord, they noted that there is a ‘misbalance between client, SIA executioner and dredging company, the last party wants to be involved earlier  to make the ESIA better connect on the actual working situation.’ They further note that in practice, their apply for certain permits is often rejected because it wasn’t taken into account within the ESIA and that: ‘the earlier our expertise is requested the less time, money and effort are needed to repair certain mistakes. For us, earlier involvement would also give more leverage to influence the process.’ Actually all parties agree that they want to be involved in the SIA process earlier on, but it remains vague why this doesn’t happen because no project developer was spoken to.
5. How good is international best practice?

By means of the IFC Performance Standards and the OECD guidelines we have sketched frameworks of international best practice. Complemented by local regulations, they form the net to prevent negative social, environmental and economic effects of projects. But to what extent can we call them effective. Most of the interviewees have mentioned to use them intensively and see them as very effective guidelines, showing their importance, but the introduction of standards also brings with them the gap in which: ‘compliance is the norm and favourably as marginal as possible (J.Ritsema).’ Standards might impede the evolvement from compliance to real commitment. This might lead to the situation in which the standard reflects the minimum damage acceptable and there is no incentive to strive for less damage and to excel in damage prevention. This is called the danger of standards.
Next to that ‘The contemporary international practice is that SIAs are commissioned by the project developer so they tend to be biased favouring what the project developer wants to hear (W.Wiertsema).’ This might be a bit exaggerated but, this psychological factor does impede an ideally desired independent setting. To overcome this gap, a mandatory peer review can be introduced. This idea will be elaborated in the section on future improvements. 

6. SIAs initial desire versus actual effect

R.Verheem pointed out the initial desire of ESIAs is to be informative, create dialogue and initiate change. What he often sees in practice is that ESIAs support the already existing underlying feeling. As an example he points out the ‘Room for the River’ project in which the existing environmental friendly context was only supported by a MER study, the Dutch equivalent to an ESIA. This off course isn’t a gap on itself and it is actually quite helpful that an ESIA contributes to the finding of the most beneficial alternatives. But, this is not what the ESIA was founded for, R.Verheem mentions: ‘The MER/ESIA exists for the negative context in which you want to buy a Bugatti and I want to buy a Ferrari. In that negative context I want the MER to convince us to reject the idea of buying a Ferrari but to buy a bicycle instead.’ And the effectiveness of ESIAs within a negative context is something that is very disputable (R.Verheem).
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4.2.3 Future

The interviewees were asked to give their perspective on future changes in order to improve SIA. Overall the perception of gaps and forthcoming future improvements was rather homogenous among all stakeholders interviewed, giving ground for taking these future recommendations serious and as a reflection of reality. The gaps pointed out in the previous section give enough room for improvements as well, and some of the future recommendations will follow up on the gaps, where others take another perspective.
· Earlier involvement

Among others, J.Ritsema noted that by earlier involvement of the social and environmental experts in internal processes at Witteveen + Bos, negative social impacts of their projects can be better prevented. Also at Atradius they see earlier involvement of one of the major future improvements. J.Walbroek noted: ‘the more people that are involved and are asking questions the better an ESIA will become.’ 
· Increase transparency

At Van Oord the increasing exposure of their projects in international media was seen as giving ground for improvement and discussion, although the nuance might get lost at some points. Next to Van Oord, transparency in the entire process of SIA is brought up as an improvement by many of the interviewees, meaning that the contemporary process is often quite non transparent (W.Wiertsema). FMO is taking steps to increase their own transparency and will: ‘start to publish our planned investments before the contracting is finished (A. van Elteren).’ R.Verheem supports the idea of increasing transparency: ‘the more transparent a process is the bigger your influence on a project and support for a project is.’ When asked how this increase of transparency can be reached interviewees suggest the introduction of duty for accountability or processes that oblige parties to make their documents public.

