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ABSTRACT

The development and implementation of upstreaming approaches such as Strategic Environmental Assessment  
(SEA) proves that the international community has understood the importance in taking environmental concerns 
into  account  when  formulating  policies,  national  strategies  and  ad-hoc  legislation  –  known  as  high-level 
decision-making. It also suggests the international community concedes that stakeholders ought to participate in 
decision-making  processes  in  order  to  foster  sustainable  development  (SD)  as  well  as  deepen  democratic  
practices.  Despite  these  achievements,  practice  demonstrates  that  upstreaming  approaches  have  not  been 
effective  in  ensuring  environmental  factors  have  the  relevant  prominence  in  policy-making.  Moreover, 
participatory practice has been poor, resulting in participatory fatigue and an increasing lack of trust between  
participants and decision-makers as there is little transparency and accountability. 

This  research  reaffirms  the  above  assumptions  by  analysing  United  Kingdom  (UK)  upstreaming  and 
participatory practice. The study reveals performance issues – common to most countries - and identifies ways to 
tackle  them.  Facilitation of  participation throughout  the  policy-making process is  recommended as an ideal  
scenario  and  a  long-term goal.  As  a  short  to  medium term measure,  a  framework  has  been  developed.  It 
promotes wide participation, adequate training for facilitators as well as evaluative and monitoring mechanisms 
that aim to improve practice whilst creating transparency and accountability -  providing a clear picture of how 
environmental, societal and economic factors, as well as certain stakeholders may influence high-level decision-
making.

Costing techniques have been applied to calculate estimated costs for the proposed framework. Put into context,  
the framework represents an extra 8 to 11 percent  of  current  expenditure for participation at  high-levels of  
decision-making - meeting best  practice guidelines which indicate that  10 percent  is  a rule of thumb when  
budgeting for evaluation. The latter demonstrates that the framework is cost-effective and worthwhile putting in  
practice. 

Although the framework is modelled around UK practice and jargon, it is based on international core principles  
and values as well as best practice guidelines that are applicable to any participatory method or decision-making 
process, making it useful for other countries as well. The framework is composed of indicators, which could go 
beyond  evaluating/monitoring  a  specific  policy-making  cycle,  facilitating  the  development  of  national 
monitoring  systems  as  well  as  better  institutional  environments  and  professional  reward  systems based  on 
performance. In that sense, the framework is dynamic and flexible allowing it to adapt to different contexts and  
needs. It is important to highlight that without political will, decentralisation and capacity-building there is very 

The core value of this research rests in its capability to mainstream evaluation & monitoring practice at high-
levels  of  decision-making  whilst  promoting  the  transition  towards  more  participatory  governance  and 
development models at the same time. 

3



Table of Contents
List of Tables..............................................................................................................................................5

List of Figures............................................................................................................................................6

Acronyms...................................................................................................................................................7

Introduction..............................................................................................................................................9

Context Setting:  Why is there a need to facilitate participation in high-    level decision-making?....9

Theoretical Framework.......................................................................................................................11

Methodology ......................................................................................................................................13

Literature Review................................................................................................................................15

Product Use.........................................................................................................................................16

Chapter Summary................................................................................................................................17

Chapter 1 – Defining Participation & Upstreaming...........................................................................19

1.1 Upstreaming Approaches..............................................................................................................19

1.1.1 Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA).........................................................................20

1.1.1.1 Principles and best practices related to Consultation in SEA-type processes...............21

1.2 Who should participate?................................................................................................................23

1.3 What kind of participation?...........................................................................................................25

1.3.1 Typology of Participation .....................................................................................................27

Chapter 2: Assessing Current Practice................................................................................................30

2.1 European Experience.....................................................................................................................30

2.1.1  Case Study: United Kingdom...............................................................................................31

2.1.1.1 Evolution of Upstreaming Approaches in the UK.........................................................32

2.1.1.2 Environmental Policy Appraisal (EPA) Practice ..........................................................34

2.1.1.3 Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) Practice..............................................................34

2.1.1.4 Impact Assessment (IA) Practice ..................................................................................38

2.1.1.5 General UK Consultation Practice ................................................................................39

Summary.............................................................................................................................................43

Chapter 3. How to Improve Practice?..................................................................................................47

4



3.1 Participation throughout the policy-making cycle – an ideal scenario.........................................47

3.2 How to improve practice in the meantime....................................................................................51

3.2.1 The Role of Facilitator: .........................................................................................................52

3.2.1.1 Complementary areas.....................................................................................................53

3.2.1.1.1 Participatory Learning and Action.........................................................................54

3.2.1.1.2 Learning Environments – New Professionalism....................................................55

3.2.1.1.3 Supportive Institutions...........................................................................................57

3.2.2 Performance Indicators..........................................................................................................58

3.2.2.1 Consultation Coordinator Indicators..............................................................................59

3.2.2.2 Pre-requisites of Participation........................................................................................60

3.2.2.3 Mapping Breath of Participation and Influence in Decision-making............................62

3.2.2.3 Core Principles and Values of Participation...................................................................66

3.2.2.4 Trustworthiness of Participation....................................................................................69

3.2.2.4 SEA Monitoring ............................................................................................................71

3.2.2.5 Other Indicators.............................................................................................................72

3.2.3 Down the supply chain..........................................................................................................72

3.2.4 BRE & BIS Role....................................................................................................................73

3.2.5 Summary of Costs.................................................................................................................74

3.2.5.1 Background ...................................................................................................................74

3.2.5.2 Total Costs......................................................................................................................76

3.2.5.3 Costing Scenario 1.........................................................................................................79

3.2.5.4 Costing Scenario 2.........................................................................................................80

Summary.............................................................................................................................................82

Conclusions.............................................................................................................................................83

5



Annexes...................................................................................................................................................90

Annex 1: Dates of membership of the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE)...91

Annex 2: Human Rights Based Approach...............................................................................................92

Annex 3: Agenda 21 ................................................................................................................................94

Annex 4: Mainstreaming Drivers.............................................................................................................96

Annex 5: EM & Upstreaming approaches/tools......................................................................................97

Annex 6: Evolution of SEA...................................................................................................................100

Annex 7: Comparison of Strategies with High and Low Intensities of Participation............................104

Annex 8: Participatory Outcomes..........................................................................................................105

Annex 9: Challenges to Practice............................................................................................................106

1. Upstreaming Approaches..............................................................................................................106

1.1 Key constains to environmental mainstreaming.....................................................................106

1.2 Perceptions of environmental mainstreaming by different stakeholders................................107

1.3 Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)..........................................................................109

2. Generic to Participation.................................................................................................................110

3. Participation at High levels of decision-making...........................................................................112

Planning Stage..............................................................................................................................112

Information Collection Stage........................................................................................................112

Decision Making Stage.................................................................................................................113

Implementation.............................................................................................................................113

Monitoring....................................................................................................................................113

Bibliography.........................................................................................................................................114

6



List of Tables

Introduction:

Table 1: Logical Framework......................................................................................................................15

Chapter 1: 

Table 1.1: Aims, objectives and benefits of SEA-type approaches............................................................22

Table 1.2: Participation in SEA-type processes – principles......................................................................23

Table 1.3: Stakeholders..............................................................................................................................26

Table 1.4: Typeology of participation........................................................................................................28

Chapter 3

Table 3.1: Participation throughout the Policy-making Cycle...................................................................49

Table 3.2: Costs of Training.......................................................................................................................53

Table 3.3: Towards a new professionalism for sustainable development..................................................57

Table 3.4: Costs for CC indicator...............................................................................................................61

Table 3.5: Pre-requisits of Participation.....................................................................................................61

Table 3.6: Costs of Pre-requisites Indicator...............................................................................................63

Table 3.7: Breath of Participation...............................................................................................................63

Table 3.8: Costs of Breath of Participation Indicator.................................................................................64

Table 3.9: Scope of Influence.....................................................................................................................65

Table 3.10: Costs of Scope of Influence Indicator.....................................................................................65

Table 3.11: Core Values & Principles of Participation...............................................................................68

Table 3.12: Cost of Core Values & Principles Indicator............................................................................69

Table 3.13: Trustworthiness Criteria..........................................................................................................70

Table 3.14: Costs of Trustworthiness Indicator..........................................................................................71

Table 3.15: Costs of SEA Indicator............................................................................................................72

Table 3.16: UK Consultations....................................................................................................................75

Table 3.17: DEFRA's means for written consultations..............................................................................76

Table 3.18: Total Costs of Framework (UK Pounds).................................................................................77

Table 3.19: Costs of Evaluating & Monitoring Consultations (UK Pounds).............................................81

7



Conclusions:

Table 4.1: Ideal Stakeholder roles..............................................................................................................87

List of Figures

Chapter 1:

Figure 1.1:  Commonly used acronyms for SEA-type approaches............................................................21

Chapter 2:

Figure 2.1: Impact Assessment...................................................................................................................33

Figure 2.2: Horizontal and Vertical Participation.......................................................................................45

Figure 2.3: Impact Assessment Flowchart.................................................................................................46

Chapter 3:

Figure 3.1:  Participation throughout the policy-making cycle..................................................................51

Figure 3.2: Complementary Areas – Venn Diagram..................................................................................55

Figure 3.3: National Resource Protection..................................................................................................62

8



Acronyms

BERR Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR)

BRE Better Regulation Executive (BRE)

BIS Department for Business Innovation & Skills (BIS)

CC Consultation Coordinator (CC)

CCS Centre for Civil Society (CCS)

CEC  Commission of the European Communities (CEC)

COI The Central Office of Information (COI)

CSIR Council for Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR)

DFID Department for International Development (DFID)

DTI Department of Trade and Industry (DTI)

EA Environmental Agency (EA)

EMS Environmental Management Systems (EMS)

EU European Union (EU)

HRBA Human Rights Based Approach (HRBA)

HMG Her Majesty's Government

IEMA Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA)

IA Integrated Assessment (IA)

IAIA International Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA)

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change (IPCC)

IAP2 International Association for Public Participation (IAP2)

IIED International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED)

NAO National Audit Office (NAO)

NSDS National sustainable development strategies (NSDSs)

NGO Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs)

OECD Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)

PPPs Policy, Programmes and Plans (PPPs)

SD Sustainable Development (SD)

SEA Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

SA Sustainability Assessment (SA)

SD Sustainable Development 

SDC Sustainable Development Commission (SDC) 

9



TCPA Town and Country Planning Association (TCPA)

UK United Kingdom (UK)

UNCED United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED)

UNDP United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)

UNECE United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE)

UNEP United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)

UNICEF United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF)

UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)

WCED World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED)

10



Introduction

Context Setting: Why is there a need to facilitate participation in high-
level decision-making?

According to Bass et al, public involvement is vital since the different objectives of society – social, economic 

and environmental – need to be integrated where possible, and traded-off where they are incompatible. The 

authors believe that 

Science  alone  cannot  provide  the  answer  about  the  integrations  and  trade-offs  required  for  sustainable  

development, neither can it provide an appropriate response to uncertainty and intergenerational equity. The  

scientific  approach  needs  to  be  interdisciplinary  and  multidisciplinary,  supplemented  by  sound  social 

processes.

Bass et al (1995: 5)

Participation can be facilitated from local to national levels of decision-making. Participation within high-level 

decision making refers to involvement in development of policies, programmes or plans (PPPs) and relevant  

pieces of legislation. The latter will be the focus of this research in tune with international advancements in the 

area. In that regard, the parties of the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) Convention 

on Access  to  Information,  Public  Participation in  Decision-making and Access  to  Justice  in  Environmental 

Matters - Aarthus, Denmark (1998)1 – recognised that “in the field of the environment,  improved access to 

information  and  public  participation  in  decision-making  enhance  the  quality  and  the  implementation  of 

decisions, contribute to public awareness of environmental issues, give the public the opportunity to express its  

concerns and enable public  authorities  to  take due account of  such concerns”.  They believe that  the  above 

improves accountability and transparency in decision-making, also strengthening public support for decisions on 

the  environment.  The  United  Nations  Human  Rights  Based  Approach  (HRBA)2,  published  a  Statement  of 

Common  Understanding  which  refers  to  development  cooperation  and  development  programming  by  UN 

agencies and states that: 

Every person and all peoples are entitled to active, free and meaningful participation in contribution to and  

enjoyment  of  civil,  economic,  social,  cultural  and  political  development  in  which  human  rights  and 

fundamental freedoms can be realized.

HRBA Portal [Online] [Accessed 19th Feb 2010]

1 See Annex 1 for list of UNECE members
2 Detailed information could be found in Annex 2. 
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The Statement further adds that participation is both a means and a goal, and that development processes should 

be locally owned for which both top-down and bottom-up approaches need to be used in synergy. This resonates  

with Amartya Sen's capacities approach (1999) which considers participation as an exercise of political freedom 

and a capacity we ought to value. His work influenced the formulation of the Human Development report under 

the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP).

Agenda 213 (1992), the United Nations action programme for sustainable development (SD), called for National  

Sustainable Development Strategies (NSDSs) to be prepared with the widest possible participation.  It is only 

now, with the NSDS initiative and similar upstreaming approaches, that the ability of governments to embrace  

institutionalised participation is being tested in many countries. 

