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Materials related to this workshop's inputs and outputs are being posted to the IW:LEARN Web site, under the “Hanoi” link at http://www.iwlearn.net/participation. For more information on the substance of the workshop, please contact Mssrs. Carl Bruch (bruch@eli.org), Phong Nguyen (phongicd@gmail.com) or Dann Sklarew (dann@iwlearn.org).

The workshop, supported by WBI, GEF IW:LEARN, ELI, VIWRR, UNDP/UNEP and Coca-Cola Company was organized over 2 days from 2nd  to 4th of April 2008 at the Melia Hotel, in Hanoi, Vietnam. It was the result of a partnership between ELI, IW:LEARN and VIWRR, who collectively prepared the background materials, logistics and substantive delivery. The workshop was divided into 9 sessions, focusing on different aspects of stakeholder involvement in water management. The format included both presentations, case studies and one interactive learning session, all with the purpose of encouraging collaborative problem-solving, discussion, and exchange of experiences.   

Session 1:  INTRODUCTION: WHY ENGAGE WITH STAKEHOLDERS AND THE PUBLIC?
Participants introduced themselves and Mr. Carl Bruch (ELI) outlined the objectives of the workshop. The 1st presentation aimed to clarify the following:

What is “Stakeholder Engagement”? 
· Stakeholder engagement consists in increasing the level of stakeholder involvement in the planning, decision making, and implementation of water resource management. 
What constitutes good public participation? 
· A continuum of public engagement; one of Informing, Consulting, Involving, Collaborating, and Empowering.
What are some of the principles of stakeholder engagement?  

· The broad principles of stakeholder engagement are: Transparency; Inclusiveness; Accountability; Respect; and Equity.
The second presentation of the session was that of Dr. Vo Si Tuan, a former Senior Expert at UNEP/DGEF. It illustrated the participation of local government and communities in the implementation of activities, specifically at the demonstration sites of the UNEP/GEF project; “Reversing Environmental Degradation Trends in the South China Sea and Gulf of Thailand." Involving multiple stakeholders across several nations, the project needed close coordination among sectors, willingness of local people, as well as effective legal frameworks in order to achieve the desired results. 
Each demonstration project and each site had its particular concerns. However, the common solution remained: how to involve managers and local people together to deal with respective problems? This was achieved in various ways and throughout different stages, from the design and planning to the implementation of the project. The Belitung Coral Reef Demonstration Site exemplified how the experiences and practices of traditional local knowledge could be integrated into the development of a management plan for coral reefs and related resources.
The participants shared experiences and compared policy frameworks for cooperation. The case of Vietnam was highlighted; where those fishermen living in the area do not have any clear-cut ownership of the seaside by (coastal communities are free to fish in any other coastal areas as well). Nonetheless, the recent development of a regional Refugia network proves that effective involvement of local related stakeholders is possible. Local fisherman knowledge was used in identifying spawning and nursery areas, allowing for interpretation of both local and scientific knowledge. 
Another remark referred to the case of solid waste management in Tonga, emphasizing the need to train local people; build their knowledge, awareness and capacities, thus hopefully avoiding future conflict and/or miss-management.
Session 2: THE FRAMEWORK: THE STRATEGIC ROLE OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN THE GEF CYCLE, IWRM, AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT
This session provided an overview of the role of public participation in Integrated Water Management (IWRM) from the perspective of GEF and its implementing agencies (World Bank, UNEP and UNDP). Dr. Dann Sklarew presented how GEF and others’ expectations for public involvement can be integrated into multi-country IWRM.  The stakeholder involvement plan (STI) was outlined, integrating a range of actions for involvement with different project cycles. Participants discussed which set of public involvement tools/techniques from the workshop's Handbook might be appropriate and effective at each phase of the GEF IW project cycle. 

Session 3: INTERACTIVE LEARNING SESSION
Group Discussion: “Who are stakeholders?: Tools for Stakeholder Identification and Analysis”. The “Winding” River Basin (WRB) was used as a case study; site of a 2007 Global Environmental Facility approved project aimed at ensuring the sustainable development of the region. 

Two discussion groups were formed: Group 1 led by Mr. Carl Bruch, and Group 2 led by Dr. Dann Sklarew. The participants were asked to identify the following: Who are the stakeholders?  What are their concerns/benefits? How can they affect the project through their contribution? What is the appropriate level of participation? And finally, what are the best means for contact with these identified stakeholders? 
Two approaches were used: a) classifying stakeholders into groups by levels (local, regional, and national), and b) simply listing all stakeholders (without consideration of respective levels). Concerns arose from these discussions. First, regarding the possibility of organizers accidently overlooking people that ought to be included as stakeholders. Second, regarding uncertainties about the selection of the appropriate representative(s) from a given stakeholder group. It is also is important to take into account that, in some cases, representatives or their constituents' perspectives may change between meetings, possibly contributing to confusion in project coordination and management. 