· Bigger role for watchdogs

Following on the future increasing transparency, a more important role for watchdogs/NGO’s is a reasonable second step to take. This idea was brought up by FMO and Witteveen + Bos. W. Wiertsema (Both Ends) noted that to reach a more effective role for watchdogs a better institutionalization of their roles will be required and that: ‘Both Ends cannot do it by itself.’
· Participation or ‘building with people’
At Van Oord they noted the improvement in the field of participation. ‘In the Netherlands we go quite far when it comes to the creation of local support for a project, it would be very effective to embed this local expertise within another context (S.Dekker).’ When asked why we should do that S.Dekker noted that: ‘in society the realization grows that support and participation is of importance and next to that it is a model in which we as a Dutch water sector excel, meaning that we can export it.’ H. van der Meij added that ‘a satisfied environment is better for your project’ and that this satisfaction should and could be reached by more participation. R.Verheem mentioned: ‘I think that locals aren’t against development but that they can come up with locally supported alternatives instead. These should really be taken into account, on a high level and on a project level.’ W.Wiertsema summarized this beautifully, by calling this process: ‘Building with people, as a successor of building with nature.’ J.Ritsema adheres to the idea that knowledge of locals is always worth more than expert knowledge and thinks: ‘that a lot of companies are still afraid to conduct serious participation processes, afraid for protests maybe, but when you really listen to locals you won’t get them.’
· Institutionalization of social values
R.Verheem notes that there is a process of ‘value internalisation’ visible in countries that have implemented ESIA and other legislations for a longer time period. The underlying values of an ESIA are getting internalised in processes were they were once absent. In the future this will only happen more, making ESIA legislation having influence in other fields as well. Next to this unaware internalisation of underlying values, J.Ritsema hopes that we keep striving for commitment to international principles instead of pure compliance, meaning that they want the values presented by international principles to become internal values, instead of external norms that need to be met. ‘Nowadays short-term thinking is dominant in business and there isn’t a lot of attention for social value. By seeing the advantages that corporate social responsible development brings with it, we can focus on the positive commercial consequences.’ This shift towards ‘value creation’ is not present enough in the contemporary SIA theory thinks J.Ritsema but will be important to make a real business case for SIA. How to do this remains a difficult question. R.Verheem opinion is that ‘if people or businesses have to work together on topics where they haven’t worked together yet (social values), they will need an incentive.’ We have to work on this incentive side.
· Other

Other interesting improvements mentioned to strengthen SIA’s influence, were the desire to make social effects better measurable (J.Ritsema) and the introduction of a mandatory peer review process by an independent party (W.Wiertsema). In general all of the parties expected that the business case for social issues was going to improve within the next decade, supported by the increase of experience with the topic (A.Walbroek). The only one pessimistic about the future of SIA was W.Wiertsema. When asked where SIA would be within ten years he mentioned that …

‘this mainly depends on the political will of the public agencies overseeing these institutions to really move ahead. And I’m quite sceptical about the political will in Holland at the moment. It is really all business. The support for a trade agenda, the main indicator is the number of transactions and short term runnings made. There is very little strategic planning about where we would like to be in 20 years’ time as a Dutch economy in the world. There is no vision…
Don’t you foresee more international vision? Through OECD or..

No, I think every country, multilateral institutions are under pressure, nationalism is increasing and with nationalism short term interests become more dominant. I think it is a danger for the global frameworks that you have now and not sure if the SIA will evolve. You will need social will and civil servants but also from other agencies to move ahead. There is an interest but I wouldn’t like to gamble on it too easily. Off course we(as Bothe Ends) try to push in the right direction but I am not sure whether it will really work at this point because you get more populist governance, if you get Trump or Wilders it will have a serious impact. I don’t think this agenda will survive.
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5. Conclusion 