In summary, meaningful changes needed to achieve SD could only come from national commitment and that  

such a commitment should be underpinned by wide participatory practices. An environmental journalist working 

for The Guardian, George Monbiot illustrates this with real life examples in his article “We cannot change the 

world by changing our buying habits” (November, 2009). He argues that:

...a change in consumption habits is seldom effective unless it is backed up by government action. You can give up  

your car for a bicycle - and fair play to you - but unless the government is simultaneously reducing the available  

road space, the place you've vacated will just be taken by someone who drives a less efficient car than you would 

have driven (traffic expands to fill the available road-space). Our power comes from acting as citizens - demanding 

political change - not acting as consumers.

George Monbiot (Nov, 2009)

3 Detailed information could be found in Annex 3. 
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Theoretical Framework

The tenet of this research is that participation is a key element of better governance and development models  

such as democracy and SD accordingly. The focus being participation at high-levels of decision making in a SD 

context.

Upstreaming approaches represent an important legal advancement in the area of SD, simply because they intend  

to  improve  policy-making  processes  in  order  to  achieve  SD.  They  attempt  to  do  so  by  promoting  public 

participation as well as the integration of environmental considerations at a high levels of decision-making.  In 

the case of Europe, the European Union (EU) has increased the number of countries with formal SEA systems. 

International observers and practitioners, believe that the  SEA Directive (2001/42/EC) established a new SEA 

procedural  benchmark  for  specific  plans  and programmes,  not  only  within the  EU but  also internationally.  

“Many  observers  expected  the  SEA Directive  and  the  SEA protocol4 to  become  international  reference 

standards” (Dalal-Clayton & Bass, 2005: 4). An EU member, the UK has been identified as international leader 

in governance for SD due to the fact that it has established governance processes to integrate SD into its policy 

processes through the innovative use of, for example, policy appraisal (OECD, 2001 & 2002; Russel & Jordan, 

2007 & 2009).  Moreover,  the  central  government  has  been a pioneer  in  appraising policy (an upstreaming 

approach) since at least the late 1980s (Russel & Turnpenny, 2009;  Radaelli,  2005; Russel & Jordan 2007). 

Therefore, the UK has been selected as a case study to assess practice.  According to a publication by Involve 

(2005), public participation is becoming a major element of national and local government policy-making and 

delivery in the UK - it now involves a significant amount of public spending. Estimates suggest each local  

authority spends over £2million annually, with over £1billion being spent in the UK by the public sector as a  

whole per year (Involve, 2005: 4). 

Sadly, in practice, upstreaming approaches have not been effective since  economic factors still dominate the 

agenda  (Russel & Turnpenny, 2009: 341; EAC, 2005, paragraph 55; Russel & Jordan, 2007: 18; Wilkinson, 

2004: 11). Moreover, the term participation is assumed rather than clearly defined, to the extent that is has  

become applied without definition and without structured monitoring practices that evaluate it in order to prove 

its quality, trustworthiness or effectiveness and contribution to policy-making processes or SD. This ambiguity 

has  resulted  in  badly  facilitated  participatory  exercises,  which  have  contributed  to  what  is  now known as 

participation fatigue (Involve, 2005). Participation fatigue decreases a citizen's active engagement as their efforts 

have previously been ignored or insensitively responded to whilst they gave freely of their time to participate.  

4 SEA Protocol to the United Nations Economic Comission for Europe (UNECE Convetion on EIA in a Transboundary 
Context (agreed in Kiev in 2003).
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From a political point of view, investment is allocated to facilitate participation in order to deepen democratic  

process as well as improve decision-making, ensuring that decisions are soundly based on evidence and that  

those  directly  affected  have  a  say  (Cabinet  Office,  2000:  6);  to  collect  information  about  unintended 

consequences,  to  encourage  creative  problem-solving  as  well  as  increase  the  overall  long  term success  of 

policies or pieces of legislation. However, if participation fatigue persists, it is hard to see how investment will  

continue, as it will be increasingly hard to motivate actors to participate, let alone achieve any of the previously  

described  benefits  of  participation.  All  of  which will  damage  democratic  practices  as  well  as  diminish the 

possibilities to achieve SD. 

It is important to note that even when participation is defined, the type of participation that is most commonly 

used is  consultative-only with written consultations being the preferred method - even if legislation doesn't  

specifically suggest that  approach  (Mansfield, 2010a: 4). However, consultative types of participation are not 

conducive to SD (Bass et al, 1995; IIED, 1995) nor do they deepen democratic practice. Therefore it is vital to 

identify and only make use of those kinds of participation which will accommodate participant's concerns and  

eagerness to participate as well as being conducive to SD - before public investment is cut and participants are  

not interested in participating any more. The latter will not only damage democratic models of governance but  

the chances to achieve better development approaches that are more sustainable.
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Methodology 

The objectives of this study are to identify international upstreaming and participatory best practice guidelines, 

core principles and values as well as defining the types of participation available - highlighting the ones that are  

conducive to SD.  These will serve as baselines or benchmarks to help assess the effectiveness of upstreaming 

approaches such as SEA-types as well as current participatory practice. Taking the UK as a case study, this  

document identifies areas for improvement, with participation throughout the policy-making cycle being the 

preferred option as a long term goal. As a short to medium term measure, some issues could be addressed via the  

usage of  the  framework presented herein, which helps assess and monitor upstreaming and participatory 

practice in order to improve performance, transparency, accountability and long-term success. 

The methods used to achieve the described objectives are as follows:

− Classification Approach: to present the different forms public participation can take as well as its scope 

of application in different policy-making stages.

− Historical Analysis: study of evolution of upstreaming approaches and participatory practice in the UK.

− Exploratory research (structure and identification of new problems): UK practice will be analysed in the 

light of best practice guidelines, core principles & values that are conducive to SD and better governance  

models. The latter will help identify performance issues. 

− Constructive research (develop solutions to problems): creation of a framework that will help assess and 

monitor  participation  as  well  as  environmental  upstreaming  in  order  to  increase  transparency,  

accountability and improve overall performance.

Primary research takes the form of unstructured interviews and emails, conducted when contacting governmental 

actors during the empirical research stage and to gather information regarding UK participatory practice and  

consultation  costs.  Secondary  research  supports  the  classification,  historical,  exploratory  and  constructive  

methods. 

Qualitative research is used to help evaluate UK practice, whereas quantitative research appears in the form of  

statistics resulting from secondary research on UK practice. Quantitative methods are also used to  illustrate 

estimated costs for the proposed framework. The latter aims to demonstrate the framework is cost effective  

and worth while using.
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Table 1: Logical Framework

Research Structure Indicator Means of verification Assumptions

G

O

A

L

Achieve better & 
more participatory 
governance and 
development models

1) No. of participatory 
PPPs passed
2) No. of effectively 
implemented PPPs
3) National SD Indicators 
4) Level of satisfaction 
with government-service-
delivery

1) Cumulative results 
generated from the usage of 
this evaluative / monitoring 
framework
2) Results of National SD 
Indicators
3) Results from Post-
Implementation Review

- Participants help 
indeed foster SD.
- Final decisions are 
congruent with SD's 
principles, and 
democratic values.

P

U

R

P

O

S

E

1) Increase breath of 
influence for a wide 
range of stakeholders 
throughout the 
policy-making cycle

1) % of PPPs with broad 
stakeholder participation
2) Level of influence by 
stakeholder

1) Internal evaluation results 
generated from the usage of 
this framework
2)  External evaluation 
results generated from the 
usage of this framework

Participants are 
interested/able to 
participate at that 
level & intensity. 

2) Increase 
transparency and 
accountability at 
high-levels of 
decision-making

1) No of PPPs that 
publicise results generated 
from the usage of this 
framework

1) National Impact 
Assessment (IA) Library

Information will be 
acknowledged by 
public and used for 
discussion, analysis, 
advocacy, etc. – in a 
way that fosters 
improvement.

O

U

T

P

U

T

S

Outputs:
1) Trained 
Facilitators / 
Consultation 
Coordinators (CC)

1) % of trained CCs 1) Training records
2) Performance results 
generated from the usage of 
this framework

Time & money is 
invested in training

2) Use of 
evaluation / 
monitoring 
framework

2) % of CCs that use this 
framework

1) Internal documents/ 
records for each policy-cycle. 
- National IA Library.

Framework is useful 
& adaptable to 
policy-cycle as well 
as easy to use

A

C

T

I

V

I

T

1) Research Core 
values, best practice 
guidelines, 
international 
principles for 
creation of 
framework

Consult indicator tables in 
Chapter 3 – this paper

Bass et al (1995), IIED 
(1995), IAIA (2006), IAP2 
(2010), Adnan et al (1992), 
AccountAbility (2005), 
Ackland et al (1999), 
Chambers (1992), Pearce 
(1994), Petty (1994 & 1995), 
Rahnema (1992).

This information is 
available to the 
public and 
applicable to high-
levels of decision-
making.

2) Justify the need of 
a trained facilitator

Consult Section 3.2.1 – 
this paper. 

IIED (1995); Bass et al 
(1995).

16



I

E

S

3) Justify the need to 
go beyond 
upstreaming 
approaches

Findings presented in 
Chapter 2 – Case Study

Russel et al (2007, 2009, 
2010); BERR (2007), NAO 
(2001, 2004, 2005, 2006), 
Dalal-Clayton et al (2005), 
Radelli (2005)

4) Justify the need to 
improve 
participatory practice

Findings presented in 
Chapter 2 – Case Study

As indicated about for 
activities 1-3. In specific: 
Russel et al (2007, 2009, 
2010); BERR (2007), NAO 
(2001, 2004, 2005, 2006), 
EAC (2007), SID (2010).

Source: this author. 

Literature Review

Literature on participatory approaches is prolific as participatory approaches have been used for a wide range of  

areas from politics to the private sector, used in the third sector and for the development of economic models – to 

name a few. However, participatory best practice guidelines, core principles & values that are conducive to SD 

tend  to  be  very  similar  regardless  of  the  author.  Therefore  these  have  been  drawn  from  institutions  with  

recognised publications on the subject such as International Association for Public Participation (IAP2); The 

Community Development Society's  Principles of Good Practice;  International  Institute for Environment and 

Development (IIED) and "Development" by Society for International Development (SID) – to name a few.

Some authors are renowned for their  knowledge in the area of SD and participatory practice.  Such authors  

include Bass et al (1995), Adnan et al (1992),  Ackland et al (1999), Chambers (1992), Pearce (1994), Petty 

(1994 & 1995) and Rahnema (1992). Their work has been used in this study to draw useful insights on the value 

of upstreaming and participatory approaches. 

International best practices and core values regarding upstreaming approaches have been pooled from United  

Nations publications, agreements, treaties and/or declarations as well as the International Association for Impact 

Assessment (IAIA); Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA). 

The Cabinet Office; National Audit Office (NAO); Department for Business Innovation & Skills (BIS) and the  

Commission of the European Communities (CEC) have also been selected as they study UK participatory and 

environmental practice. Russel, D. and his fellow researchers have produced in-depth accounts of upstreaming 
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and consultative practice in the UK, which has been very useful to identify performance issues.

Information obtained from Mansfield, T. and Beaver, C. elaborates on current costs associated with consultation 

and policy-making in the UK. Such information has been instrumental in the elaboration of costing estimates and 

scenarios for the framework proposed in this research.

Product Use

The framework developed for this research is intended to be used by practitioners when planning, implementing 

and monitoring participatory exercises. In the case of the UK, Consultation Coordinators (CCs) would make use 

of the framework more often than – for example – policy makers or participants. An administrator will also make 

extensive use of the framework if asked to input information in the tables that form part of the framework.  

It  is desired that  the  Better Regulation Executive (BRE) embraces this document as a way to improve and 

regulate  participation  throughout  the  policy-making  cycle.  In  addition,  BIS –  in  its  role  fostering  better 

consultation via the use of Code of Practice on Consultation (HMG, 2008) – could make use of this framework 

to expand the Code as per the feedback obtained in the last BERR  (Department for Business Enterprise & 

Regulatory Reform”, replaced by BIS in 2009) research conducted on UK practice (2007) where participants 

stated that there was a need to formulate a monitoring system to assess performance, increase transparency and  

accountability. 

Please note that the framework here presented does not apply to written consultations only, in fact, it applies to  

any form of participation as it evaluates and monitors practice based on international core values, quality and 

trustworthiness elements. In addition, the framework could also be used by other countries, as the indicators used 

are universally applied and lend themselves to different policy-making processes. 

The core value of this research rests in its capability to mainstream evaluation & monitoring practice for high-

levels of decision-making whilst promoting more participatory governance and development models at the same 

time. 
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Chapter Summary

This  research opens by studying upstreaming best  practices  as  well  as  those types of  participation that  are  

conducive to SD and will  accommodate participant concerns and eagerness to participate.  Chapter one also 

describes those stakeholders that ought to participate if better governance and development models are to be  

embraced. From that perspective, the reader can start to appreciate why current consultation practices - which are 

the most common type of participation facilitated - need to be replaced for approaches that make use of other  

types of participation. 

