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PREFACE
This Handbook on Public Participation in International Waters Management is the result of a collaborative initiative between the Environmental Law Institute (ELI) and the Global Environment Facility’s International Waters Learning Exchange and Resource Network (GEF/IW:LEARN).  The Handbook was created to as a reference and guidebook for GEF international waters projects staff and the governments and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) working with GEF IW projects through Latin America and the Caribbean, Africa, and Asia.  However, the case studies, lessons learned, and tools presented in the Handbook are broadly applicable to many water resource management contexts.  Public participation in international waters management is implemented not only at the transboundary level, but also at the local and, and national levels.  Thus, we hope this Handbook will be useful to all individuals and organizations working to involve stakeholders and the public in water management initiatives around the world. 

The Handbook is not a step-by-step toolkit for public participation in international waters management.  It is meant to be used in conjunction with the references which are referred to throughout the text.  The Handbook provides an overview of the essential considerations related to planning public and stakeholder involvement in international waters management and a set of tools for implementing those plans.  Each chapter focuses on a specific topic related to participatory water management, and can be used as a reference for that particular issue or process.  However, these issues are interrelated, and the Handbook as a whole provides a framework in which to posit the various experiences, lessons learned, tools and practices that it highlights.  
The Global Environment Facility International Waters (GEF IW) focal area helps countries to work together to identify and address key concerns related to their transboundary water systems, including river basins, lake basins, aquifers, and large marine ecosystems (LMEs).  A key aspect of this work focuses on improving governance to provide an enabling environment for sound water management at the national and regional levels.  A critical component of such reforms is enhancing public participation in water management.  This is realized in three ways:  projects that have improved public participation as a project component; public participation in the development and implementation of other project components; and the institutionalization of public participation through project activities and the creation of project management institutions.   

This project was initiated by IW:LEARN in response to the articulated needs of GEF international waters projects at the Second International Waters Conference in Dalian, China in 2002.  At this conference, over 50 participants from projects around the world identified public participation as their highest priority area of need for further capacity building.  In response, IW:LEARN has partnered with ELI to develop this Handbook and to deliver three regional capacity building workshops.  The first workshop was held in partnership with the Organization of American States (OAS) Unit for Sustainable Development and the UNESCO International Hydrological Programme in Montevideo, Uruguay from December 2-6, 2006.  The second workshop is currently being planned in partnership with InWEnt – Capacity-building Germany, and the African Centre for Water Research.  It will be held November 13-16, 2007 in Maseru, Lesotho for project participants from throughout the African continent.  The third and final regional workshop is scheduled for April 2008 in Hanoi, Vietnam.  

Each of the workshops is being structured to vet the contents of this Handbook with professionals implementing and partnering with GEF IW projects around the world.  Comments and additional materials derived from these workshops are being incorporated on an iterative basis.  The final version of the Handbook will be published at the end of 2008 and will be available online at www.eli.org and www.iwlearn.org/participation. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
In a truly participatory fashion, many individuals and organizations have contributed to this Handbook.  ELI expresses its deep gratitude to all of them.  

We wish to acknowledge in particular those individuals who contributed as authors and editors of various sections of the Handbook.  Jessica Troell of ELI was lead author and editor of the Handbook.  For their tremendous assistance and invaluable input, we wish to thank Carl Bruch, Sarah Burt, Maria Angelica Allegra Calvo, Janot-Reine Mendler de Suarez, Paula Domingos, María Concepcíon Donoso, Anton Earle, Kari Eik, Marcelo Gavino, Rebecca Gruby, Jessica Hall, Rayka Hauser, Marcelo Navino Gavillo, Matthew Kallman, Daniel Malzbender, Mary Matthews, Ida Ngeung-Feze, Sandra Nichols, Bill Painter, John Pendergrass, Maria Placht, Victor Pochat, David Ross, Dann Sklarew, and Maria do Carmo Zinato.  
We express our gratitude to Dr. Jaqui Goldin of the University of Pretoria, South Africa, for her translation of the Handbook into French.  We would also like to thank the Unit of Sustainable Development at the Organization of American States for financing the translation of this Handbook into Spanish.  In particular, we would like to thank Scott Vaughan and Enrique Bello of the OAS Unit for Sustainable Development for their tireless assistance. In addition, we would like to thank María Concepcíon Donoso and Soledad Benitez for their diligence and patience in assisting with the initial publishing of the Handbook.   
This Handbook was made possible through the financial support of the Global Environment Facility’s International Waters Learning Exchange and Resource Network (GEF/IW:LEARN), The Coca-Cola Company, and the Tinker Foundation, Incorporated.  

This Handbook is a draft and it remains a work in progress.  Any comments, corrections, or additional case studies are welcome.  Following the second regional workshop in Maseru, Lesotho (for Africa), ELI will revise this Handbook to take into account feedback and incorporate additional case studies.  The revised Handbook will then be used for the Asian regional workshop in Hanoi in April of 2008, and finalized later that year.  Please address any inquiries or comments regarding the Handbook to:

Ms. Jessica Troell

Director, International Water Program

Environmental Law Institute

2000 L Street NW, Suite 620

Washington, DC  20036

Tel: (202) 939-3843

Fax: (202) 939-3868

E-mail: troell@eli.org 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

	Chapter
	TITLE
	Page

	
	Background
	7

	One
	Public and Stakeholder Involvement in GEF IW Projects
	20



	Two
	Stakeholder Identification and Analysis
	33

	Three
	Access to Information and Strategic Communications
	49

	Four
	Legal Frameworks for Public Participation in IW Management
	81

	Five
	Institutional Frameworks for Public Participation in IW Management
	97

	Six
	Gender Mainstreaming in IW Management
	116

	Seven
	Environmental Education
	146

	
	List of Acronyms
	161

	
	Glossary of Terms
	164


BACKGROUND
Sound governance lies at the heart of effective water management.  Shortages of water and the services it provides and increasing pollution are, to a large extent, socially and politically driven issues.  This is nowhere more apparent than in transboundary water systems, where lakes, aquifers, rivers, or marine ecosystems are shared by two or more countries.  The ecosystems that link countries in transboundary basins form part of a complex web of political, cultural, and economic interdependencies in which control over and access to water help define power relations.  Inadequate governance systems – comprising the mechanisms, processes, laws, and institutions that determine who gets water, when, and how – have too often resulted in inequitable allocation and ecologically unsustainable use of this critical resource.  The shortcomings of these systems are highlighted by the lack of capacity of water management institutions to adapt to the uncertainties introduced by climate variability and continued urban and industrial development to support a burgeoning world population.  Improved governance systems are essential if we are to ensure equitable access to a burgeoning world population in an environmentally sustainable manner.   

It is now widely recognized that public involvement is an integral component of an effective system for managing the environment broadly and water resources more specifically.  Decisions related to the use and management of water resources have tremendous impacts on people’s everyday lives.  Water is a critical ingredient of sustainable livelihoods, development, and the health of the ecosystems on which all societies depend.  This is the case whether the water comes from a local well or an international river.  The right of the public, and particularly of affected stakeholders, to participate in decisions impacting their water resources is widely acknowledged by national and international law.  Yet, at a practical level, there are many different aspects to this right, including issues relating to what public participation in water management means and how to implement it.  Particularly in a transboundary setting, answering questions of who should be involved, in which decisions, and at what point in the decision-making process can be difficult to answer.  This is not due to a dearth of practice or a lack of effort to define good practice, but rather is an inherent characteristic of public participation in decision-making more generally – it is a highly contextual process.  Moreover, transboundary contexts frequently have added diplomatic, linguistic, and administrative challenges.

While there is no blueprint for what constitutes “good” public participation, there are well-developed principles, processes, and tools that have been used around the world to involve stakeholders in the management of domestic and international waters.  The success or failure of these mechanisms has depended on numerous cultural, political, legal, ecological, and other factors in the contexts to which they were applied.  Understanding the effects of these factors is important in determining which participatory approaches might work in a particular context and whether and how to adapt particular approaches for public involvement from one context to another. Accordingly, this Handbook highlights as many of these factors as possible.  

Another key consideration that is highlighted throughout this Handbook is the need to integrate stakeholder involvement into all stages of a project.  GEF IW projects have typically integrated public participation-related activities in one of four ways: 

1) As an actual project component (e.g., strengthening access to information or stakeholder participation in water management or environmental education components); 

2) As part of developing the Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA), Strategic Action Programme (SAP), or other major project outputs; 

3) Through the creation of special forums for stakeholder participation, either in project activities as a whole or for specific activities (for example, non-governmental organization (NGO) fora or inclusion of stakeholders in the project Steering Committee); and

4) Through pilot or demonstration projects.  

All of these types of public involvement will be explored in this Handbook, and all can form essential components of a strong stakeholder participation program.  However, we encourage you to think of stakeholder involvement not as something to be performed separately from other project components (to raise awareness, strengthen capacity, or obtain feedback from certain stakeholders) but as an integral element of all project components and activities.  Of course, this will not always be possible (or appropriate), but it is useful to think carefully about when and how stakeholder involvement could benefit project process, outcomes, and sustainability by being more thoroughly integrated into project planning and execution.  This Handbook seeks to provide useful examples of how this can be achieved, both by highlighting projects that have used innovative practices to do so, and by providing a process framework and variety of tools and practices from different contexts that might trigger new innovations.  

[image: image33.wmf]The universe of individuals, groups, and institutions that can be described as stakeholders in GEF International Waters projects is extremely broad.  It often includes governments (from local to national); international, regional, and national NGOs; the private sector; local communities; interest groups; and others.  The transboundary geographic scale of GEF IW projects compounds this issue, requiring interventions at many different institutional and political levels.  Projects must consider not only the areas where project activities will take place, but also where their impacts will be felt.  Effective stakeholder involvement in this context will thus need to be multi-tiered; planning and coordinating these efforts can be complicated and intensive.  For practical reasons, it may not always be possible to actively involve the entire range of stakeholders, and difficult choices will need to be made.  This Handbook provides a framework for making those decisions and highlights the various considerations and implications involved.  However, we stress that the true benefits of participation can only be achieved when projects are as inclusive of diverse interests as possible; this requires a commitment of sufficient time and resources to ensure effective and meaningful stakeholder involvement throughout the project cycle. 

Benefits of Public Participation

Why is public participation in international waters management important?  What purposes does it serve? What can it achieve, both for IW projects and their goals, and for the stakeholders themselves? The next sections explore the context in which the norms for public participation in international waters management are developing, define the contours of public participation in international waters management (IWM), and provide an overview of the benefits that meaningful public involvement can achieve in the water management context.

	[image: image9.wmf]Key Issue:  
                 Differentiating “the public” and “stakeholders”

The terms “public participation” or “public involvement” often are used interchangeably with “stakeholder participation” or “stakeholder involvement.”  In reality, however, there is a distinction to be made between “the public” and “stakeholders,” and that distinction can be important in developing your participation activities.  

“The public” is defined as “one or more natural or legal persons…their associations, organizations, or groups.”  The public does not necessarily have to have a defined interest like stakeholders do and it may have more limited influence over the outcomes.  However, the public interest in and collective influence of the public on IW management can be significant.  The implications of dealing with the general public as part of stakeholder involvement will be discussed throughout this Handbook.

A “stakeholder” (or “the public concerned”) is an individual, group, or institution (including governments) that has a defined and recognized interest, or “stake,” in a decision-making process or project.  Such interests may be, for example, economic, cultural, recreational, or religious.  Stakeholders are defined by whether they will be affected by a decision or project or have some influence on its outcome.

In this Handbook, “public participation,” “public involvement,” and “stakeholder involvement” are used interchangeably as the umbrella terms which include activities targeted at the broader public, as well as all of the different types of stakeholder involvement.

*These definitions are drawn from several sources, including: the UN/ECE Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters (Aarhus Convention) and the EU’s Guidance on Public Participation in Relation to the Water Framework Directive.


Emerging Norms of Public Participation in IW Management 

The international community has increasingly recognized the critical role of civil society and the public in protecting global water resources. The move to integrate stakeholders into international waters management reflects a broader recognition of the public’s fundamental right to be involved in environmental decision-making processes that have the potential to impact their health and well-being.  This recognition was clearly articulated in the 1992 Rio Declaration on Environment and Development.  Principle 10 of the Rio Declaration states:

Environmental issues are best handled with the participation of all concerned citizens, at the relevant level. At the national level, each individual shall have appropriate access to information concerning the environment that is held by public authorities, including information on hazardous material and activities in their communities, and the opportunity to participate in decision-making processes, states shall facilitate and encourage public awareness and participation by making information widely available. Effective access to judicial and administrative proceedings, including redress and remedy, shall be provided.   [emphasis added]

Principle 10 has provided a clear mandate for numerous international and regional water governance initiatives over the past two decades.  While these initiatives have clarified the scope and precise application of the Principle, its three essential components, or “pillars,” form the basis for the internationally agreed scope of public involvement in environmental decision-making: access to information, participation in decision-making, and access to justice.  

The first pillar – access to information – is the cornerstone of effective public participation.  Accurate, timely, and accessible information ensures that stakeholders are able to know the nature of issues related to their waters and how they might be affected by them.  Access to information is a prerequisite of informed and meaningful public involvement.   

The second pillar – public participation – ensures that the public has opportunities to become actively involved in water-related decision-making.  This can be at the level of policymaking, in developing legal and institutional frameworks, in planning programs and projects, as well as in development, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of specific water-related activities.  Participation is aimed at ensuring that people have a voice in decisions that can affect them.  The various levels at which this can occur are explored below.  

Finally, the third pillar guarantees “access to justice,” or a means for seeking redress.  Access to justice ensures that the public can seek review when their rights of access to information or public participation are affected; it also provides a mechanism to protect substantive rights and interests, such as access to water or related resources.  This may be through courts or other arbitral bodies, or through administrative procedures for appeal.  

These rights operate synergistically.  Public access to information allows for more informed and effective public participation.  Public participation improves the information available to decision-makers and among stakeholders, and also provides a means for resolving disputes before they escalate.  Access to justice ensures that governments and other decision-making bodies respect the procedural rights of access to information and public participation as well as the substantive interests of the various affected parties.  Together, the three pillars provide the essential elements for a robust framework for water governance, the benefits of which are explored in detail in the next section.  

Since the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio, a number of initiatives have elaborated on these general principles, clarifying their scope and definition and implementing them at both the national and international levels.  In particular, the Aarhus Convention of the UN/ECE region developed some of the most detailed and binding provisions for public involvement in environmental decision-making.   [The UN Economic Commission for Europe (UN/ECE) includes the countries in Europe, the independent States of the former Soviet Union, Canada, and the United States.]  In the Americas, the Inter-American Strategy on Public Participation provides a policy framework and recommendations for action to guide efforts to develop and implement national laws and policies that guarantee public participation in planning, environmental management, and decision-making.  The revised African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources, which updated the 35-year old Convention, includes more detailed provisions on public participation and water management.  Moreover, the efforts of international institutions, notably the GEF and its implementing agencies, continue to play an important role in elaborating and implementing these principles through their programs and projects.  

Public involvement in water management has also been developed through instruments and institutions focused on the water sector generally and on specific watercourses.  National efforts to implement integrated water resources management (IWRM) frequently improve the capacity for stakeholder involvement in all aspects of water planning and management.  In Europe, the Water Framework Directive (WFD) explicitly calls for public participation in the formation and implementation of basin management plans and guidance on implementing stakeholder involvement has been developed.  Similar provisions have been developed in the Southern African Development Community’s (SADC’s) Regional Water Policy and Strategy, which are now being implemented by several basin organizations throughout the 14 SADC Member States.   

This Handbook draws upon the experiences within all of these contexts (and others) to present a broad set of processes and tools that might be adapted and tailored for use in GEF IW projects.  The emphasis on public participation in these numerous contexts illustrates the widespread conviction that the broadest range of stakeholder involvement is a necessary component to sound water governance.  The next section explores why public participation is viewed in this light, examining the benefits of public participation for both water managers and stakeholders. 

	[image: image10.wmf]Key Issue:  Representivity in Public Participation

As a practical matter, it is almost impossible to have all the stakeholders actually involved in a decision-making process, particularly in IW projects that affect a large number of sectors and actors.  The most common way to overcome this obstacle is by relying on representatives to ensure that the different views and values held by the various groups are accounted for in the process.  Using a representative group can make the process more efficient.  For example, it can reduce the number of times that the general public needs to be asked to comment on a proposal, and it can thereby help to avoid “participation fatigue” by stakeholders. Representative groups can also develop a better understanding of certain topics and of the project process, as they are involved in every stage and have the opportunity to learn in-depth about project-related issues.  Throughout this Handbook, there are illustrations of different ways in which stakeholder representatives can be engaged to provide feedback, insights, and facilitate implementation.  These include stakeholder advisory groups or committees, stakeholder forums, selection criteria for stakeholder interviews, focus groups, and others.    
CAVEATS:  There are two critical considerations.  First, project managers need to exercise care to ensure that the stakeholders chosen to be involved in these processes are actually representative of the groups or interests that they purport to be, and that they are the appropriate representatives.  Marginalized groups (for example, women or indigenous peoples) often do not have their interests represented by the institutions that represent the larger community.  For example, inclusion of traditional or customary authorities as representatives of a community can bolster the legitimacy of participatory arrangements and support the creation of institutions and processes that are locally meaningful and more resilient.  However, traditional leaders are not necessarily democratically elected, and relying solely on existing local institutions can entrench existing gender or other inequalities among key stakeholders at the local level. It is thus critical to make every effort to ensure that stakeholder groups are defined to reflect all the interests within that group and that the individuals chosen to represent groups can actually speak for the varied interests that the group contains.  This is perhaps the most difficult issue to address effectively within the context of stakeholder involvement.  Examples of how to address this within specific contexts are provided throughout the Handbook.

Second, it is important that the stakeholder definition accounts for the full range of interests when defining the groups that should be represented in the process.  This is particularly important for groups that may be marginalized.  Where the first caveat addresses minority interests within a group (e.g., women or minorities), the second caveat focuses on potentially marginalized or neglected interests and groups. 



Bases for Public Participation in IW Management  

As described later in this Handbook, numerous national and international laws recognize the right of people to participate in decisions that can affect their health and well-being.  Water resources and their associated living resources and ecosystem functions are the basis of life and livelihoods.  Decisions impacting water are thus the epitome of processes calling for active and meaningful public involvement.  Indeed, over the past several years, public participation in environmental decision-making has been increasingly viewed in the international community as a set of three interwoven human rights:  the right to access to information, the right to participate in decision-making, and the right to access to justice.  Public participation is also inextricably tied to the right to a healthy environment; it is the necessary precursor to the realization of such a right.  Indeed, public participation had its earliest articulation in the human rights instruments of the mid-20th century.  Understanding public participation as a human right has profound implications for decision-makers.  Aside from legal duties or instrumental reasons, if participation is a right, there are attendant ethical obligations to provide meaningful participation to stakeholders and the general public.  

There are also numerous benefits that can be realized from public participation in water-related decision-making.  Stakeholders, including local communities and NGOs, often have detailed knowledge, including traditional knowledge, of their water resources that is not available to governments or to international institutions that are making the policy decisions that govern those resources.  Thus, involving the public can broaden the potential sources of relevant information, knowledge, and expertise available to projects. This can include: supplementary baseline data about local environmental conditions and processes (often lacking in many developing countries); improved understanding of the potential issues affecting a transboundary resource; and identification of a wider range of potential solutions to those issues.  By broadening the available information, data and knowledge available to projects, public participation can enhance the substantive quality of decisions – revealing hidden assumptions and adding to the potential for creative solutions.  

Just as importantly, public involvement provides decision-makers (and other stakeholders) with an understanding of the values and trade-offs that are associated with various transboundary issues and their potential solutions.  Understanding these often-competing stakeholder concerns is the first step to balancing them in ways that are acceptable to as many parties as possible. 

Providing the public with an opportunity to air their concerns and have those concerns addressed also benefits stakeholders by offering them a sense of ownership of the process and reassuring them of the legitimacy of the ultimate decision.  Even if stakeholders disagree with the final decision, they are more likely to accept it if they have been part of the decision-making process.  

Addressing public concerns in an open and transparent manner builds trust and encourages further cooperation among stakeholders, project staff, and governments.  In providing a means for identifying contentious issues (and a possible forum to resolve them), project managers can also avoid costly delays and even the re-opening of issues after resources have already been invested.  When done appropriately, stakeholder involvement builds relationships and can facilitate consensus around contested issues.  At the very least, it fosters understanding of why other stakeholders take the positions that they do and clarifies project decisions. 

In order to provide meaningful input into decision-making processes, the public must have access to information about project proposals and their potential impacts.  Access to information contributes to the overall level of public understanding of transboundary water issues and their solutions.  Awareness raising can also lead to the behavior changes that are necessary to realize those solutions. The increased transparency that results from broad access to information also engenders increased accountability on the part of decision-makers, helping to ensure that decisions are reasoned, defensible, and have appropriately accounted for public values.  Increased access to information can also improve public understanding of how decision-making processes work, which in turn can create a greater sense of empowerment and social responsibility.   

The increased understanding and ownership that often result from public participation also provide impetus for stakeholders to become actively involved in implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of project-related activities.  This can be an extremely important means for ensuring project sustainability, as well as a mechanism for augmenting scarce government resources to realize project goals.  

The failure to involve the public appropriately in IW projects, on the other hand, can contribute to public resistance to the project, increased administrative costs, and a poorly designed and executed project.
	Summary of Key Benefits of Public Participation in IW Management

· Broadens the base of knowledge, expertise, and information available to identify relevant transboundary issues and their solutions, resulting in better substantive outcomes;
· Increases likelihood that public values and priorities will be incorporated into project design and execution;
· Enhances cooperation and provides the potential to build consensus and avoid conflict among stakeholders;
· Increases transparency in project activities and legitimacy of decisions made within the context of a project;
· Educates the public and stakeholders about international waters issues and their solutions, increasing the likelihood of sustainable behaviors;
· Enhances accountability in decision-making related to international waters;
· Creates a greater sense of empowerment and social responsibility;
· Builds capacity of civil society to participate meaningfully in water governance;
· Fosters public ownership of project goals and activities, increasing the likelihood of their successful implementation and overall project sustainability; and
· Minimizes cost and delays due to public opposition.


What is Public Participation? 

Public participation is a rich concept that has been defined in many different contexts to mean as many different things.  At the most general level, public participation is a process in which public concerns, needs, and values are incorporated into decision-making.  It allows people to influence the outcome of plans and working processes.
  This definition opens the door to a whole set of questions:  Who is the public?  Which concerns, needs, and values?  What decisions?  How do we do this? 

[image: image34.wmf]The simple (if frustrating) answer to all of them is: it depends.  What level of participation is required to achieve the legitimacy that the project needs to be implemented effectively and equitably?  The answer is context-driven:  participatory processes must be tailored to a broad range of specific circumstances.  Indeed, at each step of the process, questions relating to the level of engagement required for each set of stakeholders will need to be answered.  Public participation is not a single process, but rather a continuum along which there are a variety of possible levels of engagement and interaction, or power-sharing, among stakeholders and decision-makers.  The choice of where on this spectrum to locate a specific public engagement process or activity should reflect the goals of the project in engaging stakeholders.  

The major points along the spectrum, or “ladder” of public participation, have been defined in different ways; and this Handbook’s chapter on public participation provides a more detailed exploration of the different ways of defining the levels of involvement.  For our purposes, the following three major categories capture the essence of the continuum of increasing engagement and interaction:

· Informing the public;

· Consulting with the public; and 

· Actively engaging the public.

Informing the public  

The lowest level of participation is providing stakeholders and the public with the information that they need to understand the relevant transboundary water issues, how decisions related to those issues may affect them, and potential solutions to those issues.  This is a one-way flow of information, and it does not truly ask the public or stakeholders to participate in any meaningful way.   However, access to information is a prerequisite for informed and successful public involvement, even if it is not actual “participation.” 

Consulting with the public
At the level of consultation, decision-makers ask the public to provide feedback or respond to proposals or alternatives.  This may include providing the public a chance to comment on the proposed decisions or draft documents developed throughout a project, such as the TDA or the SAP. It may also involve conducting surveys or interviews to determine public views on priority transboundary problems or mechanisms for addressing them.  In essence, this is a “two-way” communication, in which stakeholders’ opinions and values are asked for and duly considered, even if they are not necessarily incorporated into final project design and implementation.  

Actively involving the public
At this level, there is a more involved role for the public.  Beyond presenting the public with alternatives and asking for feedback, active involvement entails engaging the public in defining the issues to consider in the project context and how to address those issues.  This may involve formal or informal discussions with stakeholder groups to help shape how the project will be conducted, to identify priority issues, and to develop solutions cooperatively with project staff.  It also may involve stakeholders taking responsibility for implementing strategic actions and monitoring their results. Finally, projects may institutionalize public involvement in the ongoing activities (and even beyond the project).  For example, projects may include stakeholders in the project steering committee, in a stakeholder advisory committee, or in a formal water body institution (such as a river basin organization).  In other words, at this highest level of participation, stakeholders become active in the decision-making and implementing stages of water-related policies and activities. 

	What Public Participation is NOT

· Public participation does not necessarily achieve consensus among stakeholders.  Providing a process for stakeholders to come together can build understanding of the issues and each others’ perspectives, and that can lead to a consensus regarding solutions.  People will not always agree, however.  Nevertheless, when stakeholders are able to air concerns and understand how they have been considered in a decision-making process, they are more likely to accept the final decision.
· Public participation does not require everybody to participate.  This is unrealistic, given resource constraints and the lack of desire on the part of many stakeholders to be actively involved.  However, it is important not to disregard stakeholders because they either are unaware of their interest in the issues or because they do not have a voice to express those interests. (See box above on Representivity in Public Participation).
· Public participation cannot engage everyone at all stages of the project.  Not all stakeholders are relevant to all stages of a project.  It is important to tailor the participation activities to the goals of the particular stage of the project at which they are used. 


To the extent possible, this Handbook encourages managers of GEF IW projects to strive for active involvement, particularly with key stakeholder groups.  Active involvement is necessary to realize most of the benefits of stakeholder involvement.  Unless the public is involved at least at the level of consultation, there are only limited opportunities to identify public values and priorities.  There is also no mechanism to solicit and incorporate stakeholder expertise and local knowledge.  It is not until stakeholders are actively involved they truly begin to develop ownership over decisions, and thus are more likely to support the final decision.  Stakeholders need to have an opportunity to learn and participate in decision-making in order to reach consensus and avoid conflict.  This process is known as “social learning,” and it requires the highest level of collaborative decision-making, in which stakeholders can develop a common understanding and vision of the issues they are attempting to solve and reach joint decisions.  

While resource constraints, issues of scale, and other considerations can make active involvement an unrealistic goal, it is always important to try and match the level of participation (and the types of activities that are used to achieve that level) to the goals and benefits that you are trying to reap from involving stakeholders in project activities and decision-making.  

Each of these levels is explored in detail in later chapters of this Handbook. 
	Challenges to Public Participation in IW Management

Many of the challenges associated with public participation are exacerbated by the transboundary nature of GEF IW projects.  Below are some of the common challenges faced in implementing public participation in a transboundary context.  Each of these will be addressed in a variety of ways throughout this Handbook, particularly through the case studies highlighting how projects have overcome these obstacles.

· Resources and capacity.  Public participation takes time, money, and skilled project staff.  Allocation of project resources for public participation can seem secondary to what is perceived as the “real work” undertaken at the technical level.  Moreover, it can be challenging to secure the necessary political commitment, funding, and time.  Finding individuals with the skills necessary to conduct public participation and who also are familiar with the local context can also prove difficult. 
· Context.  Public participation is a context-driven process.  To be done well, projects need a full understanding of the political, cultural, and institutional settings at the local, national, and regional levels in which participation will take place.  The transboundary scale of GEF IW projects increases the number and complexity of these contexts.  In the case of LMEs and some specific watercourses, such an increase is tremendous.  Furthermore, drawing on the experiences of other IW projects can provide only so much guidance, as managers must tailor each approach to the particular context of the project.
· Language and media.  This challenge is two-fold.  Transboundary projects often involve multiple languages and dialects.  Accordingly, there often is a greater need for translation into local languages in order to reach stakeholders.  There is also a less obvious need to communicate with stakeholders through methods and in ways so that the information is accessible (considering, for example, illiteracy, lack of access to certain media, etc.) and understandable.  “Translating” technical information into publicly accessible language can be challenging.  Moreover, many stakeholders do not have access to various media (internet, television, newspapers), or are not literate.  
· Coordination.  Public participation in a transboundary basin requires coordination of processes at three levels: local, national, and international.  [In large countries, it is also necessary to consider coordination with sub-national units, such as states, provinces, districts, or oblasts.]  Streamlining communication among these levels and finding the appropriate institutional framework to coordinate the variety of stakeholder activities poses unique challenges related to political will, institutional capacity, and access to information. 
· Representivity.  As noted above, the sheer number of stakeholders involved in GEF IW projects means that representative approaches may be necessary. At the same time, it is critical to ensure that the stakeholders chosen to be involved in these processes are actually representative of the groups or interests that they purport to be.  This can be particularly challenging in situations where local or national politics demand the inclusion of certain individuals or interests.  It can also be complicated by the lack of formal institutions available for traditionally marginalized and under-represented groups.
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Chapter One

PUBLIC AND STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT IN 

GEF INTERNATIONAL WATERS PROJECTS

The Global Environment Facility (GEF) International Waters (IW) focal area seeks to help countries to collaboratively address transboundary concerns related to shared bodies of water, including river basins, lake basins, and aquifers, as well as coastal waters and large marine ecosystems.  Specifically, the IW focal area supports projects that help countries work together to:

· Identify their water-related transboundary concerns; 

· Set priorities for joint action; and 

· Make a political commitment to and execute those actions.

To these ends, the GEF endeavors to play a catalytic role in ensuring that countries are able to make the full range of policy, legal, and institutional reforms and investments necessary to address their IW challenges.  As of July 2007, the GEF addresses these challenges through four strategic programs:

1. Restoring and sustaining coastal and marine fish stocks and associated biological diversity;

2. Reducing nutrient over-enrichment and oxygen depletion from land-based pollution of coastal waters;

3. Balancing overuse and conflicting uses of water resources in transboundary basins and aquifers; and
4. Reducing toxic substances and testing adaptive management of waters with ice melt
Each of these programs addresses a causal chain of policies and activities leading back to root causes behind transboundary concerns.  To perpetually address emerging root causes requires adaptive management, an iterative cycle of assessment, agreement and action.  More precisely, following an initial assessment, each iteration includes: 

· Characterization of problems and prioritization of concerns, given their respective environmental and socioeconomic impacts; 

· Investigation of their immediate and root causes; 

· Identification of viable options for addressing the priority concerns;

· Selection and implementation of preferred management actions; and

· Assessment of progress towards ecological and socio-economic improvement.  

Adaptive management addresses peoples' evolving needs and concerns in ever-changing societal and ecological contexts.  As such, adaptive management is inherently social – success depends upon managers’ abilities to foster cooperation across sectors, genders, communities, sub-national jurisdictions, and international borders.  The needs, concerns, and interests of these various stakeholders
 must also be carefully considered and addressed in order to realize long-term effectiveness of project activities.  Moreover, GEF IW projects aim to simultaneously realize both global and local benefits.  Thus, active information sharing, consultation, and involvement of stakeholders are all critical to implementing an IW project that harmonizes adaptive management across sectors and scales of governance. 

The GEF’s approach for developing adaptive management regimes for international waters is based on a Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA), embedded within the process of a transnational Strategic Action Program (SAP).  As illustrated in the diagram below, this TDA/SAP approach includes four major stages:

(1) Developing a project concept; 

(2) Joint fact-finding (TDA); 

(3) Preparing the SAP; and 

(4) Implementing the SAP.  

The GEF Operational Policy on public involvement highlights the following goals for including stakeholders and the public throughout this process:

· Enhanced recipient country ownership of, and accountability for, project outcomes;

· Social and economic needs of affected people addressed; 

· Partnerships built among project executing agencies and stakeholders; and

· Skills, experiences, and knowledge, in particular, of non-governmental organizations (NGOs), community and local groups, and the private sector used in the design, implementation, and evaluation of project activities. 

To realize these goals, the GEF explicitly permits its Implementing Agencies to arrange for project preparation and execution by “non-governmental organizations (NGOs), private sector entities and academic institutions,” among others. Extending beyond direct project execution alone, public involvement should ideally be incorporated from the very first phase of the TDA/SAP process (project conception) and continue with increasing integration and institutionalization of public participation through SAP implementation. 


Project Concept Development Phase

At project conception, stakeholders can help to validate and test proponents’ assumptions regarding the nature and severity of transboundary problems, as well as desired environmental status. Where feasible, project proponents can benefit from consultation with local and national governmental institutions and civil society members (including NGOs, academics, private sector, community-based organizations, etc.) with known or likely interests in project-related issues, as illustrated in Table 1. At this early stage, it may be too resource-intensive to perform a comprehensive stakeholder identification and analysis.  However, a basics process of brainstorming among project staff to identify key stakeholders and the soliciting feedback and insights from those individuals and groups may improve project design (including developing the specific mechanisms and institutional frameworks for public involvement) while fostering stakeholder ownership, confidence, and capacity to contribute to project implementation and sustain IW management beyond the project’s conclusion. 

Once the GEF accepts a PIF into its work program, the project's proponents may be eligible for a Project Preparation Grant (PPG), if needed, in order to develop a full project document [“ProDoc”] proposal for GEF approval. (PIF and PPG requests may be submitted simultaneously.) The GEF expects the total time from PIF acceptance to ProDoc approval to be no more than 22 months. As a result, PPG resources could help leverage and expedite public involvement in project design during the limited time before ProDoc submission.

Joint Fact-Finding Phase

Historically, project preparation often includes one or more joint fact-finding activities by participating nations. These activities may produce inputs into the ProDoc and/or provide baseline data and information to guide the resulting project itself.  Depending on circumstances, other partnerships opt to start joint fact-finding in earnest following project launch.

The TDA process involves joint fact-finding and analysis of the sources, root causes, and impacts of transboundary water problems. The process also examines the influence of economic, legal, regulatory, and institutional frameworks on the management of international waters in the project area.  One key output is a prioritization of the most critical issues.  Stakeholder and public involvement in these activities enables projects to broaden the base of relevant knowledge, expertise, and values contributing to these joint fact-finding activities. Also valuable are stakeholders’ perspectives on the relative importance of transboundary issues and the acceptability of the proposed solutions. Taking these into account helps a project to build confidence in and ownership of interventions, thereby increasing their effectiveness and likelihood of sustaining impacts beyond the life of the project.  

Table 2 presents several means for advancing participation during the joint fact-finding phase. In order to fully realize the benefits of public involvement in the TDA, it is essential to undertake a detailed stakeholder identification and analysis process.  Without undertaking this process, projects run the risk of excluding stakeholders and creating ill will that could adversely impact project effectiveness.  As such, the GEF requires full-sized projects to undertake a stakeholder identification and analysis.  This Handbook’s chapter on Stakeholder Analysis addresses this topic in detail.  An additional requirement is the development of a Stakeholder or Public Involvement Plan (SIP or PIP).   Within the SIP/PIP, projects should develop a strategy for stakeholder and public involvement that integrates participation within all appropriate aspects of the project.  The strategic considerations that should be taken into account when creating and implementing this plan (including some tools and mechanisms for doing so) are highlighted throughout this Handbook and considered in detail in the chapter on Public Participation Planning and Tools.  

SAP Preparation & Implementation Phases

Nascent GEF-catalyzed IW partnerships have generally focused on projects which develop and/or commence implementation of a Strategic Acton Programs for the target aquifer, water basin, coastal or marine ecosystem. GEF funds may also co-finance projects with SAPs already under implementation in order to help national partners realize specific management actions. As intervention options are identified and vetted through both SAP development, ultimate success often relies upon broad participation and buy-in from numerous people who will contribute to and benefit from implementing SAP activities.
As presented in this Handbook and on the GEF IW:LEARN Web site (http://www.iwlearn.net), numerous GEF IW projects have already incorporated public participation into SAP development and implementation. Examples include the information sharing system of DLIST Benguela (http://www.dlist.org), the Guarani Citizen Fund, the public-private partnerships for the Seas of East Asia (PEMSEA), and the NGO Forums of the Black Sea-Danube basin. More generic illustrations are provided in Table 3.

SAP development is a critical period for establishing publicly legitimate norms for IW management and a broadly accepted vision of how stakeholders would like to see the state of the transboundary water system in the future.  Thus, important to this project phase are: broad access to project-related information, stakeholder capacity-building to participate (in both the visioning process and the implementation of priority actions), and inclusive consultation.  As noted above, the specific mechanisms and tools that can be used to implement these aspects of public involvement form the heart of this Handbook. 

Sustainability of IW management is contingent upon commitment by stakeholders from the public and private sectors, agencies, and non-governmental and local community-based organizations alike.  SAP implementation that builds upon ongoing broad public involvement has a better chance to succeed in the long term. As Table 4 illustrates below, most of the participation tools presented in this Handbook are also applicable to the subsequent SAP implementation.
Under appropriate conditions, public participation can play an important role in each and every stage of adaptive management to sustain the benefits of international waters.  Such depends on careful identification and implementation of policies, legal frameworks and institutions and practices for public involvement throughout and beyond the life of a given project.  
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Figure 1. Phases of the GEF International Waters project cycle, from Bloxham (2005).

Tables 1-4. How stakeholder (SH) and public participation tools and approaches presented in this handbook could be applied to support each phase of a GEF-supported International Waters project: (a) Project Preparation, (b) TDA development, (c) SAP preparation, (d) SAP implementation.

TABLE 1

	Tool
	PROJECT PREPARATION (Project Phase 1)

	Access to Information/Strategic Communications
	Providing information to the general public and targeted stakeholders (SHs) can increase their understanding of the need for the project and enhance their ability to help identify public and stakeholder perspectives on the nature and severity of transboundary issues to be addressed.

Using regional media outlets and pertinent events to announce project formulation and contact information may reveal and encourage previously unknown partners, such as community organizations, to participate.

