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PrePrePrePrefacefacefaceface        
 

 

Previous Relationships Foundation projects have argued that family policy is not an end in itself, 

but serves other goals such as promoting wellbeing, reducing inequality or reducing the costs 

of broken relationships. We demonstrated that there is a “penumbra effect” where the strength 

and effectiveness of family and community relationships influence and are influenced by a wide 

range of policy areas. These include education, health and social care, housing, employment, 

criminal justice, finance and debt, and tax and welfare payments. 

 

This new series of papers examines how we can best ensure that the impact of the policy 

agenda as a whole is in the best interest of family relationships and wellbeing. 

 

Progressive Families, Progressive Britain: Why Britain Needs Family Proofing of Policy sets out the 

case for a multi-layered relationally-literate approach to family proofing policy. Family policy is 

too often a narrow collection of explicit policies designed to achieve specific goals regarding 

families. “Family proofing” acknowledges the important role family considerations play in a 

broad range of policy issues and therefore analyses the consequences of any policy, regardless 

of whether it is explicitly aimed at families, for its impact on family relationships and wellbeing.  

 

This approach was informed by a review of international experience of Family Impact 

Assessments (FIA). Family Proofing Policy: A Review of International Experience of Family Impact 

Assessment shows that while there are a number of useful frameworks for assessing impact, 

deficiencies in both the nature and structure of FIAs rendered the proposals unpopular and the 

basic arguments surrounding FIAs less convincing. 

 

The third and final paper in this series, Towards a Conceptual Framework for Family Proofing: 

Understanding the Key Domains and Critical Levers of Influence, will explore how family proofing 

of policy can be done, focussing specifically on the key domains and critical levers by which 

policy can influence family relationships and wellbeing. It proposes a conceptual framework 

that will help policy-makers understand and analyse the potential impact of policy on people’s 

motivation and opportunity to form and strengthen committed family relationships, discharge 

responsibilities pertaining to family relationships, and conduct relationships in a way that 

enhances the wellbeing of the family. It also considers the impact of policy on the support that 

people need and receive for these relationships. The framework draws on our previous work on 

how finance and time influence relationships, as well as a range of theories of human behaviour 

and how it is influenced.    
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1.1.1.1.    Introduction Introduction Introduction Introduction     
 

 

The Relationships Foundation has been running a series of projects identifying and examining 

how policy influences the relationships that are important for wellbeing. The research 

conducted so far and the publications that followed explored the concept of thriving lives, 

where a focus on relationships is the key to wellbeing (Ashcroft and Caroe, 2007); how finance 

and public policy with implications on people’s finances impact on relationships that are critical 

for wellbeing (Ashcroft and Lynas, 2008); and how time and the use of time as shaped by public 

policy likewise affect relationships and wellbeing (Wong, 2009). 

 

The family is yet another area where the relationships within are among the most critical for 

individual as well as societal wellbeing. Almost every area of public policy impacts on the family, 

whether intentionally and directly or otherwise. Our research has discovered a penumbra effect 

where the strength and effectiveness of family and community relationships can be influenced 

by a wide range of policy areas including education, health and social care, housing, 

employment, criminal justice, finance and debt, and tax and welfare payments (Lynas, 2009). 

 

Given the potentially far reaching effects of policy on families, and consequently our wellbeing, 

the next phase of our work attempts to study in more detail how policy can be “proofed” in 

terms of its potential impact on families. Family proofing should be a sufficiently comprehensive 

and methodologically rigorous mechanism that incorporates the penumbra effect and operates 

at various stages of the policy-making process. Although Family Impact Assessments (FIA) are 

traditionally more narrowly structured and limited in their scope and application, there is 

nonetheless merit in studying their salient features and exploring what can be learned from 

those who have proposed or implemented FIAs. This paper therefore seeks to review some of 

the lessons learned from other countries’ experience of assessing the impact of policy on 

families and the issues surrounding such initiatives. 
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2.2.2.2.    The cThe cThe cThe conceptonceptonceptoncept    
 

 

2.1 Background and rationale 

 

As scholars and policy analysts have observed, Britain has historically adopted a relatively more 

non-interventionist approach to family policy (see for example, Esping-Andersen, 1990; 

Gauthier, 1996; Kamerman and Kahn, 1997) as compared to a number of European countries 

such as France and Sweden. It therefore follows that, as tradition and cultural norms dictate, 

family proofing has never really captured the imagination of British policy-makers.  

 

Growing emphasis on the importance of wellbeing as a policy goal and a mark of progress, 

attempts to develop other indicators of progress alongside GDP, and a greater concern for 

assessing sustainability (see for example, Stiglitz et al., 2009) – with environmental, social and 

economic dimensions – creates a context within which family proofing is likely to have greater 

relevance. British family policy may be becoming more interventionist, driven recently by 

egalitarian concerns, and potentially an integral element of reform of both welfare and public 

service provision in the future. Hence, the question of how policy may support, undermine or 

otherwise influence families is becoming of greater interest. 

 

Although Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) are today a common tool employed in 

policy-making, the closest we have come to in likewise assessing the impact of policies on the 

family are the Social and Equality Impact Assessments (SIA), in which the family forms only a 

small and relatively less significant part of the overall analysis. Policy, however, ought to be 

integrated and intentional with regard to its impact on relationships if higher wellbeing goals 

were to be achieved (Shepanski et al., 2007). However, despite the family being included as a 

component of SIAs, there is currently insufficient analysis of how policy influences relationships 

in general and families in particular for the aforementioned integrated policy objective to be 

met. 

 

 

2.2 The theory 

 

Other countries have tried various approaches to assessing the impact of policy on families, such 

as conducting FIAs or developing Family Impact Statements (FIS). These are informed by family 

systems theory, which holds that individuals can best be understood and served within the 

context of the immediate systems with which they interact, and which therefore takes into 

serious consideration the multiple and inter-related influences on individual and family 

outcomes (Ooms, 1995; Families Commission, 2005). The most influential social system for 

almost every individual is their immediate family, followed by, in no particular order, the 

extended family, the workplace, the neighbourhood, and other social groups. The family 
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system, in turn, operates within other interacting systems, most of which come under the 

influence of a variety of public policies. 

 

Family proofing of policies contributes to addressing the need for a structured, systematic, 

objective and comprehensive evidence-based policy analysis that seeks to determine 

the cause and effects between government policies and family wellbeing. Its broad objective is 

essentially to ask the key question:  

 

“What effect will this policy or policy proposal have on families and on the 

family as an institution?” 

 

Family proofing involves making the policy rationale behind policy interventions explicit. Once 

the policy rationale is clear, it is far easier to clarify the values within and across policy 

frameworks and to gauge the potential effects of policies on families. For instance, one of the 

rationales for the Government’s Early Years Foundation Stage is that it will raise the standard of 

care and education for infants and ensure children from all backgrounds have the same 

opportunities (Department for Children, Schools and Families, 2008). Policy researchers and 

analysts can then test the soundness of this policy vis-à-vis its effects on the standard of care and 

education for infants, in particular, and on families, in general. For quantitative evaluation, 

structural equations modelling using the best or latest available data and rigorous scientific and 

empirical methods can be employed. In addition, the policy should also be evaluated from a 

qualitative or normative perspective, in terms of ethical codes, impact on future societal norms, 

moral imperatives and legal issues. 