To cement the above idea, chapter two studies upstreaming practice in the UK, identifying problems related to 

the application of upstreaming tools and consultative-only exercises. The chapter demonstrates that upstreaming 

approaches  have  proved  ineffective  because  economic  agents  still  dominate  the  agenda.  In  addition,  these  

approaches are rather rigid and do not  fit  well  with the nature of political  processes,  which are non-linear,  

iterative and recursive (Russel &Turnpenny, 2009: 351). Moreover, participation has been ineffective and non-

influential because it is facilitated rather late in the policy-making cycle, once main goals, objectives and options 

have been drafted – contrary to models that facilitate participation throughout the cycle, which immediately  

deepen influence and participation (from consultative-only to functional, interactive and self-mobilisation [5-7]  

types  of  participation;  all  of  which are  more conducive to  better  governance and development  models).  In  

summary, current practice demonstrates that there is still a need to go beyond upstreaming and consultative-only 

practices in order to achieve SD as well as tackle participation fatigue.

Chapter  three  consolidates  the  view that  upstreaming  approaches  need  to  be  a  complementary  tool  of  an 

approach that places participation at the centre of a new and highly participative policy-making and development 

approach, as opposed to attempting to achieve SD through upstreaming and consultative-only approaches, which 

has  been  the  case  so  far.  Sadly,  current  practice  makes  it  difficult  to  believe  that  facilitating  participation 

throughout the policy-making cycle will  happen any time soon.  Therefore,  chapter three focuses on how to 

improve current practice as a short to medium term measure for which a framework has been created using some 

components  of  Bass  et  al's  model  (1995)  as  well  as  international  best  practice  guidance,  core  values  and 

principles  of  participation.  The  framework  emphasises  quality,  transparency  and  accountability  as  well  as  

evaluation and monitoring. The tenet of the framework is in tune with the below passage:

In recent years there has been a huge rise in participatory activity across the UK, but this rise in activity has not 

been matched by the development of the analytical [monitoring] frameworks to enable us to fully understand the 

phenomenon or to continue to improve practice. 
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Involve (2005: 13)

The framework is composed of indicators, which could be used to evaluate and monitor individual participatory 

exercises.  They could  also  be  used  to  monitor  practice  at  a  national  level  and/or  to  compare  performance 

between departments and/or CCs. The framework is also a development tool in that progress by department/CC 

could  be  tracked  using  the  indicators  to  set  goals  for  improvement  in  those  areas  that  were  identified  as 

problematic, analysing whether practice was improved in the next participatory cycle by taking the previous one  

as a baseline. From that perspective, the framework is a flexible and dynamic tool with multiple uses.  Estimated 

costs for such a  framework are  mainly composed of  administrative  and CC salary fees  as well  as printing  

charges. The total estimated costs represent 8 to 11 percent of current budget allocated to participatory exercises.  

The  latter   demonstrates  that  the  proposed  framework  is  not  excessive  in  terms  of  economic  resources  -  

increasing its chances to be implemented or at least tested in a series of pilot exercises. 

The  conclusions highlight the challenges, not only with regards to moving towards Bass et al's model but to 

improve current practice in any meaningful way. The latter resulted from an interview conducted on the 4 th June 

2010 with Mrs. Verity Threlfell, Coordinator responsible for advising on the Code of Practice on Consultation  

(BRE Better Regulations Executive). This author discussed with Mrs. Threlfell the framework proposed in this 

research, and although she could recognise the need to improve current practice, she also acknowledged that 

previous attempts to implement monitoring systems as part of the UK's Code had failed. Therefore, she did not  

foresee  any  short  term  interest  by  the  current  government  to  embrace  any  participatory  techniques  that 

substantially  increased  the  7  criteria  suggested  by  the  revised  Code  –  even  when  the  extra  costs  were  

acknowledged to be reasonable. However, in another interview conducted on 14th June 2010 with Kate Beaber - 

General CC, Environment Agency (EA) - it was found that some institutions, such as the EA, are already using 

evaluation techniques (although these are very basic and results are not made public). 

Therefore, even if this framework is not integrated into the Code, there is the possibility for other CCs and  

institutions to use it to evaluate and monitor practice – it is all a matter of political will since the arguments  

favouring  participatory  practice  have  been  made  and  accepted  globally;  and  the  costs  of  evaluating  and  

monitoring are here proved to be reasonable. 

What this research demonstrates is that there is still  room for improvement by moving beyond upstreaming 

approaches and consultative-only methods, and that participation ought to be a key element and indicator of  

better governance and development models. 
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Chapter 1 – Defining Participation & Upstreaming

This chapter studies upstreaming best practice as well as those types of participation that are conducive to SD. It  

also describes those stakeholders that ought to participate if better governance and development models are to be 

implemented. In doing so, the basis on which to assess practice (Chapter 2) will be built.

The aim of this chapter is to introduce the idea that current upstreaming approaches have not been effective and 

that consultative practices - the most common type of participation used - need to be replaced for models that 

make use of other types of participation that are more conducive to SD. 

1.1 Upstreaming Approaches

Environmental  mainstreaming (EM)5 refers  to  the  process  of   integrating environmental  considerations  into 

policy-making, development projects, programmes and plans.  Dalal-Clayton & Bass. (2009) believe there is a 

need to mainstream environmental considerations into the wide range of institutions and decisions that drive 

development.  The  only  difference  between  EM  and  Upstreaming  approaches  is  that  the  latter  focuses  on  

integrating environmental issues at high levels of decision-making such as PPPs - compared to lower levels such  

as projects.

Annex 5 presents the wide range of approaches/tools used for environmental mainstreaming & upstreaming - 

those in italic are the most broadly used.  The areas in which they are applied vary, from biodiversity, chemicals  

and climate change to energy, water and Millennium Development Goals support.  One of the most popular 

upstreaming tools is  Strategic Impact Assessment (SEA), the latter will  be  further analysed in the following 

section as SEA is specifically popular within the EU and the UK – subject of the associated case study. 

5 Details on environmental mainstreaming drivers could be found in Annex 4. 
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1.1.1 Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

SEA-type approaches were developed based upon Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) methodologies and 

principles.  Once  born,  it  was  clear  that  EIA  was  not  sufficient  since  only  a  small  proportion  of  

proposal/decisions are subject to EIA. SEA aims to integrate environmental considerations into higher levels of 

decision-making as outlined in Agenda 21. It is precisely because SEA applies to PPPs and strategies that it  

should be able to target sources of environmental impact and not only the symptoms specific to a project; as well  

as facilitate early warning of large scale and cumulative effects from small-scale actions that might not need EIA 

(UNEP, 2002). 

SEA symbolises a far-reaching change in approach – one that integrates the environment into the policy and 

planning mainstream in support for sustainable development.

Dalal-Clayton & Bass (2005: 358)

Figure 1.1: Commonly used acronyms for SEA-type approaches

        Source: amended from Dalal-Clayton & Bass (2005).
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ANSEA Analytical Strategic environmental assessment 
CEA Country Environmental Analysis
EER Energy and Environment Review
IA Integrated Assessment 

Impact Assessment
IEM Integrated Environmental Management
ITA Integrated Trade Assessment
PA Policy Appraisal
PSIA Poverty and social Impact Assessment
REA Regional Environmental Assessment
SEA Strategic Environmental Assessment

Strategic Effects Assessment
Sectoral Environmental Assessment

SEAN Strategic Environmental Analysis
SEF Strategic Environmental Framework
SIA Strategic Impact Assessment
SO Strategic Overview



Table 1.1: Aims, objectives and benefits of SEA-type approaches

Support informed and 

integrated decision-making by:

Contribute to environmentally 

SD by:

Reinforce project EIA via:

Identifying environmental effects 

of proposed actions.

Anticipating and preventing 

environmental impacts at source.

Prior identification of scope of 

potential impacts and information 

needs.

Considering alternatives, including 

the best practicable environmental 

option.

Early warning of cumulative 

effects and global risks.

Addressing strategic issues and 

considerations related to 

justification of proposals.

Specifying appropriate mitigation 

measures.

Establishing safeguards based on 

principles of SD.

Reducing the time and effort 

necessary to conduct individual 

reviews.

Source: this author, based on UNEP (2002). 

Whilst  the  above  are  laudable  outcomes,  practice  shows  that  we  are  still  far  from  reaching  SEA's  aims,  

objectives and benefits (see chapter two). 

1.1.1.1 Principles and best practices related to Consultation in SEA-type processes

- Adapted from Dalal-Clayton & Bass (2005: 22, 89, 125)

– Early  notification,  example:  publication  of  a  starting  note,  so  that  everybody  knows  early  in  plan 

preparation that something is being planned and can start preparing to get involved 

– Pre-consultation on the draft plan for SEA: SEA contains many assumptions and preconditions, it is  

essential that public participation takes place. This will help increase the credibility of the end results 

and the final plan itself.

– Stakeholder's input on SEA schedule and public consultation as well as seeking consensus on aims6. 

– Public participation on the strategic proposals with participation of stakeholder groups (state and 

professional bodies, industry, universities and research institutions, NGOs and the media)  and the 

wider public.

– Mandatory independent  expert  advice on the scope and quality  of  the  report  (ideally  at  end of 

scoping), including presentation of opinions for public discussion

6 Examples: SEA of the Netherlands National Waste Management Plan 2002 Verheem (2003), SEA of the Energy Policy 
of the Czech Republic (Dusik (2003) and SEA of slovak Energy Policy (Kosova and Szollos, 2001).  
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– Consultation: review draft report(s).

– Conclude the public discussion with statements from the Ministry of Environment and the Ministry of 

Economics (or appropriate officials according to the country) which must then be sent to all participants 

before submission of the new/revised version of the strategy proposal.

– Clear reporting and documentation of the process and of commitments:

– Recording of  all choices made and planning processes in order to reinforce their transparency and  

justify the alternative(s) selected.

– Facilitate adequate opportunities to participate.

– Make information available and actively push it to stakeholders (internet, newspapers).

– Involve the public in all phases of SEA and planning and not just in the EIA review, EIA preparation and 

decision-making.

– Provide access to information and justice in accordance to the requirements of the Aarthus Convention.

Table 1.2: Participation in SEA-type processes – principles
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Participation in SEA processes – Principles

Stage Participation Stakeholders

Initiation Early notification. All

Planning 

Pre-consultation on the draft plan of SEA: All 

   - Input on schedule,

   - Input on Public Consultation plans and

   - Consensus on aims.

experts

Execution
Independent expert advice on quality of report. experts

Review of draft report. All 

Closure
All

General Principles applicable to all stages

Record of all choices made.

Record of planning processes.

Provide adequate opportunities to participate.

Actively push information to stakeholders.

Independent expert advise on scope (ideally at end of 
scoping).

Conclusion of public discussion with statements of MoE 
and MoE sent to all participants prior submission of the 
revised report version.

Clear reporting 
& 

documentation 
of processes & 
commitments

Provide access to information and justice in accordance to the requirements of the Aarthus 
Convention.



Source: this author, based on Dalal-Clayton & Bass (2005).

Today, most countries have implemented mainstreaming and upstreaming approaches7 – all of which  place 

participation as a key element (Dalal-Clayton & Bass, 2005). However, upstreaming tools have not been 

effective in formulating policies that are more sustainable - even though the documentation may look good - 

because they frequently have been characterized by badly facilitated participation (Bass et al, 1995: iii) and 

economic factors still dominate the agenda (Russel & Turnpenny, 2009: 341; EAC, 2005, paragraph 55; Russel 

& Jordan, 2007: 18; Wilkinson, 2004: 11). These policies could be seen as failed strategies. On the contrary, 

those strategies/projects that ensure people have a stake and are committed are more likely to mainstream 

environmental considerations as well as maintain new practices once the flow of incentives stops (Bass et al, 

1995). They are also more likely to continue activities after the project has finished since people shaped the 

outcome,  becoming invested in its success. “Implementation is much smoother than when a majority has ruled 

and left an upset minority to impede progress” (Co-Intelligence Institute [Online] Accessed 13th September 

2010). 

The below sections will illustrate what should ideally happen in practice by describing those actors that should  

take part of participatory exercises at high levels of decision-making as well as those types of participation that  

ought to be facilitated in order to foster better governance and development models. 

1.2 Who should participate?

a)Those directly involved with decision-making: they are the default decision-makers. For example for a public 

project, the government or appropriate authority would have identified specific individuals within their bodies or 

departments who would ultimately make the final decision. 

b)Experts:  it  is  common to hire  or  invite  professionals/experts  in  the  subject  area  at  hand.  They generally 

contribute with research, analysis and recommendations.

c)Those directly affected by a policy, plan, programme (PPP) or project. It can be an entire economic sector, a 

community or a small village for example.

d) Interested groups: those interested in participating even though they are not directly affected or have decision-

7 Consult Annex 6 for a detailed description on international SEA legal developments.
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making abilities. These generally involve civil society actors. Note that during the conduct of this research, the 

definition of civil society came across as a rather broad and sometimes ambiguous concept. The below list has 

been put together from different sources that aim to provide an idea of which actors are considered to be part of  

civil society (UNECE Convention (1998), Bass et al (1995: 83), OECD (2005: 22) and CCS [Online] Accessed 

27th October 2009):

– academic and research institutions;

– associations of resource users (farmers, hunters, fishers, tourism operators, etc.);

– banking and financial organizations;

– business associations

– community groups;

– environmental organizations;

– human development organizations;

– social movements

– indigenous peoples (some may be involved as governments);

– industry and business (corporate sector);

– the judiciary;

– the media;

– professional associations;

– relief and welfare organizations;

– faith-based groups/organisations;

– schools, teachers, and parent-teacher associations;

– trades unions;

– employee organisations and employer organizations;

– women's groups;

– registered charities 

– non-governmental organizations (NGOs) with international reach; 

– local NGOs; 

– local groups organized for consultation and for implementation of projects; 

– self-help groups;

– coalitions and advocacy groups;

– international organizations; 

– individual members of the public.
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There is a slight distinction in the way that broader public and locals are engaged in participatory approaches.  