Within this thesis the main goal was to understand how social impacts of projects can be better incorporated and mitigated within the planning and design phase of projects. With this conclusion the reader is presented with recommendations and an answer on the main question;
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To answer this question, the main findings in the case study on the Nicaragua Canal are firstly discussed. The case study highlighted the fact that SIAs are generally conducted because of three main reasons, namely: for the attainment of a local permit, to attain external financing / an export credit insurance and because of a company’s own corporate social responsibility and business ethics. Within the Nicaragua case the SIA done by ERM was in the first place conducted for the local permit. This local permit was already approved by the Nicaraguan government one week after the SIA was handed in (Monica Lopez). This period can be considered as being not long enough for an independent peer review. The low threshold for the Nicaraguan government to approve the project awakens the suspicion that the (E)SIA would have been approved no matter what. This makes the SIA an instrument to support the government’s initial incentives (gap 9). In the Nicaraguan case the use of the SIA for the application of external finances is unknown, but the process might repeat itself in that sector. The easily obtained permit leaves a company’s own Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) as an important pillar to prevent social adversities of happening. CSR is supported and in some ways enforced by international watchdogs. This enforcement is inhibited by the lack of transparency about the internal decision making process of HKND in this matter. Next to this more general gap the gap analysis of the SIA on the Nicaragua Canal showed weaknesses on the subjects of: stakeholder engagement, grievance mechanisms, resettlement and a general weakness of ERM mainly recommending HKND to take certain action plans in consideration but no transparency on whether these recommended action plans were taken into account.
In addition to the case study the interviews confirmed another important gap, namely; the late involvement of relevant stakeholders and experts within the overall planning process of projects. An earlier involvement of parties that are contemporarily involved later on in the process would be highly beneficiary for a project’s quality and is thus so one of this thesis’ main recommendations. Earlier involvement can be easily achieved when the process becomes more transparent and when all parties understand the benefits of earlier involvement. But to further improve SIAs, earlier involvement alone isn’t sufficient. A better understanding of the international standards, with main improvements that have to be made on the aspect of participation, seems to be necessary. The general perception of SIAs is that of, it being a pain in the ass (J.Ritsema) or another set of hurdles to take. Existing SIA standards are experienced as a useful set of tools but should be internalised within companies’ processes much more. By giving companies incentives to, for example include proper participation, the negative association can be prevented and the internalisation of SIA’s values can be accelerated, creating a business case for SIA. Business cases are easier made in a fully transparent world were companies are publicly rebuffed when they neglect proper social mitigation measures. In that sense a bigger role for international watchdogs is highly recommended. Companies that market themselves as social responsible will, in a transparent consumer market, provide more certainty to investors, offer options for added value, improve the company’s marketability and reduce local opposition. This thesis recommends the introduction of mandatory independent peer reviews and the establishment of controlling institutions in a transparent process to improve the mitigation of adverse social impacts. 
To sum up; this thesis shed light on the contemporary situation of SIAs in the hydraulic infrastructure industry. A general feeling is that the SIA is being used as a mere tool to ensure financing or permits, but that the essential values presented by SIA theory are not supported throughout the entire sector. The dispersal of responsibilities and the lack of a good international independent review of SIAs are major gaps. By taking away localized power and opening a transparent debate, these gaps can be overcome and building with people becomes of key-importance. These gaps might be more relevant for the case of the Nicaragua Canal than they are perceived by Dutch practitioners. However the Dutch context, as proven by two recent cases namely the Suez Canal (Hazekamp et al., 2016) and the Agua Zarca dam, isn’t perfect and can also learn a lot from the gaps presented in this dissertation.
Future Research
In light of this thesis, the author would like to provide recommendations for future research. One of the major links that was not discussed in the thesis was the perspective of a project developer on SIA theory. Attempts to contact HKND have been stranded while their perspective on the project, or the perspective of a project developer in another case study would have shed more light on their side of SIA theory and its gaps. Furthermore, a meta-study of the actual effect of SIAs on a projects’ trajectory will give great insight in SIA’s ability to influence projects, also in a negative context. The hypothesis for such a study can be that SIAs are mainly used to accelerate and support the already existing paradigm instead of being able to influence the process in a negative context. 
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9. Appendices

A) Review Criteria for checking SIA Reports (Vanclay et al., 2015)
Description of the project and alternatives
• Does the report provide a sufficient description of the project including adequate information about the site, project design, size of the development, required workforce, likely timeframe, etc?