 

 

2.3 The varying definitions of the “family” 

 

Any assessment of family impact involves some definition, either explicit or implicit, of what 

constitutes a family. It is also likely to include cultural assumptions or policy commitments with 

regard to the kinds of relationships that are deemed desirable and are to be promoted. While the 

Policy Institute for Family Impact Seminars in the US defines the family as simply “two or more 

individuals related by blood, marriage or adoption” (Ooms, 1995), the Vanier Institute of the 

Family in Canada defines the family as follows: 

 

“...any combination of two or more persons who are bound together over time by 

ties of mutual consent, birth and/or adoption or placement and who, 

together, assume responsibilities for variant combinations of some of the 

following: physical maintenance and care of group members; addition of new 

members through procreation or adoption; socialisation of children; social control 

of members; production, consumption, distribution of goods and services; and 

affective nurturance – love.”1 

                                                
1
 http://www.vifamily.ca/about/definition.html 
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The Vanier Institute’s definition of the family in many ways resonates with scholars Silva and 

Smart’s (1999) suggestion that we conceive of families in terms of what they do – sharing 

resources, caring, responsibilities and obligations – not the particular organisational form they 

take. They argue that while in the past the family was both an economic unit cemented by 

formal, objective blood or marriage ties and an emotional unit based on intimate relations, the 

family is now increasingly constituted by subjective ties that “bind together people who live in 

separate households for part or all of the time, people who have legal links or people who 

choose to belong together”. 

 

As another example where the definition of the family reflects the country’s indigenous 

population and culture, the New Zealand Families Commission holds the following perspective: 

 

“New Zealand law seeks to be “relatively neutral” with respect to the kinds of social 

relationships that constitute a family (Ministry of Social Development, 2004). It 

recognises de facto and de jure relationships by cohabitation and marriage, 

relationships between same sex and opposite sex couples, biological and adopted 

children, single, two-parent and extended families. The family in the Families 

Commission Act 2003 includes “a group of people related by marriage, blood or 

adoption, an extended family, two or more persons living together as a 

family, and a whänau or other culturally recognised family group”. Whänau is a 

wider concept than the traditional nuclear family. Belonging to a Mäori, whänau 

often involves living in a multi-generational household where, for example, 

several whänau members may share the parental responsibility for raising 

children.” (Families Commission, 2005) 

 

The UK meanwhile concentrates on structural issues in defining the family, as evidenced by the 

Office for National Statistics’ definition of the family based on the 2001 Census. The family is 

defined as: 

 

“a married or cohabiting couple, with or without their never-married child or 

children (of any age), including couples with no children and lone parents with 

their never-married child or children.” A family “could also consist of a 

grandparent or grandparents with grandchild or grandchildren if the 

parents of the grandchild or grandchildren are not usually resident in the 

household.” It is important to distinguish between a “family” and a “household”. 

A household may contain one family or more, …[or] household members other 

than those in the family. In many cases, a household may not contain any families, 

with the most common type of non-family household being a one-person 

household.” (Office for National Statistics, 2007) 

 

 

 

 



Family Proofing Policy 
A Review of International Experience of Family Impact Assessment 

 
 

 

 10 

3.3.3.3.    Initiatives in other cInitiatives in other cInitiatives in other cInitiatives in other countriesountriesountriesountries    
 

 

3.1 United States 

 

The US has probably the longest history of the development of FIA frameworks and proposals. 

Despite the Policy Institute for Family Impact Seminars, through the US Consortium of Family 

Organizations, producing arguably the most comprehensive FIA checklist tool (see Appendix A) 

in the world to date, and the signing of two presidential executives orders requiring FIS on 

policies, FIA has never seriously captured the imagination of any presidential administrations. 

 

In 1973, at a US Senate Sub-Committee on Children and Youth hearing on “American Families: 

Trends and Pressures,” chaired by Senator Walter Mondale, several prominent scholars 

recommended that statements should become a required part of policy-making (Ooms, 1995). 

This argument was based on the following three reasons which still resonate today: 

 

� Unprecedented changes were taking place in family life and public policies were 

unresponsive to these changes. 

� A range of public policies and programmes affected families, and these effects were often 

negative.  

� Many individuals and organisations committed to helping children realised that child-focused 

programmes, however well-intentioned, often were of limited success.  

 

The Family Impact Seminar, the precursor to the Policy Institute for Family Impact Seminars, was 

founded in 1976 to explore the substantive, political and administrative feasibility of the 

proposal to require FISs. The Institute developed and tested a conceptual framework and 

methodology for FIA by preparing three in-depth studies at the national level and twelve 

community level field projects. The Family Criteria (Ad Hoc) Task Force, comprised of politically 

diverse members from the US Consortium of Family Organizations, then devised the checklist 

principles and questions through a one-year-long consultative process (Ooms and Preister, 

1988; Bogenschneider, 2002). The checklist (see Appendix A) reflects a broad, non-partisan 

consensus and has been used by state and local governments and advocates of different 

political persuasions. Widely used to assess the impact of policies on family stability, family 

relationships and family responsibilities, the checklist includes 6 basic principles and 34 specific 

questions about families that serve as a measure of policies’ sensitivity to and supportiveness of 

families.  

 

A good example of the use of the checklist is in the proofing of the impact on families of the US 

Family and Medical Leave Act 1993 (Breidenbach, 2003). The analysis2 found that although the 

Act was a first step in recognising the importance of care-giving by family members and in 

                                                
2
 For a full analysis of the Act, see http://www.familyimpactseminars.org/fia_analyses_fpfmla.pdf 
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ensuring employees who took time off from work to care for family members would not lose 

their jobs, it also revealed several inadequacies of the legislation. Because time off was in the 

form of unpaid leave, the analysis found evidence that it was unlikely that many family members 

were able to provide care without impoverishing themselves. In addition, since the Act allowed 

only immediate family members to provide care, family members who were most willing or able 

to take leave may not actually be eligible. 

 

The PIFIS has also developed an 8-step family impact analysis procedure (see Appendix B) to 

help policy-makers conduct FIAs.  

 

In 1987, an executive order was issued by President Ronald Reagan that required all executive 

agencies to evaluate proposed regulations and legislation that would have significant potential 

impact on the family, using seven criteria. However, this order was never seriously implemented 

and never received the due attention it warranted, and was eventually annulled by President Bill 

Clinton, who signed an executive order requiring FISs only on policies affecting families, which 

ironically superseded the broader executive order issued by President Reagan (Elrod and 

Spector, 1998).  