The  latter  are  generally  engaged  as  directly  affected  individuals  and  practitioners  tend  to  encourage  the 

formation of local and community groups to better organise their involvement. Whereas, the broader public is 

the sum of all those individuals that are not considered to be directly affected and do not participate through  

affiliations  to  any  other  organisations  or  institutions.  The  latter  could  be  categorised  as  “interested”  

groups/members of the public. According to Bass et al (1995) “the individual is ultimately the key player - SD 

will, in practice, be the result of many millions of actors working separately and together” (1995:10).  Therefore,  

this document has included the broader public in the below table to highlight its presence among other actors  

within civil society.

Table 1.3 Stakeholders

           Source: this author. 

1.3 What kind of participation?

There is a need to identify the kinds of participation that are conducive to SD since

The term `participation' has been used to justify the extension of control of the state on the one hand, and to  

build local capacity and self-reliance on the other; that it has been used to justify external decisions as well as  

to devolve power and decision-making away from external agencies. Participation has also been used for data  

collection by `experts' and for more interactive analysis by others.

Bass et al (1995: 22)

Rahnema (1992) states: “more often than not, people are asked or dragged into participating in operations of 

no interest to them, in the very name of participation”, creating participation fatigue as well as engendering  

prejudice against participation. In the UK, and according to Involve (2005: 4) phenomena such as consultation 
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fatigue is the result of participants' efforts being ignored or insensitively responded to while they give freely of  

their time to take responsibility as active citizens. The document further states that participation is competing for  

funds within institutional budget setting processes with many other worthwhile activities. Therefore it is vital to 

only make use of  the  kinds of  participation that  will  accommodate  participant's  concerns  and eagerness  to 

participate,  as  well  as  being conducive to  SD  before  public  investment  is  significantly reduced or  cut  and 

participants are not interested in participating any more. The latter will not only damage democratic models of 

governance but will also diminish the chances to achieve better development models that are more sustainable. 

The IIED believes that participation does not simply imply the mechanical application of a technique or method 

but it is a  part of a process of dialogue, action, analysis and change (1995: 54).  The IAIA (2006), states that 

participation is the involvement of individuals/groups that are positively or negatively affected/interested in a 

proposed PPP or project that is subject to decision-making process.  The IAP2 believes that  aspects of public 

participation cross national, cultural, and religious boundaries. IAP2 also believes that participation helps make 

better decisions which reflect the interests and concerns of potentially affected people and entities (IAP2 [Online] 

Accessed  13th Jan  2010).  According  to  the  World  Bank  (2001) participation  is  "a  process  through  which 

stakeholders influence and share control over development initiatives, and the decisions and resources which 

affect them" (2001: 3). 

In summary, participation could be seen as the inclusion of stakeholders other than the obvious decision-makers. 

Whereas participatory approaches/methods (such as workshops, written consultations, etc.) would be defined as  

the sum of methods, approaches and/or techniques that help facilitate participation.

It is important to highlight that current EU and UK political documents do not make a distinction between writ-

ten consultations (a participatory method) and specific types of participation – see below table. The latter means  

that "consultation" is equivalent to "participation" in a broader sense, and "consultation" generally takes the form 

of  "written consultations". Other participatory methods such as workshops, 1-1 discussions and forums are also  

considered as forms of consultation. However, the same participatory methods could result in consultative, func-

tional or any other type of participation – it all depends on the goal of the exercise, the facilitator and the ob-

tained results. What this means is that participatory methods can be categorised by type of participation accord-

ing to its characteristics and generated outcomes – see table below. In that sense, this research will focus on the  

type of participation rather than the method used.
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1.3.1 Typology of Participation 

Table 1.4 presents the the many ways that development organisations interpret and use the term participation,  

which can be resolved into seven clear types:

Table 1.4: Typology of Participation

Type Characteristics

1. Manipulative

Participation 

Participation is simply a pretence, with “people's” representatives on official boards but who 

are unelected and have no power. 

2. Passive 

Participation

People participate by being told what has been decided or has already happened. It involved 

unilateral announcements by an administration or project management without any listening 

to people's responses. The information being shared belongs only to external professionals. 

3. Participation 

by Consultation

People participate by being consulted or answering questions. External agents define 

problems and information gathering process and so control analysis. Such a consultative 

process does not concede any share in decision-making, and professionals are under no 

obligation to take on board people's views.

4. Participation 

for 

Material 

Incentives

People participate by contributing resources, for example labour, in return for food, cash or 

other material incentives. Farmers may provide the fields and labour, but are involved in 

neither experimentation nor the process of learning. It is very common to see this called 

participation, yet people have no stake in prolonging technologies or practices when the 

incentives end.

5. Functional 

Participation

Participation seen by external agencies as a means to achieve project goals, especially 

reduced costs. People may participate by forming groups to meet predetermined objectives 

related to the project. Such involvement may be interactive and involve shared decision 

making, but tends to arise only after major decisions have already been made by external 

agents. At worst, local people may still only be co-opted to serve external goals. 

6. Interactive 

Participation

People participate in joint analysis, development of action plans and formation or 

strengthening of local institutions. Participation is seen as a right, not just the means to 

achieve project goals. The process involves interdisciplinary methodologies that seek 

multiple perspectives and make use of systemic and structured learning processes. As groups 

take control over local decisions and determine how available resources are used, so they 

have a stake in maintaining structures or practices.

7. Self- People participate by taking initiatives independently of external institutions to change 
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Mobilisation systems. They develop contacts with external institutions for resources and technical advice 

they need, but retain control over how resources are used. Self-mobilization can spread if 

governments and NGOs provide an enabling framework of support. Such self-initiated 

mobilisation may or may not challenge existing distributions of wealth and power.

Source: adapted from Pretty (1994), Satterthwaite (1995); Adnan et al. (1992), Hart (1992)

Some problems identified with passive, consultative and incentive-driven forms of participation is that they:

can  marginalise  some  stakeholders  or  limit  their  stake  in  the  process  of  defining  the  balance  between  

economic,  social  and  environmental  goals,  and  between  the  present  and  the  future.  If  the  objective  of 

development planning is to achieve sustainable development, then none of the first four types of participation  

alone will suffice.

Bass et al (1995: 23) 

Therefore, this research focuses on the functional, Interactive and Self-Mobilisation [5-7] types of participation,  

which according to Bass et al (1995: 25) provide the following advantages: 

– Formation of local groups and greater use of participatory methodologies;

– More (strategic) tasks are done by local/community groups – specifically,  more decisions are taken by 

them;

– A more realistic, practical work programme is developed

– Support for implementation is greater, which in turn increases the chances of long term success.

– Increased prominence of societal and environmental factors, other than the usual economic concerns.  

The latter is conducive of SD practices as well as better decision-making. 

Annex 7 presents a detailed comparison of strategies with high (types 4-5) and low (types 1-3) intensities of 

participation . The information shown demonstrates that although there are some challenges for high levels of 

participation, the benefits are higher than those strategies with low intensities of participation. Moreover:

If the objective is to achieve sustainable development, then nothing less than functional participation will  

suffice. Great care must therefore be taken with both using and interpreting the term participation. It should 

always be qualified by reference to the type of participation as most types will threaten rather than support the  

goals of sustainable development. What is important is to ensure that those using the term both clarify their  

specific  application  and define  better  ways  of  shifting  from the  more  common passive  consultative  and 

incentive-driven participation towards the interactive end of the spectrum. 

IIED (1995: 62)
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In summary, consultation is not considered as a mechanism for genuine and effective participation (Bass et al, 

1995; IIED, 1995). From this perspective, the reader could start to appreciate why current consultation practices 

- which are the most common type of participation facilitated as part of upstreaming approaches, and in general 

UK policy-making processes (Mansfield, 2010a: 4)  – need to be replaced for approaches that make use of better 

types of participation. To cement this idea, chapter two studies upstreaming and consultative practice in the UK 

in order to identify problems related to the application of these approaches as the only tools currently used to 

foster SD and better democratic practices.
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Chapter 2: Assessing Current Practice

This chapter presents a case study based on the UK, which also touches on EU experience to a lesser extent. It  

studies issues resulting from the usage of upstreaming approaches and consultative types of participation as the  

preferred models for fostering SD and better democratic processes. 

The aim of the chapter is to demonstrate why there is a need to go beyond current upstreaming and consultative-

only approaches in order to achieve SD and to tackle participation fatigue. 

2.1 European Experience

The Civil Dialogue initiated by the Commission in the 1990s is seen as the first attempt by the EU to give the  

institutions of society - not only governments and businesses - a voice at the policy-making tables in Brussels.  

The EU, like other international institutions, has a long way to go in trying to accommodate the frequently 

divergent interests of non-governmental organisations and citizen groups. “There is increasing recognition that  

international and national governments have to open up to civil society institutions” (CCS. [Online]  Accessed 

27th October 2009). 

Ex-ante policy appraisal is a popular approach being used by EU members in order to increase the delivery and 

effectiveness of sustainable development. This mechanism should, in theory help to identify potential conflicts 

that may occur in the political arena over rival objectives. These may then be dealt with more effectively (Russel 

& Jordan, 2009: 1201).

SEA Directive (2001/42/EC)

The  EU  has  increased  the  number  of  countries  with  formal  SEA systems.  International  observers  and 

practitioners, believe that the SEA Directive established a new procedural benchmark for SEA of specified plans 

and programmes, not only within the EU but also internationally. “Many observers expected the SEA Directive 

and the SEA protocol8 to become international reference standards” (Dalal-Clayton & Bass, 2005: 4). 

8 SEA Protocol to the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE Convention on EIA in a Transboundary 
Context (agreed in Kiev in 2003).
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Moreover, the SEA Directive “is widely regarded as a milestone in the evolution of the SEA field”  (Dalal-

Clayton & Bass,  2005:  29).  However,  “there  are  significant  variations  in  the  manner  and effectiveness  of 

implementation” (Dalal-Clayton et al, 2005: 364).

The UK has been selected as the main case study, to represent the EU, as it “has been identified as international 

leader in governance for sustainable development”  (Russel & Jordan, 2009: 1201)  due to the fact that it has 

established governance processes to integrate SD into its policy processes through the innovative use of, for  

example, policy appraisal (OECD, 2001; 2002; Russel & Jordan, 2007).

2.1.1  Case Study: United Kingdom

The  central  government  has  been  a  pioneer  in  appraising  policy  since  at  least  the  late  1980s  (Russel  & 

Turnpenny, 2009; Radaelli, 2005; Russel & Jordan 2007). Since 1997, the UK Labour governement has favoured 

a “joined-up and evidence-based approach to policy-making”  (Russel & Jordan, 2009: 1201).  Therefore, one 

could expected policy appraisal (an upstreaming approach, SEA-type model) to be effective in such a policy  

context and given the fact that it has been a process which has been in practice for three decades - having had an  

opportunity to become an embedded feature of daily policy making. 

In the UK, as in the rest of the world, the most common type of participation facilitated is consultative-only  

(Mansfield, 2010: 4). Moreover, consultation is generally not facilitated throughout the policy-making process  

but  only once policy options have been developed and SEA initiated/finalised.  It  is then that  formal public 

consultation (mostly formal written consultation) of those options takes place, which in theory should influence  

the final decision and the preferred option's for implementation. In the UK the latest upstreaming tool is called  

Impact Assessment (IA), the figure below illustrates the key points of the process: 
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Figure 2.1: Impact Assessment 

Source: BIS (2010: 8)

The next sections provides a summary of UK's legal advancements in the area of SD as well as the evolution of  

its upstreaming and participatory practice. 

2.1.1.1 Evolution of Upstreaming Approaches in the UK

– Prior to the entry in force of the EU SEA Directive, the UK had non-statutory provision for SEA-type 

guidelines on policy appraisal and plan evaluations including the Environmental Policy Appraisal (EPA) 

introduced in 1990 as part of the Government's response to the Brutland report.   It  was used as an  

instrument for cross-government coordination on SD.

– United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,  Succession signature of the Convention on 

Environmental  Impact  Assessment in  a  Transboundary Context  (Espoo,  Finland.  25 February 1991)  

Ratification: 10 Oct 1997 (UN Treaty Collection [Online] Accessed 11th June, 2010).