• Does the report describe the purposes and objectives the proposed development is expected to address, especially as they pertain to the sustainable development of the local area?

• Did the report consider reasonable alternatives to the project, including a ‘no-development alternative’, and give an indication of the primary reasons for the preferred alternative, taking into account the social consequences and sustainable development objectives?

• Is there discussion of project options yet to be decided and for which input is needed?

• Does the report describe the likely future landuses on the site and surrounding areas?

• Does the report describe all additional service demands (water, electricity, sewage, etc) and ancillary activities (dredging, quarrying, etc) that may be required as a consequence of the project or necessary to support the project (or make it clear that there are no extra demands)?

• Does the report document and discuss the contextual setting of the project and provide information on similar projects that have happened, are currently happening, or likely to happen in the vicinity of the current project to enable an adequate consideration of cumulative effects in the region?

Description of methodology for the SIA
• Does the report adequately describe the overarching methodology for the SIA?

• Were the methods used for each of the component parts of the SIA satisfactorily described, appropriate, and properly undertaken?

• Was the stakeholder engagement strategy for the SIA adequately described?

• Were the methods used to predict the impacts adequately described and appropriate?

• Was the process to establish significance of the impacts described and was it reasonable?

• Was there a discussion of the limitations of the methodology and of the SIA in general?

• Was there evident adequate awareness of social research methods and appropriate reference to the literature on the methods of SIA and social research generally?

• Was there a discussion of the ethical implications (including informed consent) of the SIA and project?

• Was respect for Indigenous peoples clearly evident in the approach to social research methods and community engagement?

• Was there an attempt to utilise local knowledge in the design of the SIA?

• Were traditional knowledge and Indigenous cosmologies and understandings included alongside western science and on equal terms in the impact assessments and other scientific reports?

Community profile and baseline data

• Is there a discussion of the extent of the area likely to be affected in social terms (the social zone of influence, or impacted zone)?

• Is there an adequate stakeholder analysis and reasonable identification and description of the different social groups within the region?

• Are vulnerable groups specifically identified and discussed?

• Are gender aspects and issues specifically considered?

• Are any Indigenous, tribal or other ethnic groups of special interest identified (or is it clearly stated that there are none in the region), and is this determination reasonable?

• Does the analysis identify and describe the various characteristics of the multiple affected stakeholder groups, especially aspects of their culture, economy, or livelihoods that may make them particularly susceptible to change?

• Does the analysis identify the local, national, and international organizations that are likely to have an interest in the project and especially those who have a link to affected stakeholders?

• Was local history discussed in sufficient detail to provide a reasonable understanding as to what current social concerns might be and what the potential for local conflict is?

• Was there identification of social indicators to be used for baseline data collection?

• Was there a justification provided for each social indicator?

• Is there a discussion about and use of existing (secondary) sources of baseline data?

• Was baseline data for the identified social indicators collected?

• Were appropriate targets and benchmarks established for each social indicator?

• Is there a discussion of data gaps and of the limitations of any data that exist or that may be collected?

Community participation and engagement

• Was there a genuine attempt to identify and engage with a wide range of stakeholders and to inform them about the project and its implications, and invite their input?

• Is there evidence of how stakeholder input was actually utilised in the SIA and in project planning and development?

• Were lists of the groups who were approached as part of the SIA provided?

• Is it evident that diverse engagement methods were used to ensure inclusivity, and especially to ensure the participation of women, vulnerable groups, and Indigenous peoples if present?