 

Over the years, nonetheless, there had been several initiatives at the federal, state and local 

levels to institutionalise a family focus in policy through some kind of requirement for FISs. For 

example, in Illinois, at the initiative of a family service agency, state social services plans were 

required to include FISs. Such requirements have also been enacted and implemented in a very 

cursory fashion by Governors’ offices in Colorado and New York, while in the states of Nebraska, 

New York and Washington, legislation had created guiding principles for family policy. Family 

impact legislation had also been proposed or introduced in California, Connecticut, Indiana and 

Virginia (Ooms, 1995). Although family research had been used in an attempt to complement 

and strengthen policy-making, examples of its application are unfortunately not as 

comprehensive or varied as their importance warrants. 

 

However, it would be inaccurate to dismiss the American model as a failure altogether. There 

had actually been some progress in US family policy in the 1990s (Bogenschneider, 2000), a 

decade during which both Republicans and Democrats were battling to be the bearer of the 

family banner (Rosenberg and Limber, 1996). As a concept, family policy was more clearly 

defined, while as a perspective in itself, its rationale had been strengthened with a growing 

body of scholarship on the important functions families performed for society and the important 

role policy played in fostering stable, well-functioning families. It had also gained legitimacy 

through numerous philanthropic commitments and a smattering of state and federal policy 

initiatives. Nonetheless, it is fair to say that family policy is today still not a term that is widely 

used in American policy circles.   

 

The lack of success of the initiatives in the US can be pinned down to several factors, lessons 

from which may serve Britain well: 
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� The lack of an overarching family policy. When the idea was first proposed, policy-makers and 

practitioners disagreed among themselves about the impact of policies on families. For 

instance, opinions differed regarding whether divorce should be discouraged (Kamerman, 

1976). Due to the lack of a family policy, there was also apparently little available data on the 

family, and officials filing reports were unfamiliar with the field of family policy. 

� The lack of grassroots and bipartisan political support. Despite broad-based cross-party 

support in the 1990s for family-friendly policies per se, the US Consortium on Family 

Organizations did not succeed in mobilising a grassroots constituency to press for improved 

family policy-making. The PIFIS also lost its appeal on the national level when embraced by 

conservative politicians. The identification of FIA with a political faction reduced its scientific 

credibility as an impartial assessment tool. 

� A deeply entrenched culture of individualism. Progress on any family issue was also hampered 

by a long-standing, deep-seated culture of individualism in the US, cemented by the fear of 

government intrusion into family life and hesitancy about establishing a large and 

cumbersome bureaucracy (Ooms, 1984, 1990). The belief that the state should adopt a non-

interventionist approach to the family mirrored that of Britain’s. 

 

 

3.2 Canada 

 

Based on the US FIA checklist, the Premier’s Council in Support of Alberta Families (1991) 

developed a Family Policy Grid to assess the family impacts of all Government-proposed 

legislation. Similar to the US FIA checklist, the Family Policy Grid is a desktop tool that sets out 8 

family-centred principles and their rationales, and a number of specific questions consistent 

with each principle to assess the impacts of any Government policy. That Alberta sought to 

adapt the original US checklist was a reflection of the province’s values and concerns, and 

suggests the tool is relatively flexible and open to revision for different policy areas, jurisdictions, 

cultures and countries. 

 

For instance, an adaptation that emerged was the Family Friendly Community Checklist3, 

developed to raise the profile of families and their needs, and improve support for families by 

evaluating the impact of different aspects of the community on families and family life. Its main 

objective was to facilitate community partners in self-assessing how a community rates in 

“family friendliness” with regard to its policies, programmes and practices.  

 

This bottom-up approach to assessing the impact of policies on families has been found to be 

particularly useful for local governments aiming to improve their responsiveness to families and 

communities. The downside of it, though, is that it is rather expensive and labour-intensive to be 

used to assess the impacts of every single policy.  

 

 

                                                
3
 http://www.familyimpactseminars.org/fi_checklist_ffc.pdf 
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3.3 New Zealand 

 

The roles and responsibilities of families in New Zealand are experiencing change due in part to 

the Government reducing its support in some areas and in part to increases in paid working 

time. Policies that address family issues may be designed with one type of family in mind – a 

traditional male breadwinner family, a single-parent family or a dual-income family – rather than 

with the appreciation of the diversity of contemporary families. As a result, policies may not be 

effective enough to deliver on all of their intended outcomes (Families Commission, 2005). 

 

There are already mechanisms that aim to address policy issues in the areas of gender equity, 

child and youth wellbeing, ethnic diversity and Mäori rights. However, while these approaches 

may improve policy outcomes for specific target groups, they are not necessarily family-centred 

in their focus. For instance, a family-centred policy focus on children that aims to produce better 

outcomes must involve a family-centred perspective that demands all family members as well as 

the relationships and potential conflicts among them to be taken into account. 

 

The New Zealanders have also encountered some unintended negative consequences of public 

policy on families, leading to the gradual realisation that a more concerted effort to protect and 

improve the wellbeing of families must begin with a method to analyse the impact of policies on 

families. One such example is highlighted by the New Zealand Families Commission: 

 

“Until 2005 the policy on residential care for older people provided government 

assistance to cover the costs of this care only to those who had income and assets 

below a minimal threshold. Effectively the policy required individuals over the age 

of 65 to draw down their assets, including their home, before receiving any 

financial assistance. This policy resulted in some adverse impacts on family 

members. It required partners to contribute their income from paid employment 

towards the cost of their partner’s care, thus creating a disincentive for them to be 

employed. In addition, it created pressures on and incentives for family members, 

mostly daughters, to continue caring for parents to preserve family assets, despite 

their physical need to be in residential care. To the extent that the policy threatened 

family inheritances and the inter-generational transfer of assets, it resulted in 

perverse behaviour by some families to protect these assets and maximise the 

receipt of government assistance, for instance by setting up family trusts. The 

negative consequences of this policy could have been avoided from the outset had 

families and individuals as family members been explicitly considered in the policy 

development process.” (Families Commission, 2005) 

 

A checklist that appropriately reflects the outcomes framework for families has therefore been 

developed by the Families Commission (see Appendix C). It is intended to be used as a guide to 

family-centred policy development. 
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3.4 Australia 

 

Like the US, Australia has a relatively long history in the development of FISs. Unlike the US, 

however, the Australians have made significant progress at the federal level in the past five 

years. Australia is today arguably the single country in the world with the most developed family 

proofing initiative, implemented at the federal level. 

 

The state of New South Wales in Australia introduced FISs in 1988 as a requirement of all 

Cabinet Minutes. The FISs were to be prepared for the main purpose of assisting the New South 

Wales Government to make better and informed decisions about issues that were likely to have 

substantial impact on families. In addition, they were also aimed at encouraging better 

coordination between agencies. 

