Technology Impact Assessment 
Derived from Austin et al. (June 2025): Technology Impact Assessment for Peace and Stability: A Comparative Study on Australia and India

	PART A: SCOPE    Start with the policy problem, not the technology.

	Technology / sub-field being assessed
	Computer vision

	Specific application (not just the broad category: e.g. facial recognition, not “AI”)
	For identification of escaped criminals in large crowds

	Policy problem this addresses (what peace, stability or governance challenge?)
	Law and order

	Technology maturity
	☐ Early/emerging       ☐ Commercialising       ☐ Mature/diffused

	What does this replace or sit alongside? (comparator)
	



	PART B: IMPACTS    Identify positive and negative impacts across all dimensions: not just technical risk.

		Dimension
	Positive impacts
	Negative impacts
	Confidence

	Technical performance
	
	
	☐ H  ☐ M  ☐ L

	Security & geopolitical
	
	
	☐ H  ☐ M  ☐ L

	Social: equity, rights, labour
	
	
	☐ H  ☐ M  ☐ L

	Political & democratic
	
	
	☐ H  ☐ M  ☐ L

	Legal & regulatory
	
	
	☐ H  ☐ M  ☐ L

	Economic
	
	
	☐ H  ☐ M  ☐ L

	Environmental
	
	
	☐ H  ☐ M  ☐ L

	International & cross-border
	
	
	☐ H  ☐ M  ☐ L



	
	For each dimension, note:
• Who bears the costs?
• Who captures the benefits?
• Are marginalised groups,
   low-income countries or
   Indigenous communities
   disproportionately affected?

Confidence:
H = strong evidence
M = partial evidence
L = assumption/estimate



	PART C: STAKEHOLDERS    Map who is affected, who has expertise, and who must be consulted.

	Group
	Key interests or concerns
	How consulted / planned

	Government agencies
	
	

	Industry / vendors
	
	

	Technical specialists
	
	

	Academia
	
	

	Civil society
	
	

	Affected communities (incl. marginalised groups)
	
	

	International partners
	
	



	PART D: QUALITY BENCHMARKS    Tick each criterion satisfactorily met.

	SCOPE AND FOCUS
☐ Specific: assessed at sub-field level, not just a broad category
☐ Timely: conducted before full deployment, when findings can still shape decisions
☐ Comparator: compared with existing or alternative technologies

EVIDENCE AND ANALYSIS
☐ Specialist depth: technical AND non-technical experts consulted
☐ Non-technical impacts: social, political, legal and economic dimensions addressed
☐ International perspectives: alternative and dissenting views incorporated
☐ Longitudinal: impacts tracked over time, not only at point of deployment
	PARTICIPATION AND LEGITIMACY
☐ Stakeholder breadth: all affected groups had meaningful (not token) input
☐ Equity lens: marginalised and Global South impacts explicitly identified

ETHICAL AND POLICY GROUNDING
☐ Ethical framework: clear ethical principles stated and applied throughout
☐ Policy relevance: findings address the specific peace/stability problem with actionable implications

QUALITY RATING
☐ Advanced: 9–11 benchmarks convincingly met
☐ Intermediate: 5–8 benchmarks met
☐ Basic: fewer than 5 met: flag gaps before proceeding



	PART E: OPTIONS AND NEXT STEPS

	Recommended option
	☐ Proceed as planned        ☐ Proceed with conditions        ☐ Redesign and phase deployment        ☐ Pause

	Key conditions or safeguards
	

	Governance changes required
	

	Monitoring mechanism and review trigger
	

	Who is accountable for follow-through?
	



Note: The report cautions against treating a completed TIA as closing debate (“the legitimation trap”). This canvas should be revisited as the technology matures and as deployment context changes.
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