• Were participatory processes established early in the SIA and the project so that the input from these processes could be used to influence the SIA and the design of the project?

• Were adequate resources available to support the participation of all stakeholders?

• Was engagement continuous, with adequate reporting back and validating of information?

• Was FPIC obtained for the project and for the SIA? If FPIC was obtained:

· Was the basis by which FPIC asserted clearly established?

· Was the basis by which ‘consent’ was determined discussed?

· Was it truly prior?

· Can the condition of ‘fully informed’ be reasonably established?

Scoping, assessment of impacts and significance determination

• Does the report indicate how scoping was done?

• Was there adequate stakeholder contribution to the scoping and assessment process?

• Does the report clearly identify all the various project activities and consider the impacts of these various activities on different stakeholders?

• Is there a description of impacts in terms of the nature and magnitude of the change and the nature, location, number, sensitivity and vulnerability of the affected stakeholders?

• Does the analysis consider how different groups are likely to respond to the impacts?

• Does the analysis consider the indirect (or second and higher order impacts) as well as the direct effects for all project phases (construction, operation and post-closure) on all groups?

• Were all reasonably likely impacts considered?

• Was there a comparison with other studies of similar projects elsewhere?

• Were the social and health implications of environmental impacts (changes of land use, emissions, changes in biodiversity or ecosystems, etc) considered and discussed?

• Were impacts discussed with reference to human rights?

• Is there an adequate discussion of how impacts were prioritised (significance determination)?

• Is there a discussion about the likelihood of and contingency plans for the management of abnormal events and operational accidents?

• Are the social consequences arising from abnormal events and accidents considered?

Mitigation and enhancement strategies

• Does the report provide a description of the mitigation measures envisaged to avoid, reduce and/or remedy the significant adverse effects created by the project?

• Does the report discuss the reasons for choosing the mitigation methods, and describe options available, especially where mitigation is not self-evident?

• Does the report consider the likely effectiveness of the mitigation? Where the effectiveness is uncertain or limited, are the implications of this adequately discussed?

• Does the report discuss the extent and significance of residual impacts?

• Does the report discuss coping strategies for dealing with residual and/or cumulative impacts?

• Has there been adequate consideration of enhancement measures (i.e. changes to the project designed to enhance benefits to affected communities)?

• Is the potential for local content (jobs for local people, local procurement) well considered?

• Are the proposed mitigation and enhancement measures practical and feasible?

• Is there a discussion of likely changes in the impacts experienced over time, and the need for corresponding changes to mitigation and/or enhancement measures in the future?

• Was a community visioning process undertaken and/or is there a discussion of preferred or intended community futures?

• Is there a social investment contribution planned, and have the proposed social investment initiatives been adequately negotiated with the community?

• Are any proposed social investment initiatives sustainable and/or have the full support of appropriate local partners and/or government?

• Where the proponent takes on the responsibility for providing services and infrastructure, is there an exit strategy to pass on the responsibility to government, and in a context with weak government capacity, does the exit strategy include provisions for government capacity-building?

Grievance mechanisms and monitoring procedures

• Does the report discuss the establishment of a grievance mechanism?

• Is there evidence that the grievance mechanism is taken seriously, that affected stakeholders are aware of its existence, and would be inclined to make use of it if they had a concern?

• Has a monitoring process been established for all significant impacts?

• Are the impacted communities involved in the monitoring process in any way?

• Has there been any discussion about ‘adaptive management’, especially in relation to the monitoring and management of social impacts?

Reporting, governance arrangements and overarching issues

• Is the report publicly available in appropriate languages – or at least have reasonable attempts been made to make information about the report accessible to local people?

• Is there a sense that the SIA and project development processes meet reasonable transparency expectations?

• Is information in the report logically arranged?

• Does the report describe how the community engagement undertaken has influenced the SIA, in terms of results, conclusions and/or approach taken?