 

The guidelines for Cabinet Minutes required a brief statement, rather than a comprehensive or 

detailed assessment, which was supposed to identify and quantify, where appropriate, the 

major impact of policy proposals on families. In most cases, government agencies were required 

to prepare these short statements, which would demonstrate how consideration had been given 

to the possible impacts on families of proposals, in particular the impact on family roles and 

responsibilities. The intended or unintended consequences for disadvantaged families must also 

be considered and where appropriate, strategies to lessen the impact must be outlined (New 

South Wales Government, 1994). For the guidelines to assist the development of this statement, 

see Appendix D. 

 

The Family First Party had long proposed the setting up of a Family Impact Assessment 

Commission in New South Wales to provide analysis and advice on the impact of family 

wellbeing and stability of legislation and policies proposed or in existence4. Such advice was to 

be available to both the Government and the community. The Party proposed that the 

Commission should: 

 

� facilitate informed debate on family issues,  

� raise public and government awareness and promote better understanding of family issues, 

� engage with government and parliament to promote better policy and legislative outcomes 

for the enhancement of family wellbeing and stability, and 

� promote, stimulate, purchase and publicise research on families and the wellbeing and best 

interests of children and to identifying new and emerging policy issues. 

 

The proposed Commission would assist in the formulation of FISs in relation to particular 

aspects of public policy or legislation so as to enable the Parliament and the community to make 

well-informed judgements and decisions. This proposal was based on the following 6 

foundational principles: 

 

                                                
4
 For the proposal, see http://www.familyfirst.org.au/documents/FAMILYIMPACTSTATEMENTS.pdf 
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� Principle 1: The family is the foundational unit that provides stability, wellbeing and 

sustainability to our society. 

� Principle 2: Commitment, stability, economic and legal foundations and resilience are 

essential for healthy marriages and all family relationships. 

� Principle 3: The family’s essential function is that of being the most basic social unit in which 

the good of each member is promoted through the fostering of respect, love, nurturing and 

care. 

� Principle 4: The interests of children are best served by growing up in a happy, 

understanding, safe home created by a loving mother and father supported by the extended 

inter-generational family and a supportive social, legal and economic foundation. 

� Principle 5: Successful family relationships require a balance of the rights, duties and 

responsibilities of each member. 

� Principle 6: Marriage between a man and a woman is the surest approach to the 

establishment of stable family life and is therefore worthy of positive support and promotion 

by government and society. 

 

In its attempt to persuade legislators to set up the proposed Commission, Family First tabled the 

Family Impact Commission Bill in the New South Wales Parliament. The objective of the Bill was 

to provide for the establishment of the Family Impact Commission, whose role was “to study 

and report on the moral, social and economic impact on New South Wales families of existing 

laws and proposed laws and Government expenditure, for the purpose of ensuring that the 

family, consisting of those individuals related by blood, adoption or marriage, is the 

foundational social unit of the nation” (Parliament of New South Wales, 2003). 

 

Specifically, the Bill was to provide for the following: 

 

� the preparation of Family Impact Studies and Assessments for all Bills introduced into 

Parliament and for all expenditure or programs of expenditure of public money, 

� the preparation of those Studies and Assessments for other matters considered appropriate 

by the Commission, 

� the principles to be taken into account when preparing such Studies and Assessments, 

� the constitution of an Advisory Committee, 

� the conferring of investigation powers on the Commission, and 

� the publicising and review of Studies and Assessments.  

 

Under Clause 8 of the Bill, the Commission’s Family Impact Studies should also include an 

analysis of the “likely moral, social and economic effect of the matter concerned on the family, 

any feasible alternatives and the consequences of not carrying out the proposal”, while Clause 9 

seemed to call for a qualitative rating of policy proposal on a scale of +10 to -10 in terms of how 

beneficial or destructive a policy proposal could be on the family, and a recommendation as to 

whether or not the proposal should proceed. 
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Notice on the Bill was first given in 1991 and was introduced in 1995 before being reintroduced 

in 2002. The Bill was passed by a vote of 22 to 17 at the second reading stage and referred to 

the Standing Committee on Law and Justice. After an extensive inquiry, during which the 

Committee canvassed evidence for and against the Bill and found that most of the important 

evidence actually favoured the Bill, it reported the results to the House of Representatives 

without making any recommendations one way or the other about the future of the Bill. The 

Committee decided that it would be best to refer the Bill back to the House for the wisdom and 

judgement of the House.  

 

Subsequently, the Australian Federal Government, under the then Prime Minister John Howard, 

made FISs a requirement on Cabinet submissions. The use of the FIS was intended to formalise 

and standardise for Cabinet ministers the centrality of family impacts across all Government 

decision-making. The Bill in New South Wales was reintroduced in May 20075, before the 

Labour Government came to power in the general elections later that year. 

 

Prior to the elections, the leader of Labour Party (and current Prime Minister) Kevin Rudd 

pledged to develop compulsory FISs for all submissions to the Cabinet if his party won power 

(ABC News, 10 Aug 2007) – a promise he seemed to have made good. In the Labour 

Government’s 2008-09 Budget, AU$7.9 million was earmarked over five years to establish an 

Office of Work and Family within the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet. The Office 

will provide policy coordination and advice on work and family matters, and will also develop a 

new system for FISs in Cabinet submissions (Commonwealth of Australia, 2008). 

 

The Australian Government has now made it the responsibility of the minister putting forward a 

submission to ensure the impacts on families of a new proposal have been identified and 

assessed, and an adequate and robust FIS has been developed and provided to Cabinet. FIS 

guidelines have now been published and periodically updated (Department of the Prime 

Minister and Cabinet, 2009). The guidelines are divided into two procedural stages (see 

Appendix E) – the first stage, which should occur early in the policy development process, 

facilitates the identification and assessment of family impacts, while the second stage assists in 

the writing of a FIS as part of a submission to the Cabinet. Extra analyses are required in cases 

where significant negative impacts on families, or a particular group of families, are identified in 

the first stage. In addition, proposals of changes to aspects of the policy to moderate those 

negative effects are also sought. The Office of Work and Family provides advice and has 

responsibility for publishing and updating FIS guidelines and associated resources6. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
5
 http://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/prod/parlment/nswbills.nsf/0/72282C6CFDA6C10CCA2572EA0020EA74 

6
 For the full guidelines, see http://www.dpmc.gov.au/guidelines/familyimpactstatements/docs/family_impact_    
statement_guidelines.pdf 
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3.5 Ireland 

 

The recent proposal by the Irish Minister for Education, Batt O’Keeffe, for the return of college 

fees or student loans was accompanied by a promise that a new system of “family-proofing” 

would be implemented to ensure fairness and equality of the new policy. With higher tax and 

other charges inevitable, the Minister said the Irish Government was anxious to ensure undue 

burden was not imposed on any section of society (Irish Times, 5 Mar 2009, 20 Mar 2009). 

Besides amounting to an admission that the policy proposals might have potentially adverse 

consequences on families, this also represents an acknowledgement of the need for such 

mechanism as family proofing to examine the potential extent of the impact. 