– United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,  Succession signature of the SEA protocol: (21 

May 2003) no ratification (UN Treaty Collection [Online] Accessed 11th June, 2010). 
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– The Government's Statutory Instrument 2004 No 1633 sets out regulations transposing the  EU SEA 

Directive into  law  in  England.  The  Strategic  Environmental  Assessment  Directive:  Guidance  for  

Planning Authorities (ODPM, 2003) indicates how the requirements of the EU SEA Directive are to be 

incorporated into the wider process .

– This  has been dealt  with separately in Scotland,  Northern Ireland and Wales.  It  is  important  to 

highlight that Scotland surpasses the objectives of the Directive since it applies to a wider range of 

public strategies, plans and programmes than those required. 

– The  Regulatory  Impact  Assessment (RIA)  system  has  its  origins  in  the  1990s  when  Conservative 

government tried to install a cost compliance regime for regulation. It appeared in a contemporary form 

after the election of a labour government in 1997. Its primary aim was to produce an “assessment of the 

impact [on business, charity or the voluntary sector] of policy options in terms of the costs, benefits and  

risks of a [policy] proposal'' (Cabinet Office, 2003, paragraph 1.1). RIA ran alongside 10 other policy 

appraisal systems such as EPA but in 2004 the Government collapsed all sectoral appraisal systems into 

a more integrated form of RIA, covering aspects crucial  to SD such as the environment and social  

exclusion.  Hence  RIA was intended as  a  `cornerstone'  of  the  agenda to  achieve  `better  regulation',  

working in conjunction with other processes such as consultation (Radaelli, 2005: 925). By doing so,  

RIA was  expected  to  improve  the  transparency  and  accountability  of  the  policy-making  process.  

Crucially, RIA was supposed to be relevant to the whole policy formulation process by demonstrating 

how factors as “consultation, the socio-economical costs and benefits ... had been taken into account in  

the  assessment  of  regulatory  proposals”  (Radaelli,  2005:  925).  RIA was  cited  as  a  major  delivery 

mechanism in the UK's SD strategy (HMG, 2005: 155).

– In 2007, RIA was re-branded Impact Assessment (IA) and placed under the stewardship of BIS – BERR 

back then. The commitments made as part of the Modernising Government White Paper (Cabinet Office, 

1999) are cited as a strong motivation for the above decision. The paper promoted a more integrated  

approach to governance and the SD agenda. It also committed the Government to “produce and deliver  

an integrated system of impact and appraisal tools in support of SD covering impacts on business, the  

environment, health and the needs of particular groups in society” (UN Government, 1999). 

On paper the above legal advancements are laudable but what about practice? According to Dalal-Clayton & 

Bass "so far, policy appraisal has been applied narrowly and inconsistently and will not be directly affected by  

the EU SEA Directive" (2005: 98). The below sections further develop insights into UK practice.
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2.1.1.2 Environmental Policy Appraisal (EPA) Practice 

“EPA seemed to have had little impact on either the process or the substance of UK policy making, with very  

few appraisals being conducted” (Russel & Turnpenny, 2009: 342). The few EPAs conducted were “little more 

than cursory after-the-event justifications to 'green-proof' predetermined policies” (Russel & Jordan, 2007). 

Studies show that between 1997 and 2004 only around 62 EPAs were produced, compared with some 631 RIAs. 

The latter RIA figure corresponds to 90 - 100% compliance levels (Russel & Turnpenny, 2009; Russel & Jordan, 

2007). 

The above figures demonstrate the lack of general participation in policy making processes as a direct result of  

the low levels of compliance under EPA. However, one could say that the first years of experience are just part  

of a long-term learning curve; therefore the next section studies what happened next, once RIAs superseded  

EPAs. The following research will focus on the last two decades of UK practice. 

2.1.1.3 Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) Practice

According to Russel & Turnpenny (2009: 340), within the EU there has been a trend to favour more integrated 

forms of appraisal covering environmental,  societal,  and the economic factors - as part of a wider move to  

attempt  to  improve  governance  processes  (see,  for  example,  Cabinet  Office,  1999;  CEC,  2001).  This 

development can be seen in implementation of more RIAs in the UK and IAs within the EU:

Such integrated appraisal systems often attempt to better integrate evidence within the assessment process, better 

integrate  different  stakeholder  perspectives  to  enhance  transparency  and  participation,  better  integrate  the 

assessment process fully within the policy process, and better integrate across different policy domains. 

Russel & Turnpenny (2009: 340)

In theory, a more integrated policy appraisal can be argued as being more supportive of SD. However,  the  

National Audit Office (NAO, 2001; 2004; 2005), indicated that RIAs within the UK trended towards low quality 

as many were ex post  justifications of predetermined decisions as opposed to being ex ante appraisals that  

inform and influence policy development. NAO also believes that RIA's coverage of impacts was limited to  

economic issues (NAO, 2006; EAC, 2007). In summary, NAO believes that RIAs have been poorly integrated 

into the policy process. 
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The above trends “broadly reflect those from studies on the European Commission (eg Hertin et al, 2008), and  

other EU member states (eg Jacob et al, 2008), which emphasise in particular the relatively heavy focus on  

economic and administrative cost aspects within appraisal practice” Russel & Turnpenny (2009).

Some  authors  go  as  far  as  saying  that  “rather  than  supporting  sustainable  development,  more  integrated 

approaches  to  appraisal  could  actually  undermine  the  concept  as  environmental  and  social  issues  may get  

squeezed  out  of  the  process  by  more  high-profile  and  politically  salient  economic  concerns”  (Russel  & 

Turnpenny, 2009: 34; EAC, 2005, paragraph 55; Russel and Jordan, 2007: 18; Wilkinson, 2004: 11).

Russel & Turnpenny (2009) analysed practice in the UK with regards to RIAs. More specifically,  50 RIAs were  

selected, out of approximately 650 conducted by central departments between the advent of integrated RIA in 

2004 and the creation of the new IA system in early 2007.  These were conducted by a wide range of UK  

governmental departments which included the Department for culture, Media & Sport; DEFRA, Department for 

Transport, BERR, Department of Health, Home Office, Communities and Local Government, Department for 

Children,  Schools and Families;  Ministry of Defence,  Ministry of Justice,  HM Treasury,  HM Revenue and  

Customs; Department for Work and Pensions. 

The findings state that RIA is seen as a process to help inform, not to decide policy – as opposed to an approach  

where  participation  and  appraisals  help  decide  framework,  issues,  alternatives,  analysis,  final  decision  and 

implementation of PPPs (as proposed in this research, see next chapter). 

Consultation is then often seen “as a vital mechanism to identify and resolve trade-offs through debate and  

deliberation  and  to  thus  pursue  a  more  joined-up  and  inclusive  approach  to  policy  making”  (Russel  &  

Turnpenny, 2009: 346) with a mandatory 12 week consultation period for RIAs. However findings indicate that  

(Russel & Turnpenny, 2009: 345-6):

– Only 46% of consultation responses were integrated into RIAs or policy outputs, 21% were not and in  

33% cases it was unknown. 

– Moreover, 44% facilitated narrow inclusion of stakeholders9, 44% broad inclusion, 4% did not facilitate 

consultation at all. 8% unknown. 

– In the cases where participation was broad, the stakeholders were business, trade unions, environmental  

groups as well as voluntary organisations. 

– Those with narrow participation involved only main players such as the industry – further cementing the  

prevalence of economic concerns. 

9 Meaning that only a few stakeholders took part in the consultation.
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– The vast majority presented a narrow range of impacts (62%). Issues related to economics, particularly 

cost-effectiveness, received the most attention.

What the above figures show is that there is good and bad consultation practice in all departments. “Even when a 

sizeable number of sampled RIAs appeared to strongly incorporate some of the integration criteria (coverage of 

impacts, broad consultation, tool use), none of the appraisals comprehensively addressed all of them” (Russel & 

Turnpenny 2009: 349). Key points resulting from Russel's & Turnpenny's study are (2009: 347-8):

– Stakeholder responses should officially be listed in RIA but not this not always done in practice.

– Informal consultation with preselected stakeholders often occurred aside from public consultation, most 

significantly before the standard or official consultation period.

– Differences in stakeholder positions remained unresolved by RIAs.

– In some cases, consultation was so late, effectively rendering it a communication exercise rather than a 

consultation process. 

– Trade-offs

– Usually implicit through listing potential costs/benefits of policy proposal. Moreover, the mentioned 

process  would  in  some  cases  be  patchy.  “These  political  aspects  of  decision  making  are  often 

maligned,  particularly  for  those  who  create  “evidence”  for  policy  makers  and  who  go  to 

considerable efforts to communicate findings in an accessible way” (Russel & Turnpenny 2009:  

350)

– Interviewees see high-level political responsibility to balance competing priorities and options as 

well as having to deal with policy spillovers. Thus missing the point of RIA, which is to 

transparently and analytically uncover potential trade-offs that otherwise may not have been 

considered by stakeholders and policy makers. 

– 60% don't even mention trade-offs, 38% implicit and 2% explicit.

These findings demonstrate that pre-consultation with certain groups was more influential in shaping policy than 

the  “official”  consultation  and RIA.  Sadly,  these  'insider  groups'  were  key  economic  actors,  which  further 

reinforced the prevalence of economics over other sustainability issues (Russel & Turnpenny, 2009: 350). In 

summary RIAs had little impact on the final policy direction, failing to foster SD - which is hardly surprising  

considering their low integration into the policy process. The challenge in integrating the evidence generated by 

RIAs (or any SEA-type assessment) is that policy-making processes are:
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...complex, context-specific, and often counter-intuitive; with policies being made on the back of manifesto 

commitments - responding to emerging, international obligations, media pressure, etc. This is exacerbated by 

the Europeanisation of UK policy, whereby much environmental policy now originates at the EU level.

Russel & Turnpenny (2009: 349) (see also Bach & Jordan, 2006)

In addition:

A linear model of policy process associated with the technical – rational framing of policy appraisal, as can be 

seen with RIA, does not reflect the realities of policy-making processes... [which] is a non linear, recursive, 

and iterative process, shaped by interactions between key actors such as bureaucrats, ministers and powerful 

stakeholders. [Therefore, RIA is important but insufficient] as some political process are so entrenched (eg. 

influence of powerful stakeholders and ministerial discretion) that they are likely to remain the dominant  

force regardless of the application of instruments as appraisals

Russel & Turnpenny (2009: 351)

Russel's & Turnpenny's study questions the UK's reputation as an international leader in policy appraisal to  

better implement SD and whether policy appraisal is really a suitable delivery tool. All of which is very worrying 

as there is no other upstreaming tool being developed at the moment. However, this author believes that a policy  

making model that focuses on participation throughout the policy-making cycle could be better suited to the  

nature of policy cycles, as it allows for a non linear, recursive and iterative process to happen; focusing on core  

values, principles and best practices to ensure quality rather than ensuring structure and ordered succession of  

tasks as it happens with current upstreaming tools and their  rigid consultation exercises. The later does not  

suggest that upstreaming approaches are to be put aside but rather function as a complementary tool to highly  

participative policy-making models. 
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2.1.1.4 Impact Assessment (IA) Practice 

Born as a recent recasting of RIA, IA now falls within the Department for Business Innovation & Skills (BIS) 

authority. However it seems that 

...  [guidance provided by BERR, now BIS] appears  less  precise  [than  RIAs]  over  which  impacts  need  to  be 

included,  beyond economic costs  of  proposed legislation and a few salient  sustainable issues  such as  climate 

change ... making it difficult to see as a key delivery tool for its SD strategy.

Russel &  Turnpenny (2009: 352)

Russel et al (2010) state that policy appraisal is widely promoted as a tool for policy integration in two different  

ways. The first one being to integrate cross-cutting issues into sectoral policies (single issue appraisals) and  

secondly to integrate processes where several cross-cutting issues are analysed in one process (called Integrated  

Appraisal).  Both are used to  improve knowledge exchange and co-ordination between ministries.  However, 

“both ... have been poor at integrating issues such as sustainable development ... into sectoral policy processes”  

(Russel  et  al,  2010:  37).  According to the  European Commission,  none types are important  as  long as the  

integration transcends the boundaries of the state and has a wider scope that is sensitive to broader European SD  

goals relating to the environment, society and the economy (Council of the European Union, 2006). The latter is 

thought  to  be  possible  through  inclusive  stakeholder  processes  and  double  loop  learning  linking  different 

governance  scales  (local,  regional,  national,  EU,  global).  Please  note  that  the  focus  of  the  latter  is  on 

participation and learning.