• Were there adequate resources and time available to thoroughly investigate the social issues?

• Did the consultants seem professional, experienced, knowledgeable in social issues and SIA?

• Was there a peer review undertaken by a competent SIA professional?

• Did consideration of the social issues start early enough to enable effective management of social issues at early stages of the project?

• Is there evidence that project staff and senior company management have signed-off on the findings of the SIA and demonstrated their commitment to implement the recommendations and agreed strategies?

• Are all roles and responsibilities for future actions clearly identified and allocated to specific individuals or job designations? Do the Key Performance Indicators for their roles include these responsibilities?

• Have all other parties or agencies that are implicated in the report committed to the roles assigned to them in the report (e.g. local government, government agencies, third parties)?

• Have the roles of contractors and suppliers been adequately considered and is there evidence of a monitoring process to ensure that they comply with the intentions that arise from the SIA?

• Does the report give the impression that there has been adequate awareness of the project in a social sense?

• Was there cross-reference to any Environmental Impact Assessment, Health Impact Assessment and/or any other relevant documents/report that may have been commissioned by the proponent or other actor?

• Was there adequate connection to the SIA literature? (and specifically the International Principles for Social Impact Assessment and this Guidance document)?

• Does the report identify all appropriate local, regional, national and international policy and regulations responsible for protecting stakeholders?
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Throughout the dissertation answers on the sub questions will be shortly summarized in textboxes.








What is the general planning and design process in big infrastructure projects?


Within big infrastructure projects the general planning and design process can separated into the following three phases; the pre-investment phase, the investment phase and the post investment phase. Within the first phase the first step to take is the creation of a concept or idea. Followed by proper preparation, a measurement of the project’s general feasibility and the finalization of impact studies, among them the SIA. Once the negotiations for the project’s approval are finished, the investment phase begins which consist of the project’s full implementation. In the post-investment phase, the project should be in full operation and project evaluations are conducted.





Phase 1: Understand the issues


1. Gain a good understanding of the proposed project, including all ancillary activities necessary to support the project’s development and operation. A visit to the project site is necessary to understand its context and scope.


2. Clarify the responsibilities and roles of all involved in or associated with the SIA, including relationships to the other specialist studies being undertaken, and establish what national laws and/or international guidelines and standards are to be observed. Other impacts, whether environmental impacts, health impacts or human rights impacts all have a social repercussion.


3. Identify the preliminary ‘social area of influence’ of the project, likely impacted and beneficiary communities (nearby and distant), and stakeholders. 


4. Gain a good understanding of the communities likely to be affected by the project by preparing a Community Profile which includes: (a) a thorough stakeholder analysis; (b) a discussion of the socio-political setting; (c) an assessment of the differing needs, interests, values and aspirations of the various subgroups of the affected communities including a gender analysis; (d) an assessment of their impact history, i.e. their experience of past projects and other historical events; (e) a discussion of trends happening in those communities; (f) a discussion of the assets, strengths and weaknesses of the communities; and (g) optionally the results of an opinion survey. This task is typically called profiling.


5. Fully inform community members about: (a) the project; (b) similar projects elsewhere to give them a sense of how they are likely to be affected; (c) how they can be involved in the SIA; (d) their procedural rights in the regulatory and social performance framework for the project; and (e) their access to grievance and feedback mechanisms. 


6. Devise inclusive participatory processes and deliberative spaces to help community members: (a) understand how they will be impacted; (b) determine the acceptability of likely impacts and proposed benefits; (c) make informed decisions about the project; (d) facilitate community visioning about desired futures; (e) contribute to mitigation and monitoring plans; and (f) prepare for change.


7. Identify the social and human rights issues that have potential to be of concern (i.e. scoping). 


8. Collate relevant baseline data for key social issues.


 


Phase 2: Predict, analyse and assess the likely impact pathways 


9. Through analysis, determine the social changes and impacts that will likely result from the project and its various alternatives. 