 

Such sentiments were also expressed, albeit without any firm commitments of undertaking, by 

the then Irish Minister for Social and Family Affairs, Mary Coughlan, when asked if she would 

consider family proofing of Government policies. The answer below is reproduced verbatim 

from Dáil Éireann, Vol.587, 15 Jun 2004: 

 

“103. Mr. McGinley asked the Minister for Social and Family Affairs if she will 

consider family proofing Government policy; and if she will make a statement on 

the matter. 

  

“Mary Coughlan: The development of integrated policies to support families is one 

of my main priorities as Minister with responsibility for family affairs. It is my 

intention to provide for the ongoing development of such policies in a strategy for 

families and family life to be published before the end of this year, the tenth 

anniversary of the UN International Year of the Family. I intend that the strategy 

will set out the trends in regard to families and family life, the challenges to be 

faced, the appropriate strategies to meet these challenges, the measures to be taken 

to give effect to the strategies in the immediate term and the measures to be 

planned for in the longer term. It will include the institutional arrangements 

required to ensure the measures are implemented in an integrated effective manner. 

 

“I also envisage provision for monitoring implementation of the strategies, 

evaluating outcomes, adapting existing policies and programmes and, as 

necessary, developing new ones to ensure families can continue to function 

effectively at a time of profound change. The strategy will be based and will build 

on the report of the Commission on the Family and on the nation-wide consultation 

I undertook last year, which is still ongoing. Full account will be taken of the 

findings of the research carried out by the UN, OECD, and the Council of Europe, 

and not least the findings of the international conference hosted by the Irish 

Presidency in May entitled Families, Change and Social Policy in Europe, supported 

by the EU Commission. The report on this conference will be published shortly. 
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The Commission on the Family in its report recommended that consideration be 

given to provision for family impact assessments on Government policies and 

programmes, which would be akin to the family proofing of Government policies 

referred to by the Deputy. The Commission’s proposal was based on 

recommendations in a 1995 UN publication entitled Indicative Guide for Action on 

Families. Family proofing or family impact assessments of Government policies 

could be useful tools for monitoring and evaluating relevant policies that affect 

families and, accordingly, their use will be examined in the context of 

drawing up the strategy.” 

 

 

3.6 Hong Kong 

 

The Hong Kong Administration has long attempted to strengthen Chinese family values. Specific 

initiatives include tax allowances to encourage people to provide financial support to their 

dependent children and parents, welfare benefits to help low income families, and the planning 

and delivery of family and child welfare services using a child-centred, family-focused and 

community-based approach. However, despite these efforts and an overall communitarian 

culture among the Chinese diaspora, it has never been a common practice in Hong Kong to 

adopt a deliberate and explicit family approach across the board in social policy formulation. It is 

even rarer to conduct an impact assessment of public policies on families (Commission on 

Strategic Development, 2008). 

 

However, the Chief Executive of Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (SAR) made clear, in 

his October 2007 policy address, that he would promote the family as a “mainstream social core 

value”. In line with this, he announced a series of specific measures, including plans to establish 

a Family Council and the planning of social services using a holistic family approach (Tsang, 

2007). The Family Council was to accord priority to, among other areas, the fostering of a family 

perspective among policy-makers by introducing FIA in policy formulation in long run. 

 

The latest thinking on family issues emanating from Hong Kong seems to allude to the need to 

adopt a holistic family approach, which involves setting out at policy level a clear objective for 

supporting the family, a family perspective in policy-making and an impact assessment of policy 

on family. While accepting that public policies will always entail some degree of conflicting 

objectives and constraints, and that a family approach to policy formulation does not mean 

simply giving the highest priority to the family, policy-makers in Hong Kong broadly agree that 

the most important aspect is to consider the potential policy consequences on the family in 

policy formulation. The Task Group on Supporting the Family in Helping its Disadvantaged 

Members, a Government body formed by the Chief Executive, has specifically suggested the 

development of a rigorous analytical framework in assessing and evaluating the impact of policy 

on the family (Commission on Strategic Development, 2008). 

 

 



Family Proofing Policy 
A Review of International Experience of Family Impact Assessment 

 
 

 

 19 

4.4.4.4.    Some implications and iSome implications and iSome implications and iSome implications and issuesssuesssuesssues    
 

 

4.1 Value judgements and the misperception of a left-right tug-of-war 

 

That public policy can and should be a value-free domain is an assumption and exhortation that 

is at best impracticable and at worst a delusion. As the New Zealand Families Commission report 

asserts: “A family perspective is inevitably tied to value judgements and thus it needs to engage 

with the basic value assumptions and goals of policy in a transparent and balanced fashion” 

(Families Commission, 2005). Similarly, the assumption that policy analysis and research should 

be value-free has been somewhat detrimental to the family perspective in public policy 

formulation. On the other hand, however, the misguided staunch association of the family 

perspective with a certain political persuasion is similarly myopic in nature. 

 

The evidence examined so far shows that family issues have a capacity to arouse intense feelings 

and even engender bitter and emotional value disputes. As the Americans have observed, the 

liberals and those on the left feared the family interests of those on the right, whose main goals, 

they believed, perhaps rather misguidedly, were to put mothers back in the home, re-establish 

patriarchy and diminish the role of the state. On the other hand, those on the right tended to 

believe, perhaps equally misguidedly, that their political nemeses on the left cared more about 

alleviating the consequences of divorce than strengthening marriage, valued teenagers’ rights 

to autonomy more than parents’ authority and saw little danger of big government intrusion 

into the home (Ooms, 1995). The failure of family proofing to gain wider grassroots popularity 

in the US can in fact, as highlighted above, be partly attributed to its perceived association, 

whether justifiably so or not, with the political right. 

 

The undergirding truth is that family issues matter a great deal to both right- and left-leaning 

politicians – but political expedience from time to time has, unfortunately, necessitated the 

burying of this truth under a heap of populist, politically-correct initiatives to pander to the 

voting public’s mood of the day. Upon closer scrutiny, it would not be difficult to point out that 

the extent of value conflict about the family perspective has actually been greatly exaggerated 

by certain advocacy organisations, pressure and interest groups, and the media. The truth in 

Britain, just as in many other countries, is that there is growing evidence that a broad middle 

ground exists on many issues pertaining to the strengthening of the family as a traditional social 

institution. 

 

 

4.2 Problems associated with measurement 

 

Another key factor that may scupper the wider take-up of family proofing is the difficulty in 

measurement. Measuring family impact of policy is arguably more difficult than measuring 

environmental impact given the normative debate associated with appropriate forms of families 
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and the actual diversity of families (Ooms, 1984). Moreover, to quantify certain outcomes – for 

instance, happiness of family members, or whether family members feel devalued and 

stigmatised – is almost impossible without employing certain proxy constructs, which may not 

accurately capture the original constructs intended. It is not surprising that, where family 

proofing has been undertaken, it has usually been limited to policy areas where family issues are 

explicit and where constructs are easily quantifiable. 