Russel et al (2010) studied three cases of UK IA practice. The first one being the Energy Policy (Energy White 

Paper: DTI, 1998) which according to the authors,  did not meet most best practice (2010: 1207). The second one 

being the next Energy Policy  paper (DTI, 2003). In both cases, the authors report that policy appraisal were  

after-the-event justifications of predetermined policy directions rather than policy coordination processes. The 

third case was the SEA of Strategic Defence Review (June 2000).  They concluded that   the  Government's 

decision (2004) to  collapse 11 separate  sectoral  policy appraisal  requirements (including EPA) into a more  

integrated regulatory IA - overseen by Cabinet Office - has not improved matters greatly as many still fail to  

assess environmental and social impacts effectively.  This resonates with s tudies on European appraisal systems 

which suggest that IA's policy impact has been limited because stakeholder input was primarily limited to the 

state  and powerful  non-state  actors  and given the fact  that  opportunities  for  challenging policy goals  were 

limited (Russel et al, 2010).
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2.1.1.5 General UK Consultation Practice 

On 14 June 2007, the Government published “Effective Consultation – asking the right questions, asking the 

right people, listening to the answers. Government Response” as part of its review of the Code of Practice on 

Consultation. The document was distributed widely to organisations which had responded to consultations as  

well  as  to  stakeholder  groups  of  various  government  departments,  private  members  of  the  public  and 

representatives  of  third  sector  organisations,  businesses,  trade  associations  and  local  government  bodies  – 

accounting for more than 300 responses. Participants were asked where improvements could be made, sharing 

experiences of good and bad practice in consultations and holding discussions regarding at which stage in policy  

development the Government should consult, methods of consultation, and improvements that people would like 

to see. Some of the key findings were (BERR, 2007: 6-16):

– The scope of the Code is not clear in regard to the definition of consultation and the public sector bodies  

for which it is intended. Some asked that the scope be widened to cover more (currently only for central  

government rather than public sector-wide), or indeed all, of the public sector.

– Sometimes the Government seems to consult when things are already decided.

– There is scepticism towards the Government's willingness to consult those who might be affected by  

new policies, sometimes making consultation feel like a tick-box exercise.

– Different views were expressed with regards to timing of consultations. Some preferred them to take  

place earlier (during the policy development process) as this means there is more scope of influence. 

However, others disagree as it was felt that if left late there will be enough content for people to react to, 

specifically in the case of local plans. Whilst some proposed that consultation should take the form of a  

longer term dialogue, employing different methods at different stages.

– Duration of consultation exercise: 12 weeks was supposed to be the minimum duration but it seems to  

have become the maximum with several consultations lasting for a shorter period.

– Clarity & Transparency: 

– Much of the disappointment and cynicism that surrounds Government consultations stems from a 

lack of transparency. For many people, it is often not clear what the exact scope of a consultation is,  

i.e. what has already been decided and what has not; nor is it clear what the process is. 

– Responses stated that knowing exactly how the Government has arrived at the consultation stage and 

who the Government has talked to in getting to that stage would improve the process of consultation. 

– Need for greater transparency with regard to what the Government intends to do with responses.

– Some argued that providing good quality feedback from the Government following consultation 

exercises  would  improve  consultation  processes,  relieve  consultation  fatigue  and  encourage 

participation. 
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– Feedback should go beyond simply summarising responses received and how it has affected 

Government plans. It should also include what is being taken on board by the Government and 

how, and what is not being taken on board and why not.

– Copies should be distributed to all who participated, not relying on internet if people haven 

not got access. 

– Some  suggested  weighting  responses  according  to  representation.  Others  disagreed  and 

suggested to focus only on the quality of arguments made.

– IA: 

– Government  should  make  better  use  of  IA in  consultation  documents  to  spell  out  clearly  the 

expected costs and benefits of the options under consideration. Many people said that IAs were  

usually not integral parts of consultation documents but simply add-ons. 

– IA process & documents should be discussed, asking people if they agree with the IA and to provide 

additional evidence to feed into the IA.

– There is a lack of analysis in some cases of the effects on society, especially equality issues, and on  

small businesses. In that regard, there is also a need to make sure assessments include evidence of 

impacts on these various affected groups. 

– Documents do not regularly state how confident the body is in its researched figures.

– IA work is often done late in the day rather than from the outset and so it is not a tool in policy  

development.

– Issues raised with regards to the Government's capacity to run the many consultations it launches each  

year and it's ability to perform well. Capacity issues were also raised for third sector organisations. 

– Quality: 

– There is too much focus on the process (e.g. criterion 2: duration of consultation should normally 

last 1 to 12 weeks), rather than on the quality of the consultations and the outcomes. The suggestion 

was to focus on  good policy outcomes.

– Need to carry out high quality consultation exercises, with one response suggesting that each team 

should have one staff member trained in effective consultation;

– Monitoring: 

– One of the weakness of the current  system is the lack of independent  oversight  and qualitative  

monitoring of Government consultations. 

– Monitoring is lacking because of its focus on duration and the coverage of the annual reports on 

Government consultations.

– Need  to  analyse  the  degree  to  which  the  consultation  exercise  affected  the  eventual  policy  

development. 

42



– Other  areas  that  might  be  monitored  include  response  rates,  Government  feedback  and  the 

appropriateness of the methods used to seek people’s views.

– Government should regularly seek feedback on the quality of its consultation exercises.

– Some  asked  whether  Government  departments  ever  evaluated  their  consultation  exercises  and 

whether this was against the criteria in the Code other than criterion 1 (“When to Consult”); what  

sanctions there were for departments which regularly deviate from the Code; and what  was the  

precise status and role of CCs within Government departments.

– Advice should be given as to which methods are suitable for which groups and sectors or types of  

consultation. 

– Government officials should receive training on how best to encourage/enable participation of different 

audiences. 

– People incur costs when they participate in meetings with the Government and that the Government 

could/should reimburse people for their expenses. 

– Consultation fatigue is an issue for many of those who responded to this consultation, particularly third 

sector organisations which participated in this review. It was generally noted that the Government is  

consulting more than ever and other layers of Government are also consulting more (local authorities,  

devolved administrations, the European Commission, etc).

– Early notice of upcoming consultations will help plan resources/time for participating.

– Use of non-written methods in addition to written would help alleviate fatigue. 

– Ensuring exercises  are well organised  and had a real impact on policy could also help.

As a response to the above findings, the Government published an updated version of the Code of Practice on 

consultation  (HMG 2008), being the third edition - the first one was created in 2000. The updated Code did 

include some of the suggestions presented above:

– Notably, it prescribes that consultation should take place when there is scope to influence the policy 

outcome and as early as possible not when everything is already settled. Sadly, the updated Code does 

not commit to consult on everything, stating “The issues the Government decides to consult depend on  

the circumstances in each case” (page 6).

– Makes the distinction between consultation and information only exercises,  the latter  being making 

information available but not seeking views or evidence to influence policy. 

– Informal consultation is outside this Code but is seen as a common practice “to obtain initial evidence  

and understanding of issues that will be raised in formal consultation” (page  6). This is a contentious 

area as Russel's & Turnpenny's  (2009)  findings demonstrate that pre - consultation with certain groups 

was more influential in shaping policy than the “official” consultation and RIA.
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– The Code recommends that the consultation document should be clear about the scope of influence 

(what has already been decided will be considered as being outside the scope of consultation) as well as  

including relevant information from the IA findings. Publishing the IA report was also suggested. The 

consultation document should describe what  has taken place in the development of the policy prior 

consultation, how consultation will  be run and what can be expected after the exercise has formally 

closed.  However,  it  fails  to  ensure  that  reports  include a  detail  description of  the  impacts  to  those  

directly/potentially affected as well as detailing why certain suggestions provided by participants were  

or weren't taken into account (demonstrating how consultation affected/influenced final decision).

– Justifying the participatory approach chosen is also prescribed in the Code.

– Focus on accessibility by working with trade, community and third sector organisations to reach those 

unheard or with no access to common channels of communication. Even suggesting to draft different 

versions for different audiences. 

– There  should  be  a  CC  to  ensure  the  Code  is  followed  and  to  give  advice  on  the  facilitation  of  

consultation  and/or  other  means  of  seeking  input.  The  coordinator  should  advise  on  training,  best 

practice and developments affecting consultation policies as well as other ad-hoc tasks.

– Finally, it requires that consultations are designed to seek views from those affected whilst  keeping it  

open to anyone at the same time. 

The Code is a good attempt to improve practice, however, it fails to impose a clear monitoring system to ensure  

effectiveness of practice as well as its quality. The Code also fails to ensure CCs are adequately trained and that  

informal consultations are not more influential than formal consultations. It also fails to produce the guidance 

that it intended as part of the Government's response to the above described findings (Threlfell. 4th June 2010) 

Examples include (BERR, 2008):

– “the Government will  also provide departments with improved guidance  on consultation during the 

various stages of policy development and the tools best used at these different stages” (page 6)

– The Government intends to “revise its guidance on consultation methods for engaging different groups  

and sectors and seek to improve best practice sharing and training in this area for officials conducting 

consultation exercises” (page 8)

– “provide improved guidance for departments on marketing/publicising consultation exercises so as to 

reach particular sectors/groups” (page 16)
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Summary

In the UK, upstreaming tools have consistently failed to assess environmental and social impacts effectively;  

being after-the-event justifications of predetermined policy directions. UK practice also demonstrates that Bass' 

et al's (1995) claim that there is a need to scale up participatory approaches is appropriate and still applicable.  

This  means  that  whilst  local  participation  (lower-levels  of  decision  making)  has  been  successful  in  many 

instances around the world, creating innovative approaches and methodologies; participation at high-levels of 

decision-making has not followed suit. According to the following authors, if we take a country as a whole, then 

we can identify two forms of participation (Bass et al, 1995: 57) - Figure 2.2 illustrates the following:

– Horizontal  participation:  refers  to  the  interactions  that  are  needed  across  sectoral  interest  groups, 

government ministries, and communities in different parts of the country, to ensure that issues, priorities, 

impacts and more are considered and dealt with across sectors or between areas, and that partnerships  

form where joint action is needed.

– Vertical participation: required to deal with impacts that are experienced further down the "hierarchy" 

from national to highly local levels, or from leaders right down to marginalised groups (such as impacts  

of policy). It is also required to cover the cumulative effects of impacts that are experienced further up  

the "hierarchy" (such as the cumulative impacts of soil  erosion or CO2 emissions).  The deeper the 

vertical participation within a given institution or nation, the better internalised the understanding and 

support for the strategy is likely to be. 
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Figure 2.2: Horizontal and Vertical Participation

Source: Bass et al (1995: 57)

As the figure above indicates, there is a need to scale up: stakeholders that usually do not participate at high  

levels of decision-making ought to be actively engaged and included. In the case of the UK, i t is primarily the 

state and other powerful non-state actors who dominate the policy-making process, as opposed to a model that is  

inclusive and open to all stakeholders.  In addition, the fact that participation is not monitored throughout the  

policy-making cycle gives room for pre-consultations with certain groups – usually key economic actors - which  

according to  Russel  & Turnpenny (2009)  is  more influential  in  shaping policy than "official  consultation"; 

reinforcing  the  prevalence  of  economics  over  sustainability  factors.  Moreover,  current  practice  shows  that 

functional, Interactive and Self-Mobilisation [5-7] types of participation are not commonly facilitated as part of  

SEA-type approaches adopted by the EU and more specifically the UK; with written consultations being the  

preferred type of  participation.  Sadly,  even consultations have proven to be far  from meeting best  practice  

guidelines and in some cases no consultation took place.  In addition, even the most effective consultations take  

place at a later stage, when policy development and analysis has started and by the time options have already  

been identified, leaving little or no room for the submission of innovative alternatives by other stakeholders. The 

figure below illustrates this:
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Figure 2.3: Impact Assessment Flowchart

Source: BIS (2010: 89)
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The findings in this chapter match those by Dalal-Clayton & Bass (2005). Both authors analysed international  

SEA practice. These authors found that most countries struggle when facilitating participation at high-levels of  

policy-making, with a lack of transparency and accountability being the most common issues. The authors state  

that modifications of decision-making processes will have to be made in order to provide adequate opportunities 

for the general  public to participate (Dalal-Clayton & Bass,  2005:  81).  As a  consequence,  the next  chapter 

studies how to improve practice, where the ideal case scenario would be the adoption of a policy making model  

that focuses on participation throughout the policy-making cycle as a way of fostering SD; as opposed to relying  

on current SEA type approaches only - such as the ones studied above for the UK and the EU. This means that  

upstreaming approaches are indeed a useful tool to help build a sound factual foundation on which to base 

policy-making but they should be a complementary tool rather than the only approach to promote SD. 

Whilst we get to the above scenario, there is currently room to improve  practice by implementing an evaluative  

and monitoring framework that builds on the improvements made by the revised Code of Practice (HMG, 2008). 

The goal of such a framework is to improve practice – hopefully encouraging transition from consultative-only 

to  other  types  of  participation  that  are  more  conducive  to  SD  –  as  well  as  promoting  transparency  and  

accountability.  The framework also fills  some gaps found in the Code - identified by non-addressed BERR 

findings which clearly state that there is an expectation from participants to implement a monitoring system in  

order to prove the quality of participatory exercises as well as tackling lack of trust between participants and  

decision-makers or facilitators, not to mention the biases towards economic factors and their prominence when 

compared to social and environmental concerns.
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Chapter 3. How to Improve Practice?

The first section focuses on the facilitation of participatory approaches throughout the policy-making cycle as an  

ideal scenario thought to be more conducive to better governance and development models. However, improving 

current practice whilst getting to the ideal scenario will be analysed in section 3.2. which elaborates on the role 

of the Consultation Coordinator and also presents indicators to evaluate and monitor participation throughout the 

policy-making cycle, during consultations and for SEA approaches. The last part of this chapter presents total  

estimated costs for the proposed framework and are put in context using two costing scenarios. 