Information and communications help orient representatives of initially-identified SHs – including government agencies, NGO and private sector groups –  regarding GEF project context, the TDA/SAP process, and the project’s purpose/goals.

	Stakeholder Identification and Analysis
	Preliminary stakeholder SH identification determines those likely to directly benefit or to be adversely impacted by project intervention, including identification of legitimate SH representatives for consultations.

SH identification is an important precursor to consultations upon project launch.  Due to resource constraints, analysis may be limited to the most apparent, direct, or priority stakeholders during this phase, e.g., local governments whose jurisdiction is contained within the project area.

	Stakeholder Consultations/Participation in Decision-making
	During consultations and participatory decision-making, SH representatives provide feedback to refine project purpose and project design (logical framework, project structure, coordination with partners, co-financiers and parallel projects), and propose roles and/or procedures for SHs in project implementation (e.g., NGOs' small grants,  private sector demonstrations, TDA development, local government public outreach, etc.)

Indigenous ownership and sustaining of project benefits begins with collective understanding and agreement on project design, including negotiated [and financially-supported] roles for various SH groups in demonstration projects and other project activities.

This tool can provide an initial opportunity to identify needs and approaches for public and SH involvement in later phases of project. 

	Education and Awareness Raising
	Increasing public awareness of the system’s (basin-level) boundaries facilitates basin-wide sense of identity, fosters basin-level interest in project outcomes.

Awareness can enhance the ability of the general public and stakeholders to articulate concerns and priorities; Needs assessment provides basis for project activities in this area.

	Stakeholder institutions 
	Working with existing institutions (formal and informal) facilitates stakeholder consultations regarding project design; Mapping existing SH institutions can assist in identifying need for creation of additional forums for public involvement 


	Tool
	PROJECT PREPARATION (Project Phase 1)

	Legal frameworks for public involvement 
	Utilizing existing legal frameworks for public involvement in project design can facilitate coherence with national level processes.

Undertaking needs assessment for amending or creation of new provisions at national and/or regional levels can facilitate inclusion of stakeholder and public involvement provisions in legal and institutional frameworks built or strengthened in project. 

	Gender mainstreaming
	It is important in SH identification and analysis and in consultations to consider gender aspects, since gender roles and perspectives may differ markedly with respect to IW use and impacts. 

Building mechanisms into project design for inclusion and tracking of both genders’ participation facilitates gender mainstreaming throughout project and ensures equitable distribution of benefits and sharing of burdens across genders.

	Monitoring and evaluation
	Development and application of indicators for effective stakeholder involvement at this phase can assist in later assessment of success.

Developing SH relationships during this phase can also facilitate participatory M&E throughout life of project and beyond, e.g., with nearby universities or local governments 


TABLE 2

	Tool
	TDA PREPARATION (Project Phase 2)

	Access to Information/Strategic Communications
	Identification of SH and public information needs and development of comprehensive program for two-way information exchange and strategic communications provides basis for stakeholder SH and public involvement, raises awareness and receptivity to project goals and activities and increases capacity of stakeholders SHs and public to participate effectively.

Initial scorecard(s) capturing ecological and socio-economic status (and trends) of water body and basin provide public with baseline information to help project partners prioritize greatest concerns.



	Stakeholder Identification and Analysis
	Comprehensive analysis at this stage enables project staff to develop inclusive, informed, and strategic public involvement plan and activities, as part of TDA-process, to identify priority concerns among stakeholders and roles for them in SAP preparation.

Failure to identify and involve key stakeholders SHs and to understand their potential roles and interests can result in incomplete definitions of the scope of the problems being addressed, inappropriate implementation plans, and alienation of excluded groups.

	SH Consultations/Participation in Decision-making
	Development of comprehensive stakeholder SH and public involvement strategy necessary to ensure integrated approach to involvement throughout project.

Active consultation and participation at this stage increases local ownership of project, has potential to diffuse conflict among key stakeholders SHs, and broadens the base of relevant knowledge, expertise, and values contributing to the joint fact-finding activities and development of TDA.

Participatory demonstration projects provide opportunity for reaching and involving local communities within larger IW projects - deal with specific local issues to which local stakeholders SHs can strongly relate, they provide an excellent case for motivated and organized community participation.

	Education and Awareness Raising
	Increasing public awareness of the system’s (basin-level) boundaries, common characteristics within those boundaries facilitates basin-wide sense of identity, fosters basin-level perspective in project outcomes.

Depending on needs assessment, targeted educational activities can facilitate behavior changes consistent with project goals and increase support for project activities.

	Stakeholder institutions 
	Depending on needs assessment, creation of forums for stakeholder SH involvement facilitates ongoing communications and meaningful participation of representatives of key stakeholder groups (e.g., NGO forum; stakeholder advisory committees; national-level inter-ministry committees; technical advisory committees).  These institutions can facilitate stakeholder SH and public involvement during the project and beyond. 


	Tool
	TDA PREPARATION (Project Phase 2)

	Legal frameworks for public involvement 
	 TDA process applies existing legal frameworks for public involvement in TDA development – active consultation and participation at this stage increases ownership of legal frameworks (enhancing likelihood of implementation, compliance and enforcement), has potential to diffuse conflict among key stakeholders, and broadens the base of relevant knowledge, expertise, and values contributing to the joint fact-finding activities and development of TDA.



	Gender mainstreaming
	Assure potentially diverse perspectives from across genders are integrated into TDA’s priority concerns and logic behind causal chain analysis.  Integral to stakeholder SH analysis and stakeholder SH planning; Critical for ensuring representivity in all public involvement activities and thus achieving TDA/SAP that most accurately reflects all SH perspectives and experiences.

	Monitoring and evaluation
	Participatory evaluation (by stakeholders SHs) of relevance of TDA and success of demonstration projects facilitates comprehensive assessment of project progress and impacts. 


TABLE 3

	PROJECT PHASE
	SAP PREPARATION  (Project Phase 3)

	Access to Information/Strategic Communications
	Public access to TDA inputs/outputs and draft SAP in readily discoverable accessible formats is critical to effective consultation and implementation of SAP.

Insofar as TDA reflects public priorities and concerns, using regional media outlets and pertinent events to announce project TDA findings may promote stronger public mandate and enthusiasm for institution building via SAP.



	Stakeholder Identification and Analysis
	Re-assessment of stakeholder analysis at this stage is important to ensure that it is up-to-date and inclusive; analysis of potential SH roles as partners during SAP implementation is input into associated SH consultations.

	SH Consultations/Participation in Decision-making
	Active consultation and participation at this stage broadens the base of relevant knowledge, expertise, and values contributing to identification of realistic solutions that will be widely supported and implemented. 

Details of potential international agreement for SAP implementation (e.g., structure of transboundary basin commission) are informed by SH perspectives across relevant ministries, sectors, and nations.

	Education and Awareness Raising
	Increasing public awareness of the system’s (basin-level) boundaries, common characteristics and problems within those boundaries facilitates basin-wide sense of interest, fosters basin-level involvement in project outcomes.

As identified in TDA causal chain analysis, areas of educational gaps or insufficient public awareness may be addressed initially through SAP preparation activities such as demonstration projects, public service campaigns, environmental education curricula, and other public outreach events.

 

	Stakeholder institutions 
	Stakeholder SH institutions strengthened to facilitate future implementation, potential interim basin commission, advisory committees, NGO forums or other new institutions piloted.

	Legal frameworks for public involvement 
	SAP preparation applies, adapts or proposes new legal frameworks for public involvement in IW management (e.g., Aarhus Convention)

International agreement establishing SAP institutions includes frameworks for public involvement (e.g., notification and consultation re: transboundary environmental impacts)



	Gender mainstreaming
	 Demonstrate mechanisms for inclusion and tracking of both genders’ participation in SAP implementation. Plan for and track balanced gender representation in SAP institutions.

	Monitoring and evaluation
	Participatory evaluation (by stakeholders SHs) of SAP design and demonstration projects facilitates comprehensive assessment of project progress and impacts; Undertaking systematic evaluation of participation-related activities, including review of  implemented stakeholder SH involvement plan,  allows for revising public involvement strategy as necessary to ensure quality SAP implementation.


TABLE 4

	Tool
	SAP IMPLEMENTATION  (Project Phase 4)

	Access to Information/Strategic Communications
	Transparency through ongoing public access to data and information related to SAP implementation and its impact promotes public accountability for addressing priority concerns, mandate for building institutions for future iterations of adaptive management.



	Stakeholder Identification and Analysis
	Periodic re-assessment of stakeholder SH analysis, as part of revisions to stakeholder SH involvement plans, ensures that initiative remains up-to-date and inclusive

	SH Consultations/Participation in Decision-making
	SH consultation embedded in SAP through roles in stakeholder institutions (coordinating &/or advisory committees and partnerships) in SAP implementation and/or ongoing monitoring and evaluation.

	Education and Awareness Raising
	Increasing public awareness of the system’s (basin-level) boundaries, common characteristics, problems and solutions being pursued (by project partners) fosters basin-level involvement in project outcomes.

 

Identified gaps in education and/or awareness addressed through strategic use of national education and media initiatives.

	Stakeholder institutions 
	Effective institutions (pre-existing or created during SAP preparation) for SH involvement are mainstreamed into IW management through establishment of basin-level institutions (e.g., basin commission)

	Legal frameworks for public involvement 
	Legal frameworks proposed and agreed upon during SAP preparation are realized at national and sub-national scales.  

Ongoing public involvement (supported by provisions embodied in laws) in implementation and enforcement. 

	Gender mainstreaming
	Incorporate and track balanced gender representation in advisory, decision-making and implementation roles of SAP institutions.

	Monitoring and evaluation
	Participatory evaluation (by SHs) of project at regular intervals facilitates comprehensive assessment of project progress and impacts. 

Undertaking systematic evaluation of participation-related activities and adapting public involvement strategy as necessary ensures quality implementation.


Chapter Two
STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS
Introduction
In order to plan for stakeholder involvement in a project or project component, it is first necessary to know who your stakeholders are and what their interests might be relative to the project.  Failure to identify and involve key stakeholders and to understand and address their interests can result in incomplete definitions of the scope of the problems being addressed, inappropriate implementation plans, and alienation of excluded groups. 

The process of identifying stakeholders and assessing their relative interests in an activity or decision-making process is called Stakeholder Analysis (SHA).  SHA is an approach, or set of tools, for identifying and generating knowledge about individuals and organizations in order to understand their behaviors, intentions, inter-relations, and interests.
  It is required for Full Project approval by the GEF.

SHA is a critical first step in any participatory planning process.  It provides the context for assessing the influence and resources that stakeholders can bring to bear on project planning and implementation.  Each stage of a project, and even each critical decision point within those stages, will require some analysis in order to identify and evaluate which stakeholders can and should be engaged at that particular point.  This does not mean that a full SHA will need to be undertaken every time a participatory decision is made, but rather that SHA should be used as an iterative process that can be used and built upon throughout the life of the project.  

There are many tools for conducting SHA that use both quantitative and qualitative information to understand stakeholders and their positions.  We will explore some of these tools in this Chapter.  It is important to remember, however, that there is no blueprint for conducting a successful SHA.  Maintaining flexibility and exploring creative new ways for identifying and understanding your particular stakeholders is therefore the best way to adapt these tools to the particular social, ecological, political, and cultural contexts of your project. 
When is a Stakeholder Analysis Necessary?

SHA provides essential information about which individuals and organizations will be affected by the project (both positively and negatively), which will be able to influence the project (again, both positively and negatively), who should be involved at various stages of the project, and who will need their capacity built in order to be able to participate meaningfully.  In this way, the process forms the basis for planning meaningful stakeholder involvement throughout the life of the project and can help your project make better and more equitable decisions.  

Depending on how stakeholder interests are defined and analyzed, SHA can also provide a mechanism for understanding stakeholder priorities in relation to the issues the project is attempting to address.  It can also help to identify information and expertise held by stakeholders that might be relevant to defining the scope of and implementing project activities.  A full understanding of stakeholder concerns and priorities can help project staff detect conflicts or potential conflicts of interest between different stakeholder groups.  On the flip side, SHA can also uncover potential positive relationships or an alignment of interests between stakeholder groups that can be built upon to achieve project goals.  

The information gathered in a SHA provides an important basis for identifying the nature and severity of transboundary concerns as perceived by different stakeholder groups in the project development phases of a project.  It can also assist in defining the full range of impacts or consequences of each transboundary problem and in assessing stakeholder perceptions of what issues should receive priority attention in the development of a Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA).  





Stakeholder expertise and knowledge can provide critical inputs at these points in the project and can help project staff understand the broader institutional and social context within which the project is taking place. Much of this knowledge will be relevant for both the governance analysis and the causal chain analysis conducted during TDA formulation.  At the Strategic Action Plan (SAP) formulation stage, this information can also help develop short- and long-term goals and strategic actions that are relevant and meaningful to a broad cross-section of stakeholders and therefore more likely to be implemented.   

Who is a Stakeholder?

A stakeholder is an individual, group, or institution that has an interest, or “stake,” in the project (or specific activity or decision-making process within the project).  This includes:

· Those whose interests are affected by or potentially affected by the problems and solutions being addressed within the context of a project;

· Those whose activities affect or potentially affect the resources and institutions being addressed;

· Those who influence project management and implementation;

· Those who possess information, expertise, or other relevant resources; and

· Those who have an interest in the broader developments related to the project. 

Stakeholders are not only organizations and formal groups.  They include individuals, communities, and informal networks.  They also often include groups that are not aware that they have a stake in the project – they might not understand how the project could be relevant to their concerns or how they might impact the resources being considered.  This is particularly important in GEF IW projects, with their large geographic scale.  It is sometimes difficult for local populations to see how their actions contribute to problems “downstream” or how their livelihoods might be affected by decisions made at the basin level.  It is therefore important to think broadly about public awareness-raising and involvement as a mechanism for helping stakeholders self-define.  

Stakeholders also often change over the course of a project.  As the project progresses and becomes more well-defined, new stakeholder groups may emerge that were not evident at the outset.  New institutions and organizations may also be created as part of a project and these too will become new and critical stakeholders.  Elected officials, institutions and even representatives of communities groups and NGOs can also change within the span of a project, and it may be necessary to integrate these new stakeholders and account for any differences in interest and influence that these changes represent.  
How to Conduct Stakeholder Analysis

There is no blueprint for conducting a good Stakeholder Analysis (SHA).  Maintaining flexibility and responsiveness to feedback during the process, using common sense and, above all, being creative to tailor this general set of tools to your specific needs are all likely to enhance the process and its results.  

In very general terms, however, the SHA process can be distilled into four main steps.

	MAJOR STEPS IN STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS

STEP ONE:           Define the objectives of the analysis

STEP TWO:          Identify key stakeholders

STEP THREE:      Identify relevant stakeholder information 

STEP FOUR:        Analyze stakeholder information 




STEP ONE: Define the Objectives of the Analysis

The first step in an SHA is to define the objectives of the analysis.  In other words, what purpose will the SHA serve within the project?  The answer to this question is closely aligned with the goals of the project itself and the ways in which stakeholder involvement is envisioned as contributing to those goals.  For example, in project design, SHA is a tool for identifying and analyzing stakeholder groups with distinct differences in interest in relation to the project.  By contrast, when a project aims to establish regional policy and legislation across sectors, SHA can be used to draw out the different sectoral interests in relation to the management of the resources in question.  SHA can also be extremely useful in identifying relevant transboundary issues and uncovering realistic options for national or local level implementation of project goals/objectives.  General research on resource management and change, for example in identifying priority transboundary problems in TDA development, can also benefit from a careful SHA.

Some combination of these goals, if not all of them, is often apparent in GEF IW projects.  SHA is therefore an important tool at many different points throughout a project.  It is perhaps most useful to view SHA as a process that should be started early in the project development stage, and then refined and expanded throughout project implementation.  This iterative approach enables the participation of major stakeholders in the development of the project concept so that a broader base of knowledge and a wider variety of perspectives can be included from the very start.  Identifying and involving stakeholders early in the project development process can also help create a sense of stakeholder ownership in the project and begin to develop relationships and build trust among project staff and stakeholders.  These relationships and attitudes will be valuable throughout the life of the project and enhance project implementation.  

Even when it is not possible to conduct the SHA at the beginning of a project or project phase, it can still be a valuable tool.  At later stages in the project, more targeted objectives will have been developed that could involve fewer stakeholder groups but require more in-depth information on the characteristics of those groups.   For example, a regional SHA was conducted for the Caspian Environment Programme (CEP) during a late phase of TDA development.  The goals of the SHA were to: refine the accuracy of the TDA by identifying the groups who had a stake in the CEP; assess those stakeholders’ perceptions of the accuracy of the list of major perceived transboundary issues and root causes identified by the project earlier in the TDA development; and identify potential conflicts among stakeholder groups that could impede project implementation.
  The goals of the SHA guided which stakeholders needed to be involved and what stakeholder characteristics and interests were relevant.  


The time and resources available for the analysis and the scale at which it is being conducted (local, national, or regional) are also important to consider.  SHA can be conducted rapidly and without participation of stakeholder groups, although this is not recommended.  Ideally, SHA is a participatory process itself that enables collaborative learning, incorporates feedback, and provides a sound basis for stakeholder involvement in all aspects of the process.  Some specific techniques for participatory SHA are highlighted below.

STEP TWO:
 Identify and Categorize Key Stakeholders 

Once the purpose of the analysis has been defined, the next step is to create a list of the individuals, groups and institutions that could affect or be affected by the project.  This can initially be done internally by the project manager (if at the project development stage), by the project’s stakeholder/public involvement specialist, or by an expert consultant.  Whoever is chosen to lead the process, SHA is almost always more effective when undertaken by a team than by an individual, even an expert individual (see Box on “Who should conduct SHA”, above).  At the identification stage, having a team to undertake SHA can provide a variety of perspectives on which stakeholders should be included.  As the analysis progresses, the team approach can also help prevent personal or institutional biases from influencing how stakeholders are identified and ways in which the information from the analysis are interpreted and used.  

In most cases, IW stakeholders fall into the following general categories:

· International actors (e.g., donors, implementing and executing agencies); 

· Political actors (e.g., international, national, local government officials and institutions);

· Public sector agencies (e.g., water and sanitation authorities);

· Interest groups (e.g., fishers’ or industry associations, water user associations);

· Commercial/private or not-for-profit non-governmental organizations (NGOs, foundations);

· Civil society members; and 

· General public. 

There are many different approaches to identifying stakeholders.  Some of the questions and categories suggested below as means for identifying stakeholders overlap.  However, it is helpful to think through all of them in order to capture the different perspectives on how you might want to categorize your stakeholders in ways that are most meaningful to your project context.  Defining stakeholders in terms of their potential interests in the project can also provide a baseline of information for later analysis of how stakeholders relate to one another and how that should affect the type and levels of participation chosen for the project. 

The first step in identifying all the relevant stakeholders is to compile and review existing information.  This could include, for example, reports of other projects that have conducted participatory activities in the region, or socio-economic studies of the area.  A team of project staff can then come together to brainstorm
 a list of potential stakeholders.  Again, doing this in a group is an effective way to make the initial list more comprehensive.  You can also guide these exercises by thinking about the different types of interests that actors may have in the issues being addressed by the project, including:

· Use – Who uses or benefits from the use of the resource(s)? Who wishes to or should benefit but is unable to do so?  Who impacts on the resource(s) (positively or negatively)? Who would be affected by a change in the status, regime or output of management of the resource(s)? 

· Economics – who will receive economic benefit or loss as a result of the decisions being made in the project?  

· Mandate -- Who makes decisions that affect the use and status of the resource(s) and who does not? Who has rights and responsibilities over the use(s) of the resource(s)?

· Proximity – Who lives near the resource(s) in question and could be affected by changes in the status of the resource? 

· Values or philosophy – Who might have strong beliefs about the way the resource(s) should be managed (for example, environmental NGOs)? 
Other helpful questions to ask include: 

· Who might be affected (positively or negatively) by the various decisions being made in the course of the project? This includes non-economic costs and benefits.

· Who are the representatives of those likely affected (for example, NGOs that might represent community or environmental interests)?

· Who are the “voiceless” for whom special efforts may have to be made (for example, women, poor communities, and informal settlements)?

· Who is responsible for what is intended (for example, different levels of government, communities and user groups that might be expected to implement project activities)? Whose behavior would have to change for this effort to succeed?

· Who will be actively opposed?

· Who can contribute resources (including technical and financial resources, and other expertise)?

	[image: image11.wmf] KEY ISSUE:  Ensuring Representative Stakeholder Groups 

It is almost always impossible to have all stakeholders actually involved in a decision-making process or activity, particularly in IW projects that affect such a large number of sectors and actors.  Relying on representatives of the different views and values held by those groups is the most common way to overcome this obstacle.  However, many of the larger stakeholder categories, including communities, NGOs and government, are actually made up of smaller groups of actors with diverse interests.  Perhaps the clearest example of this is illustrated by the common designation of “local communities” as a stakeholder group because of their use of, vital interest in, and impact on water resources.  Yet, a “community,” rarely, if ever, consists of equal individuals who share consistently common values and control over resource-related decision-making.  It is usually made up of people who command different levels of wealth, power, influence and ability to express their needs, concerns and exercise their rights.  

The most marginalized of these groups, for example women or poorer members of the community, often do not have their interests represented by the formal (or informal) institutions that represent the larger community.  For example, inclusion of traditional or customary authorities as representatives of a community can bolster the legitimacy of participatory arrangements and support the creation of institutions and processes that are locally meaningful and more resilient.  However, traditional leaders are not necessarily democratically elected and care must be taken not to entrench existing gender or other inequalities among key stakeholders at the local level by relying solely on existing local institutions. It is thus critical to take extra precaution in defining stakeholder “groups” in such a way that distinguishes the actual interests, priorities, impacts on each group.  


Other stakeholder categories that can be useful to cross-check the completeness of your list include sectors (public, private, interest groups, individuals); location (local, national, regional, international); and probable interest (directly affected, indirectly affected, possibly interested, and general interest).  

Whichever approaches are used, it is good practice to verify or test the list of stakeholders to ensure that no key groups have been excluded.  One way to do this is by asking the stakeholders themselves who they perceive the other main stakeholders to be, and what the relations between different stakeholders are.  A shorter, priority list of stakeholders can be developed to use for this purpose.  Involving stakeholders in the identification process can help to clarify stakeholder interests, something that will need to happen later in the analysis anyway.  Field experience points in particular to the usefulness of informal, semi-structured interviews (using simple check-lists of key topics), both with individuals representing one stakeholder group, or with a number of representatives from different stakeholder groups.  A workshop with key stakeholders can also provide an opportunity not only to assure that no groups are being left out, but also to begin to identify and assess stakeholder interests in relation to the project.  Stakeholder focus groups can also be formed to serve this purpose (see the Talas-Chu Case Study, below).  

	[image: image12.wmf]Practice Tip: Maintaining a Stakeholder Database
It is helpful to keep an ongoing record of all stakeholders that are identified and involved in project activities by creating a stakeholder database.  This is especially important when consultants are used or staff changes are made, as it provides an “institutional memory” of stakeholder involvement.

The database should be made available to all project staff, but regular updating should be the responsibility of one person or team of persons to avoid having multiple data sets with different information. Different databases can be created for each project country. The database can be tailored to include all information that you think is necessary and relevant, but at a minimum should include:

· Basic information for each contact:  name, title, organization, postal and physical addresses, email address (if available), telephone and fax numbers;

· The categories to which each stakeholder is allocated;

· A record of all contacts made with the stakeholder.  Provide information on meetings attended, correspondence, and other less formal contact.

Adapted from:  Southern African Institute for Environmental Assessment, A Handbook for Public Participation in Environmental Assessment in Southern Africa (2005), available at http://www.saiea.com/cala/ /index.html.


STEP THREE: 
Identify relevant stakeholder information

Once an inclusive list of stakeholders has been identified and hopefully verified, the next step is to identify the various interests and priorities of those stakeholders and analyze how those interests and priorities relate to the project and to each other.  Some of this information has provided the basis for identifying stakeholder groups and will be obvious.  Other interests and impacts will be less direct, or even covert, and will require more careful investigation and local knowledge to uncover.  If the list of stakeholders is very large, it might be useful or necessary to prioritize the list of stakeholders for analysis, but always err on the side of being overly-inclusive.  

What information do you want to know about your stakeholders?  As is so often the case in public participation, the final answer will depend on the specific context in which you are working.  However, there are key areas of information that are likely to be useful in a variety of contexts, including:

· Basic stakeholder characteristics.  These can include social, cultural, religious, group affiliation, whether the stakeholder is internal to the project or external, and other relevant characteristics. 

· Stakeholder priorities.  This can include the relative importance of project-related issues to stakeholders.  This can be a complex undertaking and require a fair amount of qualitative research.  For example, some stakeholders will be primarily concerned with their livelihood security and will not be as concerned with conservation for its own sake.  However, this does not mean that they would not prioritize anti-pollution measures if they felt their health was being threatened.  It is also important to recognize that stakeholders might have hidden agendas that will not be openly expressed with project staff (and sometimes agendas they are not conscious of themselves), so careful assessment of stated interests is also often necessary.

· Patterns of interaction and relationships among stakeholders.  These patterns and relationships do not only need to be assessed in relation to water resources. Longstanding conflicts or affiliations for entirely different purposes can influence how stakeholders interact in all aspects of their lives. 

· The actual and potential conflicts of interest that may exist between stakeholders.  Almost every project has as a central aim to alter the existing state of affairs in a transboundary basin.  This will often mean a shifting of existing relationships and control among stakeholders.  Try to think carefully about how this might impact stakeholder relationships. 

· The relative importance of stakeholder groups themselves. What groups or individuals have decision-making powers related to project activities?  Which do not?  How do these factors influence how stakeholders interact with each other?

· Stakeholder power/influence.  Influence is the power which stakeholders have over a project or activity to control what decisions are made and whether and how those decisions are implemented.  This is usually derived from the power to control or persuade others into making certain decisions.  Power can derive from the nature of a stakeholder’s position or organization (e.g., a ministry that controls the project budget) or more informal forms of influence (personal connections to politicians, community status, etc).  Assessing influence can be difficult, particularly for an “outsider” who might not be as familiar with the context that shapes power relationships among stakeholders.  This highlights the benefits of involving local analysts on the SHA team. 

· Stakeholder resources.  Stakeholders often have several types of resources that can be brought to bear on project activities.  This might be in the more traditional form of financial resources, but can also take the form of expertise, local or indigenous knowledge about water resources, staff from NGOs who can assist in putting together workshops, or use of community time for monitoring and evaluation.  Be creative when thinking about how best to identify and leverage the diverse resources available across stakeholder groups. 
· Knowledge levels about project-related topics.  Different stakeholders will have different levels of knowledge and understanding about project-related topics.  They will also have different kinds of knowledge.  Sometimes, stakeholders might have strong feelings (or at the other extreme be apathetic) because they have incomplete understanding of an issue.  This analysis can also assist project staff in identifying target stakeholder populations who will need outreach and education.

There are several tools that can be used to gather this information.  Secondary information can often be the most helpful first source, including: newspapers, institutional reports and other publications; speeches; and organizational annual reports. Other techniques that build on such literature reviews are more participatory and include: use of focus groups (see Talas-Chu Case Study), interviewing techniques, and questionnaires.  

Field experience points in particular to the usefulness of semi-structured interviews, both with individuals representing one stakeholder group, or with a number of representatives from different stakeholder groups.  

Generally this is done by targeting stakeholder groups about whom information is difficult to obtain without direct contact.  These are also often critical stakeholders (e.g., local communities, user groups, women) that are highly impacted and by water management issues and who can influence behavior change at the local level.  In targeting specific groups, communities, or individuals to interview, it is important to work with someone who has knowledge of the local conditions and cultural mores, and someone who speaks the local language.  It is recommended that interactive SHA be done either by a local who is working for the project, or in a team of people (for example, an international expert consultant can work with regional or local stakeholder consultants).  Using translators who are not also trained in participatory techniques can result in the loss of critical information, as often how people tell you things (and certainly the cultural and political context) is as important as what they technically “say.”  

The analysis team can develop a series of open-ended questions for interviews within the stakeholders being targeted.  Examples of such questions include: 

· What is your biggest concern about water? Why is that? 

· What other concerns do you have about water?  Can you describe these problems? 

· What is the cause of these problems? 

· Is water available at all times? 

· Is the water safe to drink? (If no) What sorts of problems do people experience from drinking the water? Where does your water come from? 

· Who is responsible for making sure water supply is safe and regular? 

· What do you do with household waste water? 

· How does your community manage sewerage sanitation? In the case of canalization, where does that water go? 

· What water do you use for irrigation? Where does the water for irrigation of crops come from? 

· Do you think the water from the source is safe to drink? 

· What types of problems do they have downstream with the water? Would you use the water down stream for drinking or irrigation? 

· Where do you get information about water? 

· Is there anything else you would like us to know or to make note of? 

The responses to the questions and the discussion should be noted precisely, along with any impressions that the interviewers might have (for example, if someone is particularly angry about a specific issue, seems to be evasive or uncomfortable).  These responses can be compiled and reviewed for prevalence of remarks and trends in responses from geographic location, stakeholder group membership and location of community.  

This type of process allows the SHA to provide a context for providing information that can be used to identify stakeholder concerns and priorities, to conduct outreach and education with key stakeholders, to reach traditionally marginalized populations, to gain information on the socio-economic conditions “in the field,” and to identify stakeholder representatives that can be further involved in project activities and institutions. 

STEP FOUR:  Analyze the Stakeholder Information

Information gathered on stakeholders can be represented in a variety of ways, and can highlight the most relevant characteristics according to project need.  Information charts can be developed for each stakeholder (or stakeholder group), that provide a mechanism for comparing stakeholder information across groups and juxtaposing categories of information that you believe are relevant.  The categories in the stakeholder chart and how they are arranged in relation to one another will depend on what you believe are the most relevant information is and how you would like to analyze and compare that information.  

For example, you might want to know which stakeholders are most likely to want to influence the project, and also to know who has the power, or resources, to actually do so.  This can be visualized with a power/influence grid – a simple mapping technique that lays the information out as a four-part grid.  In this example, “players” have both an interest in the project and the power to influence it, “subjects” have interest but little power, “context setters” have power but little direct interest and the “crowd” has neither power nor direct interest.  If you are careful to define these characteristics, you can begin to see what types of relationships will need to be developed with stakeholder groups in the different categories and how they relate to one another.  For example, “subjects” might include local communities or indigenous peoples with few monetary resources but who depend on the water resources in question for their livelihoods.  It would thus be in the project’s interest to assign more resources towards empowering these stakeholders to participate in the project more actively.  “Context setters,” on the other hand, might need to be informed about the project in order to ensure that the power they command is used productively. 

Power versus Interest Grid
[image: image13.png]Interest

Subjects Players

Crowd Context Setters

Low

Low

»  High
Power

Source: Eden and Ackermann (1998: 122).




Another technique displays stakeholder-issue inter-relationships.  Here, an arrow on the diagram represents an interest in the issue at stake (for example, water quality) though the reason for each stakeholder’s interest might be different (for example, a community stakeholder may be concerned with water quality because it affects their drinking water, while an industry might be concerned because it implies that there will be regulatory implications).  Labeling each “interest arrow” can clarify these differences.  When completed, this diagram displays how stakeholders relate to one another with respect to the issues being addressed in a project or portion of a project.

Stakeholder-Issue Diagram
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The type of information that is developed in Stage Three of the SHA will govern how useful your analysis will be in reaching the goals you set forth in Stage One.  When new goals are defined at later stages in the project, it may be necessary to revisit Stages 2-4 to ensure that new stakeholders are accounted for, all relevant information is being used, and how it fits into the existing knowledge base that has been developed on project stakeholders.

Among other goals, SHA is a prerequisite to developing a meaningful Stakeholder Involvement (or Public Participation) Strategy.  Without a clear understanding of who your stakeholders are, what their priorities and levels of understanding are, and how their interests relate to the project, it will be impossible to communicate and work effectively with them.  On the other hand, when a SHA is conducted and is thorough, it can provide much of the information and analysis necessary for developing strong communications, education and outreach materials, for preventing conflict, and for developing strategic relations with stakeholders throughout project development and implementation. 
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Chapter Three
ACCESS TO INFORMATION 
AND 
STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIONS

Access to timely, relevant, and accurate information is the cornerstone of effective public participation.  Access to information ensures that stakeholders and the public are able to understand the nature of issues related to their shared waters, to decide whether a response is necessary and, if one is, determine the most appropriate and effective action.  When accompanied by opportunities to use and respond to the information provided, stakeholders and the public are equipped with the tools they need to participate in project decision-making in a meaningful and productive manner.  

Increased access to information can also encourage ambivalent stakeholders to become more involved in projects.  Information about the ways in which a project impacts public health, livelihoods, and other aspects of everyday life can motivate stakeholders who might otherwise not be interested in committing their time and energy to project planning and implementation.  Increasing the transparency of project decisions also builds trust in those decisions – stakeholders can feel confident that nothing is happening “behind closed doors.” Moreover, when stakeholders understand the nature of the issues the project is addressing and the various considerations involved in determining which water-related issues to address, they are more likely to be open to the necessary compromises involved in many project decisions.  

	“Access to and exchange of accurate, relevant, timely information, including scientific and traditional knowledge, is fundamental to assuring that civil society and government have the means and ability to participate meaningfully and responsibly in sustainable development decisions. Information raises the level of debate and influences opinions that might otherwise be compromised by mistrust and bias. Analysis of information by all interested parties produces innovative solutions and new options. 
Communication and dissemination efforts that are part of a continuous process throughout the life of a project, program, or policy lead to more sustainable decisions in the long term.” 

-  The Inter-American Strategy on Public Participation


A significant challenge facing international waters projects is the need to foster in stakeholders a basin-wide and long-term perspective so that they understand the full impact of their decisions and actions on their shared resource.  Access to accurate, relevant, and understandable information about the transboundary nature of the ecosystem, the ways in which local actions affect that ecosystem, and the reciprocal nature of sustainable basin-wide management can encourage the psychological and behavioral changes that are necessary to reach project goals.  Creation and implementation of a strategic stakeholder communications plan as part of project information management can raise public awareness of resource management issues and build support for project implementation.  

The first section of this chapter explores the categories of information that are relevant to stakeholder and public participation in GEF IW projects.  The next section highlights the international legal norms that govern access to information on environmental issues broadly and international water management more specifically.   The third section discusses tools for for disseminating information to stakeholders and issues related to the accessibility of information.  The chapter ends with a guide to developing and implementing an effective strategic stakeholder and public communications plan.
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The Role of Strategic Communications in Public Participation
Strategic communications (sometimes referred to as “social marketing”) goes beyond awareness-raising and uses information to influence stakeholder perceptions and behaviors in relation to a resource or issue.  It can thus play a critical role in ensuring long-term sustainability of project interventions. 

Information has a much broader role to play in creating and implementing effective public and stakeholder involvement strategies.  Public participation is a process in which public and stakeholder concerns, needs, and values are expressed and given due consideration in decision-making.  It is allowing people to influence the outcome of project plans and working processes.  Building stakeholder capacity to become more meaningfully involved in project decision-making and activities and facilitation of informed dialogue among and with stakeholders requires that much of the information being shared with stakeholders and the public be presented in a much more objective manner than is often entailed in strategic communications.  To be sure, all stakeholder communications, whether aimed at influencing behaviors and attitudes or at informing a participatory and collaborative decision-making approach, involve some measure of tailoring information products and dissemination mechanisms to the targeted stakeholders (and the general public).   In order to avoid unduly influencing stakeholders and creating an impression of manipulation, it is important to distinguish between the various roles that information can play and plan accordingly.


 What Information? 

GEF IW projects are structured to create and assemble a tremendous amount of information.  Through the TDA development alone, transboundary environmental issues are identified, quantified, and prioritized and their underlying causes explored.  The problems affecting international waters and the underlying “root causes” of those problems stem from a confluence of social, economic, ecological, cultural, and political phenomena.  This information is not only multi-disciplinary, but can also be technical and extremely complex.  In addition, stakeholders also need to understand the mandate and structure of the project itself, as well as the procedural aspects of project decision-making and implementation. Of all of this information, what needs to be shared with stakeholders and the public?  

To answer that question, it is necessary to assess the information needs of the particular stakeholders involved in your project.  A stakeholder analysis can help to assess the levels of understanding that various stakeholders have with respect to project-related issues.
  It can also help to identify the types of information that stakeholders are likely to need and/or want and the formats that are likely to be most accessible to them. 

A necessary complementary analysis involves what the project hopes to achieve with stakeholder involvement at various stages.  The type of information that will be created and disseminated for broad public awareness-raising and education will be very different in structure and content than information used to solicit feedback from the private sector on what they consider to be priority transboundary issues related to their sector.  At each stage of the project, therefore, it is important to carefully consider what the goals are for stakeholder and/or public participation and to tailor the use of information to achieve those goals.  Specific tools for undertaking these analyses are presented in the last section of this chapter on strategic communications. 

	CASE STUDY

Using Participatory Methods to Create a Communications Strategy 

for Australia’s Murray-Darling Basin Initiative

The Murray-Darling Basin Initiative is a partnership between the six basin governments and the communities living in the Basin.  It was established to give effect to the 1992 Murray-Darling Basin Agreement. The purpose of the Agreement is “to promote and co-ordinate effective planning and management for the equitable, efficient and sustainable use of the water, land and other environmental resources of the Murray-Darling Basin.”  In 1999, the Basin Commission undertook a detailed stakeholder involvement process in order to create a communications strategy that was carefully tailored to the information and communications needs of the various stakeholders in the Basin.  

This participatory process entailed a stakeholder analysis that identified the following major groups of stakeholders who were consulted in this preparatory phase:

· Basin resource users;

· Basin resource managers and regulators;

· Basin resource advisors and funders; 

· NGOs and Basin communities;

· “Internal” stakeholders to the Commission (including the Commission’s Community Advisory Committee); and

· Natural resource communications professionals.