 

In addition, most FIAs have tended to assess past or present impacts of fully implemented 

policies, despite these analyses being clearly intended to inform future policy-making. In 

contrast, both EIAs and SIAs tend to extrapolate available data to predict future impact on the 

environment and on society-at-large respectively. Until and unless a more methodologically 

robust family proofing framework that predicts the future impact of policy on families is 

developed, the current lack of conviction of its usefulness will probably remain unabated. 

 

 

4.3 Methodological uncertainty 

 

Closely related to the issues surrounding measurement are some larger methodological issues. 

Because family proofing is very much a nascent area, there is widespread uncertainty as to how 

any such initiative should be carried out to achieve its salient objectives. For a start, policy-

makers are as yet unsure whether family proofing should be made compulsory for all existing 

policies and policy proposals, or limited to only selected policies and proposals where evidence 

points to the greatest need for such assessments. In addition, unless a comprehensive 

procedural framework is established, it is still unclear at which stage of the legislative process is 

family proofing best carried out. 

 

The Australian case suggests there had been uncertainty and, to a certain extent, reservations 

about the necessity, plausibility and effectiveness of setting up an independent commission to 

undertake or monitor the assessment of the impact of policy on families. While an independent 

commission, presumably with multi-disciplinary membership, given the remit to undertake 

objective and impartial assessments may have more credibility, it adds another layer of 

bureaucracy and may be expensive to set up and maintain.    

 

 

4.4 Implications for action post-proofing 

 

Despite there being a raft of proposals and initiatives in the countries reviewed above, there has 

actually been little, if any, evidence of a mechanism for follow-up action post-assessment. In the 

event of the lack of any proactive action following an analysis, particularly if the analysis shows 

up areas of concern regarding family wellbeing, it is therefore conceivable that critics of family 

proofing will rightly argue that any such initiative will prove to be merely a time-consuming and 

expensive analytical exercise that informs policy-makers but does not translate into concrete 

action and, by extension, makes no difference to families.  
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5.5.5.5.    Summary and cSummary and cSummary and cSummary and conclusionsonclusionsonclusionsonclusions    
 

 

The proofing of policies against their potential impact on the family has been shown to be an 

effective exercise in revealing how public policies affect families and in recommending ways 

they can be improved. Experiences from the US and Canada have shown the positive benefits of 

FIAs. Similarly, proposals or pledges for assessing the impact on the family of specific policies in 

Ireland, New Zealand and Hong Kong are evidence of the need to ensure that the potential 

effects public policies may have on families are properly and systematically analysed. In 

Australia, meanwhile, proposals for developing FISs had been tabled as a New South Wales 

Parliamentary Bill and debated over several readings. The current Australian Government has 

even made FISs compulsory for all policy submissions at the federal level. 

 

Evidence has shown that family proofing is gaining acceptance in a number of countries, many 

of which have realised that economic and social impact assessments alone are insufficient to aid 

the future sustainable development and wellbeing of their respective societies. The Australian 

model is a useful example of pushing through initiatives, with considerable political will, to 

make its version of family proofing compulsory for all policy submissions to the Government at 

the federal level. The American tool is a useful framework from which key questions can be 

potentially adapted to the British context.  

 

Family proofing is essentially a useful and important tool for family-friendly policy-making. 

Public policies will not be fundamentally effective in promoting the wellbeing of families 

without a systematic, structured, objective and comprehensive assessment of their effects on 

families. However, what ultimately determines the effectiveness, applicability and suitability of 

family proofing is whether the right questions are being asked. Even the best tool can be 

rendered ineffective if the wrong questions are being asked. 

 

In the context of Britain, for family proofing to gain wider acceptance, it will need to ask 

questions about the impact on families that are relatively neutral in terms of the legal status of 

the family relationships, given that British law and our contemporary society accept a broader 

range of family relationships than is the case in most American jurisdictions, and are relatively 

neutral with regard to prescribing the types of relationships that constitute the “family”. 

 

Evidence from this review also suggests that for family proofing to succeed it has to be 

embedded as part of a larger, overarching national family policy. Family proofing’s lack of 

popularity in the US can be attributed in large part to a lack of such overarching national family 

policy. EIAs are popular and widely accepted in most developed countries as a result of the 

existence of an overarching environmental policy. Family proofing will neither be widely 

accepted nor practicably useful in a staunchly non-interventionist context where the lack of an 

overarching family policy means most policies with potential impact on families are developed 

piecemeal and reactively.  
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Appendix AAppendix AAppendix AAppendix A    

Family ImpFamily ImpFamily ImpFamily Impact Checklist Developed by the US act Checklist Developed by the US act Checklist Developed by the US act Checklist Developed by the US 

Consortium of Family OrganizationsConsortium of Family OrganizationsConsortium of Family OrganizationsConsortium of Family Organizations 
 

 

First published in Ooms, T. and Preister, S. (1988), A Strategy for Strengthening Families: Using 

Family Criteria in Policymaking and Program Evaluation, Washington, DC: Family Impact Seminar. 

 

 

Principle 1: Family support and responsibilities 

Policies and programmes should aim to support and supplement family functioning and 

provide substitute services only as a last resort. 

 

Does the proposal or programme: 

� support and supplement parents’ and other family members’ ability to carry out their 

responsibilities? 

� provide incentives for other persons to take over family functioning when doing so may not 

be necessary? 

� set unrealistic expectations for families to assume financial and/or care-giving responsibilities 

for dependent, seriously ill, or disabled family members? 

� enforce absent parents’ obligations to provide financial support for their children? 

 

 

Principle 2: Family membership and stability 

Whenever possible, policies and programmes should encourage and reinforce marital, parental, 

and family commitment and stability, especially when children are involved. Intervention in 

family membership and living arrangements is usually justified only to protect family members 

from serious harm or at the request of the family itself. 

 

Does the policy or programme: 

� provide incentives or disincentives to marry, separate, or divorce? 

� provide incentives or disincentives to give birth to, foster, or adopt children? 

� strengthen marital commitment or parental obligations? 

� use appropriate criteria to justify removal of a child or adult from the family? 

� allocate resources to help keep the marriage or family together when this is the appropriate 

goal? 

� recognise that major changes in family relationships such as divorce or adoption are 

processes that extend over time and require continuing support and attention? 
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Principle 3: Family involvement and interdependence 

Policies and programmes must recognise the interdependence of family relationships, the 

strength and persistence of family ties and obligations, and the wealth of resources that families 

can mobilise to help their members. 

 

To what extent does the policy or programme: 

� recognise the reciprocal influence of family needs on individual needs, and the influence of 

individual needs on family needs? 

� recognise the complexity and responsibilities involved in caring for family members with 

special needs (e.g. physically or mentally disabled, or chronically ill)? 

� involve immediate and extended family members in working towards a solution? 

� acknowledge the power and persistence of family ties, even when they are problematic or 

destructive? 

� build on informal social support networks (such as community/neighbourhood 

organisations, religious communities) that are essential to families’ lives? 

� respect family decisions about the division of labour? 

� address issues of power inequity in families? 

� ensure perspectives of all family members are represented? 