3.1 Participation throughout the policy-making cycle – an ideal scenario

Chapter two proved that consultative-only practices (generally facilitated as part of upstreaming approaches)  

haven't worked. Moreover, upstreaming approaches - as a tool to help integrate environmental considerations 

into policy making - have also proved ineffective, as economic factors and actors still dominate the agenda.  

Therefore, this research promotes the facilitation of participation throughout the policy-making cycle, which in  

turn  ensures  that  stakeholders  –  other  than  economic  actors  –  have  a  fair  say  and  influence  in  policy 

development, increasing the prominence of environmental and societal factors at the same time. 

What follows is a detailed description of a model initially proposed by Bass et al (1995) and further developed in  

this document. The model has been enhanced by taking as inspiration participatory core values, principles and  

best practice guidelines that aim to describe what should ideally happen in practice; they enable Functional,  

Interactive and Self-Mobilisation types [5-7] of participation – the area of focus of this study since these are  

conducive to  SD.  In practical  terms it  opens the door  for  the  application of  a wide range of  participatory  

approaches,  other  than  written  consultations.  For  example,  facilitating  a  workshop  for  a  varied  range  of 

stakeholders during the information collection and analysis stage (as opposed to written consultations facilitated  

once  options  have  been  identified)  could  help  brainstorm,  analyse  issues/trade-offs  and  formulate  potential  

options; furthering the depth of involvement facilitated and the contribution to policy-making. 

According to Trudie Mansfield (26th July 2010) the above example is currently being considered by DEFRA and 

other organisations as it was acknowledged that written consultations are not always cost-effective nor adapted 

to the nature of policy cycles.
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Table 3.1: Participation throughout the Policy-making Cycle

Policy Making 
Stage

Description Benefits

Planning

1)  Since  any  strategic/policy  plan   contains  many 

assumptions and preconditions, it is essential that public 

participation takes place in the formulation of  both. This 

will help increase the credibility of the end result(s) and 

the  final  plan  itself.  Therefore  a  broad  proto-group  of 

participants could help define:

- the policy's theme, aims and issue(s) to be addressed 

- a broad schedule

- stakeholders to be consulted

- the choice of participation structures and methodologies, 

and incentives required for participation. 

2) When selecting stakeholders it is important to keep in 

mind whose interests will be represented and whose will 

not. The aim is to ensure that those potentially affected (at 

a minimum) participate,  as well  as relevant  civil  actors 

functioning as interested parties. 

This  will  ensure  a  broad  representation  outside  of  the 

usual economic actors and decision-makers; which in turn 

should  increase  the  prominence  of  environmental  and 

social issues. 

3)  Participants  should  agree  on  a  consensus-building 

ethos as well as building mutual trust and cooperation.

1)  Consensus-building  and 

conflict-resolution  for  major 

societal  decisions,  objectives, 

targets  and standards  -  which 

are negotiated so that they are 

locally acceptable, meaningful 

and  practicable,  avoiding  the 

risk of "imposing" approaches, 

or blanket solutions;

2)  Political  credibility  of  the 

strategy is higher than when it 

is just a product of technicians 

and bureaucrats;

3)  Participation  can  link 

decision-making  back  with 

groups  that  have  become 

marginalised through previous 

decisions;  and  so  help  an 

equitable  definition  of  trade-

offs.

Information 
Collection

Aim: build policy on sound factual base

1) SEA-type tools are a commonly used for information 

collection.  However,  there  should  also  be  room for  all 

stakeholders to contribute during this stage as they may 

identify  important  issues  otherwise  missed  by  the 

traditional scientist.

Basing the strategy on a broad 

knowledge-base and spread of 

opinion  offers  the  best 

informed judgement on issues, 

trade-offs  and  options  in  the 

time  available.  It  also 

improves  communications 

within  and  between  interest 
Analysis Aim:  Open analysis  to  a  wide  range of  stakeholders  – 

specifically  those  that  might  be  potentially  affected  as 
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well as interested parties. This will ensure that trade-offs 

are appropriately quantified, analysed and hopefully taken 

into  account  when  making  a  final  decision.  Note  that 

analysis  could  be  included  as  part  of  IA(s).  This 

effectively substitutes current consultative practices in the 

UK - where formal participation takes place once policy 

development  is  about  to  finish  and  options  have  been 

narrowed  down,  leaving  little  room  for  alternative 

strategy  submission  as  it  is,  at  that  stage,   too  late  to 

initiate information collection and analyse new options. 

1) Local groups could be set in order to develop scenarios 

for each region, identifying trends, areas of opportunity, 

trade-offs and contributing to creative problem-solving. 

2) National scenario policies could then be shared with a 

wider  audience  as  starting point  of  information,  debate 

and engagement.

groups;  increases  debate, 

mutual  education  and 

understanding of major issues 

both  within  and  between 

different  groups  -  tackling 

issues that cannot be identified 

properly or dealt  with by any 

other  means  (e.g.  changing 

values, local conditions, rights, 

claims,  lifestyles,  and 

particularly  issues  such  as 

poverty which otherwise  may 

be submerged).

Decision 
Making

If  participation  is  facilitated  throughout  the  previous 

stages,  decision  making  should  be  relatively  easy  as 

preferred alternatives would have been pre-selected by a 

broad  range  of  stakeholders  and their  trade-offs  would 

have been discussed and agreed. 

Same as “Planning stage”

Implementation There is a need to invest in capacity-building of locals – 

both authorities' and citizens' – so that responsibility for 

implementing  sustainable  policies  and  practices  can  be 

delegated  effectively.  The  latter  also  requires 

decentralisation and new partnerships.

Resulting  in  increased  and 

more  relevant  capacity 

(learning  by  exposure  and 

debate;  learning  by  doing). 

More  extensive  networks  for 

tasks;  efficient  mobilisation 

and management of resources 

and  skills;  greater  likelihood 

of change to more appropriate 

behaviour by different  groups 

and greater likelihood of self-

mobilisation for SD.

Monitoring 1) Internal and external evaluation & monitoring should 

be carried out throughout the policy cycle to ensure the 

quality and effectiveness of the process.

Post-
Implementation 

Evaluation

 1) After implementation, feedback should be sought with 

regards to the policy impacts on the recipient environment 

and society (if applicable). 
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2)  Evaluation  and  review  of  policy  in  the  context  of 

service  delivery  is  a  vital  governmental  task  that  also 

requires broad participation. 

3) It is advisable to conduct such a study 3 to 5 years after 

implementation for medium-term analysis. It should help 

clarify  whether  the  intended results  were  achieved and 

whether the policy was successful overall or not.

Source: this author, based on Bass et al (1995); IIED (1995); IAIA (2006); IAP2 [Online]

Figure 3.1: Participation throughout the policy-making cycle

     Source: Bass et al (1995: 13)

Important:

– Disclaimer: the above model is not a linear model that reflects reality accurately but rather an indicative  

example of what should happen at key points in the policy-making cycle.

– Successful facilitation of participation throughout the policy-making cycle needs to be complemented by 

participatory learning, new professionalism and supportive institutions; all  of which are described in the 

section entitled "Complementary Areas" – presented in the following sections. 
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– Note that the above model encourages upstreaming approaches as a complementary tool to help gather and  

present factual evidence rather than being the only tool to foster SD. Upstreaming exercises should equally  

consider environment, social and economic concerns. 

3.2 How to improve practice in the meantime

This author recognises that the proposed model of facilitating participation throughout the policy-making cycle is 

not just ideal but unlikely to be implemented in the short to medium term (based on the evidence presented in  

chapter two). Therefore an evaluative and monitoring framework has been developed which builds on the revised 

Code of Practice (HMG, 2008). Its goal is to improve facilitation of participation – hopefully encouraging trans-

ition from consultative-only to better types of participation that are more conducive to SD - as well as promoting 

transparency and accountability.  The  framework also fills some gaps found in the Code resulting from unad-

dressed BERR findings which clearly state that there was an expectation from participants to implement a monit -

oring system in order to improve the quality of participatory exercises as well as tackling a lack of trust between  

participants and decision-makers or facilitators; not to mention the biases towards economic factors and their 

prominence when compared to social and environmental concerns.

Note that the framework is intended to be used throughout the policy-making process even if public consultation  

is only facilitated once main objectives and options have been drafted. Moreover, the framework does not only 

apply to those policy-making processes that are – by legislation – obliged to conduct assessments (such as SEA 

or IA). The framework is intended to be applied to all policy-making processes as participation deepens transpar-

ency and accountability as well as the consideration of environmental and societal issues. If nothing else, parti-

cipation contributes towards better service design and delivery, whilst contributing to capacity building of parti -

cipants and their understanding of complex issues and other's perspectives. Even when public participation is not 

facilitated, monitoring those actors that were involved in the policy-making cycle will at least encourage national  

discussions on the subject, which would hopefully hasten the transition towards more participatory governance 

and development models. 

Indicative costs will be provided for each of the below recommendations. These have been based on the figures 

produced by a study conducted at DEFRA (Mansfield, 2010a) as well as findings resulting from primary field re-

search. A summary of costings is provided at the end of this chapter as well as two costing scenarios.
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3.2.1 The Role of Facilitator: 

It is a requirement of the Code of Practice on Consultation that you name a consultation coordinator (CC) in con-

sultation documents (HM Government 2008: 13). Each organisation that signs up to the Code appoints their own. 

An interview with  Mrs. Verity Threlfell (4th June 2010), Senior Policy Advisor responsible for the network of 

CCs and for  advising on the Code confirmed that CCs are not generally adequately trained in participatory ap-

proaches. Although Cath Beaver (14th July 2010) from the EA stated in an interview that the organisation does 

invest in capacity-building, providing guidance and intranet resources to help CCs facilitate participation. How-

ever, even when CCs are engaged, they are not involved throughout the policy-making cycle as written consulta -

tions are only a process within the policy-making cycle. This author believes, that the CC's role should be en -

hanced as well as making it mandatory to assign a CC that actively participates throughout the policy-making 

cycle - as a way of ensuring a certain level of quality in participatory exercises if appropriate evaluation and  

monitoring techniques are employed (such as those proposed in this framework). In addition, BRE/BIS should 

make sure that all CCs are properly trained in participatory methods and it's core values. 

Table 3.2: Costs of Training

Frequency of Activity One time investment per CC.

Cost of Training £525 each based on a group of 5-10 attendees at a workshop 

specialising in participatory methods and techniques (Gant, K, 

2010).

Time Required 5 days to attend training.

Salary Cost of Attending Training 5 days at £222 p/day (Mansfield, 2010a: 11).

     Source: this author.

The coordinator should be trained as a facilitator for the following reasons:

According to IIED (1995) recent developments indicate a decline of the trainer, lecturer or leader in favour for  

facilitation.  There is an important difference between manipulation - which is trainer-centred - and facilitation,  

in that the latter is learner centric. A learner-focused approach encourages participant creativity and reflection,  

leading to shifts in attitude and awareness - the intention has to be to encourage and stimulate learning and 

change rather than to maintain power. This encourages the development of creative solutions and better service 

design; increasing the chances of success and long term effectiveness of policy-making. 
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A facilitator uses the experience and knowledge from participants as starting point for new ideas, principles and  

concepts to encourage participants to take responsibility for their own learning - so that their learning experience 

could continue long after the exercise ends. This resonates with what Russell and his colleagues referred to as  

double loop learning, which was identified by the authors as a desirable characteristic of policy-making.  

Moreover, a facilitator also encourages people to change, which is needed in policy-making processes that seek  

to achieve SD. A facilitator also ensures that participants feel necessary, which maintains motivation. They look 

for signs of de-motivation such as late arrival, absenteeism, deteriorating quality of work or challenges to author -

ity. This approach also helps tackle participatory fatigue. 

Perhaps most importantly, the CC or facilitator should be able to encourage "participatory learning and action", 

the adoption of "new professionalism” behaviours as well as the creation of "supportive institutions"; all  of 

which are complementary yet vital areas of policy development that increase awareness and acceptance of in -

tensive participatory methods within high levels of decision making processes whilst improving the quality of  

participation. The following sections further study these areas. Note that the CC role has been enhanced from 

providing advice on consultative-only exercises to ensuring that decision-makers understand the importance of  

participation. The CC should also ensure institutions foster the right environment for participation and that parti-

cipation is indeed of high quality. 

3.2.1.1 Complementary areas

The areas  below  help  enable  good participation  (Functional,  Interactive  & Self-mobilisation  types  [5-7]  of 

participation) at high levels of decision-making for the following reasons (Petty & Chambers, 1993; IIED, 1995): 

– Participatory approaches and methods support local innovation, respect diversity and complexity as well  

as enhance the local capacities (represented by the ECAB circle -see below).

– Learning environments – new professionalism - are needed for individuals and professionals to develop  

capabilities.  An  interactive  learning  environment  encourages  an  open-minded  and  sharing  attitude,  

creates interest and commitment,  and so contributes to agreed courses of action (represented by the 

GBAD circle). 