The Commission then convened 29 focus group meetings (attended by 215 people in 11 locations); sent out “response sheets” for those who could not be involved in the groups; and conducted nearly 50 interviews and personal consultations with Basin experts and natural resource communication professionals. The consultation in Phase One aimed to produce a stakeholder needs report on:

· Information - types, preferred delivery mechanisms and sources;

· Current barriers, weaknesses, and threats to existing communication activities and networks;

· Opportunities for improving communication activities and networks;

· Potential for partnerships and joint ventures; and

· Best practice methodology for communication about natural resources.

Focus group categories were divided into: basin resource users and the interested broader Australian community; basin resource managers and regulators; and basin resource advisors and funders.  Focus group participation was promoted by targeted invitations and word-of-mouth networks; Commission mailing lists; media release sent to regional media; e-mail lists such as the Commission’s internal e-mail list, Australian Science Communicators, and Communicators from Cooperative Research Centres; and an attachment to the Commission’s regular newsletter and other publications.  

The Commission reported that the process of promoting these focus groups was surprisingly difficult, and most people who did respond to invitations to participate heard about it via personal invitations.  There was particular difficulty in contacting and involving indigenous groups – which spurred the need to develop a separate project to engage these communities.

For those who could not attend a focus group due to location or timing, but who still wanted to contribute to the process, a response sheet was provided along with focus group invitations and also made available on the Commission’s website.  Sixty-one response sheets were received and analyzed by the Commission.  The response sheet included several open-ended questions, such as: what are the natural resource management issues in your region/Murray-Darling Basin? What types of information do you need on these issues? Where do you currently get information about these issues? How do you prefer to get information? and Are there any significant gaps in communication between various groups within your region, with other regions or with the Murray-Darling Basin Commission? Stakeholders were asked to self-identify with one of a list of stakeholder groups and offered a free copy of the report on the consultation process. 

Finally, the Commission held structured interviews with a variety of key stakeholders (including user group association, government officials, and NGOs) and consulted with a number of natural resource communications professionals.  The questions used in the interviews were structured similarly to those used in the response sheets, but were aimed at getting feedback on what the components of the communications strategy should include, who the target stakeholders should be, what specific information needs there were across stakeholder groups, and so forth. 

The answers and feedback from these practices were analyzed using qualitative methods.  These methods were deemed most appropriate for the unstructured nature of the data and the variety of collections methods used.  The key issues that arose were divided into five major categories – awareness needs; institutional needs; process issues; access issues; and content issues – and recommendations were outlined for each according to the analyzed feedback. These recommendations formed the basis of a detailed Communications Strategy that is currently being implemented throughout the Basin. 

For more information on the Murray-Darling Communications Strategy visit http://www.mdbc.gov.au/communications.


In general, it is important to recognize that a broad policy of transparency of project documents and processes, and the creation of a mechanism for receiving and responding to requests for information form the basis for a sound information policy and for meaningful public and stakeholder participation.  In developing policies and strategies for collecting, generating, and disseminating information, consider the following major categories:

Project-related information.  This can include: the reasons why the project is being undertaken and its broad goals; the stages and process the project will go through to accomplish those goals; the project’s institutional framework; the opportunities that will be available for stakeholders and the public to participate in shaping and implementing the project; and where to go/who to contact for further information. 

It will also include information related to specific project activities and processes (including the development of project documents).  Project documents themselves, including drafts of documents as they are being developed, are extremely important sources of information that should be made publicly available.  This includes documents drafted to support workshops and other meetings and the minutes and proceedings of those events.  Often, the information in these documents is not written in a manner that is accessible to many stakeholders.  Issues related to making such material more “user-friendly” are discussed in the section on accessibility below.  

Information related to water governance.  Governance-related information includes the legislative and regulatory frameworks, institutions, decision-making processes, and financial and other resource constraints that affect the management of a transboundary water resource. In the context of GEF IW projects, this is often complex, with numerous regional, national, and sub-national (local) aspects, and information related to governance will need to be tailored for use by various stakeholders.  Information on both formal and customary resource governance practices is relevant, as is information related to the activities and projects of non-governmental institutions.  Much of this information will be generated during the Governance Analysis (required as part of the TDA) and should be made broadly available (and ideally be formulated through a participatory process). 

General information about the status of the relevant water (and related) resources.  In order to understand the need for the project, stakeholders will need to have access to baseline information regarding the ecological status and trends that the project intends to address.  As the TDA is developed, a great deal of information about the sources, causes, and impacts of transboundary water issues will be generated.  Much of this information will need to be shared with the public and with stakeholders.  This can include information related to: water quality and quantity; sources and amounts of pollution; issues related to allocation of water and related resources (e.g., fisheries); implications of the status of the water body for public health and biodiversity; flow conditions; and other related information.  

Cultural and historical information.  Both decision-makers (including government stakeholders) and other stakeholders can benefit from understanding the historical and cultural context from which the current water management regime have emerged. This can include information on customary practices related to water management, gender-related issues, literacy levels, language differences, religious practices of basin stakeholders, and other socio-economic information that will influence stakeholder relations and project implementation.  
Information on factors that could affect the relevant water (and related) resources.  Stakeholders and the public also need to know about proposed and ongoing activities that could affect transboundary watercourses.  These activities could be proposed developments, such as inter-basin transfers of water from or into an international river basin, or the building of facilities (industrial, municipal sewage plants, etc.) that could affect the quality of the shared water resource.  They can also include measures taken to mitigate or resolve perceived environmental impacts, such as ecological restoration projects.  The generation and public dissemination of information related to projects likely to impact the environment are normally the responsibility of national governments to collect – usually via environmental impact assessment (EIA) procedures.  In some regions, there are mechanisms for notifying other countries and the public within those countries that might be affected by such developments on a shared watercourse.  In many countries, however, such official mechanisms do not exist and IW projects can provide an important means for bringing the information generated by these national processes to the attention of all project countries and stakeholders within the basin.

Beyond projects, the development of policies, laws, regulations, and other programs in the water sector and in other sectors that affect the use and development of water resources (such as agriculture) are useful to stakeholders and the public.  The development of planning and management frameworks is often among the substantive goals of GEF IW projects.  Even where this is not a specific project goal, collecting and making available such information is critical to full stakeholder involvement in water resources management.  In some regions, there are official processes for sharing this information (outside the project context) under the umbrella of strategic environmental assessment (SEA) frameworks.  [A discussion of EIA and SEA as tools for sharing information and involving stakeholders can be found in the chapter on Legal Frameworks in this Handbook.]  

Stakeholder-held information.  Not all information will flow from the project to stakeholders.  There is a great deal of information held by different stakeholders on local environmental conditions and processes, as well as political, cultural, and other factors that may affect the management of water and related resources.  This includes the values that stakeholders hold in relation to those resources and the ways in which they are used and developed.  Stakeholder-held information can be useful not only to the project but also to other stakeholders. 

Governments, at the local and national levels, are key stakeholders in GEF IW projects.  They also frequently house a significant amount of information related to a shared watercourse within their borders or jurisdiction. Formal mechanisms for intergovernmental sharing of this information are often developed through projects.  In creating information policies for projects, it can be useful to think about how this same information (for example, data from permit applications, environmental impact assessments, policy processes, legal and regulatory standards and monitoring results) could be made available for use by other stakeholders, either in its current format, or tailored for project purposes.   

NGOs (including community-based organizations) are also often a source of significant expertise and information that contribute to project formation and implementation.  Those that work at the local level also can hold valuable information related to local conditions and local stakeholder relations.  Moreover, where governments do not have the capacity to develop and disseminate information, NGOs can sometimes play a meaningful role as a conduit for communicating with community stakeholders or the broader public. 
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               Participation as a Two-way Information Exchange

Projects can benefit greatly by structuring public participation to ensure that information is flowing both to and from stakeholders and the public. Stakeholders frequently possess information and expertise that can inform the substantive development and implementation of a project.  For example, communities and resource users often have an intimate knowledge of local environmental, political, social, and cultural conditions that are highly relevant to project planning and execution.   The various needs, priorities, and perspectives that stakeholders have related to their shared water resources and the ways in which they perceive project interventions are also relevant to project feasibility and sustainability.  Analysis of information from all parties can broaden understanding of complex issues and identify innovative options for solving problems.  The public can also review the quality and accuracy of information being used in decision-making.  Stakeholder feedback should be solicited and incorporated into various stages of a project to improve project structure and facilitate implementation, monitoring, and evaluation. 


Legal Norms of Access to Information
GEF IW projects must assemble, integrate, manage, and disseminate information on a variety of levels: local, national, and international.  At each of these levels, laws and institutional practice related to information access can provide both guidance and means for gathering and disseminating information.  National laws often require provision of information under constitutional provisions or access to information (or “freedom of information”) laws.  Additionally, many water sector laws and policies contain specific provisions requiring the development and dissemination of water-related information. Various regional agreements have also clarified the scope of access to environmental and water-related information and, in doing so, have come to significant agreement on the basic requirements and procedures that constitute “good practice” for guaranteeing that access.  These norms can help guide GEF IW projects in developing project policy on access to information, and they are described below.   

What information is relevant? “Environmental information” is typically defined broadly to include information in any form (written, electronic, visual, etc.) on the state of the environment or its components, as well as on factors that could affect the environment positively or negatively.  In addition to factual data related to shared watercourses, information related to the development of legislation (including treaties and other international agreements), policy documents, regulations, programmes, and action plans that relate to the resource should be publicly available.  There is also broad consensus on the fact that information related to proposed projects that could impact a shared water resource should be made publicly available.  

“Active” versus “Passive” Dissemination.  Information should be made available on both an “active” and a “passive” basis.  Passive access means providing information upon request from stakeholders or the public.  Active mechanisms require the collection and affirmative (proactive) dissemination of information.  Information that is actively disseminated often reaches a much broader audience than that which relies on the high level of interest necessary to seek it out.  Because of this, projects will benefit from having a comprehensive system including both passive and active mechanisms in place. 

Even making information available on request often requires careful planning and an investment of resources.  There need to be processes in place for collecting, storing, and retrieving information to facilitate timely and comprehensive responses to requests.  In addition, people must know that the information is available. Simply posting information on a project website, or making it available in an information repository does not necessarily provide sufficient notice to the public.  Announcements in local media and other such techniques can help make stakeholders aware that this information is available.  In a transboundary setting, special mechanisms may be necessary to receive and respond to requests for information coming from citizens or institutions in the other countries.  Projects need to determine what information will be translated and how it will be made accessible across borders.  
Who should have access? There is a general presumption in international law in favor of broad access to information.  If information is available, it should be provided without discriminating on the basis of race, gender, ethnicity or national origin. The latter category is particularly relevant in a transboundary context where citizens of various basin states might seek access to information held exclusively by other states.  A person or organization should be able to request information from authorities or decision-making bodies without having to show a specific interest in the information and should not have to demonstrate what they will use the information for.    

When and how should projects respond to requests for information?  To be responsive to the needs of stakeholders and ensure that the content remains relevant, information should be provided in a timely manner (often less than 30 days from receipt of the request) and free of charge or for a reasonable fee, given the circumstances.  It should be provided in the form requested (paper, electronic, video, etc.) and in the language of the requester wherever possible. 

What are legitimate reasons for not providing access to information? Requests for information can be denied in certain circumstances, but it is important to ensure that this only happens for specific reasons that are clearly defined, made public, and interpreted narrowly to avoid discriminatory refusals.  Common exemptions to access to information requirements include matters that touch on issues of national security, confidential business information, or information that would violate an individual’s privacy.   

Projects should think of similarly defining processes whereby any denials of access by any of the relevant governmental or non-governmental entities housing project-related information are based on carefully and narrowly defined categories of exemptions.  Given political realities, the individuals or organizations that are entitled to access information can vary between basin countries, but projects should strive to obtain as much uniformity as possible in enabling broad and non-discriminatory access. 

Information Management at the Project Level

Reliable systems for collecting, generating, organizing, updating, retrieving, and disseminating information facilitate reliable and meaningful access to that information.  In GEF IW projects, this includes information from local, national, and international sources.  Effective management of this large volume of information requires systems to store and organize documents, data, and other materials.  Clear requirements and procedures for monitoring, record-keeping, and reporting at all stages of a project can assist with these tasks, as can expanding on existing systems for managing information, such as libraries, government databases, or other information repositories.  One example of effective project information management is provided in the case study below. 

	CASE STUDY

Coordinating Information: SPREP’s Information Resource Centre

Effectively managing information from numerous international, national, and sub-national sources and making that information accessible is a common challenge facing most GEF IW projects.  Even at the national level, relevant information on water and related resources is often widely distributed among various line ministries, academic institutions, NGOs, and other organizations.  The transboundary nature of GEF IW projects inevitably compounds this by multiplying the sources of information.  This can be an obstacle to information management, but can also provide an opportunity to strengthen information and knowledge management through the project.  Projects have the potential to act as information “clearinghouses” – collecting and organizing information from diverse sources and making it broadly accessible to various stakeholders.  

One example of a project that is successfully undertaking this function is the Pacific Regional Environment Programme’s (SPREP’s) Information Resource Centre and Pacific Environmental Information Network (IRC & PEIN).  SPREP is a regional organization established by the governments and administrations of 21 Pacific island member states. It is the executing agency for the GEF IW project working with pilot communities in 14 Pacific Island countries to find practical ways to strengthen environmental management in three key areas: coastal fisheries, waste reduction, and freshwater protection.  

The IRC library and website was created in response to an articulated need by governments to record the relevant information that existed within their countries and to have access to information that was being held in other South Pacific countries. This information could then be used both to inform governmental decision-making and be shared with stakeholders and the broader public as appropriate.  The IRC library therefore posts a bibliography of all resources, but only posts the actual document once permission has been given by the source.  The IRC library website, now up and running, provides searchable access to over 21,000 environmental records from 9 Pacific Island states and territories, as well as project documents, newsletters, fact sheets, activity proceedings, educational materials for various stakeholder groups, national legislation and regional and international conventions, and other valuable resources.  Most of the information is downloadable on the website, and many documents are available in both English and French.  Documents that are not available online and resources that are available in other media (for example, video documentaries and educational products) are available for order at a nominal fee.  

The decision of whether to make national documents available falls to the relevant national government.  Regional documents are assessed by a committee within SPREP.  Any non-posted document can be requested, and each request is considered on a case-by-case basis. These processes enable broad international and public sharing of information without compromising national government ownership over particular data or records that are considered confidential according to their national practices.

In addition to its online resources, SPREP has a physical Information Resource Centre that is funded by the European Union and houses physical copies of all of the information described above. 

In order to reach stakeholders who do not have access to an internet connection, the PEIN project (which is housed within the physical IRC) operates in 14 Pacific states.  Equipment (desktops, servers, and other necessary equipment) and operating software are sent into member countries and the PEIN team assists in creating centralized databases accessible to government agencies, NGOs, and the public.  The format is similar to the IRC database online, providing only bibliographic references for the public. The decision to release non-posted documents rests with the body or agency in which the database is housed.

 

SPREP has also created National Environmental Information Clearinghouses (NEICs) that have the mandate of sharing all project-related information with all stakeholders and the public at little or no cost.  Active distribution/dissemination processes are being developed at the national level in partnership with PEIN. 

For more information on the IRC, PEIN, and NEICs, visit http://www.sprep.org/publication/pub_top.asp or contact Satui Bentin (satuib@sprep.org). 




Disseminating Information to Stakeholders and the Public 

In order to provide a sound basis for stakeholder involvement and public participation, relevant information should be provided in a timely and accessible manner.  What constitutes “timely and accessible” will vary with context, but there are certain basic principles that can be used for guidance.  

In general, providing information in a timely manner means that it should be given to stakeholders as early as possible so that they have adequate time to process the information and to prepare for participating in an event or to provide feedback.  How much time is sufficient will depend on several factors, including the level of complexity of the information being provided, the availability of translated materials, and the ease with which stakeholders can access the various media being used for information dissemination.  These factors will also vary among stakeholder groups.  

Many stakeholders will require assistance to be able to take advantage of the public participation process.  One of the first steps in doing this is to disseminate information about the process that will be undertaken to involve stakeholders in a project activity or process, including a timeline (if one exists) and the specific opportunities (requests for comments, workshops, etc.) that will be made available for stakeholders to provide input into the process.  

It is also important to make information available in places, through media, and in language that is understandable and meaningful to stakeholders.  This can be particularly difficult in the context of GEF IW projects, where stakeholders have differing levels of awareness, speak different languages, and are widely dispersed in both urban and rural settings with varying access to media.  It is critical, therefore, to be both realistic and creative in identifying the most appropriate mechanisms to reach your target audiences.

Two central issues related to information accessibility – language and format/delivery mechanisms are explored further below.  

Language 

Public participation and stakeholder involvement in GEF IW projects take place on a range of geographical scales, from local to international.  This almost inevitably results in the need to reach populations that speak different languages.  When reaching local communities and user groups, this problem is often compounded by the presence of indigenous languages and dialects, as well as challenges related to low literacy levels among certain stakeholder groups.  

It is difficult to overstate the importance of the role of language in stakeholder relations. Whether information is available in stakeholders’ native language(s) is often a deciding factor in their ability and willingness to participate in a process or activity.  Language is a tool of power, and can be used to exclude stakeholders (often poor, rural stakeholders who might only be fluent in their local dialect) from decision-making processes.  Even where translation is available, there are nuances involved in delivering a project message and in interpreting stakeholder statements and comments.  When documents are translated, it is therefore useful to have a local person who is familiar with such nuances and their cultural implications either conduct the translation, or at the very least review it.  With oral interpretation, having someone fluent in the local language and trained in public participation can help to avoid “losing” meaning in translation.  It is critical for projects to set aside sufficient funding to ensure that all important documents and meetings are translated and interpreted as appropriate. 

Another aspect of language is the terminology employed within many professions or by specialists.  It is important to communicate with stakeholders and the public in terms that they understand.  This can be quite challenging and does not only apply to community members who may have lower levels of education and literacy than other stakeholders.  Often, different types of stakeholders, particularly those trained in different areas of expertise, use different terminology for discussing similar water-related issues.  By contrast, different sectors and different stakeholder groups also often use similar terminology to mean different things.  An example is the use of the terms “public participation” and “stakeholder involvement.” As seen throughout this Handbook, there are almost as many different understandings of what these key terms mean as there are people to define it.  

In order to overcome these difficulties, it is often useful to tailor information to different audiences by developing varying levels and types of materials.  This can take the form of document summaries or fact sheets that place some of the more technical, scientific, legal, or other concepts in context.  These summaries can be “pre-tested” with stakeholders to see whether they are effective information products.  There are a number ways to do this.  Information products can be tested with individuals selected from the target audience, or piloted with a smaller group before disseminating them across the wider community.  Focus groups are another mechanism for pre-testing – they can help identify various perspectives on the positive and negative features of an information product and provide a means for gathering feedback on how to improve it for broader use. 
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· Use examples and analogies;

· Use vocabulary familiar to the target audience;

· Clearly state why the information is relevant to the target audience;

· Use visuals;

· Use short sentences;

· Avoid jargon and acronyms; when they must be used, define them in simple language;

· Use language similar to what you would in a conversation with stakeholders; and 

· Do not “dumb down” the language. The purpose of creating accessible information is to educate and inform, not to disadvantage stakeholders with oversimplified versions of concepts that are inherently complex.


	CASE STUDY

Translating Water Quality Data for Public Consumption:

The Chesapeake Bay Foundation “State of the Bay” Report

The Chesapeake Bay Foundation (CBF) is a U.S. non-governmental organization that works cooperatively with government, business, and citizens in partnerships to protect and restore the Chesapeake Bay and its watershed, which encompasses thousands of square kilometers in three states.  Each year, the CBF produces a report on the “State of the Bay,” which includes a “report card” for each of 12 indicators of ecosystem health divided into three categories: pollution, fisheries, and habitat.  The report card assigns a letter grade from A (pristine) to F (“failing”) and a numerical score to the overall quality of the indicator.  The report then compares the current score to the score of the year before, displaying whether there has been overall improvement related to that indicator.  Each indicator is explained in simple language, as is the reason for the “grade” assigned to it and the process the CBF uses to determine their grades.  

For example, the 2005 Report explained the failing (“F”) grade given to the water clarity indicator: 

“Water clarity is measured by the amount of sunlight that can penetrate into the water. Ample sunlight is critical to the growth and survival of underwater grasses, which provide shelter for fish and crabs and food for migrating waterfowl. Poor water clarity is caused by sediment, algae, and other particles suspended in the water column. In spring 2005, high flows of polluted runoff resulted in below average water clarity, clouding the water along the main stem of the Bay to Kent Island. During the summer, however, clarity improved enough in the Chesapeake and its major tributaries to keep the overall score unchanged from last year. Meeting the Bay states’ 2010 water quality standards and a CBF health index that reflects a healthy ecosystem remain unattained goals.”

The report is made available at the CBF’s educational centers, through schools, state environmental protection agencies, and online. For more information, visit http://www.cbf.org.


Format and Delivery Mechanisms 

Other key considerations in making information accessible are the time, place, and format in which it is made available.  Depending on which stakeholders (including the general public) are being targeted, a variety of places, times, and methods may need to be used.  Disseminating information through project-related resources (such as the project website and project newsletters or brochures) can be effective, but can also run the risk of excluding stakeholders that have not already been identified.  Seeking out more aggressive ways of disseminating information can help to reach a broader range of potentially interested stakeholders and the broader public.  A good place to start are the existing mechanisms that the public uses to receive information.  Do people go to community information repositories, including libraries, city halls or other government offices, schools, and other public facilities or meeting places?  Use of popular media is another effective way of reaching a broader audience.  This is discussed in detail in the next section.  

Having opportunities for project staff to communicate directly with stakeholders, through in-person contact, can be an extremely effective way to not only disseminate information, but to actively share information among stakeholders and between stakeholders and project staff.   These formats also enable project staff to receive direct feedback on the quality, completeness, and relevance of the information being shared.  This can help the project tailor its messages and information products to the needs and interests of stakeholders.  

The important thing to remember is that the methods of dissemination must be carefully tailored to the targeted stakeholder(s).  Relying only on the internet, information repositories in the capital, or even on newspaper and television announcements, might not reach rural communities with low literacy levels.   Some specific tools
 for getting information to stakeholders and the public are highlighted below.

Briefings and Presentations to Stakeholder Groups.  Briefings and presentations consist of a personal visit, a small group meeting, or a telephone call to inform people of progress being made or an action about to be taken. They are a way of keeping key elected officials, agencies, or other key stakeholder groups informed.  Where possible, it is valuable to bring documents or other forms of information for the stakeholders to keep after the briefing.  This makes sure that what gets passed onto others is accurate. Briefings can be valuable and interactive ways of getting information to stakeholders, but are also time- and resource-intensive.  Typically, they target certain stakeholder groups who require face-to-face interaction (for awareness-raising or perhaps to address potentially controversial issues).
Exhibits and Displays.  Visual exhibits or displays in public places or places where certain stakeholders convene are a good way to transmit information.  Ideally, such exhibits are accompanied by someone who is knowledgeable about the content and can answer questions.

Information Repositories.  Projects can collect relevant information and create a specific location, either at the project office, or at another publicly accessible place such as a library, to make materials publicly available.  “Virtual” or Internet-based repositories can enable access to a geographically diverse set of stakeholders throughout an international basin.  However, as noted in the box below on the “digital divide,” relying on Internet runs the risk of excluding certain stakeholders.  Physical information repositories provide access in a local and comfortable setting.  If housed at the project office, staff can answer questions.  If housed somewhere else, it is a good idea to set up certain times when the repository will be staffed by a project person who can field questions at that time.  For an example of how this can work within a project context, see the Case Study on SPREP’s information management systems above. 

Internet.  The two primary ways the Internet can be used to communicate with stakeholders include:

· Websites – most GEF IW projects maintain project websites where anyone can access general information on the project and its components, project documents, announcements and press releases of project-related activities (and archives of those activities), contact information for project staff, and other information. Several project websites have incorporated innovative educational web-pages, as well as links to educational materials developed for the project that can be downloaded by visitors to the site. A list of GEF IW projects with websites is at http://www.iwlearn.net/iw-projects. 
· Electronic mail, listservs, and electronic fora (“e-fora”) can all be used to target certain stakeholders and facilitate exchange of information with and among them.  E-mail is by far the most popular internet information exchange tool, and it presents a mechanism both for providing stakeholders with information, and also for soliciting stakeholder feedback in a low-cost manner.  Listservs are basically broadcast e-mails that send the same information to a defined group of stakeholders without having to address the e-mail to each one.  They are not interactive, but provide a useful way of sending out regular updates or announcements. E-for a – including “newsgroups,” “discussion boards,” and other similar tools – are interactive and they enable groups of interested stakeholders to communicate online about a particular topic.  IW:LEARN has used such fora to help GEF IW projects share questions, answers, and lessons learned and to support project management and coordination.  Learning discussions have varied from the specific (e.g., diagnosing the source for mysterious sea turtle mortality in the Red Sea) to the more general (e.g., how to replicate and scale-up demonstration projects, or the need for more GIS in projects).  
An emerging set of tools, known as internet-based decision support systems (DSSs), also hold promise for facilitating interaction among stakeholders on complicated questions of water policy and management. These tools, many of which are based on modeling complex hydrological systems in various ways, can present information in ways that are useful in visualizing and understanding these systems.  An example is the Interactive River Simulation (IRIS) system developed to simulate outcomes of a variety of management alternatives and thus assist in resolving conflicts in international river basins.  A later version of this tool is the Interactive River-Aquifer Simulation (IRAS) that broadens the scope of the systems being analyzed. 

It is important to note that poverty, illiteracy, lack of computer literacy, and language barriers can all act as barriers to accessing and using information on the Internet.  A discussion of this “digital divide” is provided in the box below. 

Mailing key documents.  When key project documents (and drafts of documents) are developed, such as the TDA, National Action Plans, SAP, or others, it is important to actively make them available to stakeholders.  Simply putting them online and/or placing them in a repository is not likely to reach a large number of people.  

One issue is that these documents tend to be rather large.  One way of cutting the costs of a mailing is to create CDs for those stakeholders who do have access to a computer.  For those who have Internet access, publishing a short summary of the document and mailing it with instructions on how to access the full document on-time can also work.  A project newsletter or through regular project announcements are other mechanisms for highlighting that a draft or final document is available. 

Newsletters.  Several GEF IW projects publish newsletters online and in print.  Newsletters are an effective way of keeping stakeholders who are interested in the project informed at a level of detail that is not always possible through other media. Newsletters can sustain interest throughout the project cycle, which often lasts several months or years.  Typically, newsletters target people who are most interested in the project. They might include communities, leaders of interest groups, elected officials, agency representatives, NGOs, or anybody who has participated in other project stakeholder involvement activities.

The effectiveness of newsletters depends on their quality.  Making a visually attractive newsletter with good graphics, clear and simple language and relevant issues is more likely to be widely read. They should also be objectively written – news is factual and informative.  If a newsletter is seen as a promotion for a particular point of view, its credibility will be undermined.  To ensure that the wording is viewed as objective, projects can have them reviewed by an advisory group or otherwise pre-test with stakeholders, particularly the first issue. 

Newsletters also can be expensive to produce.  One way of cutting costs is to have a PDF or similar format available online and email copies to stakeholders, perhaps with a more limited distribution of paper copies.  

Panels. Panels provide a mechanism for getting across numerous perspectives on an issue in an interactive manner.  They also enable interaction among these perspectives by individuals who have put a certain amount of thought or have expertise in a certain area.  Formal presentations by the panelists (or their responses to a question) can be followed by questions or comments from stakeholders or small group discussions.
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           The “Digital Divide” and the use of the Internet for Sharing Information 

The “digital divide” refers to the differences in access to and ability to effectively utilize information and communications technologies (ICT), particularly the Internet, that exist between countries, regions, sectors, socio-economic groups, and, in some places, between men and women. Poverty, illiteracy, lack of computer literacy, and language barriers can all act as barriers to accessing and using information technologies that are being relied on more and more as tools for involving stakeholders in environmental decision-making. Use of these tools, particularly the Internet, can facilitate access to information on a scale unknown until recently.  Yet, unless the digital divide is accounted for, reliance on these technologies can also exacerbate existing inequalities among stakeholders in accessing information and compromise their ability to participate on equal footing in decisions related to international waters. 

Connectivity to the Internet is not the only obstacle for many people.  Over one billion adults throughout the world are illiterate and most web content is written.  Additionally, while there are over 6,000 languages in the world, the Internet is dominated by English, with a dozen or so other languages having a significant presence.  Finally, much of the content on the Internet is not adapted to the local context of many of its potential users.  Ensuring that websites and internet tools contain relevant and meaningful information in a language that strengthens their utility as tools for public participation. 

Despite this caution, the Internet can be a particularly powerful tool for sharing information with many stakeholders on a geographic scale that is otherwise impossible to reach using other media in such a cost-effective manner.  Internet-based tools can allow people to participate when it is convenient for them: they can learn about an action, formulate a response, and submit a response from their office, home or Internet café.  The Internet thus facilitates public participation with a delay of hours and without requiring everyone to be in the same place at the same time, whether in person or by telephone.  

One way in which some authorities have attempted to close the digital divide is by providing publicly accessible computer terminals that offer access to certain websites for free.  These “infokiosks” or “infocentros” have been used by cities, for example, and placed in metro stations, libraries, town halls, and other public places to enable easier access to information. UNESCO’s International Initiative for Community Multimedia Centres (CMCs) has promoted community empowerment and addressing the digital divide by combining community radio broadcasting with the Internet and related technologies. A CMC combines community radio by local people in local languages with community telecentre facilities (computers with Internet and e-mail, phone, fax, and photocopying services). (See Box below on the use of radio in reaching stakeholders). 

For More Information: The Regional Environment Centre for Central and Eastern Europe (REC) hosts a website for the Aarhus Convention Electronic Tools Task Force at http://www.rec.org/e-aarhus/Gallery.html. There is a searchable database of case studies of innovative approaches to the use of electronic tools to implement public     participation in environmental decision-making.  

     The Sustainable Development Department of the FAO hosts a website with access to many materials related to ICTs and other forms of communication for development:  http://www.fao.org/sd/index_en.htm.  

     For more information on UNESCO’s CMC Programme, see How to Get Started and Keep Going: A Guide to CMCs, available at http://portal.unesco.org/ci/en/ev.php-URL_ID=15709&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html.
     For one example of effective use of internet resources to share project information see the Danube Regional Project website at http://www.undp-drp.org/.  IW:LEARN’s e-fora can all be accessed through their website at www.iwlearn.net.   


Working with the Media 

The media (or press) includes the means of communication for providing stakeholders and the public with news, information, and entertainment. Generally, it refers to print media, such as newspapers, magazines, newsletters, and journals, as well as broadcast media, such as television and radio.  Using the media to communicate with stakeholders and the public can provide a mechanism for rapid dissemination of information, often at little or no cost to the project.  As with all communications efforts, effective use of the media can help to build public support to address project environmental issues and media coverage is a particularly powerful way to attract and hold the attention of key decision-makers. 

When working with the media, it is crucial to be able to provide the information in a clear and concise way. Whether the story is to be presented on the television, radio, newspaper, or magazine, it should be straightforward and easily understood. The story can begin with a statement of what the issue is, and it should immediately set forth the essential facts.  Beginning with short anecdotes can capture people’s attention in a more sophisticated way, and are also attractive to the media.  By making a reporter’s or broadcaster’s task as simple as possible, there is less room left open for potential misinterpretation. An issue presented by way of the media should ideally be immediate, specific, and realizable. The issue should be communicated with a sense of urgency so that it will capture the attention of the media and the public. The issue should also be specific in nature, not a vague statement of a general problem, and should strive not only to disseminate information on problems, but also to outline the ways in which the project is seeking to address those issues and how stakeholders can become involved in project decision-making and activities.  

To avoid presenting too little or too much information, it can be helpful to follow the “rule of three.”  By offering more than three items on a list, it is possible to give the impression of an inability to sharpen the issues and focus attention upon what is most important. Moreover, a longer list may fail to grab and hold the attention of the media or the public. In the end, however, the “rule of three” is just a common sense rule and can be disregarded when necessary.
It is important to cultivate good relations with the media. A good working relationship with the media can draw attention, and even sympathy. Strong ties also help to guarantee that media coverage can be obtained when it is sought in connection with specific issues.  Establishing a pattern for continuous and regular contact (through meetings or updates) and inviting reporters and other media representatives to view project activities and participate in certain project meetings can help to facilitate this relationship.  

It may be helpful to make a list of the different kinds of media resources in the project area, containing the names of newspapers, magazines, television news and talk shows, radio news and talk shows, websites, education and business publications, and newsletters. Any media outlet should be considered. In addition, the list should contain the names, addresses, and telephone numbers of individual contacts at each media outlet. The media list should be accurate and kept as current as possible. Once the list is prepared, these individuals may be contacted in any number of ways, such as by personal visits, telephone calls, letters, faxes, and e-mails.

Having identified contacts, the project should, if possible, build positive relationships before beginning to suggest stories for coverage. As with any working relationship, it is important to establish trust and rapport. Having the groundwork of a relationship in place before the media is needed can help to ensure that the media will be ready to work with the project when the time comes. It can also help the project obtain more comprehensive coverage of an issue.
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When dealing with the media, here are some important points to keep in mind: 

· What is your news? You need to find an approach that grabs the journalist’s interest. What makes your project current or relevant to their readers? Is there a conflict? What is the human side of the story? What makes it new or a headline?

· What type of coverage do you want (for example, basic news, feature article, editorial, public service announcement, etc.)?

· Do you have a good media contact list that is up-to-date and linked to those media that will reach your target audiences? 

· Do you have existing good relationships with the media? Or sour ones because of something from the past? What needs to be done to re-establish good relationships?

· Be prepared! How will you respond when the media calls you? Are you ready for tough questions? Have you already worked out “positions” or messages for the media and do you have evidence to support what you say? 

· Will you launch your project or project activity with a media-related activity (e.g., press release, conference, or trip)? 

· What combination of media-related products and events will you use in the future? 

· Be careful not to send boring or “un-newsworthy” information repeatedly to journalists – once they perceive you as a source of useless information, they might not bother to look at anything you send in the future. 

· Prepare “media kits” for media – folders that include all information that may be of interest, distributed during press conferences and press trips, among other media events. 

· Designate one person in your organization to serve as the media spokesperson. All media calls should be directed to these people, and they will link journalists to the most suitable project team members, if necessary. 

SOURCE: This checklist was adapted from Eik, et al., Communicating for Results! A Communications Planning Guide for International Waters Projects (GEF/UNDP 2006) available at http://europeandcis.undp.org/WaterWiki/images/4/4f/Final_Manual_22may.pdf.




The following tools can be useful when working with the mass media:

Press Releases.  A press release is an announcement to the press of a newsworthy event or activity. A press release can be used for many different purposes: to publicize the achievements of a community group; to announce an upcoming activity or event; to provide background information for an event; or to publicize an issue or a story. The press release should be timed to ensure the greatest level of interest possible from the press. If a release is designed to address breaking news, it must be disseminated quickly to be timely.

A good press release follows well-defined guidelines. It should generally be one page in length, and not more than two pages. The beginning of the press release should be catchy and compelling. The lead paragraph (although not necessarily the first sentence) should clearly state what the press release is about. The release should be written in plain language, and the paragraphs should be short. Technical jargon should be avoided. Also, it is good practice to include several statements from one or more key individuals, such as members of the project Steering Committee or chief technical advisors. The release must contain the name, address, telephone number, and e-mail address (if available) for a point of contact, so that the media can follow up and obtain more information about the news covered in the release. 

Press Conferences.  A press conference usually consists of a public statement to the press, followed by an opportunity for press representatives to ask questions. The statement is usually delivered orally, with a written copy available to reporters (one does not necessarily have to read it word for word). Projects can select a location for a press conference that helps to illustrate and dramatize the relevant issue, such as a community involved in a pilot project, especially polluted portions of the resource, and so on.  The use of banners, charts, or other visual aids can add interest to the presentation and make a stronger impression on media representatives in attendance. 

An invitation to a press conference should be brief, accurate, and to the point. If there will be an opportunity for the press to take photographs, the invitation should make this clear. It is important to follow up on an invitation with a visit or a telephone call to media representatives to confirm receipt of the invitation and ask about their likelihood of attending. Good timing is an important aspect of press releases and press conferences. One should be aware, for example, of the deadlines for key newspapers. As a tactical matter, timing a press release or press conference for when the issue will best grab the attention of the media and will likely have the most impact.

Public Service Announcements.  Public service announcements (PSAs) are simple but important tools in the media toolkit. A PSA might be used, for example, to communicate the benefits of environmental conservation to communities. A PSA can also be used to give the community notice of upcoming events, such as workshops or training sessions. Broadcast and print media often provide free time or space for community or citizen PSAs. Some newspapers also provide free space for the listing of community events or other public interest news.

The first step to having a message appear as a PSA is to contact the television and radio stations serving the area and ask about the requirements for acceptable content, format, and length for PSAs. It is always helpful to explain why the project or message is important to the community, as well as to the station’s audience. Usually, broadcast media offer one of two approaches. A station may request that the announcement be written to be read on the air. Alternatively, a radio or television station may provide the advocate’s organization with studio time to produce a PSA. In either case, the message should be clear, concise, conversational, and correct, and the PSA should include the necessary contact information. Text or “copy” for broadcast is written exactly as it will be heard by listeners. 

It is important to realize the limitations of the PSA. Although they are free, PSAs are usually not aired during “prime time,” and the messages or issues aired at the available time may not always reach the intended audiences.

Community Radio.   Community radio is another way that projects can communicate effectively at the local level.  Radio can be a powerful tool for reaching people in rural places, and is particularly valuable as a way of communicating with community members who cannot read or write.  Projects can determine whether community radio stations operate in their geographical area and contact these stations about opportunities for sharing their views on the air.  See the Box below for more information on the use of community radio.

Developing Radio and Television Programs. Under some circumstances, projects may find it helpful to prepare radio or television programs to educate the public on issues of importance. Once a program has been developed, a PSA time slot can be used to present the program. A program can also be presented as a paid advertisement, or through some other form of sponsorship.