� assess and balance the competing needs, rights, and interests of various family members? 

� protect the rights and safety of families while respecting parents’ rights and family integrity? 

 

 

Principle 4: Family partnership and empowerment 

Policies and programmes must encourage individuals and their close family members to 

collaborate as partners with programme professionals in delivery of services to an individual. In 

addition, parent and family representatives are an essential resource in policy and programme 

development, implementation and evaluation. 

 

In what specific ways does the policy or programme: 

� provide full information and a range of choices to families? 

� respect family autonomy and allow families to make their own decisions? On what principles 

are family autonomy breached and programme staff allowed to intervene and make 

decisions? 

� encourage professionals to work in collaboration with the families of their clients, patients, or 

students? 

� take into account the family’s need to coordinate the multiple services required? Does it 

integrate well with other programmes and services that the families use? 

� make services easily accessible to families in terms of location, operating hours and easy-to-

use application and intake forms? 

� prevent participating families from being devalued, stigmatised or subjected to humiliating 

circumstances? 

� involve parents and family representatives in policy and programme development, 

implementation and evaluation? 
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Principle 5: Family diversity 

Families come in many forms and configurations, and policies and programmes must take into 

account their varying effects on different types of families. Policies and programmes must 

acknowledge and value the diversity of family life and not discriminate against or penalise 

families solely for reasons of structure, roles, cultural values, or life stage. 

 

How does the policy or programme: 

� affect various types of families? 

� account for its benefits to some family types but not others? Is one family form preferred over 

another? Does it provide sufficient justification for advantaging some family types and for 

discriminating against or penalising others? 

� identify and respect the different values, attitudes, and behaviour of families from various 

racial, ethnic, religious, cultural and geographic backgrounds that are relevant to 

programme effectiveness? 

� acknowledge inter-generational relationships and responsibilities among family members? 

 

 

Principle 6: Support of vulnerable families 

Families in greatest economic and social need, as well as those determined to be most 

vulnerable to breakdown, should be included in government policies and programmes. 

 

Does the policy or programme: 

� identify and publicly support services for families in the most extreme economic or social 

need? 

� give support to families who are most vulnerable to breakdown and have the fewest 

resources? 

� target efforts and resources toward preventing family problems before they become serious 

crises or chronic situations? 
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Appendix BAppendix BAppendix BAppendix B    

How to Conduct a Family Impact AnalysisHow to Conduct a Family Impact AnalysisHow to Conduct a Family Impact AnalysisHow to Conduct a Family Impact Analysis 
 

 

Adapted from Gross, E., Bogenschneider, K. and Johnson, C. (2003), How to Conduct a Family 

Impact Analysis, Madison, WI: Policy Institute for Family Impact Seminars, 

(http://www.familyimpactseminars.org/fi_howtocondfia.pdf), accessed on 6 Jul 2009. 

 

 

Step 1: Select a policy or programme 

Selecting a policy or programme derives from one’s personal expertise and interest, but may 

also depend upon timing, specifically the likelihood that the analysis will be used by policy-

makers and practitioners to develop more family-centred policy and practice. Assessing political 

and organisational readiness often entails consulting with policy-makers, advocates, 

organisational staff, or those who track family policy.  

 

 

Step 2: Determine which family types might be affected 

Policies or programmes may have different effects on diverse family types. In the analysis, 

consider various aspects of diversity such as family structure (e.g. birth family, adoptive family, 

family of origin, extended family), family life stage (e.g. families with children or elderly 

dependents, ageing families), socioeconomic diversity (e.g. income, education, number of wage 

earners), heritage (e.g. specific ethnic, racial, or religious affiliations), and community context 

(e.g. rural, suburban, urban).  

 

 

Step 3: Identify the relevant family functions 

To assess how a policy or programme affects specific aspects of family life, identify the family 

functions that may be directly or indirectly affected. The four main family functions are: 

� family creation (e.g. to marry or divorce, to bear or adopt children, to provide foster care);  

� economic support (e.g. to provide for members’ basic needs);  

� child rearing (e.g. to socialise the next generation), and  

� family care-giving (e.g. to provide assistance for the disabled, ill, frail, and elderly). 

 

Families also provide members with love and transmit cultural and religious values, but these 

intimate functions matter to social policy only when they interfere with the four main family 

functions. 

 

 

Step 4: Examine the implementation of the policy or programme 

Because the intent of a policy or programme can be affected by implementation, examine how 

the policy or programme has been operationalised. This often entails a broad consideration of 
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relevant laws or court decisions, regulations, appropriations, administrative practices, related 

programmes or policies, and implementation characteristics (e.g. staffing, accessibility, 

coordination with other programmes, family-centred practices).  

 

 

Step 5: Select family impact questions 

Select the principles and questions that are most appropriate for the issue at hand. Not all 

principles and questions will be relevant for all topics.  

 

 

Step 6: Gather and review the data 

Family impact analysis can entail an in-depth empirical analysis or even a computer simulation. 

Typically, it is a more informal process of estimating the likely consequences of a particular 

policy or programme. Conducting the analysis may involve such tasks as collecting new data, 

interviewing informants, or reviewing relevant research.  

 

 

Step 7: Develop policy implications 

A family impact analysis may, but often does not, result in overwhelming support or opposition 

to a programme or policy. Typically, the analysis identifies several ways in which a policy or 

programme supports families and others ways it does not. After completing the analysis, policy 

implications can be drawn regarding the likely effects of the policy or programme and its 

implementation on specific types of families and certain family functions. These implications 

often raise issues that policy-makers and practitioners may wish to take into account in their 

decision-making.  

 

 

Step 8: Apply the results 

After the analysis is done, a plan should be made for disseminating the results to those policy-

makers or practitioners who are in a position to apply the results to policies and programmes. 

Providing the results to the public and to advocacy groups may generate interest and political 

pressure for family-friendly policies, programmes and implementation practices. 
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Appendix CAppendix CAppendix CAppendix C    

New Zealand Family Impact Assessment New Zealand Family Impact Assessment New Zealand Family Impact Assessment New Zealand Family Impact Assessment ChecklistChecklistChecklistChecklist 
 

 

Adapted from Families Commission (2005), Methodologies for Analysing the Impact of Public 

Policy on Families, Research Report No.5/05, Wellington: New Zealand Families Commission. 

 

 

Based on the New Zealand Families Commission report, the following are examples of the kind 

of questions that could be used in a New Zealand Family Impact Assessment checklist. They may 

be revised or supplemented for specific policy areas or to reflect specific government objectives.  

 

 

1.   Family recognition and support 

� How are recognition and support for families demonstrated by the policy? 

� Does the policy help family members to carry out their responsibilities without 

undermining their autonomy? 

� What efforts are made to support families who are vulnerable, disadvantaged or at risk? 

� What attention, if any, is given to the broad societal context and its impact on families? 

� Does the policy recognise the connectedness of families to wider kin and community 

networks? 

� How does the policy address and balance individual and family needs? 