10. Carefully consider the indirect (or second and higher order) impacts. 


11. Consider how the project will contribute to the cumulative impacts being experienced by the host communities. 


12. Determine how the various affected groups and communities will likely respond. 


13. Establish the significance of the predicted changes (i.e. prioritise them). 


14. Actively contribute to the design and evaluation of project alternatives, including no go and other options. 





Phase 3: Develop and implement strategies 


15. Identify ways of addressing potential negative impacts (by using the mitigation hierarchy). 


16. Develop and implement ways of enhancing benefits and project-related opportunities. 


17. Develop strategies to support communities in coping with change. 


18. Develop and implement appropriate feedback and grievance mechanisms. 


19. Facilitate an agreement-making process between communities and developer leading to the drafting of an Impacts & Benefits Agreement (IBA). 


20. Assist the proponent in facilitating stakeholder input and drafting a Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) which puts into operation the benefits, mitigation measures, monitoring arrangements and governance arrangements that were agreed to in the IBA, as well as plans for dealing with any ongoing unanticipated issues as they may arise. 


21. Put processes in place to enable proponents, government authorities and civil society stakeholders to implement the arrangements implied in the SIMP and IBA, and develop and embed their own respective management action plans in their own organizations, establish respective roles and responsibilities throughout the implementation of those action plans, and maintain an ongoing role in monitoring. 


22. Assist the proponent in developing and implementing ongoing social performance plans that address contractor obligations implied in the SIMP. 





Phase 4: Design and implement monitoring programs 


23. Develop indicators to monitor change over time. 


24. Develop a participatory monitoring plan. 


25. Consider how adaptive management will be implemented and consider implementing a social management system. 


26. Undertake evaluation and periodic review (audit).











Human Rights


‘’Enterprises should respect human rights, which means they should avoid infringing on the human rights of others and should address adverse human rights impacts with which they are involved.’’


Employment


‘’Enterprises should respect the right of workers employed by the multinational enterprise to establish or join trade unions and representative organisations of their own choosing.’’


Environment


‘’Enterprises should establish and maintain a system of environmental management appropriate to the enterprise.’’


Combating Bribery


‘’Enterprises should not, directly or indirectly, offer, promise, give, or demand a bribe or other undue advantage to obtain or retain business or other improper advantage.’’


Consumer Interests


‘’Enterprises should ensure that the goods and services they provide, meet all agreed or legally required standards for consumer health and safety, including those pertaining to health warnings and safety information.’’


Science and Technology


‘’Enterprises should perform science and technology development work in host countries to address local market needs, as well as employ host country personnel in an S&T capacity and encourage their training, taking into account commercial needs.’’


Competition


‘’Regularly promote employee awareness of the importance of compliance with all applicable competition laws and regulations, and, in particular, train senior management of the enterprise in relation to competition issues.’’


Taxation


‘’Enterprises should treat tax governance and tax compliance as important elements of their oversight and broader risk management systems.’’











Performance Standard 1: Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social Risks and 			    	    	Impacts


Performance Standard 2: Labour and Working Conditions


Performance Standard 3: Resource Efficiency and Pollution Prevention


Performance Standard 4: Community Health, Safety, and Security


Performance Standard 5: Land Acquisition and Involuntary Resettlement


Performance Standard 6: Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Management of Living Natural 			    	Resources


Performance Standard 7: Indigenous Peoples


Performance Standard 8: Cultural Heritage








What are Social Impact Assessments?


‘’SIA is the process of analysing, monitoring and managing the intended and unintended social consequences, both positive and negative, of planned interventions (policies, programs, plans, projects) and any social change processes invoked by those interventions. Its primary purpose is to bring about a more sustainable and equitable biophysical and human environment �ADDIN CITAVI.PLACEHOLDER c465a28e-22b6-4217-9501-03ee5e282edf �(Vanclay, 2003)�." 