There are many approaches to creating a television or radio program. For example, the project might develop a guest speaker series in which various experts are invited to speak on project-related issues of public concern. Video technology is also widely available now, and taping short segments on project issues may not be too expensive. Videotapes can be sent to a television station for airing as a paid advertisement, a public service announcement, or a sponsored program.

Inviting the Media to Project Workshops and Events. A simple but useful media tool is to invite the media to cover a project workshop or event. Projects can invite media representatives to cover planned activities, or they can organize activities specifically for the benefit of the media. In many cases, it may be best to blend the two approaches and design necessary organizational activities so that they are newsworthy and will appeal to reporters. 
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Despite the proliferation of information communication technologies (ICTs) in recent years, the radio is still the most pervasive, accessible, affordable, and flexible mass medium available, particularly for communicating with rural and remote populations.  While there are only two phone lines for every hundred people in Africa, there are twenty radio receivers and thousands of local radio stations, many located in small towns.  These stations often play a critical communication role and are already embedded in community practice.  For example, radio stations are used for making local announcements, interactive community discussion forums, and often host community education programs.  

Local radio is broadcast in local languages and dialects.  It therefore reaches a broad segment of the population who, through lack of access to ICTs, illiteracy, lack of computer literacy, and language barriers are not readily accessing other media.  It is also a medium that can be interactive and responsive to local community needs through adapting programming to local issues.  

One example of the use of radio as part of a strategic awareness-raising program is CEMINA (Communication, Education, and Information on Gender), a Brazilian NGO that works to improve gender equality through education on health and environmental issues.  In 1995, a group of women that were trained by CEMINA formed the Women’s Radio Network, which includes over 400 community radio stations throughout Brazil.  Through the network, programs sponsored by CEMINA reach thousands of listeners in some of the country’s poorest communities. The group is currently working to establish radio telecenters in communities in which their radio station operates.  CEMINA provides information and communications technologies (ICT) training to local women who can then access the computers and internet in the centre on an ongoing basis. 

For more information on the use of radio as a tool for stakeholder involvement, see FAO, Communication and Natural Resource Management (2003), available at http://www.comminit.com/pdf/communication-and-natural-resource-management.pdf.  For more information on CEMINA, see http://www.cemina.org. 




Media attendance at local events can help to build awareness of and sympathy for project activities both in the media and among the public. Even if a reporter in attendance chooses not to report on the event, the project may still have succeeded in clarifying its role and strengthening its credibility with that reporter. Inviting media representatives to events and addressing their questions and concerns also helps to cultivate important personal relationships with reporters.

Strategic Communications 

Communication means different things in different contexts. It is an integral part of public and stakeholder involvement, social marketing, and environmental education.  It includes both disseminating and collecting information.  As noted earlier in this chapter, strategic communications (sometimes referred to as “social marketing”) is a mechanism for using information to influence stakeholder perceptions and behaviors in relation to a resource or issue. It can thus play a critical role in ensuring long-term sustainability of project interventions.  It important to distinguish this type of strategic communications from other stakeholder information exchange, which requires objective dissemination of information. However, strategic communications has an important role to play in raising stakeholder and public awareness and building the political and social will to implement and sustain project interventions and increasing international dialogue and cooperation on project-related issues. 
Effective communication relies on understanding the concerns and information needs of stakeholders: what is the current level of awareness among different stakeholders on the relevant issues? What are the preferred types of information and delivery mechanisms or sources for receiving that information? What are the barriers, weaknesses, and threats to existing information-sharing networks and activities? What are the opportunities for building on those networks and activities?   

The answers to these questions will often require that projects obtain feedback directly from the stakeholders themselves.  Consulting stakeholders to assess their levels of understanding and information needs can be done through a wide variety of tools, including focus groups, interviews, and questionnaires or response sheets.  This process can also form part of an interactive stakeholder analysis.
  

Every time the project needs to inform, convince, or e courage stakeholders, it is necessary to craft the right message and deliver that message in an appropriate way to the right audience.  This is the art of strategic communications.  The effectiveness of project communications will depend on how well it is planned from the start.  It should be an integral part of the Project Plan in the section describing activities and tools that will be used to reach project objectives.  To ensure the most effective use of communications, it is a good idea to develop a separate Communications Strategy, which can form part of the Stakeholder Involvement Plan.  
	CAVEAT
Strategic communications generally seeks to change behavior.  However, simply crafting and delivering a message will not necessarily achieve that goal.  Modifying perspectives and behaviors is a complicated process.  Methods such as awareness-raising and providing alternative (and more sustainable) behaviors are necessary but not always sufficient. In order to realize the desired changes, it is critical to work closely with stakeholders and the public to identify and understand the underlying motivations and incentives for behaviors and attitudes.


To determine the right mix of communications tools to use, it is necessary to develop a clear understanding of the barriers and incentives surrounding what it is the projects want stakeholders to understand and do.  

	Strategic Communications Tools Can be Used to:

· Encourage people to change damaging behaviors; 
· Build public support for the introduction of other incentives and rules to change behaviors and protect shared natural resources; and 
· Raise public awareness of resource management problems.


A six-stage methodology was developed by GEF IW project staff to help other projects find effective ways of planning and implementing their strategic communications activities.  This methodology can be adapted to fit the needs, contexts, and specific circumstances of different projects.  

Assess
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ASSESS

The first step in developing an effective communications strategy is gathering information.  Think of creative ways to gather as much information as possible about the following topics.

· The problem you want to address

· What are the most common or most serious consequences of the problem?

· What can you already say about the problem?  Is it getting worse?  Who are the people most affected? Are there specific groups that cause the problem?

· How can the problem be measured? 

· What are all the possible ways you could address the problem?

· What are the most cost-effective ways to prevent the problem?

· Who are potential experts that you should interview to get more information on the problem?

· The situation or context in which the problem occurs

· What social, economic, and demographic factors affect the situation or circumstances in which your project will take place?

· Which groups, community leaders, or other individuals do you foresee opposing your project or campaign?

· Which groups, community leaders, or other individuals should you actively seek support from as allies or supporters?

· Are there any policies, laws, or pending legislation that might affect how your audience responds to the project?  

· What other organizations are currently addressing the issue in your community?

· What are the existing or other messages that may compete with your project for attention?

· What methods of communication are available to promote your message?

· The support and resources you will need to achieve your objectives and;

· What is the total budget available for your communications campaign?

· Where is the funding coming from?

· How much time do you and members of your Project Team have to devote to the project?

· The audiences you are targeting.

· What behaviors are most likely to be causing or contributing to the problem?

· Which stakeholders are you targeting?

· What do they currently think about the issue you are trying to address?

· What benefits do they perceive for acting in this way?  What costs do they perceive?

· What would you like this group to do instead of their current behavior?

· What costs and benefits does your audience associate with this new behavior?  

· What is the main reason or motive you will use to try and convince people to act in these new ways?

· What groups have the most influence on the behavior of your target group?

· What is known about the knowledge, attitudes, and awareness of our target audiences? How can a better understanding be developed of what they know, think, and do?

· What other services or tools could be used to encourage people to adopt these new behaviors?

· How can you segment your target audience?  [Segmentation is the process of dividing the audience into groups of people that have the same views or habits.  This process can help you to tailor your messages and services to meet the needs of the people you are trying to influence.] 

PLAN

In developing your communications strategy, be sure to set long-term goals, short-term objectives, and a clear implementation timeline.

· Long-term goals:  
· Setting goals helps us to understand the long-term destination the project wants to work towards.  The goal of the project refers to the improvement in the desired environmental situation.

· Short-term, measurable, objectives:
· Setting achievable and measurable communications objectives help to understand the achievable steps needed to reach this goal.  
· The objectives may relate to changes in knowledge, attitudes, skills, or behaviors.
· Objectives should be clear, specific and realistic, stating who will do or change what by when and by how much.  They must also be measurable so you can identify when they have been achieved.

· Implementation timeline

· The implementation timeline should be realistic in light of the available resources, but should also ensure that realization of the communication strategy fits with the overall project timeline.
DESIGN

In this stage you will combine the results of your planning and research (together with some creativity) to design draft materials that will motivate your target audience to adopt the new behavior.  In this stage you will think about:

· What to say:

· How can you sculpt a message based on everything you know about the behavior, knowledge, and beliefs of your target audience?

· How can you express your message to influence these factors in a way that will encourage the target audience to adopt behaviors that will help you reach your goals?

· How can you address the factors inhibiting the desired behavior as well as incentives that could promote the desired behavior?

· “How” to say it

· Which methods of communication are most likely to reach your target audience at those times, places, or situations?

· Consider face to face communications (home visits, community events, traditional methods, workshops, focus groups); mass media (radio, newspapers, television, internet, magazines); printed information (posters, flyers, brochures, newsletters, cartoons, direct mail, telephone book); outdoor advertising (sculpture, signs, billboards)

· Who will deliver the message?

· Developing your draft creative ideas and materials for pre-testing

PRE-TEST
Before launching the project, it is often useful to pre-test messages and materials with a small segment of the audience to help determine if everything really works in the way that was predicted.  Pre-testing allows project staff to see whether messages and materials are working to meet the original objectives.  

There are a number ways to pretest your messages and materials. They can be: 1) tested with individuals selected from the target audience; or 2) piloted or "test run" with a smaller group before implementing it across the wider community.  Focus groups are one of the most common forms of pre-testing. They can help you learn what the target audience members think about all aspects of your.

IMPLEMENT
As you start thinking about developing a distribution plan to ensure that your offer gets to your target audience, you may wish to consider the following questions:

· What communication methods do you have access to (radio, TV, outdoor, printed material etc)? 

· Do you have partner organizations that can help you distribute your message and materials? 

· Do you have communication materials that can be placed with media outlets? 

· How many copies of each communication item do you need? 

· Can you estimate the demand for printed materials?

· Can you set up a simple system that will let you keep track of materials as you send them out 

· Does everyone know how to distribute the materials? Have you provided clear instructions on how the materials are to be distributed (e.g., will they be handed directly to people, put on shop counters, etc.)?

Once your communications strategy is in place, it is important to monitor its implementation and adjust its implementation based on the results of this monitoring.

EVALUATE
This stage assesses whether the communications strategy has accomplished what it was designed to do.  If possible, try to use a number of different evaluation methods to help provide a clearer picture of what you have really achieved. You may want to try to measure changes to:

· The actual environment;

· The behavior of your target audience or;

· The knowledge, awareness, and attitudes of your target audience.

	CASE STUDY

Improving Access to Information: The UNDP/GEF Danube Regional Project

The goal of the UNDP/GEF Danube Regional Project (DRP) is to improve the environment of the Danube River Basin, protect its waters, and sustainably manage its natural resources for the benefit of nature and people, with particular emphasis on reducing nutrient and toxic pollution.  

One activity within this project supports this goal by building capacity among governments, local communities, and NGOs in five Danube riparian countries as they seek to improve public access to water-related information and thereby enhance the role of public participation in improving water quality in the Danube Basin. The five countries participating in the project component are Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Serbia and Montenegro, and Romania. This access to information component supports the transition in each of these countries toward higher levels of environmental transparency, as guided by the Aarhus Convention, the EU Water Framework Directive, and other EU Directives related to public participation in water management. 

The DRP has taken a unique approach in this work in that it does not impose a uniform set of ideas, expectations and activities on all five countries. Instead, participants in the 28-month project worked together to identify local needs and find solutions focused on the particularities of each country. 

Although the five countries are pursuing different tasks on different timetables, there are some common elements among their expected products and outcomes.  The many concrete achievements include the development of manuals and brochures. Some of these support the efforts of governments to improve their skills in providing water-related information.  Others activities/projects help individuals and NGOs to know how to request information and what kinds of information are available.  Government staff and other stakeholders were trained in how to provide and access information and how to notify and involve the citizens in more effective ways. Five local demonstration projects tested a variety of approaches to informing and involving the public help solve local pollution problems and improve communications among various stakeholders.   

Depending on the country, the expected outputs and or outcomes include:

· information brochures for citizens and NGOs on what information is available, how to obtain it and what to do if a request is refused;
· development of databases that improve understanding of what information exists and where it is located (which offices and agencies), in preparation for improving access to that information;
· improved local understanding of water-related pollution and its health and other impacts on people in the community (for example, human health, the quality of fishing and recreation) through various awareness building exercises;
· efforts to reach out to local media and work with them to understand and better report important information about water quality;
· the establishment of various tools (local committees, websites) to provide a platform for on-going community and regional discussion and resolution of issues surrounding hot spots and highly polluted water bodies;
· recommendations to local authorities on improvements they can easily make for public access to water related pollution information at the local community level; and
· recommendations on how the NGO sector can influence decision making processes and their own roles as models for other stakeholders.
SOURCE:  Kari Eik, “UNDP/GEF Danube Regional Project Description, Component 3.4,” on file with authors (troell@eli.org).


	CASE STUDY:

Benguela Current Large Marine Ecosystem Project

DLIST: Distance Learning and Information Sharing Tool

Along the West coasts of Angola, Namibia, and South Africa a rich and productive ecosystem is supported by a current of the Atlantic Ocean called the Benguela Current.  The terrestrial portion of the ecosystem is vast and sparsely populated, posing challenges for people trying to communicate.  However, communication is crucial for sustainable development because it enhances good governance, fosters the empowerment and participation of communities, promotes information sharing at lower costs, and provides the foundation for environmental monitoring and response systems.

Recognizing the need to overcome these communication barriers, stakeholders from South Africa and Namibia came together.  With support from the World Bank and EcoAfrica Consultants, representatives of the mining and fishing industries, local governments, provincial governments, communities, and others developed the Distance Learning Information Sharing Tool (DLIST) Benguela.  This pilot project took place within the larger context of the GEF-funded Benguela Current Large Marine Ecosystem Project (BCLME).

DLIST Benguela is a web-based platform located at http://www.dlist.org.  The platform assists coastal planners, managers, and resource users in implementing effective integrated coastal zone management solutions.  It has two main components: (1) distance learning; and (2) information sharing.  The distance learning component provides a course on a range of topics that were contributed by professors, planners, environmental practitioners, and local experts.  There was a special effort made to use local expertise in designing the curriculum.  For example, the Mayor of the Richtersveld Municipality, Mr. Dan Singh, contributed significantly to the section on governance.

The creators of DLIST acknowledged that in order for an information-sharing tool to promote transparency it must provide open access to information and operate independently from political processes or agendas set by powerful players.  Thus they designed DLIST to give all participants the opportunity to have their own information kiosks for which they control the content.  The information sharing component of DLIST also has bulletin boards, discussion forums, and other features, to which any party can contribute.  

DLIST has been successful by both qualitative and quantitative measures.  The quantitative analysis includes the number of hits, how often users return, how long they stay, how they reach the site, and to which groups they belong.  Four years after the site was launched, 308 users had been registered and the site was getting more than 3500 hits each month.  More than 25,903 people spent an average of 22 minutes on the site, and 332 visitors had visited more than ten times.  This data indicates that the site is reaching large numbers of people who are sufficiently interested in learning from or contributing to it to spend a considerable amount of time on the site.  User groups include schools and universities, donors, government, consultants, the World Bank, NGOs, private individuals, programs, parastatals, communities, and business entities.

Success that cannot be measured numerically includes the linking of different management and development programs in the region, the linking of individual users, and the students who have completed the courses.  DLIST has posted information about the various programs in the region and the programs in turn use DLIST to advertise events and make information available.  DLIST is also being used by a trilateral school initiative to build awareness about water issues involving South Africa, Russia and Norway.  Governmental and non-governmental organizations, communities and grassroot organizations, private sector entities, academic and research institutions, development agencies and donors are all part of the growing network of DLIST-Benguela Partners.  

Discussion topics on DLIST Benguela have ranged broadly and have included controversial topics such as rights to biodiversity, damage caused by mines, governance issues, and obstacles to development that originate in the communities themselves.  Contributors’ names are included but not their positions or stature, so there is no systematic way to differentiate between various contributions based on who wrote them.  Decision makers can learn about the perspective of DLIST users from these entries and this information can be used in developing subsequent programs and projects in the region.  DLIST also serves to provide communities with a voice that can be heard by the BCLME Commission and the BCLME Program, while delivering information on those processes to those at the grassroots level.  For example, DLIST produced a study entitled An Assessment of How Coastal Communities can become Involved and Benefit from the BCLME Program which will be used by the GEF Program. 

To overcome the limitation of DLIST that results from insufficient access to the internet at the grassroots level, the Richtersveld local government disseminates DLIST-related information through a newspaper called the Richtersveld News.  In the future, DLIST aims to further involve coastal communities through existing structures such as the emerging multi-purpose resource centers (MPRCs) in South Africa and the support centers planned for coastal communities in Angola.  DLIST will also incorporate feedback from DLIST users to improve the features developed in the pilot version of DLIST Benguela.  

Using the DLIST experience, a plan is underway to create information sharing platforms for the Agulhas-Somali Currents, the western boundary currents of the South and Northern Indian Ocean, Large Marine Ecosystems.

For more information about DLIST BCLME see http://www.dlist.org or contact Mick O’Toole (otoole.mick@gmail.com).

Source:  Introducing the BCLME Program to the Wider Audience within the Coastal Communities and BCLME Programme Mid-Term Evaluation, July 2005.
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Chapter Four

LEGAL FRAMEWORKS FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

IN INTERNATIONAL WATERS MANAGEMENT

Introduction
GEF IW projects provide a unique enabling context for the creation and implementation of legal agreements governing shared waters.  In many projects, the negotiations required to create these agreements has provided an essential forum for productive inter-governmental and inter-stakeholder dialogue and information-sharing.  The process can also serve to build the political will to sustain the institutions and implement the strategic actions agreed to during the project.  Where treaties already exist, the official endorsement of commitments made within the TDA/SAP process can generate necessary political will and provide a framework for the development of specific strategic actions to implement those agreements.  

Stakeholder and public participation have a critical role to play in the development, implementation, and enforcement of legal agreements governing international waters.  Over the last two decades, public participation in the management of international waters has evolved from broad expressions of international commitment to the creation of specific and legally binding provisions.  These laws and the practices of the international institutions governing shared waters can provide guidance and specific procedural frameworks and practices for governments and project staff to implement within the context of GEF IW projects.

The first part of this chapter provides an overview of the various legal provisions that govern public participation in environmental decision-making generally.  The second part discusses the ways in which these provisions have found expression in treaties specifically governing the management of international waters, including those treaties developed through GEF IW projects.  The final section explores the ways in which stakeholders can be involved in the development of international legal instruments being negotiated as part of GEF IW projects.  

Public Participation in International Law

In recent years, a growing number of international conventions and institutions have strengthened the role of the public in the development, implementation, and enforcement of international commitments.  Some of these have been general – relating broadly to public involvement in environmental matters.  Others have specifically incorporated public involvement requirements in the management of international waters.  
	[image: image22.wmf]Key Consideration: 

                  Domestic versus International Requirements

Legal requirements for stakeholder involvement and public participation can be found at the international, basin, national, and even local levels.  Countries ultimately have sovereign authority within their territory, but can make agreements with other States to share authority over a common resource.  They can also grant authority to an independent institution or body to govern shared water resources, usually through an international treaty.  With all of these possible levels of authority over one resource, who should have responsibility for planning and implementing public participation?  Should requirements for stakeholder involvement be articulated and implemented at the local level, the national level, the basin level, or some combination of these?  To avoid the creation of conflicting mandates and possible gaps in implementation, institutional roles and responsibilities related to public participation should be spelled out and agreed upon at all levels.  

One option is to have public participation and stakeholder involvement remain the responsibility of national governments.  This is the level where many stakeholders often share a common language, culture, legal and political system, and many resource-related priorities.  Existing domestic laws also often provide a wide range of procedural requirements for involving citizens in a variety of environmental decision-making contexts, such as framework environmental and water laws, laws on environmental impact assessment (EIA), administrative laws, and freedom of information laws.  However, these provisions, while sometimes providing a strong basis for access to information and participation in decision-making in domestic forums (which could include project-related activities and developments), rarely provide detailed guidance on the international dimensions of stakeholder involvement in a transboundary setting.  These settings require additional procedural guidance.  For example, who should pay for international meetings and what requirements are there for notifying citizens in another country of developments in the shared basin? 

Many countries also suffer from a lack of sufficient legal and institutional capacity at the national level to ensure strong public involvement implementation.  These difficulties are made worse by the logistical complications and additional costs that accompany cross-border participation.  Reliance on domestic frameworks thus may not provide an ideal context for implementation of stakeholder involvement in international projects (see example of Espoo Convention, in Box below for issues arising in implementation of legal public participation requirements across borders).  

As a political matter, while governments may be reluctant to cede too much authority to regional organizations (such as basin organizations), such institutions can play an important facilitating role in the implementation of internationally agreed priorities and actions.  This includes enhanced stakeholder involvement at the regional level.  Basin-level organizations can provide a forum for developing common methodologies for regional activities relating to stakeholder and public participation, which can then be implemented either in partnership with national or even local governments.  Basin institutions also can provide a neutral forum for resolving contentious issues between and among countries and stakeholders.


The international law of public participation has its roots in the human rights instruments of the mid-twentieth century.
  Access to information, to political participation, and to justice have been widely accepted by the international community as basic rights for more than 50 years.  However, it is the 1992 Rio Declaration that first articulated what has now come to be the accepted international definition of public participation in environmental decision-making.

The three essential components, or “pillars,” of public participation are clearly elaborated in Principle 10:  access to environmental information; the right of the public to participate in environmental decision-making; and access to justice if the first two rights or other substantive environmental rights are not met.  To implement the provisions of the Rio Declaration, the countries that participated in the 1992 Conference on Environment and Development adopted Agenda 21, which envisioned public involvement in the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws and policies in many areas, including the management of international freshwaters.  Since the Rio Declaration, a variety of regional initiatives have incorporated these three central pillars of public participation and elaborated procedures for implementing them in a variety of environmental contexts.  

In Latin America, for example, the 2000 Inter-American Strategy for the Promotion of Public Participation in Decision-making for Sustainable Development (ISP) provides a policy framework to guide national level efforts to create laws and policies that guarantee public participation in planning, environmental management, and decision-making.  Additionally, the ISP provides a set of recommendations for actions that can be taken to implement these policies and laws and the specific provisions that should be included to make them effective.  While the ISP does not address how to promote public involvement at a regional level, it does represent a comprehensive regional approach to public participation.  The ISP was also drafted through a participatory two-year dialogue between a regional political institution (the Organization of American States, or OAS), national government representatives, and civil society organizations.  

As a voluntary agreement, the ISP is not binding on the governments in the Latin American region.  As a result, implementing legislation and activities have been slow to develop.  Nevertheless, the partnerships developed through the negotiation of the ISP have sparked continued regional-level efforts to invigorate public participation, notably within the water sector (see section below on water-specific instruments).     

In Africa, there are several regional and sub-regional agreements that include provisions for public participation in environmental decision-making.  The 2003 (Revised) African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources requires parties to enact the necessary laws and regulations to ensure “timely and appropriate” dissemination of environmental information, public access to environmental information, participation of the public in decisions with a potentially significant environmental impacts, and access to justice in environmental matters.  The Southern African Development Community (SADC) has broadly endorsed stakeholder involvement in its activities, defining “stakeholders” as the private sector, civil society, NGOs and workers’ and employers’ organizations.  This is particularly relevant when taken together with the SADC Revised Protocol on Shared Water Resources and the Regional Water Strategy developed to implement it, which are both described in detail below. 

In 1999, the East African Treaty established the East African Community (EAC) of Kenya, Tanzania, and Uganda.   These member States agreed to foster cooperation in joint management and sustainable use of their shared natural resources, including the development of joint conservation and management policies for their shared water resources.
   Prior to the Treaty, the States had also signed a 1998 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that specifically provides for public involvement in decision-making and requires the three States to adopt environmental impact assessment (EIA) procedures that provide for public participation “at all stages of the process.”   At a regional level, the countries have also drafted Guidelines on Regional Impact Assessment for projects with potentially transboundary impacts, including those in the shared lakes of the EAC (notably Lake Victoria) that include extensive provisions for public access to information, participation and access to justice.  EIA as a legal tool for public participation, at both the national and the transboundary levels, is discussed in detail below. 

The UN/ECE region (which includes the EU, Eastern Europe, the Caucasus, Central Asia, Canada, and the U.S.) has developed particularly far-reaching provisions on public involvement in environmental decision-making.  The 1998 UN/ECE Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making, and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters (Aarhus Convention) remains the most detailed international legal agreement specifically focused on the three pillars of public participation in environmental decision-making.  The process used for concluding the Aarhus Convention was also groundbreaking, as it included unprecedented involvement of NGOs in the conceptualization, negotiation, drafting, and ongoing implementation of the treaty.
  Where most treaties are related to obligations that States owe to each other, the Aarhus Convention creates obligations that States owe to their citizens.  Within the Convention, the three pillars of public participation are set forth as an integrated set of human rights that must be respected and progressively realized by countries on behalf of their citizens.  Both general principles and specific requirements related to participation are set forth for the States to adopt in their national legislation and institutions.  The Convention makes it clear that it is providing a “floor” of practice, not a ceiling; and Parties to the treaty are free to introduce stronger requirements that provide broader access to information, more extensive public participation, and wider access to justice.   

Since its entry into force in 2001, the Aarhus Secretariat has worked to facilitate implementation of the Convention through the creation of guidance, the establishment of working groups and task forces to explore specific issues, and capacity building initiatives. 
  

	Almaty Guidelines on Public Participation in International Forums

In 2005, the Expert Group on Public Participation in International Forums was established to develop guidance promoting the Aarhus Convention’s principles in the context of international environmental forums.  The Expert Group developed the “Almaty Guidelines,” which include general considerations and specific recommendations for each pillar in the context of the development and application of rules and practices within international forums, as well as the treatment of substantive matters in the context of those forums.  This guidance is of particular relevance to the GEF as an international institution, as well as to specific IW projects, which also fall within the mandate of the Guidelines. 

For more information, see:
UN/ECE, “Promoting the Application of the Principles of the Aarhus Convention in International Forums” (2005), available at http://www.unece.org/env/documents/2005/pp/ece/ece.mp.pp.2005.2.add.5.e.pdf.  


The UN/ECE region has developed another sophisticated mechanism for public participation in the specific context of international decision-making: the Convention on Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context (Espoo Convention) and its Protocol on Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA Protocol).  Environmental impact assessment (EIA) has emerged as one of the most common management tools for involving stakeholders in both national and transboundary environmental decision-making.  EIA, or at the international level TEIA (transboundary EIA), is an assessment of the likely or potential environmental impacts of a proposed activity.  EIA enables decision-makers and the public to be proactive in addressing the potential environmental (and often social) impacts of their actions and in doing so, to find ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects.  A significant aspect of this process is making publicly available the information about activities with potential environmental impacts and seeking public input at various stages of the EIA or TEIA.  As a practical matter, the Espoo Convention requires that the country of origin open its EIA and decision-making procedures to the public and authorities in neighboring, potentially affected States, taking their comments into account.  The public in a potentially affected country must have an opportunity to participate “equivalent” to that of the public in the country of origin and States have joint responsibility for conducting public participation procedures.  [A more detailed discussion of these provisions is presented above in the first Box in this chapter.] 

	Transboundary Strategic and Environmental Impact Assessment:  

Critical Tools for Public Participation

At both the regional and international levels, treaties and more informal mechanisms increasingly include transboundary environmental impact assessment (TEIA) as a means for involving stakeholders and the public in planning activities with potential transboundary environmental impacts.  

TEIA is modeled on the domestic EIA procedures.  While different political regimes, regional environmental priorities, and cultural values have contributed to variations in EIA processes and standards, the general elements of the EIA process are relatively consistent.  This includes mechanisms for public review and input into the process.  Public participation in EIA is most often done by making the draft EIA document publicly available for review.  Most EIA laws allow the public to provide comments (often written, but sometimes also oral) on this draft document and require that these comments be taken into account in the final draft, for example by explaining why certain comments were not incorporated.  Often, public hearings are required to enable people to ask questions about the draft document and provide direct feedback.  Some countries’ EIA legislation provide even more detailed requirements for public involvement, including giving citizens the opportunity to propose when an EIA should be undertaken and to appeal a decision not to undertake an impact assessment.  

EIA is a critical tool for ensuring that information related to potentially adverse environmental developments are opened to public review.  It also provides an opportunity for stakeholders to respond to and even propose alternatives or mitigation measures to potential impacts.  More recently, countries and institutions have begun to apply participatory planning mechanisms not only to proposed projects, but also to policies, plans, and programs in a process known as strategic environmental assessment (SEA).  The Protocol on Strategic Environmental Assessment to the Espoo Convention and related guidance documents lay out the ways in which SEA processes can be applied in a transboundary setting.  This broadening of the scope of impact assessment has the potential to significantly expand public access to and participation in environmental decision-making – certainly to an earlier stage in the decision-making process.  The stakeholder and public involvement experiences of countries implementing the SEA Protocol have the potential to provide relevant guidance to GEF IW projects. 

For more information, see:  

Kravchenko, “Public Participation in Strategic Environmental Decisions,” (UNECE 2003) available at http://www.unece.org/env/eia/documents/EcoForum%20-%20PP%20in%20Strategic%20Decisions%20-%20pamphlet%2012.1%20-%20English.pdf;  

Troell et al., “Transboundary Environmental Impact Assessment as a Tool for Public Participation in International Watercourse Management,” in Enhancing Participation and Governance in Water Resources Management (UNU 2005); 

UNECE, “Guidance on Public Participation in Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Setting,” (2005), available at http://www.unece.org/env/documents/2006/eia/ece.mp.eia.7.pdf.


In addition to international legal agreements, the practices and requirements of various international institutions provide “quasi-legal” policies and safeguards that require stakeholder involvement in programs and projects related to international watercourses.  These policies are legally binding on countries as a contractual matter, and as a practical matter have become broadly accepted as good practice.  Particularly relevant to GEF IW projects are the policies and practices of the GEF’s implementing agencies: UNDP, UNEP, and the World Bank Group.  

The Environmental and Social Safeguard Policies of the World Bank Group require that an environmental assessment (EA) be conducted for all “relevant” projects, including those with transboundary impacts.  In 1989, EAs became formal requirements for all World Bank operations expected to have “significant adverse environmental impacts that are sensitive, diverse, or unprecedented.” The policies provide for active participation of the public by requiring borrowers to consult with affected populations and NGOs about the projects’ environmental and social impacts, and to take their views into account.  Moreover, the Bank’s policy objectives and operational principles require that EAs involve stakeholders, including project-affected groups and local NGOs, “as early as possible, in the preparation process and ensure that their views and concerns are made known to decision-makers and taken into account.”   This last requirement, to take stakeholder views into account, is a critical component of good practice in public participation.  It ensures that public comments are not simply solicited and ignored, but that some sort of consideration must be given to them (and hopefully feedback provided to the stakeholders on how their comments were accounted for).  Additionally, in all natural resource-related projects, key stakeholders (including NGOs and local communities) are to be consulted and involved in the design, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of projects.  Specific requirements related to indigenous peoples are also included to ensure their active consultation and participation. 

In addition to the role as implementing agencies of GEF IW projects, the UNDP and UNEP have also been instrumental in improving public involvement in international water management through research, capacity building, technical assistance, supporting pilot projects, and international leadership.  For example, the new UNDP Water Governance Facility provides support for water governance work of government agencies, civil society organizations, and other stakeholders in developing countries.    
Public Participation in Water-related Agreements 

This section discusses the increasing number of international agreements that specifically address public participation in relation to international or transboundary water management. 

The International Law Association (ILA) works to further the development of various aspects of international law.  In the water sector, ILA has articulated the customary law of international water resources.  Customary international law is international law that has arisen from the practice and customs of states, and is accepted as law even though it is not codified at the national level or in a treaty.  The ILA’s 2004 final draft statement on water resources law includes extensive provisions related to public participation at both the national and international levels.  The authors state that the principle of public participation is so firmly grounded in international law generally that it should be considered part of the customary law governing international waters.   

In a process similar to that followed by the ILA, in the 1980s an international group of legal practitioners and scientists developed a series of provisions to instigate international negotiations for a treaty regulating transboundary groundwater.  The draft Bellagio Treaty was never adopted, but its principles nonetheless provide guidance to the international community.  The draft Treaty outlines a process for public consultation in the development of management plans, declarations of conservations areas, drought alerts or emergency declarations, and transboundary water transfers.  The Treaty calls for the creation of a Commission that would be required to solicit written statements and information from “all persons professing an interest in the groundwater-related conditions and activities in the portion of the cross-border region” applicable.  Currently, in a reinvigoration of this process, the UN International Law Commission (ILC) has designated a special sub-committee to develop draft Articles on the Law of Transboundary Aquifers.  
More specific and binding provisions related to public participation in the management of transboundary waters have been made at the regional level.  The 1992 Convention of the Protection and Use of Transboundary Watercourses and International Lakes (known as the Helsinki Convention) and its 1999 Protocol on Water and Health establish norms for public involvement in the management of international watercourses in the UN/ECE region.  The Convention has strong provisions related to public access to information on transboundary waters.  It is the 1999 Protocol on Water and Health (London Protocol), however, that explicitly applies the provisions of access to information, public participation, and access to justice under the Aarhus Convention (see above) to the specific context of international water management.  Article 5 of the Protocol states: 

Access to information and public participation in decision-making concerning water and health are needed, inter alia, in order to enhance the quality and implementation of the decisions, to build public awareness of issues, to give the public the opportunity to express its concerns and to enable public authorities to take due account of such concerns.  Such access and participation should be supplemented by appropriate access to judicial and administrative review of relevant decisions.

The Protocol also specifies that public participation must take place when countries establish and review standards for water quality and levels of performance in reaching those standards; in the development of water management plans impacting transboundary waters (whether at the international, national, or local level); and in multilateral reviews of compliance with the treaty.  Additional specific categories of information are to be made publicly available according to the Protocol, and there is also an entire article devoted to Public Awareness, Education, Training, Research and Development, and Information.  This article requires States to take steps to enhance public awareness on their rights, entitlements, responsibilities, and obligations related to water resource protection and conservation, and on the linkages between water and health. 

The EU Water Framework Directive (WFD) governs integrated water management in all EU Member States.  The WFD responds to increasing public awareness of water management issues throughout Europe, and a need to integrate the existing fragmented legislation into a coherent framework based on the principles of integrated water resources management at the basin level.  The Preamble of the WFD states that “the success of this Directive relies on close cooperation and coherent action…as well as information, consultation, and involvement of the public, including users.” Article 14 of the WFD thus requires Member States to encourage the active involvement of all interested parties in its implementation, in particular in the production, review, and updating of the river basin management plans, which constitute the main planning instrument within each basin.  

	EU Water Framework Directive Guidance on Public Participation

As part of the WFD Common Implementation Strategy and to ensure that the public is guaranteed appropriate opportunities to participate in the implementation of the Directive, the European Commission created a working group tasked with drafting Guidance on Public Participation in Relation to the WFD.  This technical document, published in 2003, elaborates on the skeletal provisions in the Directive itself and provides a roadmap for countries and basin institutions to follow in involving stakeholders at three levels: information access, consultation, and active involvement.  The Guidance explicitly recognizes that there is no “blue print” for successful participation and that involving stakeholder and the public in the creation and implementation of the basin management plans will require adaptation across regional, national, and local circumstances.  Thus, much like this Handbook, it contains a variety of organizational and process considerations, tools, examples, and techniques for implementing public participation in the specific context of the implementation of the WFD.   The need for such Guidance, even in countries that already are parties to the Aarhus, Espoo, and Helsinki Conventions, highlights again just how context-driven participation in water management is.  


In North America, along the United States/Canada border, the North American Great Lakes constitute the largest inland freshwater system in the world.  In 1909, the International Boundary Waters Treaty established the International Joint Commission to prevent and resolve disputes over water quality and quantity between the two countries.  In response to continuing degradation of the quality of the Lakes’ water, the two countries signed the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) in 1978 with a provision for review in 1987.  In response to great public concern and concerted pressure from a consortium of citizens’ and environmental groups, the 1987 Protocol amending the GLWQA was developed through a participatory process consisting of seven public meetings on both sides of the border and a granting of observer status to five representatives of environmental NGOs.  Much like the WFD, the Protocol called for the creation of integrated Lakewide Management Plans and called for public consultation in all aspects of their development and implementation.   It further directed the IJC to provide a comprehensive public information service for its programs, including public hearings where appropriate. 

In Africa, the Southern African Development Community (SADC) has also taken steps to ensure that planning and management of shared waters in its 14 Member States allows for sufficient public and stakeholder involvement.  The draft SADC Regional Water Strategy recognizes the participation of stakeholders in decision-making as a “fundamental principle” of integrated water resources management (IWRM).  The draft Strategy encourages its members to foster participation within regional (and national) water resources development and management, and to build the capacity of stakeholders to participate meaningfully in these processes.  The draft Strategy outlines issues and recommendations related to achieving reaching these goals.  These include the development and promotion of best practices; the harmonization of practice in information dissemination and participation in decision-making; ensuring that participation in decision-making is inclusive (in particular of women, youth, and the poor); and monitoring and evaluating stakeholder participation in IWRM.  

Waterbody-specific Instruments and Institutions

For centuries, countries that share individual watercourses have concluded formal agreements regulating their use and development.  In contrast to the comparatively vague provisions of the international instruments, basin-specific treaties and institutions focus specifically on the conditions and priorities of the countries involved.  As such, they tailor their provisions to the unique legal, ecological, cultural, and political contexts of that basin.  Reflecting the general international trend toward more participatory management and decision-making in environmental matters, these agreements have increasingly incorporated specific provisions requiring increased public access to information and providing specific opportunities to participate in the institutional forums established to manage shared water resources.   In recent years, GEF IW projects have provided an essential forum for negotiating and implementing such instruments.  These negotiations have led to some of the most progressive and comprehensive provisions related to pubic involvement in international waters management. 

	CASE STUDIES
Legislating Public Participation in International Waters Management: 

3 GEF IW Projects
The 1998 Convention on Cooperation for the Protection and Sustainable Use of the Danube River (Danube Convention) has explicit provisions requiring broad public access to information.  Specifically, the Convention requires that Parties to the Convention “ensure that their competent authorities are required to make available information concerning the state or the quality of riverine environment in the Danube Basin to any natural or legal person, with payment of reasonable charges, in response to any reasonable request, without that person having to prove an interest, as soon as possible.”  The information may be provided in written, visual, oral or other data-based form and can only be refused according to a set of carefully delineated categories of exemption. 