Session 4 ACCESS TO INFORMATION AND STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIONS
Mr. Carl Bruch’s presentation emphasized that while there are different types, scopes, and ways to manage public access to information, it remains essential to effective public participation. Strategic communications- crafting messages for a particular audience- are equally important. It enables projects to shape perceptions and behaviors.
Participants discussed how to best provide information to the relevant stakeholders. It was noted that not all stakeholders would be able to understand technical issues of the project. Therefore, the information provided needs to maintain a level of simplicity, allowing for comprehension of issues at stake and thus facilitating stakeholders’ subsequent decisions and actions. However, realistically, data is not always readily available and the Project Manager is not always able to disclose sensitive information.
Session 5:  LEGAL FRAMEWORKS FOR STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
Mr. Carl Bruch’s presentation drew attention to the legal framework within which a project operates; international law, international institutions, water related agreements, and national law. A few examples of legal frameworks for public and stakeholder engagement were presented in detail, notably the 2004 “Agreement for the Protection and Sustainable Development of Lake Ohrid”. The latter integrates Watershed Committees, which include a civil society representative from each country and are further supported by a technical Secretariat, with specific duties for outreach and public awareness- raising. 
Public participation in the development of legal frameworks within a project helps to build a common set of minimum standards and procedures, thus contributing to its sustainability after the project. 

With regard to national laws, participants discussed public participation in specific constitutions. They acknowledged that in the case of Vietnam, policy makers made laws and regulations with very limited public input. While the existence of a legal framework is uncommon knowledge in most developing countries, regulations on Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) and Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA) often incorporate elements of public participation. However, an “implementation gap” remains visible, between the existing governmental regulations on the one hand and their practical and local application on the other hand. Issues can arise further as to how national laws evolve to be transboundary in their application
.
While concerns were raised, solutions to overcome these issues were also discussed. For example, the wider community often stays away, due to lack of information, capacity and knowledge whilst legislation develops.  Thus, communication should be encouraged between within and among different types of authorities and between the authorities and the people. Participants suggested that for “implementation gaps”, sanction rules should be strictly applied
. The transboundary application of national laws risks posing difficulty and leading to disputes in water use between communities. The establishment of a monitoring board was proposed to ensure proper implementation. Finally, governing agencies' capacity should be strengthened to be able to function well in conflict resolution. 

Session 6: INSTITUTIONALIZING PUBLIC PARTICIAPTION
Dr. Nguyen Tung Phong’s (VIWRR) presentation focused on promoting and institutionalizing public participation for Integrated Watershed Management.  

There are different scales for institutionalizing participation (from family to global level) and different elements of the process (elaborating a strategy, identifying suitable methods, institutionalization of participatory strategies). Furthermore any strategy for promoting participation, must take into account the role of the individual, organisations, government, NGOs, private sector, and community, while simultaneously considering the different methods that may be used in each step. 
Which institutions are best for promoting public participation? This depends on many factors, namely: 

· The stakeholders targeted.
· The stage of the planning cycle.
· The organizational scale of participation.
· The expected level of participation.
· The project resources (time, money, etc.) available.
· The capacity of existing institutions versus the need to create new institutions.
Group discussion: participants were split into 2 groups to discuss the role of stakeholders in the promotion and institutionalization of participation and the appropriate methods to be used towards this goal. 
Two transboundary projects were presented as examples of institutionalized participation:  

· “Integrated Watershed and Coastal Area Management Project” (IW CAM) in the Caribbean Sea.
·  “Reversing Environmental Degradation in the South China Sea and Gulf of Thailand Project”.
It is crucial that stakeholder involvement plans (SHIPs) consider means to institutionalise participation from the outset, building capacity over time. .        
Session 7 CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES

Mr. Carl Bruch, presented the crosscutting issues of stakeholder engagement in international water management. These included:
· Representivity: Inadequate representivity reinforces inequities and thwarts project implementation.
· Gender Mainstreaming: It is important to keep in mind that gender issues in water management vary. For example, gender issues in domestic water use differ from those in irrigation management.

· Scale: International waters projects operate at many levels. As we scale up stakeholder engagement, broader differences between cultures/political systems/languages emerge accordingly.

· Integration into project/ programme(s): The participation and integration into the respective project/programme(s) must occur together. i.e.: feedback must be reflected in the decision-making and implementation process. 
· Resources and sustainability: Budgets for stakeholder engagement are often limited. Participants discussed possible ways to reduce the costs and possible actions to be taken provided that budgets are insufficient
. Yet again, the workshop raised the issue of sustainability of stakeholder engagement when the project is over, when funds are no longer offered.

Session 8: MONITORING AND EVALUATION
The presenter, Dr. Dann Sklarew, familiarized participants with Participatory M&E process within GEF projects. The latter entails ongoing consultations with stakeholders to determine what needs monitoring; considers and incorporates various perspectives; and then interprets and applies the learning from M&E. A new type of indicator was introduced; the “Catalytic Impact Indicator” which reports on the catalytic impacts during Replenishment projects. 
Participants discussed appropriate indicators for good Participatory M&E. Although the Handbook offered tools for M&E, the application of these tools was a concern. Issues of disparities were raised: in partner nations’ capacity or even in their sheer will to carry out the monitoring and evaluation process needed. 
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