 

 

2.   Family diversity 

� How does the policy affect different types of families? Does it provide good justification 

for targeting only certain family types? 

� Is identifying and respecting the cultural, ethnic, religious, sexual diversity of families 

relevant to the policy’s effectiveness? 

� To what extent do the underlying assumptions about families on which this policy is 

based appropriately reflect an understanding of the diversity of family types and family 

needs? 

� Does the policy acknowledge family relationships and responsibilities across households 

and generations? 

� Does the policy enhance capacities in ways that are consistent with Mäori cultural 

identity and self-determination? 

 

 

3.   Family living standards 

� Does the policy affect families’ ability to maintain an adequate standard of living? 

� Does the policy affect families’ ability to advance economically and build family assets? 
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4.   Family formation/dissolution 

� Does the policy provide any incentives or disincentives for family decisions to marry, 

divorce, separate, bear/adopt children etc.? 

� What is done to support the resilience of families in self-managing through transition, 

adversity and change? 

 

 

5.   Family functioning 

� To what extent does the policy address the safety of families and family members, 

preventing abuse, violence or neglect? 

� How does the policy uphold or enforce parental obligations? 

� How does the policy enhance parental competence and promote the knowledge, skills 

and commitment necessary for raising children? 

� How does the policy support the mutual care of family members, including children, 

older people, members with disabilities and those who are sick or vulnerable? 

� Does the policy affect the ability of families to transmit culture, knowledge and values 

across generations? 

� Does the policy affect families’ ability to balance paid work, family and community 

commitments? 

� What efforts are made to ensure that the rights of individual family members are 

respected within families? 

� What are the implications of power relations within families for the policy? 

 

 

6.   Family participation 

� How does the policy consider the importance of partnerships between government 

agencies, communities and families in meeting the needs of families? 

� In what ways does the policy ensure that families have access to effective services? 

� In what ways does the policy remove the barriers to families’ participation in social and 

economic life? 

� What opportunities are provided for families to participate in the development, 

implementation, delivery and evaluation of policies and services? 

� How does the policy empower communities to respond to family needs? 

 

 

If by completing this checklist the policy analyst identifies any potential direct or indirect 

negative impacts they should consider using a more rigorous method for assessing the scope 

and duration of the potential impacts, and whether or not they could be avoided. Such methods 

might include economic analysis, gender analysis and impact assessment. 
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Appendix DAppendix DAppendix DAppendix D    

Guidelines for Family Impact Statements in CabiGuidelines for Family Impact Statements in CabiGuidelines for Family Impact Statements in CabiGuidelines for Family Impact Statements in Cabinet net net net 

Minutes of the Government of New South Wales, Minutes of the Government of New South Wales, Minutes of the Government of New South Wales, Minutes of the Government of New South Wales, 

AustraliaAustraliaAustraliaAustralia 

 

 

Adapted from New South Wales Government (1994), M1994-06 Guidelines for Family Impact 

Statements in Cabinet Minutes, Sydney: The Cabinet Office, 

(http://www.dpc.nsw.gov.au/publications/memos_and_circulars/ministerial_memoranda/1994

/m1994-06), accessed 13 Jul 2009. 

 

 

1. Types 

How does the proposal impact on all family types, including nuclear families, single parent 

families and extended family groups? 

 

 

2. Roles 

How does the proposal impact on the changing roles and responsibilities within families? For 

example, the changing nature of parenting and caring roles. 

 

 

3. Functions 

How does the proposal influence the family’s ability to: 

� provide economic support for its members, 

� fulfil its nurturing and caring role, and 

� empower its members? 

 

 

4. Care of children 

Does the proposal strengthen and enhance the capacity of families to meet their needs in child 

rearing? 

 

 

5. Target groups 

Will some families be excluded and/or disadvantaged by the proposal? Consideration should be 

given to physical, geographic, economic, cultural and socially disadvantaged families. Identify 

groups which will benefit from or be advantaged by the proposal. For example:  

� Does the proposal improve the accessibility and appropriateness of services to families with 

particular characteristics and needs such as people with a disability, Aboriginal people and 

people from a non-English speaking background? 
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� Does the proposal strengthen and enhance the capacity of families to meet their needs for 

members with disabilities? 

� Does the proposal assist young and/or older people live full and independent lives within the 

community? 

 

 

6. Co-ordination 

Has the proposal examined potential areas for better co-ordination between State agencies to 

achieve better outcomes for families? Are there any areas where the State’s responsibilities could 

be redefined to achieve better outcomes for families? 
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Appendix EAppendix EAppendix EAppendix E    

Overview of the Procedures of the Australian Federal Overview of the Procedures of the Australian Federal Overview of the Procedures of the Australian Federal Overview of the Procedures of the Australian Federal 

GovernmenGovernmenGovernmenGovernment Family Impact Statement Guidelinest Family Impact Statement Guidelinest Family Impact Statement Guidelinest Family Impact Statement Guidelines 
 

 

Adapted from the full guidelines, which include a checklist, in Department of the Prime Minister 

and Cabinet (2009), Family Impact Statement Guidelines, revised on 30 Jun 2009, Canberra: 

Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet. 

 

 

Stage One – Identify and assess the family impacts  

 

Step 1: Identify the family impacts  

Work through the full checklist to identify any potential family impacts arising from the 

proposal.  

 

Step 2: Gather information about which families will be affected and how  

Gather further information about each of the impacts identified in Step 1. This should include, 

where possible, the number of families that may be affected, the types of families that may be 

affected, and how those families will experience or feel the impacts. Information sheets are 

available on the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet website to provide further 

assistance.  

 

Step 3: Assess the significance of family impacts  

Using the information gathered in Step 2, in conjunction with the table of family types and 

vulnerabilities provided in the full document, assess the level of significance of the impact(s) as 

minor, moderate or major.  

 

Step 4: Undertake additional analyses  

If there are any major negative family impacts identified in Step 3, additional analysis will need 

to be undertaken to enable a thorough assessment of the range and magnitude of the impacts. 

This may involve further qualitative or quantitative research.  

 

 

Stage Two – Provide a Family Impact Statement (FIS)  

 

Step 5: Write the FIS  

Draft a FIS that reflects the information obtained in Stage One. In most cases, the FIS will range 

from one to two paragraphs to a page, and will include a description of the impact(s); the types 

and numbers of families likely to be affected; how those families may experience the impact; 
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and the level of significance of the impact. If Step 4 has been undertaken, the FIS will be more 

extensive and will provide a detailed analysis.  

 

Step 6: Include the FIS in the Cabinet submission  

The FIS and references to the FIS will need to be included in the Cabinet submission or 

memorandum template in accordance with current procedures. Further advice can be obtained 

from the 2009 edition of the Drafter’s Guide: Preparation of Cabinet Submissions and 

Memoranda (‘the Drafter’s Guide’), the Cabinet Secretariat (located within Department of the 

Prime Minister and Cabinet), or from departmental Cabinet Liaison Officers. 
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