The Danube Convention also established the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR), and granted it with the authority to enable stakeholders to participate in future decision-making at the basin level.  Towards this end, the ICPDR’s Rules of Procedure provide for “observer” status to stakeholders that wish to take an active role in the Commission’s decision-making.  Proposals for admission of Participants with Observer Status are reviewed by the ICPDR on a case-by-case basis, taking into consideration the readiness of the possible future Participant to make contributions to the implementation of the main principles and goals of the Convention.  In general, candidates (defined as international or national organizations or other bodies) must have some specialized technical or scientific competence or of other competences relating to the goals of the Danube Convention, have a structured permanent administration and a mandate to speak as accredited representatives of stakeholders, and work on issues from a regional or basin-wide perspective.  Once granted, those with Observer Status are entitled to:

· Be informed of all activities related to the work of the ICPDR and its related structures; 

· Have free access to all documents of the ICPDR and its related structures;

· Participate in the meetings organized within the framework of the Convention, with the possibility to express their views and have those views reflected in the relevant documents; and

· Take part in the programs and contribute to the projects initiated under the auspices of the Convention in which they are invited to participate or to make any other voluntary contribution.

In 2004, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYR Macedonia) and Albania concluded the Agreement for the Protection and Sustainable Development of Lake Ohrid.  The Agreement calls on both governments to, “Expedite the full and effective realization of the watershed community’s rights to access to environmental information, public participation in decision-making in environmental matters, and access to justice for environmental matters.”  To achieve this goal, the Agreement establishes a Watershed Committee that includes a civil society representative from each country.  The Committee has numerous responsibilities, including drafting environmental standards, completing the necessary legal framework, and developing and implementing strategic action plans for watershed protection and development.  The Committee is specifically required to “increase public, NGOs, and other stakeholders’ participation to (sic) the protection of the Lake and its watershed.”  The Committee is supported by a technical Secretariat, which has the participation-related duties of establishing and maintaining relationships with research and scientific institutions, NGOs, donors, and international environmental bodies; and increasing public awareness of Lake-related activities and issues. 

In Africa, the Lake Tanganyika Biodiversity Project (LTBP) facilitated the drafting of the Convention on the Sustainable Management of Lake Tanganyika as the legal framework for implementing the SAP.   Among the general principles of the Convention is the principle of participation, “by virtue of which concerned and affected natural and legal persons and Lake Basin communities must be given the opportunity to participate, at the appropriate level, in decision-making and management processes that affect the Lake Basin and are given appropriate access to information concerning the environment that is held by public authorities and effective access to judicial and administrative proceedings to enable them to exercise their rights effectively.”  The Convention then has three separate articles on environmental education and awareness; public participation in decision-making processes; and public access to information.  To implement its requirements, the Convention establishes a Lake Basin Authority, which is presided over by a Council of Ministers from all riparian countries and consists of a Management Committee, several Technical Committees, and a Secretariat.   The Convention’s elaborate public participation provisions also include a requirement that all Basin countries adopt and implement appropriate legal, administrative, and other measures to put them into full effect.  With respect to the relationship of the Convention to national level laws, the Convention states that it “shall not affect the right of any Contracting State to adopt national measures that are more stringent than those of this Convention provided they are compatible with this Convention.”   Thus, the requirements elaborated below form a floor of minimum requirements that must be implemented and given legal character throughout the Lake Basin. 

The Convention specifically elaborates three separate articles related to public participation, access to information, and environmental education and awareness-raising.  These articles provide a comprehensive set of minimum requirements for the Basin countries to implement:

· Article 16 on Environmental Education requires all countries in the Lake Basin to “promote and encourage public awareness of the importance of the ecosystem of Lake Tanganyika and its environment;” develop and implement a program of education on issues related to sustainable development; and encourage a “sense of awareness in the Lake Basin population that they are an integral part of the Lake Basin.” 

· Article 17 on Public Participation in Decision-making Processes requires the Basin countries to adopt and implement legal, administrative, and other appropriate measures to ensure that the public, and in particular those individuals and communities living within the Lake Basin, have the right to: participate at the appropriate level, in decision-making processes that affect the Lake Basin or their livelihoods, including participation in the procedure for assessing the environmental impacts of projects or activities that are likely to result in adverse impacts; and are given the opportunity to make oral or written representations before a final decision is taken.  Each State must ensure that appeal or review procedures exist in respect of any decision by a public body to authorize an activity that is likely to give rise to an adverse impact.  

· Article 19 on Public Access to Information requires that all States make publicly available information concerning the state of the Lake Basin, planned development activities, measures taken or planned to be taken to prevent, control and reduce adverse impacts, and the effectiveness of those measures.  This includes:

· “water and environmental quality objectives to be achieved throughout that part of Lake                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        Tanganyika that falls under the jurisdiction of a Contracting State;

· the results of monitoring compliance with permits and the attainment of water and environmental quality objectives;

· any notifications received by that Contracting State…concerning certain types of proposed activities; and

· reports on the environmental impact assessment of any such proposed activities.

The Contracting States shall ensure that any of the above information that is held by a public body   is available to the public for inspection at all reasonable times free of charge and shall provide members of the public with facilities for obtaining, on payment of reasonable charges, copies of such information.”


Outside of the freshwater context, regional seas treaties and conventions regulating LMEs frequently include provisions on public involvement.  These treaties must often include many more countries than a typical lake or river basin.  Thus, like the Danube with its 13 Contracting Parties, the provisions reflect the need to have consultative status and broad access to information to facilitate public awareness and representative participation.  An example is the Convention on the Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (WCPF Convention).  The GEF IW Pacific Islands SAP, which included a pilot phase of support for an Oceanic Fisheries Management Component, which underpinned successful efforts to conclude and bring into force the WCPF Convention.  
With 26 current Contracting Parties from around the Pacific, the Convention covers an extremely broad cross-section of political, cultural, geographical and socio-political contexts.  The Commission established by the Convention is required to:

[P]romote transparency in its decision-making processes and other activities. Representatives from intergovernmental organizations and non-governmental organizations concerned with matters relevant to the implementation of this Convention shall be afforded the opportunity to participate in the meetings of the Commission and its subsidiary bodies as observers or otherwise as appropriate…[t]he procedures shall not be unduly restrictive in this respect. Such intergovernmental organizations and non-governmental organizations shall be given timely access to pertinent information subject to the rules and procedures which the Commission may adopt.

The Convention further requires the Commission to make suitable arrangements for consultation, cooperation and collaboration with other relevant intergovernmental organizations, particularly those which have related objectives and which can contribute to the attainment of the objective of this Convention.

These are a few examples of the types of provisions that provide a mandate for national governments and international institutions to involve the public in international waters management.  In many basins, international agreements were put in place many years before the international community began to realize the need to incorporate requirements for public participation.  However, the institutions that are frequently created by these agreements can proactively support the integration of public involvement in their policies, plans, and activities, but having a legal basis for such requirements provides the necessary specificity and mandate to national governments to ensure that at least minimum requirements are met across all basin countries. 
Public Participation in the Development of International Waters Agreements 

In the GEF context, international agreements create the legal, and often the institutional frameworks for ensuring that the political commitments made through the development of the TDA and the SAP are sustained through the life of the project and beyond.  By providing minimum requirements or calling on basin countries to harmonize practices, these agreements provide a basis for an integrated and harmonized approach to managing shared waters.  Creating mechanisms for involving NGOs, the private sector, and other stakeholders in the negotiations can enhance both the quality and enforceability of international agreements. 

Civil society organizations have participated in the development of a number of agreements related to international waters, including the UN/ECE Water and Health Protocol to the Espoo Convention, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement between Canada and the U.S., and the EU Water Framework Directive.  NGOs have played a variety of roles in these processes, including serving on national delegations, providing advice, reviewing position statements, and participating in decision-making processes at the national and international levels.  In doing so, these organizations have helped to establish trust between governments and civil society, complemented the knowledge of government representatives, and focused political attention on issues of national and regional importance to stakeholder constituencies.  They can also provide a means for disseminating information to the broader public and other stakeholders regarding the drafting process, helping to raise awareness of the issues being dealt with at the regional level, and ultimately building public support for the outcome.  Moreover, once the agreements are in place, those stakeholders who were involved in the drafting process can assist with monitoring compliance and enforcement of the agreement.  

As a political matter, governments may choose to narrow the scope of participation in some negotiations, particularly on those issues that are diplomatically sensitive.   However, stakeholders can still be granted observer status to such negotiations, and the process and outcomes of such discussions can be made public following their resolution.  

	CASE STUDY

Stakeholder Involvement in the Drafting of International Agreements:

The Lake Tanganyika Convention

Early in the Lake Tanganyika Biodiversity Project (LTBP), consultants were engaged to conduct a legal and institutional baseline study of Tanganyika’s riparian States. This document proposed key legal and regulatory issues to be considered; reviewed the existing legislation and regulatory framework in the riparian states; detailed the relevant obligations of these countries under international law; discussed the legal and institutional issues relevant to harmonizing the applicable laws and addressed issues rising in connections with the process of implementing a new regulatory regime. The consultants also prepared reports on “International Environmental Law and the Law of Transboundary Water Courses” and “Legal and Institutional Arrangements for the Management of Lake and River Basins: Issues to be Covered in an Agreement and Possible Approaches.”

These reviews and reports served as discussion documents for a regional workshop. At this meeting, policymakers, NGOs, academic institutions, and lawyers from the four riparian states discussed and agreed upon: the objective and aim of the legal agreement, scope and applications, guiding principles, fundamental rules and obligations, and other issues. They also agreed upon a process for drafting, discussing, and modifying the Convention. This meeting produced a detailed set of drafting instructions and mandated the legal consultants to produce the first draft of the Convention. The Convention’s first draft was circulated to environmental lawyers and key LTBP personnel.  A new draft was circulated to the law services of FAO, UNOPS and UNEP and subject to regional consultation.  All delegations agreed that to advance the drafting process as quickly as possible, regional consultations would initially be divided into two separate sub-regional workshops for countries sharing the same language and system of law. 

Accordingly, Tanzania and Zambia (the Anglophone states sharing common law traditions) and Burundi and D.R. Congo (the Francophone states with civil law systems) met separately to discuss the first draft, clause by clause.  At the end of these meetings delegates to the sub-regional workshops returned to their countries with a draft of the Convention, reflecting the modifications that had been agreed upon, for national consultation within their governments. The legal consultants then revised the Convention to reflect the amendments made at both sub-regional workshops. Policy makers from all four countries met again in a final regional workshop to discuss the amended text. The English and French versions were again modified to reflect the recommendations of the regional workshop, resulting in draft 4.0. This draft was presented to the LTBP Regional Steering Committee (SC) on 4 May 2000. The SC resolved to forward the draft Convention, with its comments, to the governments of the four riparian countries with the recommendation that the governments should negotiate and sign a final version of the Convention as soon as possible.

Source: West, Lake Tanganyika: Results and Experiences of the UNDP/GEF Conservation Initiative in Burundi, D.R. Congo, Tanzania and Zambia (2001), available at http://www.iwlearn.net.
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Institutional Frameworks for 

Public and Stakeholder Participation

Public participation is a process, not a one-time event.  It requires a strategic approach and careful planning. An important aspect of this strategic approach is the institutional framework for implementing stakeholder and public involvement in project activities and processes.  Institutional mechanisms can provide formal and structured means for engaging stakeholders on a continuous basis throughout the life of a project and beyond.  Such formalization can assist projects in organizing stakeholder involvement and in managing stakeholder expectations while increasing stakeholders’ sense of ownership of project planning and implementation.  In providing a mechanism for stakeholders (or their representatives) to participate in project decision-making on an ongoing basis, institutional frameworks can create opportunities for more in-depth learning about project-related issues, foster more informed and meaningful participation, and build relationships among stakeholders, project staff, and governments.  Institutionalizing public participation is also an effective way of ensuring that such participation is sustained beyond the life of the project.  This can be the case when new institutions are created through the project, or where the capacity of existing institutions to foster participation is built through project interventions.

	[image: image23.wmf]Key Consideration: 

                    Representation and Accountability in Stakeholder Institutions 

Institutional mechanisms for stakeholder involvement rely on representatives of stakeholder groups to voice the concerns and opinions of their constituencies.  Determining which stakeholders have legitimate claim to involvement in the process and how their interests should be represented are important aspects of ensuring representivity in stakeholder institutions.  

Stakeholders within a single “community” can vary broadly in their perspectives and priorities as a result of differences in socio-economic class, gender, the job they perform, and their position in relation to existing community power structures, among others.  Ensuring that all of the relevant interests are represented in project institutions can bring different types of knowledge and concerns into the management process and assist in better defining the issues to be addressed.  Broad representation also improves the downward accountability of these institutions to the stakeholders they are meant to speak for. 

The most difficult aspect of this issue is the involvement of traditionally marginalized groups within the community.  Gender stereotypes and marginalization, in particular, are often deeply rooted.  Affirmative steps must be taken to ensure the active and meaningful participation of women in project institutions so that they have equal opportunities to benefit. In establishing new institutions, care must be taken to actively recruit and build the capacity of these groups so that they are not only fairly represented as members, but also have a voice in decision-making processes.  Legally mandating that a certain percentage of the institutional leadership positions be given to these groups is one way to assure representation.  However, such requirements must often be supplemented by outreach and capacity-building activities.  


This chapter explores the different types of institutional mechanisms that facilitate meaningful public and stakeholder involvement in project activities and decision-making processes.  The first section provides an overview of the relevant considerations in determining whether to establish new (or enhance existing) institutional frameworks for public involvement, and how to do so.  The second section provides an overview of project-level institutions that are common to GEF IW projects, and discusses the ways in which stakeholders can be involved in their decision-making processes and other activities.  The final section describes a variety of types of “parallel” stakeholder forums (such as NGO forums and stakeholder advisory committees) that can enhance and systematize participation of stakeholders in project processes and activities.  

Selecting Institutional Mechanisms for Public Participation

In determining which institutional frameworks or mechanisms are the most appropriate platforms for stakeholder involvement, there are several issues that projects will need to consider.  Which project-level institutions should be open for participation, and how should their operational rules be designed to serve this need? Can some stakeholder consultation activities be implemented within existing structures of project counterparts and beneficiaries?  Are these stakeholders willing to take on this role?  How well do they operate and would they need greater capacity to meet the needs of the project?  Finally, should additional special consultation structures be established to ensure proper involvement of some or all stakeholders? 

In many cases, project partners’ existing institutional structures can be used successfully for participatory planning and implementation.  For example, many basins have existing management institutions (such as basin organizations) or NGO networks already working on basin-related issues.  In other cases, new institutional mechanisms will need to be developed.  While there is no perfect model that can be applied to all projects at all levels in all circumstances, a variety institutional models have been successfully applied.  This chapter provides such practical examples.  These examples and the considerations highlighted in this chapter can help project managers in the establishment and use of institutional frameworks that will best serve the specific needs of their projects.

The types of institutions and institutional mechanisms that will be appropriate for involving stakeholders and the public will depend on the goals for the involvement.  It will also depend on the capacity of the various stakeholder groups to participate in the creation and sustenance of new institutions or expansion of the mandate of existing ones.  For example, user groups such as fishers or farmers impacted by a project might be well-suited to play an advisory role in certain project decision-making processes.  It might therefore be suitable to grant them observer status at project steering committee meetings, or create an advisory committee that can provide feedback to project staff on such decisions at regular intervals.  Other NGOs and community-based organizations (CBOs) can play a critical role in coordinating with the general public and assisting with project implementation at the local level.  This latter role may be better served through the creation of an NGO network or forum or an operational committee for advising on and implementing certain types of activities.  The role of the stakeholders and the desired outcome of their structured participation should guide the selection of existing (or creation of new) institutions for their involvement.  

It is also necessary to define who the stakeholders will be interacting with.  Will it be the overall project steering committee?  The National Project Offices? A Basin Commission?  It is helpful to clearly define not only what the project wants from stakeholders, but also who within the project will have the responsibility to ensure that stakeholder feedback is actually considered in project decisions.  Creating a forum for stakeholders to express their views without having a mechanism for considering them is likely to undermine stakeholder relations in the long-run.   

The creation of appropriate institutional mechanisms for effective stakeholder participation also requires an awareness of the socio-economic, political, and ecological issues as perceived by various stakeholders within the transboundary basin.  A stakeholder analysis can help projects identify potential stakeholders, understand their needs and views and how those needs intersect with those of other stakeholders.  Such an analysis is also a tool for identifying the potential role for various groups at different points in the project.  A thorough governance analysis
 can also provide an institutional “map” that can guide the appropriate designation of an institutional home for stakeholder involvement activities or identify the need to create new institutions or networks. 

When considering approaches for stakeholder involvement in institutional frameworks, the following aspects may also influence the chosen approach:

Level(s) at which stakeholder involvement should occur.   IW projects operate at and impact stakeholders at the local, national, and regional levels.  If the stakeholder analysis reveals that project measures would considerably affect a range of stakeholders at a local site, a special local stakeholder consultation structure such as a stakeholder platform may be useful to consistently involve local representatives in ongoing decision-making processes.  In other cases, it may be more practical to invite representatives of key stakeholder groups to participate in an existing project-level institutional framework. Large international water projects often operate through a number of institutional structures with stakeholder participation at different levels. When this is the case, it is crucial to ensure good information flow and coordination among these different levels.  

Degree of stakeholder involvement.  Whether stakeholders should be informed, consulted, or actively involved is a decision to be made based on the stakeholder analysis and careful consideration of the goals of public and stakeholder involvement for each decision-making process.  [See chapter on Public Participation for an in-depth discussion on determining the appropriate degree of participation.]  Institutional frameworks will need to be structured to facilitate the chosen level(s) of involvement. For example, if information dissemination to the general public is deemed sufficient, then developing appropriate institutional mechanisms for gathering, storing, and disseminating information will be necessary.  [See chapter on Access to Information.]  Observer status for stakeholders in decision-making forums may also be appropriate to ensure access.  Where a higher level of engagement is required, particularly where stakeholders should be involved in decision-making, it is necessary to construct institutional mechanisms that sufficiently represent stakeholders’ interests, raises awareness of the stakeholder representatives, and enable feedback to the project. 

Existing versus new institutions.   A key consideration is the relationship of new institutions to existing stakeholder institutions, such as NGO forums, traditional or customary authorities, and community or user groups.  Failure to account for these existing structures, whether formal or informal, can undermine the legitimacy of newly created institutions in the eyes of the community.  It can also lead to conflict.  When appropriately integrated, on the other hand, existing institutions can actually bolster the legitimacy of project participation activities and support the creation of processes that are locally meaningful and more resilient.  However, it is important to note that existing institutions may not represent all stakeholders. 

Creating new institutions for stakeholder or public involvement can be a time-consuming and costly undertaking, but it can also allow projects and stakeholders to tailor those new organizations to their specific needs.  On the other hand, while existing institutions can provide legitimacy for stakeholder involvement processes, relying on established organizations for project purposes runs the risk of hindering participation because of the constraints on representivity, flexibility, or mandate within those organizations.  

Capacity of stakeholder groups to participate.   Opening institutional frameworks to stakeholder participation may not always result in widespread and representative participation.  In structuring institutional mechanisms for participation, it is important to consider whether stakeholder groups are well organized and truly representative of the interests of identified stakeholders; whether they have the knowledge and skills necessary to provide adequate input; and whether they have the time and financial means to support their participation.  Some stakeholders may also lack the capacity or mandate to participate in regional participation processes.  Projects should consider building the capacity for these groups. 

Financing institutional mechanisms.  A critical consideration in developing stakeholder institutions is ensuring that they have sufficient resources to function.  Indeed, this may be a primary consideration in determining whether to create a new institution or whether it may be possible to leverage the resources of existing organizations with more modest additional funding to reach project goals.  Costs to consider include housing an institution, funding staff and materials, communications infrastructure, and travel.  Often, stakeholder institutions are staffed by volunteers (or housed in one volunteer organization for a network).  This can work well where stakeholders have the time and resources to commit to project participation (for example, where it is part of an NGO’s mandate).  However, financial or other incentives, such as the ability to manage or control local resources as part of a project, can encourage broader participation of those who lack such resources.  

It is important to distinguish between structures that will require short-term financing, through a phase or the life of the project and those institutions that will require support indefinitely, after project funding is no longer available.  
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Capacity Building for NGOs and other Stakeholder Institutions

The design of effective capacity building measures for stakeholder institutions requires an analysis of the present levels of capacity of stakeholders and, where applicable, existing institutions. The World Bank Participation Sourcebook provides examples of indicators of capacity.  For example, a Bank project on the Social Investment Fund in Ecuador used the following set of indicators to determine the participatory capacity and representivity of community organizations:

· Internal process and regular leadership renewal;

· Degree to which members control and audit the use of funds;

· Degree of physical participation of members in the communal activity;

· Degree to which members participate in organizational decisions;

· Administrative capacity of the organization;

· Technical capacity of the organization (educational level, special courses, and training of leadership and members); and

· Degree to which members are able to handle required technology or decision-making processes by themselves.

In the case of the UNDP/GEF Danube Regional Project (DRP), an international platform of Danube Basin NGOs called the Danube Environmental Forum (DEF) was considered a critical stakeholder in the development of the Danube Basin Management Plan. DRP identified a number of capacity needs in consultation with DEF and then designed measures to address them. 

These measures included: technical assistance for organizational development focused on DEF management; training on communications methods for sharing developments with the general public; training on fundraising; and direct financing for outreach activities and for participation in the work of the ICPDR structures on the Danube Basin Management Plan. 


Which Institutions?

There are two major categories of institutions that are relevant to stakeholder and public involvement in GEF IW projects.  The first are the project-level institutions that can engage stakeholders in project decision-making processes.  The second are parallel institutions that are managed by the stakeholders themselves.  These are often more flexible than project-level institutions and can accommodate the participation needs and capacities of stakeholders in a more targeted manner.  In addition, separate stakeholder institutions can provide for more focused discussions on a smaller number of specific issues as opposed to providing a small amount of time for stakeholder interventions in a larger project process.  

Effective stakeholder involvement that is truly integrated into project decision-making and activities will often require a combination of the two types of institutions.  These categories, including specific examples of the institutional mechanisms at both levels, are explored below. 
Project-level Institutions.  Each project develops its own institutional framework to meet its specific coordination and management needs.  The structure of project-level institutions will thus vary according to how basin countries have structured their interactions related to their shared water resources in the past.  For example, where there is an existing basin-level management organization, this can provide the institutional “home” for the project’s regional management activities.  In other cases, particularly larger projects with multiple countries, more complex multi-layered institutional structures are necessary to ensure cooperation in management and information-sharing at appropriate levels.  

For example, the Rio San Juan project involved only two countries.  Each country designated a national coordinator who worked with the project and the national government on an operational basis to realize project goals.  The Bermejo project, also with two countries, designated national “Project Executing Units.”  Each of these was overseen by a National Director and Technical Coordinator, who brought together agencies, universities, NGOs, and private sector partners to carry out specific project activities.  At the other extreme, the South China Seas project, which involves seven countries, has an entire matrix of national representatives that works with the Project Implementation Unit to coordinate the scientific and political aspects of the project.  This includes national focal points (housed at the relevant ministries); specialized executing agencies, regional experts, and national focal points for each of the technical aspects of the project (for example, coral reefs, mangroves, and wetlands); regional task force managers for the legal and economic valuation components of the project; and local demonstration site managers.  

Regardless of the framework, there is always a need to ensure appropriate coordination between local, national, and regional activities and decision-making.  This applies equally to stakeholder involvement planning and implementation.  A project-wide stakeholder or public involvement plan should account for the specific needs and constraints of the project’s institutional framework.  This will often include careful planning for coordination of activities at the local, national, and regional levels and designation of appropriate responsibility to project institutions that have both the capacity and the decision-making authority to effectively involve stakeholders in project planning and implementation. 

One institutional requirement of project implementation is the establishment of a project Steering Committee (SC).   The SC is responsible for providing strategic direction, guidance, and assessment to maximize projects’ progress, relevance, and impact.  It is usually composed of representatives appointed by each country, at least one representative of the relevant GEF implementing agency and executing agency, and representatives of other key partners (e.g., regional economic integration institutions, international NGOs, etc.)  The SC meets at least twice a year and on an ad hoc basis as necessary, to review project performance and impact, approve annual work plans and needed updates to this project document or its budget, and provide strategic input to realize valuable outcomes expected from the project.  The SC also often facilitates collaboration between the project implementation or coordination unit (PIU or PCU) and its partners and beneficiaries, including national and international agencies, co-financiers, the private sector, NGOs, and other stakeholders.   While direct stakeholder representation on the project SC is rare, observer status has been granted in some projects to stakeholder groups with some specialized technical or scientific competence or other competences relating to the goals of the project.  It is critical, however, that the SC be integrated into the stakeholder involvement planning process, as it is charged with overseeing the implementation and effectiveness of stakeholder involvement and often acts as an independent institutional liaison among stakeholder organizations.  Ensuring that the SC is fully involved in the creation of such a strategy will facilitate their taking a proactive role in implementing and coordinating stakeholder involvement activities throughout the project.  At the very least project staff (or consultant) charged with stakeholder and public involvement can coordinate with the SC.  The SC can also take a more proactive stance on informing stakeholders of their work and decision-making processes and soliciting feedback on those processes as appropriate. 
	CASE STUDY

The Caribbean Large Marine Ecosystem:  

Institutionalizing a Consensus-Based Approach to Stakeholder Participation

The foundation of all GEF International Waters projects is an agreement among the riparian or coastal states to work together to accomplish the common goals of the project.  In the case of the Caribbean Large Marine Ecosystem (CLME), securing the cooperation of all national-level stakeholders – 25 countries and four territorial governments – was critical to the success of the project. Although the project is still in its early phases, the strategies used by the CLME to achieve consensus among national-level stakeholders are instructional for all IW projects, whether involving two or twenty riparian states. Project leaders approached the task of organizing such a large and varied number of stakeholders, by institutionalizing participation on three levels. 

· National:  Initial efforts were directed towards the national and territorial governments whose endorsement would be necessary for the project to go forward.   Project proponents began early (pre-PDF A stage) to ensure the involvement of all national stakeholders, and each country was represented on the Project Steering Committee, which would guide project development.  

· Regional:  At the regional and international level, the project focused on large international NGOs already active in the region, influential academic institutions, and the projects prospective international partners – UNEP and the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO).  These institutions were encouraged to participate informally in addition to their involvement with the Project Steering Committee.

· Sub-national:  To involve stakeholders at the sub-national level, the project developed a National Inter-Ministerial/ Inter-Sectoral Committee (NIC) structure to provide a national consensus position to project leaders.  By requiring the national participants in project institutions to reflect the needs and objectives of sub-national groups (governmental, academic, and non-governmental), the project established governance structures based on values of representivity and consensus.

Increasing awareness of the project among the relevant stakeholders, particularly the 25 heads of state, was an important step in facilitating the GEF approval process. This was done in two ways: (1) building on existing relationships with key players in each country that were developed through earlier regional activities and, (2) maximizing exposure of the project through presentations in a number of venues in the region. For instance, presentations about the project were made at the Gulf and Caribbean Fisheries Institute (GCFI) Annual meeting for the past five years. These methods proved effective in assuring a quick and unanimous endorsement of the project.  Dr. Lucia Fanning, CLME’s project manager, stressed that the key to their success was exposing stakeholders (primarily national governments but also academic institutions and international NGOs) to the project ideas very early in the process.

Institutionalizing stakeholder participation in the project was accomplished through the establishment of a Regional Steering Committee (RSC).  The Steering Committee includes national representatives from the 25 member countries, representatives of the 4 territorial governments (UK, US, Netherlands, France), donor agencies (including UNEP, UNDP, GEF, FAO, IOC CARIBE), and members of several regional non-governmental and academic organizations, including the University of British Columbia Fisheries Center, the University of the West Indies, and the Nature Conservancy. These representatives are senior level members of their respective organizations and governments, with authority to contribute to the project’s decision making process. The RSC will guide the development of more detailed objectives and actions for inclusion in the Full Project Document, based on the identification and agreement of major issues, root causes and actions that are required to achieve the project goal. For instance, the RSC recently approved a work plan involving 5 key marine resources identified as lacking regional governance structures necessary for their protection.  Pilot projects addressing these 5 key resources will be models for other governance structures developed through the project.  

The institutional links between the Steering Committee and sub-national level stakeholders are the National Inter-Ministerial/Inter-Sectoral Commitees (NICs) established in each country represented on the Steering Committee. The composition and selection of each NICs is determined at the national level.  However, the project encourages the participating countries to go beyond representatives of governmental Ministries.  Guidance on composition of the NICs is provided through a Roles and Responsibilities document provided to each country, which outlines the function and purposes of the NIC, and encourages representation of all impacted stakeholders. In each NIC there is a nationally-nominated representative who also has a seat on the RSC. These representatives are the primary liaisons between the sub-national stakeholders and the Steering Committee. 

One of the challenges of a project involving over 25 national-level stakeholders is that not all project issues and objectives will be relevant to all 25 countries.  Achieving consensus on such issues without allowing non-impacted countries to unduly influence decision-making procedures was a major challenge posed by the CLME. An innovative approach to this challenge involves creating regional issue-based governance structures that would ensure the participation of relevant countries as well as the regional resource-users, within the CLME. The central function of these regional, issue-based governance structures would be to link resource users to policy-makers and knowledge creators, such as NGOs and universities.  A proposed regional issue-based governance structure would address issues surrounding the management and protection of flying fish resources in the Caribbean.  The issues related to flying fish affect 6 of the 25 nations, yet none of the 6 nations have formal or even informal relationships with each other specific to decision-making surrounding flying fish. The project proposes to develop an institution that is focused on the particular resource, and structured so that only the nations and user groups affected by the resource would be responsible for the decision-making process, while the rest of RSC would simply be informed on the decisions reached. By forming regional governance structures based on specific issues, the project facilitates more targeted participation and cultivates consensus-based decision-making on issues of key importance to the CLME.

For more information on the CLME Project contact Dr. Lucia Fanning: lucia.fanning@gmail.com.


Mechanisms for stakeholder involvement in project-level institutions can be created for various levels of involvement and participation.  At the lowest level, institutions can increase the transparency of their decision-making processes by opening their meetings to the public or to certain stakeholder groups.  If meetings are closed for political or other reasons, then the proceedings or results of those meetings can be made publicly available on the project website or through other project communications channels.  [See the Access to Information chapter for a thorough discussion of these mechanisms.]  To engage stakeholders in a more active manner, representatives of various groups can act as members or observers of various project-level institutions.  Projects can also think about creating consultation mechanisms for permanent stakeholder groups (described below).  

When stakeholder representatives are chosen to act as the voice of their constituency, it is important to think carefully about how to structure the selection process.  In some instances, it will be most effective to encourage stakeholder groups to elect their own representatives.   In others, it may be appropriate to appoint stakeholder or interest group representatives, for instance where it is important that they have certain technical or political capacities.  It is also very important to ensure that all stakeholder groups or representatives participating in project implementation understand their roles in various activities or decision-making processes.  For example, how much influence stakeholder input will have over final decisions affecting project implementation needs to be clearly delineated and, ideally, agreed upon with participating stakeholders.  Failure to manage stakeholder expectations concerning what is possible, technically or politically, can create tensions and conflict and inhibit effective participation.

In addition to consultation mechanisms within existing project-level institutions, another option is to create a forum that becomes the conduit for participation of one or more stakeholder groups that is officially part of the institutional framework of the project.  An example of such a forum is the Murray Darling Basin Community Advisory Committee (See Case Study on next page).  

Special Stakeholder Consultation Groups 

Project-level institutions may provide limited opportunities for stakeholder involvement, especially in the case of larger multi-country, multi-level, and multi-stakeholder projects.  In order to ensure meaningful participation, it is often necessary to establish special parallel consultation groups--or involve existing ones--in order to meet the needs of various stakeholders, target capacity building activities, and enable ongoing relationship building throughout the project.  

Stakeholder Consultation Committees.  Stakeholder consultation committees (also called stakeholder advisory groups) are often the most effective structures for involving a range of stakeholders at the appropriate level.  Such targeted structures can be more flexible than project-level institutions to accommodate the participation needs and capacities of stakeholders, and can provide for more focused discussions on a smaller number of specific issues.  These structures can be targeted at informing and consulting with stakeholder groups independently of other stakeholders, or can bring together groups from different fields for dialogue on appropriate issues.  The latter can facilitate not only project feedback from stakeholders, but also consensus-building among those groups. 

	CASE STUDY

The Community Advisory Committee of the Murray-Darling Basin

The Murray Darling Basin covers six political jurisdictions in Australia (five States and one Territory).  The Murray-Darling Basin Initiative (MDBI) is the partnership between the governments and the community which has been established to give effect to the 1992 Murray-Darling Basin Agreement, the purpose of which is to “promote and co-ordinate effective planning and management for the equitable, efficient and sustainable use of the water, land and other environmental resources of the Murray-Darling Basin.”  The Initiative is the largest integrated catchment management program in the world, covering the watersheds of the Murray and Darling rivers, an area of over one million square kilometers.

There are three main institutional elements of the MDBI:  the Murray-Darling Basin Ministerial Council (the Initiative's decision-making forum); the Murray-Darling Basin Commission (the executive arm of the Ministerial Council which advises the Council and carries out its decisions); and the Community Advisory Committee (CAC), which provides the Ministerial Council with advice and provides a two-way communication channel between the Council and the community.  The CAC thus serves a permanent advisory role directly to the Inter-Ministerial Council, enabling stakeholder and community participation on an ongoing basis in MDBI activities and programs. 

The role of the CAC is to “elicit and synthesize community perceptions and views on matters referred to it by the Council or raised by the community.”  It is composed of 24 members and an elected Chairperson who serves for four-year terms.   Members are chosen by the Council with the following criteria:

· To achieve an agreed jurisdictional balance: three members representing each of the larger jurisdictions within the Basin and one member for the smaller jurisdiction;

· For their expertise in five key sectors: one member each representing irrigation industry, urban, dryland farming, environment, and local government; and

· To provide indigenous representation: at least 2 members from indigenous groups. 

The CAC acts as a two-way information conduit, providing the Council with advice on natural resource management issues and community views, and also disseminating the Council’s decisions throughout the relevant communities in a way that promotes a clear understanding of their context and rational, and that enhances their ownership and adoption by stakeholders.  The CAC also participates in community engagement programs and initiatives and provides the Council with advice on the effectiveness of those programs.  These activities include public meetings, community open-houses, and focus groups held throughout the Basin to educate community members about the work of the Initiative, build networks, solicit feedback, and engage stakeholders in a variety of decision-making processes.  These processes have included the development of the Basin Communications Plan (see Case Study on Murray Darling Basin in Access to Information chapter), the Business Development Plan, the Basin Salinity Management Plan, and an Indigenous Action Plan.   

The CAC meets four times a year at regional centers around the Basin.  It also meets annually with the Ministerial Council and periodically holds joint meetings or workshops with the Commission.  CAC members may be appointed to Commission working groups and committees whenever a community representative is required.

For more information on the CAC, visit their website at http://mdbcac.org.


Preparatory work for the establishment of stakeholder consultation committees can be based on the stakeholder analysis, which can reveal the range of relevant stakeholders, their capacities for involvement, and indicate the appropriate levels of their involvement.  [See chapter on Stakeholder Analysis in this Handbook.]  Depending on the level of detail provided in the stakeholder analysis, projects might also find it useful to consult with stakeholder groups.  Focus groups
 are a method for eliciting this information.  Project staff or expert consultants can formulate a draft framework and terms of engagement and operations for these institutions, including the range of stakeholders to be involved.  However, it is good practice to formulate such a concept framework in a manner that leaves these issues open for discussion and to finalize these issues in a participatory manner with the stakeholders involved.  

Project staff and stakeholders can establish the structure and leave some details for group members to determine once they are chosen.  At a minimum, project staff and participating stakeholders should initially settle on:

· The background and purpose of the stakeholder consultation structure;

· The role, status, and scope of work of the structure;

· Operational rules, including meeting times and structures, how members are appointed or elected and dismissed, and conflict resolution processes;

· The rights and duties of group members;

· The mechanisms that will be used for communicating outcomes of group discussions and activities to the appropriate project decision-making levels and to the broader stakeholder constituencies;

· The mechanisms that will be used for transmitting information to the group from the project staff on relevant project processes and decisions; and

· How and when the group will receive feedback on the outcomes from their input. 

Stakeholders who are identified for involvement in such structures can be proactively informed and invited to an initial meeting for the establishment of the consultation or advisory committee.  It is good practice to invite stakeholder groups to appoint their own representatives.  An initial meeting serves to inform stakeholders about the issues and the planned process (and allows for a discussion and questions and answers), the benefits of participating, the proposed operational rules, as well as their possible roles in the process.  This last point is very important for the management of stakeholder expectations.  Quite often such events conclude with the signing of a formal agreement among stakeholders on the terms of their cooperation and participation.  In order to ensure good representation, the structure should be left open for entry of new participants at a later stage. 
	CASE STUDY

National and Operational Teams in the Danube Regional Project

In order to enhance access to water-related information and public participation in water-related decision-making a sub-project of the UNDP/GEF Danube Regional Project was established.  It was implemented in five Danube Basin countries. In order to involve stakeholders in project activities, two types of stakeholder consultation structures were established in each of the five countries.

National teams were established to include broad range of stakeholders.  These teams were informed and consulted on most project activities.  Their recommendations on project activities, plans, and various products were considered by the operational teams (see below) and the sub-project’s Steering Committee before any final decisions were made.  Based on consultations with key project partners, it was agreed that national teams should include representatives of government agencies (including line ministries, agencies, and institutions with responsibilities for collecting, handling and providing access to information and public participation in the context of the EU Water Framework Directive and the Aarhus Convention); NGOs; industry representatives; and other formal stakeholder representatives working in these fields, such as user groups and community groups. 