The term has gained academic and social attention over the last years and was first used in America around 1969.


What international standards apply regarding SIA and who guarantees the quality of the SIA?


International standards that contribute to a better understanding and control of social impacts are plentiful. Among them are the IFC Performance Standards, the Equator Principles and the OECD Guidelines. These standards are mainly used at financial institutions to control whether investments are done according to international standards. Next to financial institutions, governments play a major role in guaranteeing the quality of a SIA; before a permit can be obtained, governments demand a SIA to be done. Each governmental institution is free to set their own standards, but they often take the standards above as their guidelines or inspiration. The OECD Guidelines are currently endorsed by 46 countries





In what phase were Social Impacts taken into account in the Nicaragua Canal? 


The expected impact of the construction of the Nicaragua Canal on social aspects is described in ERM’s Social Impact Assessment. The Impact Assessment was written in the pre-investment phase of the project and written on the basis of the IFC Performance Standards. The (E)SIA has been approved by the government of Nicaragua and a building permit to construct the canal has been obtained. In order to pass the project Nicaragua constructed the disputable Law 840 which overruled a lot of previously present laws that inhibited the construction of the Canal. To what extent ERM’s projected social impacts will be taken into account within the construction phase is unknown. 





What are the main obstacles, or points of conflict, concerning the implementation of the Nicaragua Canal as represented by the SIA done by ERM? 


Proper resettlement is the project’s main obstacle, to date, none of the critical components of resettlement planning has been made public by the government of Nicaragua or by HKND. Next to that ERM notes that the project risks losing its social license to operate when international standards about the involuntary resettlement process will not be met. Next to proper resettlement an official consent from the Indigenous Peoples affected by the project is not yet obtained and Indigenous Peoples are not given FPIC. Other obstacles for the Canal’s implementation are the influx of migrant workers and the contemporary absence of proper grievance mechanisms.








Is the SIA on the Nicaragua Canal in line with international best practice? 


No, not completely. The SIA is of a very critical nature but fails to conform to international standards on some topics. A gap that is a red line throughout the SIA is the fact that ERM relies on doing a lot of recommendations to HKND without sketching how HKND should undertake these recommendations. An example: according to international principles, proper stakeholder engagement is required within a SIA. ERM’s ESIA did include minor stakeholder engagement activities but HKND was recommended to undertake more events in the future. Other gaps in the ESIA were the absence of a proper grievance mechanism, the inadequate information supply to inhabitants that need to be resettled, the lack of information supply to the locals about similar projects elsewhere, the lack of evaluation and the absence of a proper participatory monitoring plan. 








Do the gaps, perceived by the interviewees, overlap with the gaps that were present in the Nicaragua case?


Some gaps of SIA in the case study were confirmed and underpinned by the gaps mentioned by the interviewees. Examples of this confirmation were SIA’s scope (in terms of time and researched area) the difficulty of prediction, the weakness of proper monitoring and a general negligence of proper participation. These gaps can be characterised as being more content wise instead of the other more general gaps that were mentioned by the interviewees. These general gaps mainly related to SIA theory and its difficulty of creating a solid business case for the mitigation of adverse social impacts of projects.








Can the use of a SIA as a precautionary tool be better incorporated within hydraulic infrastructure projects specifically? 


Yes. The case, but mainly the general situation sketch of SIA theory by the interviewees shows multiple factors that still inhibit a satisfactory mitigation of the adverse social consequences of projects. The will to overcome these inhibiting factor is present at the organisations interviewed. But to achieve this improvement the contemporary situation needs to be drastically changed. To better incorporate SIA as a precautionary tool the interviewees recommend to increase SIA’s transparency, to involve stakeholders earlier in the process, to improve participation and to try and institutionalize social values by i.e. enhancing the power of NGO’s.





 ‘How can social impacts be taken into account in the planning and design phase of hydraulic infrastructure projects?’
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