The national teams were left open and flexible to accept new members if necessary.  National teams regularly received information about the project component’s activities and plans through several vehicles and tools, including national meetings, the use of mailing lists, and a secure website.  Meetings of the teams were scheduled according to the need at each project stage, so participants could discuss and provide recommendations on project plans and draft products and materials.  The website allowed national teams’ members to view draft materials and exchange experience with project participants from other countries working on similar issues.

Operational teams of a small number of people directly participated in the project activities and served as advisory groups on operational issues.  They also ensured that project activities were coordinated with the major project partners that they represented.  Operational teams included a maximum of 8 representatives of key players and institutions, such as the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube (ICPDR) national head of delegation, members of relevant ICPDR expert groups, representatives of the relevant ministries, the national water directorates and the river basin councils (which are, in turn, representatives of the broader stakeholders in each basin).  The teams also included the Aarhus Convention Focal Point from the Ministry of Environment and at least one NGO working in the field.

Invited stakeholders nominated their own representatives.  Communication and consultation with the national and operational teams happened through scheduled national and regional meetings, direct contact with specific stakeholders on specific issues, e-mail list-serves, and through both public and secure project websites.


	CASE STUDY

Building Institutions for Basin Co-Management: 

The Okavango Basin-Wide Forum

The “Every River Has Its People” (ERP) project in the Okavango River Basin aims to promote the sustainable management of the natural resources of the basin by facilitating active participation of basin stakeholders in resource decision-making and co-management.  

Communities living in the basin depend on its resources for sustenance and livelihoods.  In 1997, in response to a proposal by the Namibian government to build a pipeline to extract a significant amount of water from the river, a group of NGOs from the three riparian countries (Angola, Botswana, and Namibia) formed a Liaison Group to discuss issues affecting the river and its famous delta with these communities.  This outreach program resulted in a collective request by over 3,000 people living in 25 communities around the basin to participate more actively in processes and decisions impacting the use and development of the Okavango.  The NGOs thus initiated the ERP to build stakeholder capacity to participate, facilitate communications and information flow between communities and the Okavango Basin Commission (OKACOM) and its constituent governments, and ensure that stakeholders’ views and values were taken into account in basin decision-making processes. 

A critical component of reaching these goals was the identification of appropriate institutional mechanisms.  The project identified two types of existing structures, at the village and district levels, that could facilitate stakeholder involvement.  At the village level, the project selected village leadership institutions.  In Botswana, these are called Kgotla.  They are a mechanism for the community to assemble and discuss issues affecting them.  Also at the village level, the project worked with community development committees, village extension teams, resource user associations, and schools for education, outreach and decision-making.  At the District level, there were also several institutions, including the Regional Council, Development Committees, tribal administrations, and business groups.  

Working with all of the existing institutions mentioned above, the project conducted consultation meetings, “socio-ecological surveys” to map stakeholders and their concerns, feedback meetings, and capacity-building and educational events.  Through these activities, community members expressed an interest in developing a permanent consultation mechanism so that the voice of stakeholders would be consistently represented in basin decision-making processes.  Relying on existing institutions to elect appropriate representatives for each community, the project then held a basin-wide workshop to elect members that would constitute a Basin-Wide Community Forum.  

The Forum was formally established in 2002 and has since begun a process of formalization of its relationship with the OKACOM.  The Forum has created opportunities for community members to sit directly with commissioners and express community perspectives and needs to the highest decision-making authority in the basin.  The logistical difficulty of convening the commissioners and the Forum has constituted a significant barrier to reaching a shared vision of environmentally sustainable development in the basin, but proposals for formalizing the relationship with a basin Secretariat have reinvigorated the process towards participatory decision-making in the Okavango.  The commissioners have recently affirmed their willingness to collaborate with the Forum in developing a series of small-scale pilot projects to test co-management.


NGO Forums  

NGOs have a central role in water management as representatives of community and environmental interests, sources of local knowledge, and as sources of technical expertise.  Additionally, NGOs are often well positioned to act as liaison between project or government experts and decision-makers on the one hand, and a range of community stakeholders on the other, particularly where capacity is lacking in basin-wide institutions.  This can greatly facilitate participatory processes, as long as NGO involvement and roles are carefully thought out and integrated into project plans and activities. 

A critical point to keep in mind is that NGO participation is a very important part of, but is not equivalent to, public participation. Projects should use the stakeholder analysis to identify the entire range of stakeholder interests and then make a clear distinction between the interest groups that NGOs legitimately represent and those that they may be able to help reach, but do not represent.

Another essential factor is the capacity of NGOs to effectively participate in project plans and activities.  This can be related to financial limitations for travel and communications, levels of knowledge or communications skills to bring issues into discussion, and the level of organization of networks.  In addition, the image and position of NGOs in relation to communities or governmental decision-makers can affect the way their input is integrated into project plans and activities.  Where there are few or no NGOs with the capacity to participate meaningfully in project activities and decisions, a participation-related objective of the project might be to strengthen civil society by working to build capacity through project involvement. 
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NGOs have become increasingly important in environmental governance at the international, national, and local levels.  Yet there is no consensus on the definition of NGO.  The role of NGOs varies considerably among countries.  In many places, NGOs have traditionally been seen as government “watchdogs”—pressuring governments for change.  In this sense, their role is viewed in many countries as being essentially antagonistic to government (or not necessarily aligned with government).  In other countries, particularly in those where civil society has had more time to develop, some NGOs still fill the role of government watchdog, but others increasingly have an essential and complementary role to governments – bringing additional technical, financial, and personnel resources to bear, thereby filling essential gaps in governmental capacity.  They also provide a link between the government and the broader public through education, awareness-raising, and by representing stakeholder and the public in environmental decision-making processes.  Many NGOs (watchdogs and others) complement government enforcement efforts and provide a voice for various interests, including environmental protection, community resources management, and human rights.  

In determining the appropriate role for NGOs, it is critical to understand and account for these variations.  In addition, the diversity and strength of existing NGOs may inform the role particular NGOs may play in the project context.  For instance, one NGO may be more involved in enforcement in litigation while others may focus community awareness-raising and policy development.  

Another important set of interrelated issues is the degree of independence that NGOs have from governments and the level of accountability that they have to the stakeholders they are purporting to represent.  Leaders of NGOs and their substantive agenda are not generally democratically chosen.  Nevertheless they often do advance or represent the same interests as various stakeholder groups that may not be organized or have another means for communicating their concerns and preferences to a decision-maker.  Accordingly, it is important to consider issues of representation and accountability in selection of NGOs.  See box above in this chapter.  


NGOs sharing common goals can organize themselves in networks or forums.  This can enable them to share information and experiences, appoint common representatives in various institutional or consultative structures, and act in a coordinated way on agreed issues over larger territories or between national and international levels.  NGO networks and forums can develop as umbrella organizations in a river basin or region, and they can be an effective and vital route to addressing community concerns in water management.  

It is important for an NGO forum to have a clear strategy and mission and to establish its realistic role as a stakeholder at the regional and national levels.  While an NGO forum needs a well-managed network, it is important that national member organizations take responsibility for activities not only at the national and local level but also for the network as a whole.  This means that national organisations should be actively involved in decision-making on organisational issues such as planning of network activities, election of management and representatives, fundraising, communications, and creation and maintenance of the desired image of the NGO network among communities.  There should be clear rules and channels for information flow in the network, so that local community levels can both be informed and feed into the work of the network on national and international levels.
One project strategy for involving NGOs is to support the development of NGO networks as partners in river basin, regional, national and local water management processes.  Projects could support the network in improving communication with governmental bodies, industry, the media and the public to increase environmental awareness.  One way to achieve this is to link partner organizations and individuals that have regional vision with those with experience in public participation at regional and national levels.  The project can contribute by funding regional meetings and travel for forum members to participate in project deliberations as well as for other specific activities of the network.  Finally, specific activities promoted by the GEF project—such as joint events, small grants, experts’ databases and policy teams—can help NGOs to build the skills and team confidence to continue their efforts well beyond the GEF investment.

Effective communications and information exchange internally and externally is essential for the establishment of NGO networks as strong partners in water management processes at all levels.  Assistance can be provided to NGO Forums for the development of communications strategies, branding, community outreach and awareness raising activities.  If NGO Forums are to act as liaisons, projects need to have the capacity to communicate with them (providing materials and capacity and also receiving information).

NGO strengthening can and should be linked with actual activities on the ground. Such activities are a practical way of building up NGO skills, increasing motivation and raising their profile with local communities, while contributing to concrete achievements on the ground in furtherance of the project goals.  Financial support can be provided to assist the implementation of community-based demonstration projects in various basins and countries, which would support the overall project goals, such as through Small Grants Programmes.
Last but not least, NGO forums which have heavily relied on GEF project assistance for their functioning need long-term strategies for sustainability after the GEF project ends.  A key challenge is to ensure that NGO forums remain financially sustainable after the project ends.  Encouraging membership contribution is important both as a means of financing and as an indicator of motivation within the network but may be problematic in areas where NGO funding is scarce.  Fundraising strategies may need to be developed including recommendations for fundraising capacity and responsibilities within the network, as well as specific fundraising initiatives for activities in the short run.  

	Project Activities that Support NGO forums
These activities strengthen NGO forums to provide input into the project and further the project objectives, as well as to ensure that NGO forums continue functioning after project assistance has stopped:
· Supporting institutional development such as the organisation, management, and development of internal policies and strategic documents, including communications and fundraising for the forum;

· Promoting the forum’s participation in project and partner institutional structures such as river basin organizations, national and local consultative bodies; 

· Supporting the forum in developing communications activities that promote project goals, such as special NGO publications in national languages on environmental management; 

· Organizing training courses for the development of NGO activities and cooperation in national and regional projects.


	CASE STUDY

The Danube Environmental NGO Forum

The UNDP/GEF Danube Regional Project (DRP) aims to strengthen public involvement in environmental decision-making and reinforce community actions for pollution reduction and protection of ecosystems.  One way the project works towards these goals is to strengthen the Danube Environment Forum (DEF), an international umbrella network of NGOs from thirteen countries in the Danube Basin.

DRP is building the capacities of DEF through technical and professional assistance and financial support for institutional development.  This includes creating operational structures such as Secretariat, national focal points, national members, strategic documents such as communications and branding, fundraising planning, specific communications and other activities on-the-ground.

Project support has enabled DEF to actively participate in the work of the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR), which is leading the efforts of Danube countries for the development and implementation of a Danube River Basin Management Plan.  DEF Members participate as observers in most ICPDR structures, including the ICPDR Expert Groups on different aspects of the Management Plan.  These Expert Groups also review and provide feedback on the progress of the UNDP/GEF Danube Regional Project.  DEF members also participate in DRP Component Steering Committees.
A proportion of the DRP budget has also been dedicated to a Small Grants Programme that finances local, national and regional NGO activities on pollution reduction, awareness raising and transboundary cooperation.


RESOURCES:

ICPDR, Danube Environmental Forum: NGO Platform for the Protection of the Danube River, available at http://www.daphne.sk/docs/DEF05.pdf.

World Bank, World Bank Participation Sourcebook (1996) available at: http://www.worldbank.org/wbi/sourcebook/sbhome.htm.

Chapter Six

GENDER MAINSTREAMING IN IW MANAGEMENT
Introduction
The overarching objective of GEF IW projects is the equitable and sustainable use and development of internationally shared water resources.  The success of these projects depends on the recognition of both shared and divergent interests among stakeholders, and requires careful management current and potential conflicts between stakeholders or interest groups.  Gender is a critical factor that influences the ways in which these interests are shaped.

Gender refers to the different roles, rights, and responsibilities of men and women and the relationships between them.  The term also recognizes the intersection of women’s experiences on the basis of their gender, but also from other power relations that result from race, ethnicity, caste, class, age, ability/disability, religion, whether they are indigenous, and many other factors.  As such, not all women and men can be treated as equal, even within the context of gender relations.  Gender relations are hierarchical relations of power between women and men and tend to disadvantage women.  These relations are socially-determined and are deeply entrenched in culture.  Gender relations are dynamic and are often characterized by both conflict and cooperation.  

Taking gender into account in water resources management requires careful consideration of the dynamics between women and men that determine their relative social and political power.  Women and men often have different perspectives on the collection, use, and management of water for domestic purposes and livelihoods.  They are also often inequitably represented within the institutions that govern water allocation, use, and development.  Moreover, women and men usually do not have the same level of advocacy and technical skills to effectively convey their perspectives to water decision-makers.  Accordingly, water decision-makers may not always take women’s interests into account.  Gender is therefore an extremely important factor in understanding how and why men and women determine their water-related priorities and make decisions related to water resource management.  Gender is also a key factor related to women’s ability to access and meaningfully participate in stakeholder engagement processes.  

Why Does Gender Matter?

Too often, development projects fail to sufficiently address issues related to the equitable distribution of benefits and burdens that result from their implementation.  While community participation and management approaches are used to address these issues, in practice these processes have frequently failed to address the central obstacles to effective project implementation.  This is largely because communities are often seen as a homogenous collection of people with a common purpose.

The reality is that a “community” is not a collection of equal people living in a particular geographic region.  Rather, communities are composed of individuals and groups who command different levels of power, wealth, influence, and ability to express their needs, concerns, and rights.  Communities contain competing interest groups.  Those at the lowest end of the power spectrum – often including women and the poorest members of a community – frequently are marginalized in decision-making processes.  Their interests are therefore under- or unrepresented in either formal or informal water management institutions.  Gender and gender relations must be understood and accounted for as key differentiating factors among individuals and groups within community structures.  Tools for doing this, such as gender analysis, can help your IW project to better target its resources and more effectively address the needs and priorities of women who have traditionally been marginalized from effective participation in water resource decision-making and management. 

Gender Mainstreaming 

Gender mainstreaming is the integration of gender-related aspects of water use and development into IW projects.  To effectively mainstream gender considerations in IW projects, the relationships between gender and water resources management (including the societal and cultural aspects) must be clearly articulated and addressed throughout the project cycle.  In transboundary settings, this requires an assessment of the differences among women from different basin countries.  A deliberate strategy of gender mainstreaming is necessary to ensure that these issues are part of analysis, project planning, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation. In this way, project interventions can be targeted to reduce gender-based inequities in both the burdens and benefits associated with water resource management and development. 

Without specific attention to gender issues, even the best-intentioned projects can reinforce and perpetuate existing inequalities between women and men, or even amplify them.  Although many initiatives are thought to be gender neutral, this is rarely the case.  For example, IW projects often make new resources (training, tools, technology, etc.) available to stakeholders.  Women and men frequently have different levels of capacity for utilizing or benefiting from such resources.  Specifically facilitating women’s participation in project decision-making and implementation will ensure that such potential inequities are accounted for.   It also ensures that project interventions are designed in a gender-sensitive manner.  For example, water collection is often a women’s or girls’ job.   The location or structure of improved water sources will therefore affect women in different ways than men and gender-inclusive decision-making can ensure that these sources are designed appropriately.

To ensure that gender is considered adequately, project planners must make sure to have an accurate picture of who uses and has control over water for what purposes.  Women and men tend to have different uses, priorities, and responsibilities for water resources.  There are also gender-related trends in terms of access and control over water and water rights. 

Planners should also consider the potential for different impacts on women and men to ensure that all implications are clearly understood and there are no unintended negative repercussions.  Gender differences, inequities, and inequalities often mean that women and men experience and react to changes in water availability, services, or policies differently. Further, gender relations and inequalities influence collective responses to water resource management issues.  Women and men tend to organize in different ways, which can present obstacles to participating in a project, joining a water user organization (formal and informal), or contributing to a consultation or a project participation session (see Box above on Gender and Participation).

The Evolution of Gender Mainstreaming in International Development

Approaches to accounting for gender in international development have evolved significantly over the past five decades.  In the 1950s and 1960s, a “welfare approach” was taken, in which women were viewed as passive recipients of benefits provided by water-related development projects.  In the 1970s and 1980s, the “equity and efficiency” approach challenged women’s subordinate position and attempted to increase women’s participation, particularly in community water supply and sanitation projects.  This approach treated women as active participants rather than passive subjects of welfare, attempting to involve them in decision-making and implementation.  

In recent years, a “gender and empowerment” approach has attempted to transform existing gender relations through more equal control of resources and sharing of water-related burdens.  Experiences with the empowerment approach have shown that active involvement and participation of both women and men in integrated water resources initiatives can increase project effectiveness and performance and improve the likelihood of sustainability.  In other words, a project is more likely to achieve its objectives if women and men (both rich and poor) are active participants and decision-makers.  More importantly, gender mainstreaming can facilitate the fundamental institutional and organizational changes necessary to ensure gender equality as an on-going consideration in water resources management.
Tools for Mainstreaming Gender in IW Projects

The Beijing Platform for Action (1995) commitment to the UN women and gender equality goals recognized gender mainstreaming as a process of, “assessing the implications for women and men of any planned action, including legislation, policies or programs, in any area and at all levels” as the principal means to achieve these objectives.
  It is a strategy for making women’s and men’s concerns an integrated component of the design, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of water policies and programs.
 

As defined earlier in this chapter, gender refers to the socially-determined division of roles and responsibilities and power between men and women.  These socially constructed roles are usually unequal in terms of power, representation in decision-making processes, control over assets and events, freedom of action, and ownership of resources.  For these reasons, gender issues are fundamentally about power, subordination, and inequality.  Gender mainstreaming attempts to balance gender relations to secure greater equality in all its social manifestations for disadvantaged members of society.  A critical area in which this balance is necessary is in rights to and control over water resources. 

There are three elements in an approach to mainstreaming gender considerations into IWM.  Each of these elements supports both project efficacy and a concern for gender equality.  The first is to conduct a gender analysis.  This can be part of a broader stakeholder analysis, and will help IW project staff understand the differences and relations among and between women and men in each specific country and context under consideration.  The second element is mainstreaming gender into project structure and activities.  Project activities and processes can benefit from careful incorporation of both women’s and men’s perspectives, needs and interests.  Where possible, the advancement of women should be promoted to reduce existing gender inequalities related to access to and control over water resources.  This includes gender-sensitive monitoring and evaluation to determine success of a more gender-inclusive approach.  Finally, it is particularly important to highlight gender considerations in the stakeholder and public involvement aspects of a project, choosing participatory approaches that facilitate the equitable participation of women and men.  Each of these elements is discussed in further detail below. 


	Developing Best Practice:

The Gender and Water Alliance

The Gender and Water Alliance (GWA) is a global network of governments, NGOs, universities, research institutions, grassroots organizations, international agencies and individual consultants dedicated to mainstreaming gender in water resource management.  Eighty percent of its members are from Africa, Asia, and Latin America.  GWA is financed by the governments of the Netherlands and the United Kingdom with project funding from individual partner organizations.  They have developed a detailed Gender and Integrated Water Resources Management Guide which is a reference for water and gender practitioners and professionals.

GWA works to mainstream gender in water management by promoting attention to the issue at international meetings and in the development of national water management policies.  Currently they are recruiting regional partners to co-sponsor and co-organize regional trainings on gender and water.  They have also developed a tutorial for water managers called Why Gender Matters.  It deals with general concepts as applied to various water sectors and provides references to other useful resources.  They conducted a series of conferences on successes in gender and integrated water management and are developing another series.

The GWA website (www.genderandwater.org) contains records of conference proceedings, case studies on successful gender mainstreaming, and their handbook, among other materials.  The GWA is a significant and useful resource for GEF IW project staff or others seeking to mainstream gender in water projects.

For more information, see: www.genderandwater.org.


Gender Analysis 

A gender analysis is a formal mechanism for understanding and documenting differences in gender roles, activities, needs, and opportunities in the context of an IW project.
  Gender analysis takes much of the information gathered in a stakeholder analysis
 and disaggregates it by gender to highlight the different roles and responsibilities that men and women have related to water resources.  It asks who is doing what work, who makes which decisions, who uses water for what purpose, who controls which resources, and who is responsible for different family obligations. 

While the specific topics will be shaped by the context in which the analysis is undertaken, in general a gender analysis involves:

· Understanding the gender-differentiated systems in project countries. This includes systems related to access to water (and related) resources, labor, water uses, water rights, and the distribution of benefits.  Use of sex-disaggregated data and the documentation of unpaid labor are important.  

· Focusing on gender relations, not just women. Although many analyses draw attention to women (since it is generally women who face disadvantages and women’s views that tend to be overlooked), a gender analysis looks at the relations (differences, inequalities, power imbalances, and differential access to resources) between and among women and men. The position of women in relation to water resources cannot be understood in isolation from the broader relationships between women and men.

· Understanding that gender is a factor that influences how people respond both individually and collectively to changes in water resources management.  Men and women face different obstacles and draw on different resources when attempting to participate in formal and informal institutions, consult with governmental or project officials, or attend training sessions.

· Understanding the gender dimensions of institutions at all levels in the society (within the household, community-based organizations, water users associations, local governments, national civil services, NGOs, and so forth).  These formal and informal institutions play fundamental roles in water resources management, yet they all have gender dimensions.  When exploring these institutions, helpful questions to ask include:  Who makes what decisions?  Does the structure facilitate or hinder women’s participation?  Are there mechanisms to reduce inequalities between women and men?  How are different needs and perspectives negotiated within each institution?

· Confirming or rejecting assumptions in each specific context, ideally using participatory methodologies.  Project assumptions about gender-related issues from one country cannot be carried over into another country, region, or initiative.  Furthermore, power relations, working arrangements, and resource availability can change over time.  The context of each situation must be investigated and accounted for.

Addressing Gender in Project Structure and Implementation

Gender analysis, like stakeholder analysis, should be conducted at the earliest stage possible of a project.  The information gathered can only be used effectively if it informs project development and implementation and is appropriately monitored on an ongoing basis.  Moreover, once a gender analysis is completed, it is likely that project staff will take different approaches to ensuring that women’s knowledge and views are incorporated sufficiently into project design and implementation. 

Some specific factor to consider when integrating gender considerations into project structure and implementation include:

· Staff Skills/Capacity. Project institutions and staff need to have the capacity and develop the skills to facilitate gender-inclusive participation.  This requires experience, a specific set of skills, and the ability to deal with conflict.  One very simple but effective action is to include female professionals in the project staff.  This will create a more favorable environment for open and honest communication with local women.  A second simple action is to create interdisciplinary teams which include social and gender experts to monitor the implementation of the project.

· Time. Participatory processes, particularly those that take care to be gender-inclusive, can take a long time and may require support over a period of years.

· Flexibility and adaptability. Is the project structured in a way that can respond to and incorporate the results of a gender analysis and to changing gender dynamics?  Responding adequately to specific contexts requires flexibility.

· Support. Participants, both women and men, require support as they explore new issues.  It is extremely irresponsible for project staff or an outside organization to encourage people to raise issues of gender inequalities and then not address the consequences.  When gender inequities are identified, before reporting on them to the people of the affected area, projects managers should assure that they will design and put in place mechanisms for addressing such inequities.

· Follow-up. Can the organization respond to the issues raised?  If the project implementing organizations are serious about participatory processes, they must be prepared to respond to the issues that emerge through these processes and act on the priorities identified by stakeholders.

When planning for gender inclusion, consider:

· Integrating gender into project design and implementation.  Incorporate the insights from the analysis into project design.  For example, it is not enough to document women’s priorities.  These views should influence the priorities and objectives of the initiative.

· Identifying concrete objectives.  During the project design phase, objectives relating to gender equality should be clearly specified (rather than kept general, such as ‘incorporate gender equality issues into the project’).  

· According importance and recognition to women’s responsibilities and views.  For example, often women’s uses of water are given less importance than men’s because they are not documented, given priority, or visible to planners.  Planners should take affirmative steps to solicit and incorporate women’s perspectives.

· Making links to key expected results of the initiative.  There should be a clear analysis that links the gender analysis to the overall objectives of the project.  If the project is focusing on flood control, the gender dimension should look at how women perceive and are affected by various options for flood control, and they should be consulted and involved in developing and implementing those options (rather than giving women a side initiative such as a micro-credit project). 

· Developing gender-sensitive monitoring and evaluation indicators to track success towards meeting the goals of gender mainstreaming.  General indicators should be disaggregated on the basis of sex.  Instead of total number of people consulted, there should be a breakdown between women and men.  
During monitoring and evaluation, benefits and costs that accrue from an initiative are not always disaggregated by gender and socio-cultural-economic class.  Consequently, it becomes difficult to understand the effects of those interventions on different groups.  Projects can take steps to evaluate whether they are meeting goals for gender participation by including women in the monitoring and evaluation process and developing indicators that can be analyzed according to gender.

A monitoring and evaluation process that has gender sensitive indicators and involves men and women not as informants but as participants will gain a better understanding of who in the community has benefited, who bears costs, and what motivates different groups to act.  Furthermore, a monitoring process that involves men and women ensures that monitoring becomes a self management tool rather than a policing instrument, thus leading to collective action.  

RESOURCES 
M. A. Alegria, “What Does Gender Mainstreaming in Integrated Water Resources Management Mean?” Paper presented at the International Specialty Conference on Good Water Governance for People and Nature: What Roles for Law, Institutions, Science and Finance?, Dundee, Scotland, 29th August-1st September, 2004.

M.A. Alegria & N. Machado, “Mainstreaming Gender Perspective in Integrated Water Resources Management Policies: Chile And Brazil Cases Study," Paper presented at the 2nd Latin American Seminar on Water Resources Public Policies, Brasilia, Brazil, September, 21st to 24th , 2004, available at http://www.es.genderandwater.org/content/download/6094/42764/file/politicas_publicas_genero_girh_machado_alegria_sep2004.pdf.

M.A. Alegría, “Desastres Naturales, Análisis de Cómo Enfrentarlos desde la Capacidad Comunitaria con una Perspectiva de Género.” Paper presented in the Efficient 2005-3rd IWA (International Water Association) International Conference on Efficient Use and Management of Water, Santiago, March, 15th – 17th, 2005, available at http://www.ita.upv.es/efficient/sessions/listado.php?vn=1&cd=3C.

Gender and IWRM Resource Guide, GWA-PNUD- IRC, Cap-Net and GWP, 2006, available at http://www.genderandwater.org/page/2414 (contains extensive resource lists).
Chapter Seven

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION

The 1977 UN Intergovernmental Conference on Environmental Education defined environmental education as: “A process of developing a world population that is aware of and concerned about the total environment and its associated problems, and which has the knowledge, skills, attitudes, motivations and commitment to work individually and collectively toward solutions of current problems and the prevention of new ones.”  
Environmental education in general, and water-related education more specifically, promotes the recognition of environmental values and helps stakeholders and the public form the skills needed to understand the interconnection of the people, their culture, and their shared water resources.  Its ultimate aim is to engender conscious and responsible environmental behaviors.  In other words, environmental education is mission-oriented—a good environmental education program does not stop with the presentation of information, but helps learners wrestle with values and gain the skills necessary to take relevant and responsible action. 

In the context of GEF IW projects, environmental education is often an integral component of project activities, as well as a mechanism for facilitating more meaningful public and stakeholder involvement in projects formulation and implementation.  Building the capacity of stakeholders to understand and participate in project activities and decision-making not only creates opportunities for meaningful public participation, but also facilitates the achievement of project objectives.  

The overarching objectives of environmental education are: 

Awareness:  To help stakeholders acquire an awareness of and sensitivity to their water resources and the issues associated with those resources. 

Knowledge:  To help stakeholders gain a better understanding of the scientific, technical, political, cultural and other dimensions of water resource issues and management processes. 

Attitudes:  To encourage stakeholders to internalize the values of water resource conservation and protection so that they are motivated to actively participate in the sustainable management of those resources. 

Skills:  To help stakeholders acquire the skills for identifying and solving water-related problems. 

Participation:  To help stakeholders identify how they can be effectively and actively involved in water resource decision-making and management activities.

	Environmental Education as a Project Objective
· The sustainability of international waters management depends on the attitudes and behaviors of stakeholders.  The greater the capacity of stakeholders to understand how their behaviors impact water resources, the more like your project will be to achieve its objectives.

· Through inquiry and investigation, participants in environmental education programs develop critical thinking, problem-solving, and effective decision-making skills applicable not only to management of international waters, but to development in all sectors. 

· Environmentally literate individuals are community members who are able to understand complex issues related to international water bodies and to make responsible decisions on the use and allocation of water resources.  The sustainability of IW projects hinges on this capacity. 

· Good quality, standards-based environmental education improves everyday life by fostering decisions encourage sound water stewardship, which in turn protects human health and livelihoods.

· Increased understanding of water-related issues improves individual and community-level capacity for change and adaptation to changing environmental contexts, particularly in water-scarce environments.


Environmental Education and Behavior Change
Environmental education programs provide access to information and can focus stakeholders’ attention on both specific and more pervasive water resource issues requiring action. However, human behavior is often guided by economic, social, cultural, and other interests that can conflict with environmentally sound decisions.  Awareness campaigns must provide incentives and alternatives to encourage more sustainable environmental behaviors.
  Alternatives must be feasible and appropriate within the economic, cultural, and other contexts that affect stakeholders.  The costs of new behaviors will be judged by stakeholders not only in terms of money, but also in terms of the time and level of effort it will take to implement them.  Involving stakeholders in the identification of appropriate alternative behaviors can ensure that those being encouraged are appropriate and feasible.  Coming to consensus on sustainable behaviors can also engender the positive social pressure that plays an important role in individual conduct. 

	Case Study:

Addressing the Shortfalls of Awareness Campaigns

through Participatory Planning

In Egypt, farmers rely on a network of irrigation canals, called mesqas, to water their crops. The mesqas, however, are often used as garbage dumps; weeds also encroach on them, preventing efficient water flow.  The problem that the Ministry has faced is how to get farmers to maintain and improve their mesqas.

The Egyptian Ministry of Public Works and Water Resources, with assistance from the US Agency for International Development’s (USAID) Environmental Education and Communications Project (GreenCom), developed a program to raise awareness of good mesqa maintenance practice.   The Ministry selected a pilot site and conducted focus groups and in-depth interviews with stakeholders to test the idea.  Through stakeholder feedback, the Ministry discovered that farmers already recognized the importance of clean mesqas but they viewed mesqa maintenance as the government’s responsibility. Furthermore, interviews with women pointed out that some people threw garbage in the canals because no adequate garbage disposal sites existed.

A bargain was struck. The farmers established a committee to organize a mesqa clean-up. The government trucked the garbage away, and the community contributed their labor and paid for the cleaning equipment. More importantly, the community got together to articulate their concerns, and Ministry staff listened and responded. Through this process, both farmers and officials looked at their usual assumptions and ways of doing business in a new light, which was unlike to happen has they just proceeded with a top-down awareness campaign.

Source: GreenCOM



Developing an Environmental Education Program

Environmental education programs can be developed for any audience.  They can be implemented through formal curriculum development and presentation (for example in primary or secondary schools, or through in-service training for professionals), or more informally with communities or other stakeholders.  

As with all communication and outreach with stakeholders, environmental education programs and activities must be carefully targeted to the audience.  A “needs assessment” can help identify the appropriate level and type of materials that will be needed.  A needs assessment asks questions, such as: Who are the likely target groups? What is being done currently to educate those groups on issues related to water resources? What are the appropriate implementation channels for conducting education activities and programs (e.g., formal or informal)? What types of activities are likely to engage target groups? What capacity does the project or partner groups have with respect to environmental education (available budget, expertise, local knowledge, training needs, etc.)? Are they any inhibiting factor(s) to the success of the programs?

Choosing the Appropriate Educational Setting

Environmental education and water-related messages must reach a variety of audiences, therefore program managers should consider programs that extend through many levels of society. One way to organize interventions is to assess the most pertinent way to initiate the changing process through formal, non-formal, and/or informal settings.

Formal Educational Settings

Formal settings are those delivered in or through the formal school system. This is a long-term approach that focuses on the next generation of citizenry and where the institutions control both the objectives and the means of learning.
 Activities are carried out through curricula and instructional materials, teacher pre-service and in-service training, and extracurricular activities. In-school and extracurricular activities that consciously attempt to link student learning with family and community priorities are effective ways to use formal settings to affect water-related issues.

Curriculum Development.  Environmental education curricula can follow two approaches: (1) “infusion,” in which environmental issues are integrated throughout the entire educational curriculum, or (2) the “block” method, in which distinct environmental courses are created.  Either method can be mandatory or consist of supplementary materials used at the discretion of the teacher. For example, water-related topics can be taught in separate environmental courses, or infused in science, social studies, or other classes. Intervention can be as simple as introducing simple arithmetic problem to inculcate value of water conservation, caring, and sharing with the community.

Extracurricular Activities.  Extracurricular programs take place through schools but outside of the classroom. Generally held after school, these programs can use activities such as clubs, outings, overnight camping trips, and competitions to help bring the environmental education experience to life.  “Water clubs” have been effective in raising awareness, teaching children, and raising funds. For example, one water club practiced waste water harvesting and used this water to irrigate small vegetable gardens, whose produce was later sold to help defray the school budget.

Extracurricular activities are also a medium to foster private sector cooperation.  In Namibia, the National Museum launched an educational service that hosts an annual environmental competition involving about 1000 children across the country and sponsored by Coca-Cola.
  In Madagascar, a partnership with the WWF resulted in the creation of an environmental newspaper written by children and used as supplemental teaching material.
 
	CASE STUDY

Participatory Curriculum Development: 

GreenCom’s Jordan Water Conservation Education Project


The Royal Society for the Conservation of Nature (RSCN), a Jordanian NGO, set out to tackle the problem of water scarcity by instilling a sense of personal responsibility and control over water usage in local schools.  With the support of US Agency for International Development’s (USAID) Environmental Education and Communications Project (GreenCom), RSCN developed a water conservation curriculum for its network of 300 secondary school environmental youth clubs (eco-clubs).  RSCN wanted to ensure that the water curriculum would be relevant and effective, so it was developed with the participation of club members and teachers.  This enabled RSCN to develop an understanding of current perceptions of water use and availability and to target the actual behaviors leading to water waste at the domestic and local levels.

Following interviews with teachers and students, the RSCN staff, several teachers, officials from the Ministry of Education, and GreenCom came together for a participatory workshop to develop a draft curriculum in Arabic.  Although a few of the participating teachers had a science background, others were trained in Arabic language, religion, and other specialties.  The contributions of these non-scientists were vital because many of the teachers who would be administering the curriculum would be of varied backgrounds.

The educational theories that guided the design of the curriculum emphasized the role of interactive discussions, hands-on experiments, and discovery processes in student learning to make the lessons applicable to the students’ everyday lives.  Sensitivity to the different roles that males and females play with respect to water was emphasized throughout the workshop, as was the critical role of religion in Jordanian society.  The curriculum also had to be tailored to both rural and urban schools.  One example of how this was accomplished was by including activities that addressed both home garden watering (urban or rural) and irrigation of agricultural land (rural).

During the curriculum development workshop, the teachers pilot-tested the activities and lesson plans by teaching them to workshop participants.  In this way they could monitor the availability of materials called for in the exercises, the ability of teachers to understand the concepts, and the ability of the students to perform the tasks at the grade level.

Once completed, the curriculum was pilot-tested in 6 primary schools, including boys’ and girls’ schools, urban and rural.  The project team made revisions to the curriculum in response to these pilots and then held a series of 2-day teacher trainings on the use of the curriculum.  At the training, teachers were provided with the curriculum and a teaching manual that explained the curriculum’s interactive teaching methods.  The participants then “walked through” the teachers’ manual, following the instructions step-by-step to ensure a thorough understanding of the lesson.

The curriculum was made up of five units.  The first three provided background on the water cycle, sources of water in Jordan, and the differences between surface and groundwater.  The last two units dealt with water conservation in different settings.  Each unit required the club to meet and included an information session, questions to facilitate discussion, activities, and a test to be used to assess knowledge before and after the lesson.  Some also included “homework” activities, such as a comparison of their household water bills before and after some of the conservation measures were introduced.   

An evaluation conducted at the end of the semester compared students and teachers from a sample of eco-clubs where the new curriculum had been introduced with a sample of eco-clubs that did not receive the new curriculum.  Results suggest that the curriculum had a significant impact on students’ knowledge, attitudes, beliefs and behaviors regarding conserving water at home.  In addition, students appear to have served as a conduit for changing their family’s water conservation behaviors at home as well.  Participating students reported influencing the clothes washing behavior of their mothers as well as their households' garden watering practices.

 The curriculum also appears to have influenced teachers, changing how they conducted their eco-clubs in terms of the content and format of the activities carried out.  Most teachers who were provided with the curriculum (60%) implemented the majority of recommended activities. 

Female teachers were more strongly impacted by the curriculum than male teachers, as they increased both the total number of activities on water and the number of interactive water activities (e.g. field trips, experiments, drama presentations) used in their eco-clubs.  Male teachers who received the curriculum increased the number of interactive water activities they used, but did not devote more activities in their eco-clubs to water issues overall.

Sources: 

Grieser et al., Water Conservation in Jordan: A Participatory Approach to Curriculum Development (1997), available at http://www.greencom.org/greencom/project_profile.asp?id=11;

Middlestadt et al., Turning Minds On and Faucets Off: Water Conservation Education in Jordanian Schools, 32 J. of Envtl. Ed. 2 (2001), available at http://www.greencom.org/greencom/project_profile.asp?id=11.


Non-formal Educational Settings
Non-formal approaches to education represent a change in process as well as in setting—from top-down methods to more bottom-up and participatory methods.  Learning occurs within the context of real-life problems or events.  This approach targets an organized group outside of the formal school setting, such as extension systems, workplace programs, unions, church or other religious programs, literacy programs, adult and out-of-school youth programs, associations, and even zoo and park programs. Some of these settings are highly structured, others are not; some involve voluntary participation, others address a selected audience.

Non-formal approaches reach diverse groups whose expressed interest for coming together may not be the environment but with whom it is important to share an environmental message. Different non-formal settings require different kinds of programs. For example, training new agricultural extension workers to employ environmental education methodologies (i.e. water conservation) in the field requires more structured information delivery than that which is appropriate for voluntary groups of farmers, women, or youth.

	Site-Based Interpretation

“Site-based interpretation” refers to environmental education and communication activities in places that people visit voluntarily, such as zoos, nature centers, museums and park exhibits. Site-based interpretation also refers to programs that communicate the value of a protected or targeted area to off-site communities or other audiences. Interpretive education is defined as a way “to reveal meaning and relationships through the use of original objects by first-hand experience and by illustrative media rather than simply to communicate factual information.”

Visitors to interpretative centers have special characteristics that should be identified to design environmental education programs that can change knowledge, attitudes, beliefs, and practices. They may have very different needs: local community members who depend on the areas for medicinal plants, fresh water, religious purposes, or other reasons; school groups who participate in experiential learning opportunities; and foreign tourists who seek an exotic, pristine environment. Visitors are usually there of their own volition. Hence, they expect an informal nonacademic approach and will simply switch their attention (or leave) if they are bored or uninterested by the information presented.

Source: GreenCOM


Informal Educational Settings
Informal environmental education is conducted outside of the context of formal institutions or organized groups.  Through informal programs, learners control the means but not the objectives (they are able to “tune in” or not).  Activities in informal settings reach mass audiences and the general public (or a segment thereof) by using news media, electronic media (Internet, interactive media, satellite), traditional and entertainment media, folk and indigenous media (street theater, community dramas, songs, storytelling, oral history), and community mobilization efforts.  All of these efforts are designed to reach people in their everyday lives.  Examples of specific goals of informal environmental education interventions are changes in dynamite fishing practices among fisherman, or changes in waste disposal habits in a neighborhood of female-headed households.

Use of Folk and Other Indigenous Media
Folk and other indigenous dramatic or entertainment media are valuable and effective informal channels for interventions on locally-relevant social issues. Specific forms of media can include drama, storytelling, dance, and music.

Community Mobilization
Participatory approaches to education, or community mobilization programs, can equip communities with the decision-making, problem-solving, and implementation skills necessary to manage their own water resources. Community mobilization may also introduce or build upon existing democratic approaches in some communities and transfer responsibilities by encouraging members to examine, monitor, their own behaviors with the assistance of a technical adviser who facilitates participation and helps develop further their skills.

As with formal and non-formal interventions, however, messages in the informal setting must be targeted and relevant to the audience in order to be successful.

	CASE STUDY

Salakh Fisheries: Shifting Educational Grounds in Iran
Salakh is a village on the Iranian island of Qeshm in the Persian Gulf. All ships sailing towards Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Qatar, the United Arab Emirates and Oman go past the Island. Local fishermen had deep concerns about depleting fish stocks, which they believed was the result of a long drought as consequence ‎‎of climate change, over- fishing (particularly industrial fishing and trawling), and damage to coral reefs.

Since December 2003, the GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP) has supported a project ‎‎in Salakh to build artificial reefs in an effort ‎‎to boost fish stocks. The goal of this project was to design reefs that could be ‎‎built and deployed by the fishermen themselves. The project is completely managed and run by the village council and members ‎of the community.  All project activities are carried out using local resources ‎‎(boats and divers for underwater photography, translator, web designer, and trainers). ‎ 

Capacity - Building and Education Component
Training for young boys and girls in computer skills has been designed into the ‎project to build the capacity of the community to reach out to the outside world ‎and document their lessons. This training, along with pottery classes for the building of clay ‎miniature models of reef pyramids, will also generate ‎income for their families. The community arranged the transportation to Qeshm ‎Town where the project funded computer classes for 16 girls and 14 boys.   At ‎the same time this project is providing a chance to the project manager and the ‎community members involved in the artificial reef project to review and analyze ‎their strengths and weaknesses of their past experience and assess their ‎acquired skills in building and deploying the artificial reef pyramids through the ‎documentation of a “How to…” layman’s manual.

Gender Focus
An important factor that impacted the design of this project is the religious code observed by the community that requires segregation of men and ‎women in social activities.  The training for youth in computer skills and ‎pottery is designed to include an equal mix of boys and girls. The fact that the ‎Village Council gave priority to the young girls’ computer class over the boys’ ‎class (due to financial constrains of the project funds) and that these girls were ‎allowed to travel to Qeshm Town is truly an indication of subtle but extremely ‎positive change within the community perspectives that has resulted from the ‎innocuous and non- threatening activities of all the SGP projects in the Island to ‎involve women within the allowed social norms.‎ 


Materials
Once the setting, audiences, message and means have been carefully selected, then it is time to begin to develop the educational materials.  Materials for environmental education can take a myriad of forms, but should always reflect the interests and educational needs of the target audience.  Every group has unique learning characteristics and will respond differently to different methods of teaching.  The amount of formal education of an audience and the type of learning they are accustomed to (e.g., interactive, lecture format, etc.) shapes how an audience responds to different educational formats.    

As with all communications materials, literacy and language will need to be accounted for.  In addition, it is important to recognize that many watershed-related concepts can be complex and difficult to communicate verbally.  This is particularly true of transboundary watersheds.  People often do not intrinsically grasp the concept of an interconnected system of water and land use over a large geographic scale.  This makes it difficult for them to make the connections between their behaviors and impacts on various parts of that system.  Visual materials—maps, graphics, models, and even stories (mental pictures)—can help overcome these challenges.  Presenting materials in a way that helps people to actually see and organize information visually improves often improves understanding.  

Study guides and written materials that contain detail beyond what can be covered in the classroom or a workshop can also be made available to those individuals who wish to learn more. Written materials also provide participants with information that they can take home with them and share with others. 

	CASE STUDY

The Water and Education Kit for the Americas

The Water and Education Kit was created to generate a positive attitude towards sustainable and integrated management of water resources in young children.  The Kit was developed by the Argentinean National Committee of UNESCO’s International Hydrological Programme (IHP) and the University of La Plata.  It includes a guide with educational activities and three posters illustrating the hydrological cycle.

The Kit was designed to present an integrated vision of the natural, technological, and socio-cultural dimensions of water resources.  The Posters are displayed while teachers guide the students through the elements of what the Posters represent.  Teachers are also encourages to generate conflict-situations, using the posters as tools, to stimulate the pupils to think creatively about problem-solving in the water context.

The general objective of this educational project is to sensitize and provide knowledge on water-use from early childhood. Thus, the project includes material and activities designed for children in their initial education and throughout the formative primary school years.  It also provides the opportunity to further develop and discuss the material provided, and to identify future steps for a project of formal and informal education on water in Latin America and the Caribbean.
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Poster 1 (Lámina 1) was designed for children ages 4 to 7. It includes a general hydrological cycle with natural and social components within the school neighborhood (the school yard and gardens), the different processes of the water cycle and water uses (domestic, irrigation, recreation, ecosystem services).[image: image27.jpg]2
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Poster 2 (Lamina 2) was designed for the Primary Education level.  It portrays the water cycle in urban and rural areas in their wider geographical surroundings—at the regional and continental scales.  It also includes various technological aspects in the use of freshwater, industrial use, effluent treatment, watering, recreation, hydro-energy, ecosystem maintenance, as well as other natural and social components.

For more information, contact: Prof. Marcelo Gaviño, University of La Plata (e3@netverk.com.ar).


The availability and affordability of materials can be a constraint in the implementation of education programs.  One option is to pursue partnerships with the private sector, NGOs, and Ministries of Education. For example, in Madagascar, supplemental instructional materials were made available for schools by the Vintsy magazine, produced by WWF as an all-purpose environmental magazine with games, stories, poetry, science articles, and a teacher's supplement. Environmental and water-related education materials can also be found free of charge through international agencies.  UNEP produces several student and teacher instructional publications, as well as educational comic books that are available to download on the Internet.
 

Another way to make materials affordable is by partnering with local newspapers. For example, in El Salvador, the newspaper El Diario de Hoy focuses on children by producing a Sunday supplement that once each month uses catchy graphics, games, projects, and other age-appropriate articles to focus on environmental themes. An evaluation of the supplement showed that 64 percent of the teachers and 83 percent of the students surveyed used the materials in the classroom or at home.

Another powerful and inexpensive way to ensure that materials are reaching and affecting an audience is through story telling.  The art of story telling has cultural roots in many countries and can thus be used to embed lessons in their cultural context. Criteria for selecting stories should include the authenticity of cultural representation, the amount of cultural information, appropriateness, and the estimated interest of the learner.  

	Case Study

The Black Sea Shell Palace: Interactive Education brings the Ecosystem to Learners

If you bring the learners to the resource for a hands-on experience, why not bring the resource to the learner?  The Black Sea Shell Palace does just that by re-creating an undersea environment based on the Black Sea ecosystem.  

The Sea Shell is an inflatable “Palace” that takes children on a journey into an endangered environment in a way that awakens their senses and helps communicate the environmental issues in a highly creative and interactive way.  All the characters in this submerged environment are based on endangered species living in the Black Sea. The children are met by actors in the guise of sea creatures who invite them to the wedding of two fish, deep inside the sea palace. As they travel through the chambers to reach the wedding, they have to overcome many environmental dangers and discover that some of the guests cannot come to the wedding because of personal environmental disasters.  Experiencing everything from the perspective of a sea world inhabitant helps to shape their awareness and consciousness. They finally reach the wedding party and find that many sea creatures have shown up in defiance of their polluted environment.  It is a celebration of hope for the future.  Before they leave, the children are invited to make a wedding gift, a drawing, poem, or handmade present. 
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Teacher Training

Teacher training is essential to the sustainability of the environmental education program.  Training local teachers and community members to conduct the environmental education programs enables replication of the program beyond the life of a GEF project, and ensures that the knowledge acquired can be passed to future generations of students.

Because environmental education is as much about attitudes, choices, and behaviors as it is about ecology or hydrology, teachers must be sensitized to the values underlying the substantive aspects of the environmental education program. 
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Project WET is an international, non-profit organization that facilitates and promotes awareness, appreciation, knowledge, and stewardship of water resources through the dissemination of classroom-ready teaching aids and the establishment of internationally-sponsored Project WET programs.

The original Project WET program was established in the U.S. in 1984 by the North Dakota State Water Commission in the agency’s planning division.  The purpose was to educate the public about water resources and their management.  Based on the significant interest of teachers and youth, the Commission elected to focus part of its education efforts on reaching children through teachers and non-formal educators.  Over the next 15 years, the Project expanded to other States in the U.S. and then internationally.  Project WET International Foundation was established in 2005, and now has active programs in 21 countries around the world.   

The programs of the Project WET International Foundation include: Project WET (21 countries), Discover a Watershed Series, Native Waters, Urban Waters, Healthy Water/Healthy People, Kids In Discovery Series (KIDs), Conserve Water, Ground Water, WETKits, and WOW! The Wonders of Wetlands.  The centerpiece of the Project WET program is the Project WET Curriculum and Activity Guide. This 561-page guide is a collection of multidisciplinary water-related activities for ages 5 through 18. The lessons incorporate a variety of formats, such as large and small group learning, whole-body activities, laboratory investigations, discussion of local and global topics, and community service projects. The guide also features cross-reference and planning charts, a glossary, and background material on activity development and field-testing.

Trained facilitators deliver Project WET materials through professional development workshops. At these workshops, participants engage in cooperative, hands-on learning, experiencing the activities as they are presented by skilled facilitators and their peers.  Project WET workshops are delivered by the International Project WET network. Workshops are widely available throughout the United States and increasingly available throughout the world.

For more information, and for contact information on national partners, contact the International Headquarters in the U.S. offices (http://www.projectwetusa.org/). 


Training of Trainers

Training of trainers is a cascading method that provides initial curriculum development and implementation training to a small group of teachers who then are able to train other teachers in schools.   Projects can begin these programs in pilot schools within border areas of the target basin and then scale up to include more schools within the project countries.

	CASE STUDY

Water Education and Awareness for Egypt’s New Generation

The Nile River is the main water source for ten nations and is the sole source for 99% of Egypt’s water needs. As more Nile nations develop their economies, expand agricultural production, and face rapidly growing populations, the need for water in the region will increase.  Millions of Egyptian citizens, particularly the poor, lack access to clean water and sanitation. Statistics show that 80% of deaths in Egypt are related to water-borne and water-washed disease. 

The GEF supported an educational program designed by the Wadi Environmental Science Centre (WESC), an Egyptian NGO.  The goal of WESC is to complement and build on what is currently taught to Egyptian students to create a deeper awareness of water issues amongst children and encourage appropriate and sustainable practices.   

The program began with an assessment of the current water curricula offered in Egyptian schools that identified the successful components, barriers to learning, and needed improvements.  WESC then revised and finalized its water curriculum and worked with partners to identify participating villages along the Nile and canals who will receive the water awareness outreach programme with the cooperation of villagers.  WESC is now developing “Water Kits” as teaching and educational tools for village schools.  The kits will offer relevant and state-of-the-art materials to increase awareness and highlight needed changes in personal and community behaviors. The kits will be used by a group of “core students” to instruct village students, teachers, and community members how to evaluate local water problems and help find solutions.   The core student group (60 students total) will be trained in water awareness and how to approach water problems in an environmentally conscientious and sustainable way via a series of three workshops.  They will then be brought into the nine selected villages to educate village students, parents, community members, schools, local NGOs, and village leaders about water awareness, management, consumption, and conservation. This team will encourage dialog and demonstrate possible solutions to reasonable water problems faced by selected villages.

WESC is working to encourage the replicability of this project by monitoring its impacts on students, schools, classrooms, teachers, villages, communities, and community leaders. In particular, they are working to verify the program’s contribution to Egyptian Educational Reform goals.  Close collaboration with the Ministries of Education and Water/Irrigation throughout the project are enabling the program to influence policy changes that will promote the inclusion of WESC water programme dissemination to all schools.

Source: GEF Small Grant Program at http://sgp.undp.org/web/projects/8932/water_education_and_awareness_for_egypt’s_new_generation.html


Environmental education can also be conducted through the training of extension workers within or working close to the watershed area. Environment-related extension systems include park rangers, foresters, agricultural specialists, interpretative guides, and health workers, youth group leaders, and others. Programs in extension education systems generally work through governmental or, on occasion, private agencies, to reach remote communities, organized groups of farmers, fisherfolk, fuel-wood collectors, or other types of natural-resource users. While these groups often operate through a similar type of training system, they rarely coordinate their efforts to relay environmental or water-related messages. It is important to also exploit this avenue of instructors because they often serve as the first, or only, contact between project managers and water users.

Training teachers on international waters issues does not automatically mean that the concepts will be effectively assimilated by their students. Complementing teacher training and the curriculum development in schools with other educational programs can help reach project goals.  Engaging and educating business, religious and academic groups, the media, and other sectors of society broadens the constituency for environmentally sustainable development, leverages additional resources, and amplifies the popular voice for appropriate policy formulation and enactment.  In Jamaica, the business community has organized an Environment Committee, which seeks to involve its members and the public in environmentally sound development. 
 In El Salvador, El Diario de Hoy, a national newspaper, produces a Sunday supplement for children -- El Guanaquin – which deals with environmental issues each month. It complements the formal educational curriculum by engaging young readers in creative problem solving around environmental issues. In the United States, the McDonald’s food company formed a joint venture with the Environmental Defense Fund, an environmental NGO, to develop a more efficient and publicly acceptable waste management education program.  Involving multiple stakeholders in this manner can require additional forms of collaboration and communication, such as focus groups, advisory panels, and the creation of forums for dialogue and joint ventures. Environmental education plays a critical role in fostering partnerships and in mobilizing a common vision.

Additional Tools
There are many other ways to engage stakeholders in educational activities.  Below are some examples:

Field visits:  The opportunity to visit sites of environmental importance and compare areas that are ecologically healthy with those that are impaired can play an important role in an effective environmental education program. Field visits offer the opportunity to put concepts learned in the classroom or in a workshop into practice in the community and demonstrate the applicability of these concepts to the lives and livelihoods of participants.  

Fairs: The purpose of educational or water fairs is to motivate the learning-teaching process by opening schools’ doors to the whole community.  This works where environmental education is being taught in schools and provides an opportunity for teachers and students to demonstrate their knowledge, efforts, and methodologies to other stakeholders.  

Workshops: Workshops can be tailored to students in schools without formal environmental or water-related education programs or to other stakeholders.   Projects can use the workshop format to target specific stakeholder groups or to engender co-learning among different stakeholders, thereby building relationships. 

Artistic Events: Art is a cognitive activity.  Activities like painting contests, poetry readings, or community plays based on relevant topics engages people in creatively thinking about issues related to their water resources and what they mean to their culture or society.  Artistic activities enable people to express not only knowledge but how they feel about these issues and to communicate those thoughts to a broader audience.  They can thus be a valuable learning experience for those participating and those listening or observing.  

Community/Solidarity Events:  Events that connect the people and communities who are part of an international basin can be a powerful educational tool.  Such events provide an opportunity for people to learn about the different roles the resource plays in the lives of communities throughout the basin and create a sense of basin solidarity.  Several GEF IW projects are now taking advantage of such events to educate a variety of stakeholders and the general public on various aspects of their work [see box below].
	CASE STUDY

Danube Day: Connecting People through Solidarity and Learning

The Danube Basin is the most international river basin in the world, connecting people from one-third of Europe.  The International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR) launched Danube Day on June 29, 2004 as a way of getting people involved and thinking about how their actions impact neighbors downstream.

The Danube Day message spread through discussion forums, river adventures, a Danube schools competition, a cross-border cycle tour, conservation tasks and simply by encouraging people to visit their own river.  Along with practical events, symbolic gestures promoted solidarity between Danube peoples. Slovakian children sent greetings to river neighbors; a torch was carried along the Danube in Romania; the Danube at Novi Sad was filled with hundreds of paper boats containing goodwill messages and, throughout the region, school pupils created beautiful, intricate sculptures in honor of their local rivers.

The Day’s events emphasized the problems facing the Danube River basin on a local level and on the world stage. It enabled people to take action: cleaning up rivers, but also airing their views at planning meetings. Danube Day’s biggest success, however, was encouraging people to want to act, and getting them thinking about their rivers, understanding that their actions impact others and sharing the responsibility to look after their rivers. The grand scale of the event and its transboundary nature produced a sense of ‘Danube solidarity’ between individuals, organizations, communities and countries.

Since 2004, Danube Day has been celebrated with increasing stakeholder and public involvement, providing an effective annual mechanism for basin-wide learning and action.  

Source:  ICPDR and UNDP/GEF, The Danube Day: A Bridge to the Future, available at http://icpdr.org. 

For more information, see http:// www.danubeday.org. 

	  CASE STUDY

Environmental Educational in the Bermejo River Region

The objective of the Bermejo environmental education program was to create a culture of responsibility for the management of water resources among the residents of the Bermejo river region and to highlight the river’s importance in the local culture. The program aimed to promote a positive and responsible attitude toward the management of natural resources in the region, and sought to find solutions that would prevent further degradation of the local environment. The activities of the program included:

· Incorporating information related to the Bermejo river basin in the basic educational curriculum of four affected provinces;

· Training trainers and training teachers;

· Distributing educational materials; and

· Developing projects that raise children’s awareness and instill a sense of responsibility for the basin and its resources.

The curriculum was developed in a regional workshop with the participation of provincial education authorities and other stakeholders involved in the management of the basin’s resources.  It includes modules on the physical and geographical characteristics of the basin, rational use of water, the environmental impacts on health, the history and culture of the basin, and environmental management.  Local education experts identified in the workshop were also asked to create a Trainer’s Manual, which was used in subsequent training courses. 

Two “Training of Trainers” courses were conducted to prepare the 48 teachers responsible for training an additional 2,500 teachers, representing 500 schools in the Bermejo river basin.  At each of these sessions, participants were provided with information on cross-sectional and interdisciplinary teaching, strategic methods, tools for formulating and evaluating a project, and likely social and environmental conflicts. 

The implementation of the project was aided by an agreement between COBINABE (Commision Binacional para el Desarollo de la Alta Cuenca del Rio Bermejo y el Rio Grande de Tarija, in Argentina and Bolivia) and the Ministries of Education of the four provinces, which passed Ministerial Resolutions officially incorporating the Bermejo River Basin Environmental Educational program into the educational curriculum of their respective provinces. 

For more information on the Bermejo project visit http://www.cbbermejo.org.ar/.


Monitoring and Evaluating the Impact of Environmental Education 

The goal of environmental education is to engender conscious and responsible actions aimed at improved environmental quality among all stakeholders.
  Such actions often require a change of mindset and a commitment to behavior change among learners.   Simple awareness that an environmental problem exists does not necessarily lead to behavior that fixes the problem.  Awareness is only the first step.  Other factors—often real barriers to change—also heavily influence behavior.  Those factors must be understood and addressed if an education strategy is to be effective.

It is also important to review, revise and assess the impact of the educational program throughout the life of the GEF project and thereafter. Continual assessment provides a steping stone for future projects and avoids repetitions, similar mistakes, and waste of resources. Following are sample lists that can serve as start up checklist or assessment review.

	In school curricula evaluations

	General questions

Does the country have a required national environmental education curriculum under the auspices of the Ministry of Education or other governmental entity? DO these include IW or water related topics?

Have pilot or demonstration curricula been designed for use in a limited area?

	For each curriculum
Planning and research:

1.  What is the breadth and depth of the content of the curriculum? What water-related topics does it cover? Has it been adapted to national and/or local environmental contexts, issues, and topics? In what languages is it written? Is it coordinated with national environmental and water policies?

2.  Is IW or water related topic a separate “block” curriculum? Or it infused with other curriculum topics? If so, which topics (math, science, social studies, health)? Is it supplemental or mandatory?

3.  How was the curriculum developed? Was a participatory process used? Who participated (head teachers, teachers, students, parents, environmental educators)? Was research conducted? In what form (qualitative or quantitative knowledge; attitude, belief and practices surveys) and with whom (teachers, students, environmental specialists, others)?

4.  Was the curriculum pre-tested? If so, how? By whom? Was the curriculum revised on the basis of these results?

5.  Which grade level(s) is the target audience? What percentage of the school-age population, boys and girls, attends school at this grade level? Is the curriculum intended for national or regional use?

6.  Which agencies and institutions (governmental and nongovernmental, local and international) supported or are available to support curriculum development? What is the extent of the support?

7.  What materials were developed for the curriculum? For whom (principals, teachers, students, parents, the community)? In what form (syllabus, teacher guidebooks, textbooks, student activity books, reference books, videos or other audiovisual material)?

Implementation:

1.  How long has the curriculum been implemented?

2.  How widely has the curriculum actually been distributed (by grade level, region, gender, urban/rural area, public/private school)?

3.  Are materials available to those who are supposed to be using them? 

4.  How are teachers and schools tailoring the curriculum to fit their particular communities, regions, or immediate environmental issues? 

5.  During what subject(s) are environmental and water-related topics or components actually being taught (e.g. science, agriculture, language arts)?

6.  Do students receive grades or are they otherwise tested on the curriculum?

7.  Do teachers have access to resource centers or other support systems? If so, who operates these centers? When are they open? Where are they located? Which teachers have access?

8.  Which agencies and institutions (governmental and nongovernmental, local and international) are supporting the implementation of the curriculum and the production of supporting materials?

9.  Are the formal curricular programs linked to each other? To other EE&C activities in the community?

10. Does the curriculum address the different learning needs of boys and girls?

Monitoring and Evaluation:

1.  Is curriculum implementation being monitored? If so, what is being monitored and how frequently?

2.  Has any evaluation been conducted to determine curriculum impact? If so, in what form (qualitative or quantitative) and with what objectives (knowledge, attitudes, beliefs, practices, impact on the environment)? With whom (students, teachers, parents, the community)?

3.  Who receives and reviews monitoring and evaluation results? Is there evidence that the curriculum and/or its implementation has been or will be revised on the basis of the monitoring and evaluation results?


	Pre-service teacher training program evaluations

	General Questions

1. Are pre-service training programs or activities provided to all teachers within the formal education system?

2. If so, how does this training cover environmental and water-related topics and/or component of the curriculum?

3. Is special or more in-depth training provided to teachers implementing pilot or demonstration environmental curricula?

	For each pre-service training program

Planning and research:

1. What is the breadth and depth of the training? How long is it? Does it cover a full range of relevant environmental topics?

2. How was the training developed? Were participatory processes used? If so, who participated? Was research used as a basis for designing the training? If so, with whom (teachers, head teachers, principals, environmental specialists) and in what form (qualitative, quantitative)?

3. Was the training program pre-tested? If so, in what form and by whom? Was the training revised on the basis of these results?

4. How does the training relate to the curriculum that the teacher will be teaching?

5. Where and when is the training offered? Is there equal access to the training by male and female pre-service teachers? By urban and rural teachers? By public/private school teachers?

6. Does the training provide guidance on preparing lesson plans that address the different learning needs of boys and girls?

Implementation:

1. Which agencies and institutions offer and/or support pre-service training?

2. Who conducts pre-service teacher training? What is their background and training in education? In the environment? In the curriculum being implemented?

3. Is the pre-service training elective or is it required? If required, for whom?

4. What forms of incentives and/or support are available to teachers to ensure their participation in pre-service training activities?

5. How many teachers have completed the pre-service training? What proportion of those implementing the curriculum does this represent?

6. Who is receiving the pre-service training (by gender, region, urban/rural, grade level)?

7. Are staffs other than teachers receiving the training? 

8. What kinds of support are available in the field and after the training to help the teacher implement what he or she has learned?

Monitoring and Evaluation:

1. Is pre-service training monitored? If so, what is being monitored (number of training sessions, number and characteristics of teachers being trained) and how frequently?

2. Has any evaluation been conducted to determine the impact of the pre-service training? If so, what type of data is collected (qualitative or quantitative)? When (immediately after training, delayed follow-up)? What is evaluated (knowledge, attitudes, beliefs, skills)? On whom?

3. Who receives and reviews the monitoring and evaluation results? Is there evidence that the pre-service training has been or will be revised on the basis of the monitoring and evaluation results?




Behaviors that are environmentally detrimental, such as polluting, logging, over-fishing, and destructive farming practices, often hold short-term political and economic benefits that are incentives to continue those behaviors.  It may not be enough to rely on education and awareness-raising to counter those incentives.  Legislation and other enforcement mechanisms are sometimes necessary to ensure project goals are achieved.  However, these measures are almost always more effective when accompanied by an education campaign that explains the need for the new rules and regulations. 

RESOURCES:

Day and Monroe (eds.), Environmental Education and Communication for a Sustainable World: Handbook for International Practitioners, (Academy for Educational Development 2001), available at http://www.greencom.org/greencom/books/eec_handbook.asp.

Global Rivers Environmental Education Network: http://www.earthforce.org/section/programs/green/.

GreenCom: http://www.greencom.org.

North American Institution for Environmental Education:  http://eelink.net/pages/EE-Link+Introduction.

Project WET: www.projectwet.org. 

UNEP Environmental Education and training at http://www.unep.org/training/index.asp.

UNESCO-IHE Institute for Water Education: http://www.unesco-ihe.org/ 

UNESCO Education for Sustainable Development Toolkit: http://www.esdtoolkit.org/default.html
Water and Education Regional Programme: htttp://www.unesco.org.uy/phi.

Chapter Eight 

MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Effective monitoring and evaluation (M&E) is a critical tool for project and program management.  Participatory M&E, or the involvement of a broad cross-section of stakeholders in M&E, ensures that such processes incorporate diverse values and perspectives in determining what project goals should be, how they should be measured, and in assessing project processes and outcomes.  If done on an iterative basis throughout a project, M&E processes serve as a corrective function during the project cycle, enabling timely adjustments, and as a guide to structuring future projects more effectively.

As an important part of the TDA-SAP process, methods for conducting M&E activities should be open, transparent, and participatory.  In addition, M&E methods can be used to assess the effectiveness of public participation programs themselves.  Section 1 of this chapter will address strategies for making M&E programs participatory and responsive to feedback from stakeholders.  Section 2 will examine how M&E mechanisms can be used to assess the effectiveness of public participation programs within IW projects.

M&E in GEF-IW Projects

Project monitoring involves the collection of information prior to, throughout the course of, and following the implementation of a project. Information collected before the project enables project staff to have a baseline picture of how things stand prior to project interventions.  In other words, this information answers the question: where are we now? Information gathered during project implementation can then be compared to this baseline to assess the progress being made.  This includes monitoring the process of implementation – to ensure that actions are undertaken and resources are allocated effectively—and monitoring the outcomes of those actions. This information, when analyzed, allows project managers to adjust project procedures, goals, and activities as needed. Data collected after project completion can assist in evaluating the effectiveness of the project approach, implementation, and sustainability and provide useful input for future work.  Effective monitoring thus requires the collection and analysis of quality baseline data; the development of indicators of process, performance, outcomes, and related measures; participatory activities such as field visits with stakeholder consultations; regular reporting; and feedback mechanisms to ensure the information is used effectively in management and decision-making.  Monitoring is a continuous assessment process that should be developed, refined, and implemented throughout the life of a project.

Monitoring provides the data that form the basis for evaluation.  Evaluation involves two basic questions: Is the project meeting its objectives? and What accounts for its level of performance?  Evaluations are systematic and independent assessments of ongoing or completed projects or programs.  This includes project design, implementation, and outcomes.  Evaluations help determine the relevance of project objectives, effectiveness and equity of project implementation and impacts, and sustainability of project interventions.  Evaluation includes interim assessment(s) during implementation of the project, terminal assessment at the end of the project, and impact assessment some time after the completion of the project.

In order to receive full project approval by the GEF, each International Waters project must have a monitoring and evaluation plan (M&E Plan) incorporating three types of indicators:  

i. Process indicators;

ii. Stress reduction indicators; and

iii. Environmental status indicators.

i. Process indicators monitor the progress of project outputs and measure whether project activities are on schedule.  They demonstrate actual, on-the-ground institutional and political progress in the completion of project plans and activities.  Examples of process indicators include:

· National ratification of the regional or global conventions/protocols pertinent to the project;

· Creation of an NGO forum that participates in the joint institutional framework to bring stakeholder perspectives into the joint transboundary work; 

· Completion of a stakeholder analysis and stakeholder involvement plan 
ii. Stress reduction indicators focus on concrete actions that reduce environmental stress and take steps to accomplishing substantive project objectives.  Examples of stress reduction indicators include:

· Amount of wetland area placed into protected management, including the establishment of no fishing zones;

· Amount of eroded land stabilized by tree planting;

· Amount of fishing fleet removed;

· Larger mesh fishnet policy and fish intake restrictions enforced.

iii. Environmental status indicators are goal oriented and focus on actual improvements in ecosystem quality, which usually extend beyond the lifetime of the project.  Examples of environmental status indicators include:
· Measurable improvements in chemical, physical (including flow regimes), or biological parameters;

· Changes in local community income/social conditions as a result of improvements in environmental conditions.

	What are Indicators?

Results are what a project aims to achieve.  Often, however, it is difficult to measure results via objective and direct observations.  Indicators are those things that are more readily identifiable, which verify that progress is being made towards achieving goals.  For example, if a goal is defined as increased gender equity in water governance, how can progress towards meeting that goal be measured?  Indicators are observations that approximate intended change.  For the example used above, an appropriate proxy, or indicator, for achieving gender equity might be the increase in number of women participating in user associations or other stakeholder forums active in water-related decision-making.  This is a quantitative indicator, and traditionally, quantitative indicators have been emphasized in M&E.  However, it is also possible to create and use qualitative indicators.  Such indicators are particularly useful in assessing the effectiveness of public participation programs.  For example, related to gender equity, a qualitative indicator might be the increased willingness of women to speak in stakeholder meetings.  The use of both quantitative and qualitative indicators can provide a more nuanced and complete picture of the status of project progress.  Indicators help to demonstrate results, but also can provide the information necessary to evaluate project success and make appropriate changes in project management.   

There is a wealth of literature on the creation and use of indicators, and some references are provided at the end of this chapter.  In general, however, indicators should be chosen to carefully capture key changes, combining what is substantively valid with what is possible to monitor.  Indicators should be as specific as possible to enable uniformity in collection of the relevant data, and timely.  These characteristics are particularly important if a wide variety of stakeholders is involved in data collection. Indicators should ideally be developed with input from relevant stakeholders, as they represent a consensus of what information is relevant to reaching project goals, and this is often a value-laden decision. Indicators should further: measure empowerment and capacity issues (e.g., changes in stakeholders’ knowledge, perceptions, practices); take into account limitations due to language, gender, economic, and cultural contexts and biases; and be disaggregated by gender, socioeconomic status, indigenous or minority community membership, government, and private sector in order to assess progress made within different stakeholder groups.

For more information on the development and use of environmental indicators, see the references listed at the end of this chapter.


Criteria for choosing appropriate indicators for monitoring will vary according to the type of waterbody, ecosystem, and the political and socio-economic context of the project. Indicators should be carefully designed to generate data pertinent to the stated objectives of the project.  Incorporating a participatory approach to designing indicators is particularly important since determination of “success” is an inherently value-laden judgment.  It is important to ascertain how various stakeholders define the success of the project and use this information for the development of indicators. 

Monitoring coverage often needs to be extensive in terms of space, user activities, and governance structures. The diverse sectors that impact transboundary ecosystems demand that M&E assess in a coordinated fashion the various user activities and their interactions with the environment. Also, institutional arrangements for M&E need to include intergovernmental or regional coordination to address transboundary management problems.  The complexity of these elements highlights the need for carefully developed M&E strategies.  Ensuring that these strategies are transparent and participatory will enhance the effectiveness and legitimacy of IW projects.

Participatory M&E
Conventional M&E practice has involved outside experts coming in to measure performance against indicators set by project staff.  Participatory M&E (PM&E) has emerged as good practice in response to the limitations presented by such an approach.  PM&E recognizes that there are a wide variety of perspectives on how to define and evaluate project successes and failures, as well as on how to adapt project implementation to address issues that arise during the M&E process.  It is not simply about using participatory approaches to undertake M&E, but rather redefines who should initiate and undertake the process and who learns and benefits from it.
  It implies a process of active consultation with stakeholders in defining what should be monitored and evaluated, how and when data will be collected and analyzed, and how it will be interpreted and used.  This process provides a basis for collective learning by stakeholders throughout the project.  The information generated through PM&E can then be used, with the assistance of appropriate feedback mechanisms, to support the adaptive management of projects and strengthen their ultimate outcomes.  

Involving stakeholders in all phases of an M&E plan, including development of indicators
, is critical because it enables the broad spectrum of values held by various stakeholders to be reflected in how project processes, outcomes, and impacts are assessed.  In other words, it increases the accountability and equity of project evaluation, as well as of project expenditures and outcomes.  PM&E can also increase the objectivity and efficacy of M&E activities by incorporating feedback from a wide range of affected groups. Citizens, NGOs, and other local stakeholders often are uniquely knowledgeable about their environment and the ways in which it impacts their social and economic well-being.  Involving a wide range of stakeholders thus increases the type, timing, and quality of information that can be gathered and used in M&E processes.  This is particularly relevant in GEF IW projects, in which the broad geographic scope can be a major obstacle to undertaking comprehensive M&E. Involving stakeholders in evaluation of monitoring data can also provide new perspectives on the range and quality of impacts and outcomes, including those that were unanticipated during the creation of the M&E process.  Lastly, but certainly not least, involving stakeholders in M&E raises their awareness of project goals and activities and can result in more effective public participation in the project as a whole. 

It is important that stakeholders have the capacity to undertake PM&E, and so some project resources will need to be devoted to training the relevant individuals and institutions. 

Because PM&E programs are context-specific and rooted in the concerns, interests and problems of project managers and stakeholders, there is no singular formula for structuring an effective PM&E plan.  The capacity, needs, and inputs from stakeholders guide development of an M&E plan and help determine the plan's purpose and direction. Thus flexibility is a key characteristic of a successful participatory M&E program.  What follows is a basic outline for structuring a PM&E plan and an overview of some tools that can be adapted for use in a participatory M&E program.  These should be used as guidelines to be adapted to fit the needs of a specific GEF IW project.  For more specific information on how to apply the tools discussed, see the resources provided at the end of this section.
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Who should be involved in M&E and at what stage?  A well-constructed M&E process will tailor its activities to carefully chosen and articulated goals.  Involving stakeholders in M&E design and implementation of these goals will likely result in a longer process that involves more compromise on how it will be undertaken, what information is relevant, and how it will be used.  There will also normally be a need to undertake capacity building activities with certain stakeholders to enable them to participate in M&E activities effectively.  A key determination to make at the outset is what resources and expertise are available to devote to this process.  

Stakeholders can be involved in defining the goals of M&E, creating a program for M&E, developing indicators, collecting data, analyzing data and helping to determine how that information should be used to improve project implementation. Questions to ask in determining which stakeholders should be involved at which stage include: Who has perspective or knowledge that is essential? (For example, academic institutions and NGOs might have expertise in both technical assessment and in social and institutional assessment. Communities might have access to local environmental and social information that are not accessible through formal institutions.)  Who has capacity to undertake M&E and whose capacity will need to be strengthened? Whose absence will jeopardize the sustainability of project efforts? It is sometimes useful to work with stakeholders to define their desired level of involvement.  The stakeholder analysis (if one has been undertaken) can be a useful tool in making these determinations. 

What do stakeholders want to monitor and evaluate? While project objectives have normally already been established (hopefully through a participatory process), usually these objectives are not necessarily specific enough to enable a consensus on how, precisely, they should be monitored and evaluated.  Objectives for M&E must be defined and clarified with the help of stakeholders.  

A closely related question is what information stakeholders require in order to make the assessments they feel are important.  This entails the creation of indicators that all parties feel represent relevant information.  As noted above, indicators should be carefully designed to generate data pertinent to the stated objectives of the project.  The timing of data collection, complexity of the information required to assess the indicator, and desired end use of that information should all be carefully considered in determining which indicators are most appropriate. In PM&E it is particularly important to be as specific as possible when identifying indicators, as different groups will often interpret indicators differently. 

Incorporating a participatory approach to designing indicators is particularly important since determination of “success” is an inherently value-laden judgment.  It is important to ascertain how various stakeholders define the success of the project and use this information as the foundation for the development of indicators.  Indicators must be both quantitative and qualitative if they are to provide useful information for project evaluation.  While information addressing quantitative indicators is relatively easy to gather, information pertaining to qualitative information requires a more careful inquiry.  It is easy to list as an accomplishment that 40 people were trained, it is much more difficult to assess what that training accomplished and whether the results were implemented in a way that furthers project objectives.

Design of Information Management system. Once it has been determined what information is needed to assess the project according to defined goals and objectives, the next step is to design a plan for gathering and organizing the information collected.  In PM&E, this entails agreement with stakeholders on the methods, responsibilities and timing of information collection.  It involves a decision about who should be responsible for evaluating the information and how it should be used to influence project implementation.  

Costs and Resources.  It goes without saying that an M&E plan should take into consideration the costs entailed and the resources available to implement the plan.  It is better to accomplish a limited number of modest goals than to exhaust all M&E resources developing an over-ambitious plan that can not be executed.  Working with a broad variety of stakeholders in defining the goals of M&E can be costly and take time.  However, once stakeholders have the capacity to undertake M&E and contribute meaningfully to the process, a significant amount of information can be garnered that could never have been collected without their participation.  These trade-offs require careful consideration in determining the level of stakeholder involvement in M&E processes.

Implementation Schedule. As discussed above, M&E should be conducted at all project stages.  Regular and timely reporting on the results of M&E is critical both as a source of project information to be shared with stakeholders and as a mechanism for synthesizing information from stakeholders into an useful formation that will allow M&E outputs to be incorporated into future project activities.


Tools for Participatory M&E

As with all public participation activities, the first step in involving stakeholders in M&E is providing them with sufficient quality information to participate effectively and meaningfully.  Depending on the stage at which stakeholders are involved and the strength of other outreach and education activities in the project, this information dissemination phase will vary in intensity and length.  For more specific information on these tools, see the chapters on Access to Information and Environmental Education and Strategic Communications. 

There are additionally many tools for soliciting information and feedback from stakeholders, several of which have been highlighted in other sections of this Handbook. Selection of tools will depend on which stakeholders are targeted, and the aspect of M&E in which stakeholders are being involved (defining M&E goals, structuring the process, defining indicators, data collection, etc.).  For example, larger workshops with small group sessions can be useful in gathering many different stakeholders together to determine the basic goals of an M&E process.  Development of indicators, on the other hand, is much more intensive, and might benefit from focus group discussions or key informant interviews involving stakeholders with knowledge relevant to a particular topic of interest.  The box below briefly highlights some of the more common methods available for involving stakeholders in M&E.  This list is by no means exhaustive, nor are the details provided for each tool comprehensive.  

	Selected Tools for Involving Stakeholders in M&E Processes

Focus Groups
This technique is essentially an interview conducted with several individuals at the same time.  Focus groups are small discussion groups whose participants are selected either randomly or to approximate the demographics of a particular community or stakeholder group.  The group is moderated by a facilitator who draws out opinions from each of the participants related to the topic under discussion, and enables more in-depth discussion and learning than a larger workshop would.  This tool is particularly useful in discussing topics that require in-depth feedback from a specific group of stakeholders, such as identification of appropriate indicators. 

Workshops/Meetings

There are several ways of designing meetings or workshops, so it is important to tailor the format and participants to the goals of the event.  Group meetings can be held to solicit input and feedback from stakeholders and can be a useful tool for involving stakeholders in setting M&E objectives, developing indicators, and in data collection.  The meeting can involve a large number of people and still be highly interactive.  Large group/small group meetings provide one way of accomplishing this.  Such meetings begin with the whole group (often made up of diverse stakeholders) coming together for a briefing, followed by small group “breakout” sessions in which topics are discussed in further detail.  This provides more time for each stakeholder to participate and provides a more intimate environment in which many stakeholders feel more comfortable sharing their thoughts than in a large group meeting. Small groups often benefit from skilled facilitation to guide the discussion and to ensure that one or more participants do not dominate the proceeding.  

Key Informant Interviews
This involves interviewing 15-35 individuals selected for their knowledge and experience in a topic of interest.  Interviews are semi-structured (not all questions are pre-defined, but are rather open-ended) and in-depth. 

Strengths Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Limitations (SWOT) Analysis

This tool provides a framework that allows for group analysis and evaluation of a given project activity, institution, or program. The four categories in the framework (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and limitations) are used to examine, define, discuss, and record the many facets (both positive and negative) to a given activity or issue.  The tool can help identify stakeholder values and priorities because agreement must be reached to identify what is a strength and what is a weakness. 

Ranking, Rating, and Sorting

The Ranking, Rating, and Sorting tools are simple and inexpensive ways to obtain information about why people make certain choices or hold certain opinions.  These tools can help identify needs and priorities, gather qualitative information, and monitor changes in preference.  Ranking involves stakeholders taking a list of items or alternatives and putting them in order of importance or preference.  This provides information on both the choices and the reasons for the choices. Sorting provides a community perspective on a topic. Rating is an effective way to quantify "opinions."  Here, a list of statements are produced that stakeholders can rate on a scale that includes: Strongly Agree; Agree; No Opinion; Disagree; Strongly Disagree. This tool provides insight to individual or group decision-making and identifies the criteria that people use to select certain items or activities. When used with different groups and compared, it can pin-point the differences in perception between groups such as competing resources users or local and national decision-makers.   

Surveys and Questionnaires

Particularly for more structured stakeholders that have a higher level of understanding of project-related topics, structured surveys or questionnaires can be created to administer to a large group of stakeholders.  The answers can then be coded and evaluated for prevalence of responses.  This tool is more useful when dealing with information that can readily be quantified, than with information that requires qualitative feedback and analysis.

SOURCE:  Some of these tools were drawn from Creighton, The Public Participation Handbook: Making Better Decisions Through Citizen Involvement (Jossey-Bass 2005).


Monitoring and Evaluating Public Participation 
The first section in this chapter discussed participatory monitoring and evaluation, in which stakeholders are involved in defining and implementing project M&E.  This section will cover the specific considerations that need to be addressed when monitoring and evaluating the public participation processes and activities undertaken by a GEF IW project.  While this aspect of M&E should also be participatory, it is important to distinguish PM&E from the distinct set of issues involved in monitoring and evaluating stakeholder involvement in the project itself.   The latter entails the efforts made to monitor the development of stakeholder involvement in project activities and evaluate the outcomes and effects, with respect to project progress and in relation to increased stakeholder capacity (knowledge and understanding), interest, active participation, and the integration of stakeholder feedback into project planning and implementation.  

Stakeholder participation is not a single event with easily quantifiable results.  Rather it is a complex process that is integrated into other project components.  It relates to organizational and institutional capacities, perceptions and reactions of stakeholders, and relationships among them.  The measures of its success are thus by nature often qualitative.  This requires an evaluative process that is interpretive in nature, which adds a layer of complexity in assessing the final results.  At the same time, qualitative evaluation permits more holistic assessment of several different perspectives and can be more responsive and adaptive than the application of quantitative indicators.  

In order to develop indicators, both quantitative and qualitative, that help assess stakeholder involvement, it is first necessary to carefully define what it is that stakeholder involvement was meant to achieve within the project context.  While there are many reasons to include stakeholders in project activities, often the major goals relate to the following categories
:

· Educating and informing stakeholder of project structure, goals, activities, and outcomes;

· Incorporating stakeholder values into project decision-making;

· Improving equity of decision-making authority among stakeholder groups;

· Improving the substantive quality of project decision-making;

· Building trust among stakeholders;

· Reducing conflict; 

· Improving project efficiency; and 

· Improving project implementation. 

These goals are rather general, and each project will likely have more specific goals related to specific stakeholder groups and decisions that can be used as the basis of developing additional indicators.  But how can the achievement of these general goals, many of which are intangible and subjective, be assessed?  Each project will need to give careful thought to this and ideally develop specific indicators in partnership with the stakeholders themselves.  In general, however, indicators should measure empowerment and capacity issues (e.g., changes in stakeholders’ knowledge, perceptions, practices); take into account limitations due to language, gender, economic, and cultural contexts and biases; and be disaggregated by gender, socioeconomic status, indigenous or minority community membership, government, and private sector in order to assess progress made within different stakeholder groups.

The box below provides examples of more general indicators, both process-related and outcome- or impact-oriented, that can be used to assess project effectiveness related to stakeholder involvement.  

	Examples of Quantitative Indicators of Participation
· Numbers of stakeholder workshops/meetings and attendance levels of various stakeholder groups;

· Number of institutions (formal and informal) created for stakeholder representation in project activities;

· Number of women, indigenous groups, or other traditionally under-represented stakeholders represented at meetings, workshops, or on stakeholder institutions;

· Number of local stakeholders assuming responsibility for project implementation;

· Increase in legal or regulatory provisions (at the national or regional level) for participation in water management activities;

· Number of information products created and disseminated to stakeholders;

· Number of comments received on project documents or in the context of other project decisions;

· Number of comments incorporated into project decisions/documents;

· Number of “hits” on project website;

· Existence of information databases or other physical access points for stakeholders.

Examples of Qualitative Indicators of Participation:

· Quality and timeliness of information available to stakeholders on project structure, goals, activities and outcomes;

· Concern of different stakeholders to be involved in project decision-making and implementation;

· Capacity of stakeholders to contribute meaningfully to project decision-making and implementation;

· Representation of stakeholder values in project decisions;

· Increased equity in participation among stakeholder groups (where there was initially a power differential);

· Quality of stakeholder interactions;

· Reduced potential for conflict among stakeholders;

· Effectiveness of stakeholder institutions in representing stakeholder values and participating in project decision-making and implementation.


As noted above, the qualitative information that will be necessary to evaluate stakeholder involvement in a meaningful way will need to be interpreted in relation to the indicators used.  There are a number of ways to ensure that this process is transparent and as objective (or at least inclusive) as possible.  First, the interpretation of qualitative indicators should be done in a participatory manner.  This enables a variety of perspectives to be incorporated into the evaluation process and provides for both individual and institutional memories of events and activities to be used in drawing conclusions.  Second, interpretation should take place regularly and not only annually, or at large events.  Regular meetings evaluating new information facilitate the recording of impressions closer to the events and processes they are evaluating.  

Capacity building for M&E
Whether it is in the context of environmental education, technology transfer, or creation of information and resource centers, capacity building is an important part of participatory M&E in GEF IW projects. Capacity building is defined as “the process by which individuals, entities (groups, organizations or institutions) and systems (countries or societies) increase their individual and collective abilities, (a) to perform core functions, resolve problems, and define and achieve objectives; and (b) to understand and deal with their development needs within a broad context and in a sustainable manner.”
  

With this need in mind, indicators should be tailored to assess the knowledge and skills transferred that have occurred through a project. To facilitate the creation of these indicators, UNDP/GEF has selected an array of criteria to review while undertaking capacity-building initiatives.

	UNDP/GEF Criteria for Developing Capacity Building Indicators


Criteria

Indicators

1. Strategic Policy Relevance

· To inform strategic policy concerns, objectives and operations (immediate and long-term) of the capacity being developed

2. Management Relevance

· To inform management decisions at all stages (i.e. input, process, output and output/results) about the capacity being developed, even if a results-oriented approach is dominant

3. Aggregation into a Few

· To aggregate several dimensions of capacity being developed into a few and manageable number

4. Cost-effective and Practical

· To be practical and cost-effective in terms of data collection, analysis and interpretation (at appropriate spatial and temporal scales) of the capacity being developed

5. Reporting and communication

· To enable reporting and communication with partners and stakeholders in a timely fashion about the capacity being developed 

6. User-driven / Ownership 

· To be useful and agreeable to participants, stakeholders and partners, reconciling different interests and sensitivities about the capacity being developed

7. Direct / Proxy

· To directly assess capacity being developed, even if indirect or proxy measures may be more quantitative

8. Quantitative / Qualitative

· To promote quantitative assessment to foster easier agreement on interpreting the results of the capacity being developed, even if most direct measures of capacity are qualitative and subjective

Source: UNDP/GEF
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It is important to monitor how many people have participated in the program activities. If the proportion of women participating is low, consider the following constraints:

· Low level of gender awareness among the project team and/or the partner organizations

· Incorrect assumptions at the policy making and/or implementation levels on women's roles and needs which neglect women's potential to participate in and benefit from the program;

· Lack of gender specificity in the project documents;

· Insufficient representation of women and women's organizations among identified stakeholders;

· Low level of gender awareness among the target population;

· Existence of socio-cultural or legal barriers, which may prohibit or inhibit women's participation in the program;

· Low commitment or interest among women because the program does not address their needs or increases their workload;

· Lower educational levels of women;

· Organizational arrangements such as the timing, location or duration of program activities which may form a barrier to women's participation;

· Use of communication channels which are not accessible to women.

For more information on gender mainstreaming in International Water projects, see the Chapter on Gender and Water in this Handbook. 
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CAC


Community advisory committee

CAWT


Central American Water Tribunal

CBF


Chesapeake Bay Foundation

CLME


Caribbean Large Marine Ecosystem

COP


Conference of Parties

DEF


Danube Environment Forum

DLIST

Distance Learning and Information Sharing Tool

DRP


Danube Regional Project

DSS


Decision support system
EA


Environmental assessment

EAC


East African Community

EIA


Environmental impact assessment

ELI


Environmental Law Institute

ERP


“Every River Has Its People” Project of the Okavango River Basin

EU


European Union

FAO


UN Food and Agriculture Organization

GEF


Global Environment Facility

GEF IW

Global Environment Facility International Waters

GLWQA

Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement
GWA


Gender and Water Alliance


ICEAC

International Court of Environmental Arbitration and Conciliation

ICPDR

International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River 

ICT


Information and communications technologies

IFC


International Finance Corporation
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Glossary of Terms
Aarhus Convention:  shorthand for the UNECE Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making, and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters.  The Convention was adopted in Aarhus, Denmark, in 1998, and entered into force in 2001.
Decision support systems:  tools, many of which are based on modeling complex hydrological systems in various ways, which can present information in ways that are useful in visualizing and understanding these systems.

Digital divide:  the differences in access to and ability to effectively utilize information and communications technologies (ICT), particularly the Internet, that exist between countries, regions, sectors, socio-economic groups, and, in some places, between men and women.

East African Community (EAC):  the regional intergovernmental organization of the Republics of Kenya, Uganda, and the United Republic of Tanzania.
Environmental impact assessment:  the process by which the environmental consequences of a proposed project or program are evaluated and alternatives are analyzed.  

Environmental status indicators:  goal-oriented indicators that represent key elements of a complex system and focus on actual improvements in ecosystem quality, which usually extend beyond the lifetime of the project.

Espoo Convention:  the UN/ECE Convention on Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context.  The Espoo Convention and its Protocol on Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA Protocol) provides a framework for Members States to undertake an assessment of the likely or potential transboundary environmental impacts of a proposed plan, strategy, policy, program, or activity.  The Espoo Convention entered into force on 10 September 1997.
Evaluation:  systematic and independent assessments of ongoing or completed projects or programs, along with their design, implementation, and outcomes.  These assessments aim to determine the relevance of project objectives, development efficiency, effectiveness and equity of implementation and impacts, and sustainability.  
Focus group:  a small discussion group whose participants are selected either randomly or to approximate the demographics of a particular community or stakeholder group.  The group is moderated by a facilitator who draws out opinions from each of the participants related to the topic under discussion, and enables more in-depth discussion and learning than a larger workshop would.
Gender:  the roles and responsibilities of men and women and the relationships between them.  Gender does not simply refer to women or men, but to the way their qualities, behaviors, and identities are developed through the process of socialization.  These roles and responsibilities are culturally specific and can change over time.
Gender Mainstreaming:  assessing the implications of any project issue or proposed action for both men and women, and taking positive steps to include them both, thus working to eliminate inequities.

Gender and Water Alliance (GWA):  a global network of governments, NGOs, universities, research institutions, grassroots organizations, international agencies and individual consultants dedicated to mainstreaming gender in water resource management.

Global Environment Facility (GEF):  a funding agency launched in 1991 that provides grants to developing countries for projects and programs targeting global environmental issues:  climate change, biological diversity, international waters, ozone layer depletion, land degradation, and persistent organic pollutants.  Its implementing agencies are UNDP, UNEP, and the World Bank.

GreenCom:  The United States Agency for International Development’s Environmental Education and Communications Project.

Helsinki Convention:  the UN/ECE Convention on the Protection and Use of Transboundary Watercourses and International Lakes is intended to strengthen national measures for the protection and ecologically sound management of transboundary surface waters and groundwaters.  The Convention obliges Parties to prevent, control and reduce water pollution from point and non-point sources and includes provisions for monitoring, research and development, consultations, warning and alarm systems, mutual assistance, institutional arrangements, and the exchange and protection of information, as well as public access to information.  The Convention’s Protocol on Water and Health (London Protocol) explicitly applies the provisions of access to information, public participation, and access to justice to the Convention’s implementation processes.

Indicators:  data which provide information about the progress or success of a project or program.  Indicators are observations that approximate intended change, and can be either qualitative or quantitative in nature.  Identifying appropriate indicators and using the indicators to gather information assess the success project is an essential part of monitoring and evaluation.

International waters:  transboundary water systems, such as river or lake basins with water flowing from one country to another, groundwater resources shared by several countries, or marine ecosystems bounded by more than one nation.

ISP:  the Inter-American Strategy for the Promotion of Public Participation in Decision-making for Sustainable Development (ISP) was negotiated under the auspices of the Organization for American States (OAS) as a non-binding policy framework to guide national level efforts to create laws and policies that guarantee public participation in planning, environmental management, and decision-making.  The ISP provides a set of recommendations for actions that can be taken to implement these policies and laws and specific provisions that should be included to make them effective.

IW:LEARN:  the GEF’s International Waters Learning Exchange and Resource Network.  IW:LEARN aims to strengthen International Waters Management (IWM) by facilitating structured learning and information sharing among stakeholders.  In pursuit of this global objective, IW:LEARN improves GEF IW projects’ information base, replication efficiency, transparency, stakeholder ownership, and sustainability of benefits.

Key informant interviews:  interviewing 15–35 individuals selected for their knowledge and experience in a topic of interest.  Interviews are semi-structured (not all questions are pre-defined, but are rather open-ended) and in-depth.
Listserv:  a computer application that manages electronic mailing lists.  When someone submits a query, comment, or response by email to the listserv, the submission is automatically forwarded to all members of or subscribers to the listerv.
Monitoring:  the collection of information prior to, throughout the course of, and following the implementation of a project.

Monitoring and evaluation:  a management tool used to support decision-making, ensure accountability, measure results and impacts of projects and programs, and extract lessons from a given program and its projects.

Organization of American States (OAS):  an international organization that brings together the nations of the Western Hemisphere to strengthen cooperation on democratic values, defend common interests and debate the major issues facing the region and the world.  The OAS is the region’s principal multilateral forum for strengthening democracy, promoting human rights, and confronting shared problems such as poverty, environmental destruction, and corruption.  It plays a leading role in carrying out mandates established by the hemisphere’s leaders through the Summits of the Americas.  The OAS Unit for Sustainable Development facilitates the implementation of policies, programs, and projects oriented to integrate environmental priorities with poverty alleviation, and socio-economic development goals and acts as the regional executing agency for various water resource management projects being conducted in transboundary, multi-country basins of Central and South America.

Participatory monitoring and evaluation:  a process of active consultation with stakeholders in defining what should be monitored and evaluated, how and when data will be collected and analyzed, and how it will be interpreted and used.
Principle 10:  one of 27 sustainable development Principles articulated by the international community in the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development.  Principle 10 articulated public access to information, participation in decision-making, and access to justice as key principles of environmental governance and the three pillars of public participation in environmental decision-making.

Process indicators:  benchmarks that show the progress of project outputs and measure whether project activities are on schedule.  They demonstrate actual, on-the-ground institutional and political progress in the completion of project plans and activities.
Project WET:  an international, non-profit organization that facilitates and promotes awareness, appreciation, knowledge, and stewardship of water resources through the dissemination of classroom-ready teaching aids and the establishment of internationally-sponsored Project WET programs.

Public:  one or more natural or legal persons…their associations, organizations, or groups (Aarhus Convention definition).
Public participation:  a rich concept that has been defined in many different contexts to mean as many different things.  At the most general level, public participation is a process in which public concerns, needs, and values are incorporated into decision-making.  It allows people to influence the outcome of plans and working processes.
Stakeholder:   an individual, group, or institution that has an interest, or “stake,” in the project (or specific activity or decision-making process within the project).
Stakeholder analysis:  a process of identifying stakeholders and assessing their relative interests in an activity or decision-making process.  It is an approach, or set of tools, for generating knowledge about actors—individuals and organizations— in order to understand their behavior, intentions, inter-relations, and interests, and for assessing the influence and resources they bring to bear on a decision-making or implementation process.
Strategic Action Plan (SAP):  a negotiated policy document which should identify policy, legal and institutional reforms and investments needed to address the priority transboundary problems identified in the TDA.  The preparation of a SAP is a cooperative process among the countries of the region and should incorporate stakeholder participation throughout the process.
Strategic communications:  sometimes referred to as “social marketing,” strategic communications go beyond awareness-raising and uses information to influence stakeholder perceptions and behaviors in relation to a resource or issue.

Stress reduction indicators:  indicators that focus on concrete actions that reduce environmental stress and take steps to accomplishing substantive project objectives.

Strengths Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Limitations (SWOT) analysis:  a method of analysis that provides a framework that allows for group analysis and evaluation of a given project activity, institution, or program.  The four categories in the framework (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and limitations) are used to examine, define, discuss, and record the many facets (both positive and negative) to a given activity or issue.

Southern African Development Community (SADC):  an international organization that has been in existence since 1980, when it was formed as a loose alliance of nine majority-ruled States in Southern Africa known as the Southern African Development Coordination Conference (SADCC).  It is a regional economic and political integration body, with the main aim of achieving development and economic growth, alleviate poverty, enhance the standard and quality of life of the people of Southern Africa and support the socially disadvantaged through regional integration.  The Member States are Angola, Botswana, the Democratic Republic of Congo, Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, Swaziland, United Republic of Tanzania, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.

Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA):  a scientific and technical fact-finding analysis used to scale the relative importance of sources, causes and impacts of transboundary waters problems.  The TDA should include a detailed ‘governance analysis’ which considers the local institutional, legal and policy environment, and should be preceded by a full consultation with all stakeholders, who continue to participate throughout the subsequent process.

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP):  one of the three GEF implementing agencies, the United Nations Development Programme was established in 1965 and is the UN body responsible for coordinating UN development-related work, with a focus on poverty alleviation.

UN Economic Commission for Europe (UN/ECE):  an international organization that includes the countries in Europe, the independent States of the former Soviet Union, Canada, and the United States.  UN/ECE strives to foster sustainable economic growth among its 56 member countries by providing a forum for communication among States; brokering international legal instruments addressing trade, transport and the environment; and supplying statistics and economic and environmental analysis.

United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP):  one of the three GEF implementing agencies, the United Nations Environment Programme was established in 1972 and is the UN body charged with leading and coordinating UN environment-related work.

Water Framework Directive (WFD):  Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Commission.  This law establishes a framework for Community action in the field of water policy.  The WFD establishes a framework for the protection of all waters (including inland surface waters, transitional waters, coastal waters and groundwater), based on the principles of integrated river basin management.  Public participation is a key principle and is required in the implementation of the WFD.

World Bank:  one of the three GEF implementing agencies, the World Bank is made up of two unique development institutions owned by 184 member countries—the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) and the International Development Association (IDA).  The Bank provides low-interest loans, interest-free credit and grants to developing countries for education, sustainable development, health, infrastructure, and many other purposes.
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� Revisiting Key Terms 





Stakeholder.  A stakeholder is a person, group, or organization that has an interest, or “stake,” in an issue, decision-making process, or activity because they will be affected by or have some influence on its outcome.  This includes not only formal groups and organizations, but also individuals, communities, and informal networks.





Public. The broader public is defined as one or more persons, their associations, organizations, or groups.  The public does not necessarily have a defined interest like stakeholders do, but the public interest in and collective influence over water management can be significant and should be accounted for in stakeholder engagement planning and implementation.   Neglecting to reach out, inform, and offer to engage with members of the broader public runs the risk of excluding individuals or organizations that have not articulated their interests or whose interests are not represented by identified stakeholder groups.














SHA can help:


Ensure all stakeholders and their resources are included in planning for public participation;


Define stakeholders’ roles;


Ensure stakeholder needs/priorities are included in project;


Define the broader project context.





Obtain information regarding stakeholder priorities/perceptions of transboundary issues





Shape meaningful and relevant strategic actions and implementation plans;





Ensure implementation by including all relevant stakeholders and ensuring that their priorities and needs are accounted for.
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SAP





SAP Implementation














�Key Consideration:  


                     Who should conduct a Stakeholder Analysis?





SHA can be conducted by a wide range of staff, but ideally should be led by someone with prior experience in public participation.  In addition, much of the information that is being sought within a SHA is context-driven and oftentimes difficult to discern without a deep understanding of local cultural mores, political situations, and language(s).  It is therefore extremely important to involve at least one person who has considerable familiarity with the local context. 





It is often helpful to conduct SHA as a team.  For example, a regional or international participation expert can work together with national and local stakeholder analysts, who can be identified in the early stages of the SHA or in conjunction with project development.  Alternatively, different levels of the analysis can engage different individuals to ensure that local nuances in the information collected are not lost.  While using interpreters can be useful, simply hiring a professional translator does not provide the same additional level of quality as working with a local person trained in SHA who can “translate” both the language and the cultural, political, and other relevant nuances of stakeholder responses.  Conducting SHA as part of a team can also provide a number of perspectives when identifying stakeholders, defining important types of stakeholder information to gather, and in interpreting stakeholder data.








CASE STUDY:


Using Focus Groups to Conduct Stakeholder Analysis:  


The Transboundary Talas-Chu River Project 





The Talas and Chu Rivers are shared between Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan and are the subject of an Inter-governmental Agreement regulating their use and development.  In 2003, the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UN/ECE) and the United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (UNESCAP) worked with the governments to initiate a project that is aimed, among other goals, at developing public participation in the cooperative management of the water resources in the river basins.  





In order to identify local stakeholders’ views and assess their levels of awareness, the project team convened 13 focus group discussions in Kazakhstan and 8 in Kyrgyzstan of 5-8 stakeholders each.  The project defined focus groups as “groups that have been designed to obtain perceptions on a defined area of interests in a permissive, non-threatening environment.”  The individuals who participated were selected through consultations with local water users, rural government bodies, water facilities managers, and local government leaders (Akims).  They were selected to represent a cross-section of interests and geographic locations, including user association representatives, NGOs and other community members.  





Each Focus Group was moderated by one project staff member who had been trained in facilitation techniques and notes were taken by a staff member who did not participate.  The small number of participants per group and the structure of the discussion were meant to facilitate open interactions among participants.  The moderators therefore tried to speak as little as possible, but were present to define the process and clarify discussion questions, as well as to ensure that all were given an opportunity to contribute on equal footing.  





The questions for discussion were presented in three groups:





Opening questions:


What kinds of water problems are their in your regions?


Have there been any changes concerning the water resources throughout the past ten years?


What kinds of organizations are dealing with water management issues in your region and what are their roles?


When you think of the term “water management” – what does it mean to you?


Have you got any information on water resources through the radio? How useful was that information to you? How should information on water management be improved?





Key questions:


How are water management problems solved without the local government’s contributions?  Are there examples of successful solutions?


What would you do if you were responsible for water management in your region?


Do you think you have influence on water management decision-making?





Conclusion 


What would you like to know about water management issues?


What was the most important question we discussed?


What kinds of questions were not considered in our discussions?





The groups defined several areas of concern, including issues of water allocation between sectors  and between the two riparian countries;  water quality and treatment system failures; cost of water; industrial and agricultural pollution; lack of sufficient information on the status of the water resources and lack of stakeholder access to what information does exist; lack of understanding about the institutional structure for water management; lack of expertise in the water management field more broadly and need for capacity building; and importance of water education programs in schools and communities.  





Participants discussed these issues in some detail, providing the project staff with a much greater understanding of stakeholder priorities, potentials for partnerships or conflicts among stakeholders groups, and the capacity building needs for stronger stakeholder participation in water management.  In addition, when asked to evaluate the process, stakeholders themselves felt they had learned about the topics, better understood other stakeholders’ viewpoints, and were pleased to have had a chance to express themselves.  Almost all participants concluded that they would be willing to participate in further project activities, so long as they were aimed at reaching solutions to the problems identified in the Focus Groups.  











SOURCE:  Kangur, Kanzhygalina, and Kudaibergenov, “Stakeholders’ Needs in Managing Transboundary Talas and Chu River Basins in Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan,” (Tartu 2005), available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.talaschu.org" ��www.talaschu.org�. 





Principle 10 of the Rio Convention





“Environmental issues are best handled with the participation of all concerned citizens, at the relevant level. At the national level, each individual shall have appropriate access to information concerning the environment that is held by public authorities, including information on hazardous materials and activities in their communities, and the opportunity to participate in decision-making processes. States shall facilitate and encourage public awareness and participation by making information widely available. Effective access to judicial and administrative proceedings, including redress and remedy, shall be provided.”
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�     Key Consideration: Gender and Participation





Women often have less capacity to participate in stakeholder engagement processes than men.  Some of the key factors that should be considered in planning stakeholder engagement to facilitate more meaningful participation of women include:





Education.  Women often suffer from lower levels of education and literacy than men.  As such, women can require more intensive awareness-raising in order to participate meaningfully in stakeholder engagement processes.  


Literacy.  Lower levels of literacy among women in many countries requires that stakeholder communications be structured to reach them orally or visually and not just in writing. 


Language. In many countries, women speak only a local language or dialect and not the language spoken by those with a formal education.  Without translation, this can be a substantial obstacle to women’s active participation in project activities. 


Power and representation.  Men usually have more formal representation in political and social institutions and therefore more decision-making power in many areas.  They also often have more experience advocating for their position, particularly in public forums.


Voice.  Even when women are present in decision-making forums, they sometimes feel that that discussions perceived as relating to family matters are not appropriate for public forums.  Women may also not be comfortable voicing opinions in front of powerful men in their family or community, particularly if those opinions contradict others. 


Resources.  Women often have less time for new activities.  Attending meetings or even interviews may raise problems for women if they are at times when women are occupied.  Women’s responsibilities for childcare may also make it difficult to participate.  Women also often do not have control over money, and stakeholder engagement activities can require expenditures for transportation, food, and sometimes lodging.  


Perceived benefits.   Women and men may make different calculations about the costs and benefits of their involvement in participatory processes.  Given the already high demands on most women’s time, they often find that the costs of participation outweigh the (often poorly understood) benefits.





International Commitments related to 


Gender Mainstreaming in International Water Management





UN Partner governments and development agencies have made several commitments to support greater equality between women and men and to use a gender-balanced perspective in environmental and water resources initiatives.  Specific commitments include:





The International Drinking Water Supply and Sanitation Decade (1981–1990).  Although the follow-up discussion held in New Delhi in 1990 has been criticized in recent years for not going far enough, it was significant as a clear call for increased authority for women over water resources.


The Dublin Statement on Water and Sustainable Development (1992), endorsed by over 140 countries, acknowledged that women play a central role in providing, managing, and safeguarding water resources.  It calls for recognition of the pivotal role of women as providers and users of water and guardians of the living environment to be reflected in institutional arrangements for the development and management of water resources.


Principle 20 of the Rio Declaration (1992) stated, “Women have a vital role in environmental management and development.  Their full participation is therefore essential to achieve sustainable development.”  Agenda 21 (1992) contains an entire chapter on women and sustainable development (Chapter 24).  The importance of gender in sustainable development was reaffirmed by the World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) in 2002.


The Beijing Platform for Action (1995) highlighted environmental issues as one critical area of concern (“gender inequalities in the management and safeguarding of natural resources and in the safeguarding of the environment”).  Three strategic objectives were chosen:


Involve women actively in environmental decision-making at all levels;


Integrate gender concerns and perspectives in policies and programs for sustainable development; and


Strengthen or establish mechanisms to assess the impact of development and environmental policies on women.


At the Millennium Summit in 2000, world leaders agreed on the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).  A specific gender target sets out to eliminate gender disparities in primary and secondary education preferably by 2005, and at all levels by 2015.  This will enhance the ability of women to participate in resource management, including water.


























Public participation is not a single process, but rather a continuum along which there are a variety of possible levels of engagement and interaction … among stakeholders and decision-makers.





The true benefits of participation can only be achieved when projects are as inclusive of diverse interests as possible; and this requires a commitment of sufficient time and resources …








� This definition was drawn from Creighton, The Public Participation Handbook, and EU Guidance on Public Participation in Relation to the Water Framework Directive.  For other definitions of public participation, see � HYPERLINK "http://www.iap2.org" ��www.iap2.org�; The Aarhus Convention: An Implementation Guide, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.unece.org/env/pp/acig" ��www.unece.org/env/pp/acig�.


�	 Global Environment Facility website: http://� HYPERLINK "http://www.thegef.org/"��www.thegef.org�. 


� A stakeholder is an individual, group, or institution that has an interest, or “stake,” in the project (or specific activity or decision-making process within the project).  For more specific information on this definition, see the chapter on Stakeholder Analysis in this Handbook. 


� Z. Varvasovszky and R. Brugha, “How to do (or not to do) a Stakeholder Analysis,” 15 Health Policy and Planning 3, 338-45.


� M. Matthews, “Regional Stakeholder Analysis for the Caspian Environment Programme,” (February 2002), on file with author.  


� Brainstorming is a technique that enables groups of people to come up with as many ideas as possible in a short period of time.  When brainstorming, no ideas are excluded or criticized, as the idea is to form a comprehensive and creative list of possibilities without judging their worth.  After brainstorming a list of potential stakeholders, a smaller team can go through and prioritize the list.  


� See chapter fill in on Stakeholder Analysis, in this Handbook. 


� Many of these tools were drawn from Creighton, The Public Participation Handbook (Jossey-Bass 2005).


� See the chapter on Stakeholder Analysis in this Handbook and the Case Study on the Murray Darling Basin in this chapter for more details related to this process. 


� C. Bruch (ed.), The New Public: The Globalization of Public Participation, (Environmental Law Institute 2002).   


� Treaty for the Establishment of the East African Community, Nov. 30, 1999, 7 Afr. Y.B. Int’l L. 421 (entered into force July 7, 2000).


� For a detailed description of this process, see UNECE, The Aarhus Convention: An Implementation Guide (2000), available at http://www.unece.org/env/pp/acig.htm.


� This has included the creation of an “Aarhus Implementation Guide,” a “Handbook on Access to Justice,” and a “Handbook on Good Practices in Public Participation at the Local Level.”  It also includes the Aarhus Clearinghouse for Environmental Democracy, an online database of information on the laws and good practice related to access to information, public participation, and access to justice.  The information is searchable by topic, activity, source, and region. All of these resources are available on the Convention’s website at http://� HYPERLINK "http://www.unece.org/env/pp/publications.htm" ��www.unece.org/env/pp/publications.htm�.


� For information on how to conduct a governance analysis, see TrainSeaCoast TDA/SAP Training Manual, available at www.iwlearn.net.


� For a detailed explanation on the use of focus groups as a stakeholder involvement technique see Stakeholder Analysis chapter (case study on Talas-Chu) and Stakeholder and Public Involvement chapter in this Handbook. 


�  ECOSOC, United Nations Economic and Social Council, held in Geneva, Switzerland, 1997.


�  Gender and Water Partnership and UNDP, Resource Guide: Mainstreaming Gender in Water Management (2d ed.), 2006. 


� World Bank, “Gender Analysis: Method for Social Analysis,” in World Bank Participation Sourcebook, available at http://www.worldbank.org/wbi/sourcebook/sba109.htm.


� For a thorough exploration of stakeholder analysis methods and tools, see Chapter fill in in this Handbook. 


� Also drawn from the 1997 UN Conference on Environmental Education.


� R. Scriabine, “Putting People into Policy: The Role of Environmental Education,” (AED 1996). 


� R. Scriabine, supra n. 2 at 28-31.


� P. Foster-Turley, “Making Biodiversity Happen: the Role of Environmental Education and Communication,” (AED 1996).


� GreenCOM, “People and Their Environment: Environmental Education and Communication in Five African Countries,” (1996).


� Norman Clark, SIDA Evaluations: Water Education in African Cities –UN-HABITAT, September 2004.


� Educational Service of the National Museum of Namibia at http://196.20.25.140/edumob/index.html


� Ny Voaary-Vintsy - Environmental Education Magazine at http://www.panda.org/about_wwf/what_we_do/policy/people_environment/indigenous_people/projects/index.cfm?uProjectID=MG0871 





� Norman Clark, SIDA Evaluations: Water Education in African Cities –UN-HABITAT, September 2004.


� UNEP, Programmes and Resources Environmental for Education and Training: An Introductory Guide, 2004; UNEP, A trip with Drip the Water Drop;UNEP publications are available at http://www.unep.org/training/publications/index.asp; GreenCOM, People and their: environmental education and communication in five African countries, p. 13, March 1996.


� Pat Foster-Turley, Making Biodiversity Happen: the Role of Environmental Education and Communication, p. 10, Washington D.C.: GreenCOM, Academy for Educational Development, 1996.


� Raisa Scriabine, Putting people into Policy: the role of environmental education, p. 17-18, Washington D.C.: GreenCOM, Academy for Educational Development, 1996.


� This is also a goal of strategic communications.  One of the critical differences between environmental education and strategic communications is that environmental education is not necessarily aimed at telling learners what to think, but rather in teaching them how to think about environmental issues.  For more on strategic communications, see the chapter on Access to Information in this volume. 


� IDS, Policy Briefing: Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation – Learning from Change (1998). 


� These categories adapted from: Beierle, “Public Participation in Environmental Decisions: An Evaluative Framework Using Social Goals,” Resources for the Future Discussion Paper 99-06 (1998), available at http://www.rff.org/documents/RFF-DP-99-06.pdf.


� UNDP/GEF, Capacity Development Indicators, UNDP/GEF Resource Kit 2003).





�This was something at least my group came back to – we needed to remind ourselves of the goals of the project – and the specific 


�OPEN ended questions to facilitate their oprnion sharing and not circumscribe what is being shared 


�Related to different benefit perceptions and ensuring that those are captured