– New institutional settings (represented by the FDAC circle) occurs whereby an entire organisation shifts  

towards  participatory  methods  and management,  and  where  there  are  informal  and formal  linkages 

between different organisations.
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Figure 3.2: Complementary Areas – Venn Diagram

Source: IIED (1995: 63)

The above areas will be studied individually in the following sections.

3.2.1.1.1 Participatory Learning and Action

Learning is not usually an outcome of formal teaching. Instead it comes from a process of self-development 

through experience. A move from a teaching to a learning style has profound implications. The focus is then less 

on what we learn, and more on how we learn and with whom (IIED, 1995: 20).

Principles of participatory learning and action - adapted from IIED (1995: 56-57):

– Defined  methodology  and  systemic  group  learning  process:  focus  on  cumulative  learning  by  all 

participants

– Group learning process: recognise that the complexity of the world can only be revealed through 

group analysis and interaction. Mix from different disciplines, sectors, insiders (locals) and outsiders 

(professionals)

– Multiple perspectives: focused on diversity rather than average values.

– Context specific: flexible enough to be adapted to suit each new set of conditions and actors.

– Encourage participants to invent new methods, terms and names in order to create a greater sense of 

ownership. 
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– Provide experts and stakeholders with the methodology to bring about changes which people regard as  

improvements. The role of a facilitator is to help people carry out their own study in order to achieve 

goals.

– Lead to sustained action: the learning process leads to debate about change, and debate changes the  

perceptions of the actors and their readiness to contemplate action. Action is agreed, and implementable 

changes will therefore represent an accommodation between the different conflicting views. The debate  

and/or  analysis  both defines  changes which would bring about  improvement  and seeks to  motivate  

people  to  take  action  to  implement  them.  This  action  includes  local  institution  building  and 

strengthening, increasing the capacity of people to initiate action on their own.

The role of a trained facilitator is vital in meeting the above principles. The main challenge in this area is that  

“anyone can use participatory approaches:  yes but  it  doesn't  mean that open learning leading to action will  

result" (IIED, 1995: 68). Therefore, ensuring that CCs are adequately trained is vital.

3.2.1.1.2 Learning Environments – New Professionalism

- Adapted from Bass et al (1995: 62, 65, 68, 85, 86)

This refers to professionals who are willing and able to learn from resource users and other stakeholders -  

complemented by supportive external institutions and local groups capable of managing resources effectively.  

The key feature now becomes the capacity of actors (professionals, resource users and the public) who should  

make uncertainties explicit and encourage, rather than obstruct, wider public debates about pursuing new paths  

for development. As Sriskandarajah et al. (1991) stated: "ways of researching need to be developed that combine  

`finding out' about complex and dynamic situations with `taking action' to improve them, in such a way that the  

actors and beneficiaries of the `action research' are intimately involved as participants in the whole process"  

(1991: 4)

“These  new  approaches  and  methods  imply  shifts  of  initiative,  responsibility  and  action  downwards  in 

hierarchies, and especially "down" to local people themselves” Bass et al (1995: 68).
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Table 3.3: Towards a new professionalism for sustainable development

Elements Components of the new professionalism

Assumptions about 

reality

It is assumed that realities are socially constructed, and so participatory methods are 

required to converge the many and varied perspectives.

Underlying values
Underlying values are not presupposed, but made explicit; old dichotomies of facts 

and values and knowledge and ignorance, are transcended.

Scientific method(s)

Scientific methods are accepted as complementary; with reductionist science for well-

defined problems and when system uncertainties are low; and holistic and 

constructivist science when problem situations are complex and uncertain.

Priorities & criteria 

setting

A wide range of stakeholders and professionals decide priorities together; local 

people's criteria and perceptions are emphasised.

Context of 

researching process

Investigators accept that they do not know where research will lead; it has to be an 

open-ended learning process; historical and spatial context of inquiry is fundamentally 

important. 

Relationship 

between actors and 

groups in the process

Professionals shift from controlling to enabling mode; they attempt to build trust 

through joint analysis and negotiation; understanding arises through this interaction, 

resulting in deeper relationships between investigator(s), the “objects” of research, and 

the wider communities of interest. 

Mode of 

professional working

Multidisciplinary when problems are difficult to define.

Institutional 

involvement

No longer will only scientific or higher-level institutions be involved; process 

inevitably comprises of a broad range of societal and cultural institutions and 

movements at all levels. 

Quality assurance 

and evaluation

There are no simple, objective criteria for quality assurance: criteria for 

trustworthiness replaces internal validity, external validity, objectivity, and reliability 

when methods are non-reductionist; evaluation is no longer by professionals or 

scientists alone, but by a wide range of affected and interested parties (the extended 

peer community).

Source:  adapted from Bass et al (1995: 85-6)
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3.2.1.1.3 Supportive Institutions

- Adapted from Bass et al (1995: 64, 80) and IIED (1995: 58-64).

Most development institutions, whether universities, research organisations, planning or extension agencies, state  

or NGO, are characterised by restrictive organisation (Chambers 1992). They have centralised and hierarchical  

authority, specialised departments, standardised procedures, and uniform packaged outputs provided in a supply-

led manner to people. Personal promotion and institutional survival depend very little on external achievement, 

such  as  farmers  adopting  the  products  of  research.  More  important  is  internal  performance  according  to  

professional norms. Such institutions are sustained by modes of learning that  often give misleading feedback. 

Those at the top are left with falsely favourable impressions of their work. This makes them unable to predict and 

adapt to the demands of a complex and changing world. 

Bass et al (1995: 80)

With supportive institutions – from figure 3.2 –  support within institutions exists at the top although authority is 

more decentralised. Linkages are encouraged with other institutions and stakeholders such as NGOs, government  

or  local  organisations.  Responsibility  is  personal  rather  than  procedural,  relying  more  on  discretion  and 

judgement  and  less  on  rules  and  manuals.  Behaviour  and  attitudes  are  democratic,  stressing  listening  and 

facilitation, not didactic teaching. In addition, “local groups and organisations are supported and encouraged to  

conduct their own experiments and extension, and to make demands on the system” (IIED, 1995: 64)

Supportive institutions provide creative  learning environments for professionals and local  people to develop 

capacities and conditions in which learning can take place through experience, open and equal interactions, and 

personal exploration and experimentation. They also ensure adequate communication between those departments  

and agencies that ought to be involved in participatory methods.

The challenge in this area is that “participation and institutional development are difficult to measure, and require 

using quantitative and qualitative performance indicators in conjunction. Existing monitoring and evaluation 

systems  cannot  measure  these  well.  Thus,  physical  and  financial  indicators,  which  are  easier  to  measure, 

dominate  performance  evaluation  and impact  analysis”  (Bass  et  al,  1995:  54).  What  follows  is  a  range  of 

indicators  that  will  help  evaluate  and monitor  participation,  and  if  further  extended to  monitor  national  or 

departmental progress, could also help with individual and institutional performance evaluation and analysis. 
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3.2.2 Performance Indicators

Sceptics question how participation results compare with real data (Gill, 1991). The subjective nature of particip -

atory methods has been branded as

... "informal" and "qualitative" ... to imply poorer quality of second-rate work. Rigour and accuracy are assumed, 

therefore, to be in contradiction with participatory methods. This means that those using participatory methods are 

expected to prove the value of their approach, not the conventional investigator.

(IIED, 1995: 57)

The framework attempts to help practitioners prove the validity and effectiveness of the facilitated participatory 

approach and in doing so incorporates indicators as a tool for evaluating and monitoring participation. The indic-

ators could be used as distinct, comparative or directional indicators, an explanation of which follows:

– Distinct indicators  : Measuring one thing in isolation. They may take the form of an index that allows com-

parison over time, but the emphasis is on the quality of the data. Ideally used by the facilitator – in the case of the 

UK the CCs – and an administrator / assistant when collecting information on particular elements of participa-

tion.

– Comparative indicators  :  Measuring performance in  comparison with other  exercises  in  similar  circum-

stances. These can take the form of  'league tables' and help to show where progress is being made and where  

performance is lagging. These measures can have the effect of encouraging mediocrity (sustaining first place can 

be difficult, while remaining mid-table might be 'good enough'). In the case of the UK, if the below framework is 

implemented, results could be compared at a national level and between institutions. The same applies to other  

countries who may wish to adopt this model, in which case international comparisons would be made possible as 

well. 

– Directional indicators  : Measuring progress rather than absolutes. In these instance indicators are as much as 

a policy tool as they are a development tool. They set interim goals that help develop strategies leading to pro-

gress. Directional indicators may incorporate distinct indicators to measure action against set benchmarks or tar -

gets. For example, the below indicators could be used to set goals for improvement per department and/or CC in  

those areas that were identified as problematic during the first participatory exercise, analysing whether practice  

was improved in the next participatory cycle by taking the previous one as baseline.
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The framework has grouped indicators by topic or area of assessment. Although they are qualitative in nature, if  

information is collected using a rating technique it can create quantitative information. See 'Pre-requisites of Par-

ticipation' section.

Important: The ideal would be to publish the results of the below tables/indicators at the end of each policy  

making cycle (i.e. as part of the Government response or the document summarising the final decision). There 

should also be the option to make preliminary results publicly available upon demand and prior to termination of 

the policy cycle - if evaluation/monitoring has been conducted. As the framework is highly flexible and adaptive 

to  different  needs,  there  is  the  possibility  to  use  some  of  its  components  to  monitor  only  the  "formal 

consultation" process – details presented in “Costing Scenario 2” (end of this Chapter).

================================================================================

3.2.2.1 Consultation Coordinator Indicators

– Has the CC been adequately trained in participatory methods? Yes/No. Specify

– Does the CC have a good knowledge and understanding of participatory learning and action, new 

professionalism as well as supportive institution concepts? Yes/No Specify

– Area of participatory expertise – if applicable.

– For example: participatory workshops, community development tools, etc. 

– Grade – see below.

Please note that if this evaluative and monitoring framework is implemented by an organisation or nation, the 

results could be use to feed CC performance evaluations. Here countries are encouraged to develop a grading  

system based on performance ranges. In the UK a grading system could match current civil service grading. For  

example, if a CC is relatively new and inexperienced he/she would begin at grade 1. Grade 2 could imply a CC  

that has been trained in participatory methods but has only been involved in facilitating participation on a few 

occasions and/or has a mix of good and bad performance (based on results from the system presented in this 

research). 

The aim is that such a grading system will provide a good idea of the experience, skills and performance history  

of CCs. The latter would help adequately reward professional development by creating promotion processes 

based around participatory performance and training.
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Table 3.4: Costs of CC indicator 

Frequency of Activity Once per policy-making cycle.

Responsible CC.

Time Required Maximum 1 hour to complete questions.

Salary Cost 1hr at £27.75 p/hr (Mansfield, 2010a: 16).

     Source: this author

3.2.2.2 Pre-requisites of Participation

There are some pre-requisites that need to exist prior to the facilitation of participation. The facilitator should re -

cord whether these were met and to which extent using a rating technique. For example, in the case of the UK:

Table 3.5: Pre-requisites of Participation

Pre-requisites *Rating Comments

Participants 
enjoy the rights 
to:

Free Speech
3

The media is free to speak without repression and 
citizens have many channels available to communicate 
and express. 

Healthy 
environment

2
See comment 1 at the end of this table. 

Secure livelihood 2

The UK has a higher proportion of its population in 
relative low income than most other EU countries: of the 
27 EU countries, only 4 have a higher rate than the UK. 
The proportion of people living in relative low income in 
the UK is twice that of the Netherlands and one-and-a-
half times that of France.
Although there is inequality and when compared to other 
EU countries the low income rate is higher in the UK; the 
fact that there are social benefits that people can access 
diminishes severe problems that other countries with no 
social nets suffer such as starvation, deprivation, lack of 
shelter, etc.

There exists a clear framework to 
exercise the above rights 

3

Result, in particular, from the constitutional traditions 
and
international obligations common to the EU Member 
States, the Treaty on European Union, the Community 
Treaties, the European Convention for the Protection of 
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Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, the Social 
Charters adopted by the Community and by the Council 
of Europe and the case-law of the Court of Justice of the 
European Communities and of the European Court of 
Human Rights.
Enjoyment of these rights entails responsibilities and 
duties with regard to other persons, to the human 
community and to future generations (EU, 2000).

Accountability

Democratic 
Procedures 2

Scandals regarding MPs expenses as well as findings 
regarding upstreaming and consultative practice raise 
issues with transparency and accountability in the UK.

Agencies involved 
are procedural and 
periodically 
answerable to 
people

3 There are regular elections and procedures to give 
account to citizens. 

* Rating:  0 – non existent; 1 – low, major deficiencies; 2 – moderate, some problems; 3 – good, functioning well

Source: this author.

1. Despite efforts to protect natural resources and enhance the environment, insufficient data and deterioration 

still present issues as illustrated below (DEFRA (2009) [Online] Accessed 6th March, 2010):

Figure 3.3: National Resource Protection*

* Indicators for natural resource protection (NRP) mainly cover wildlife and biodiversity, farming, land use, fish stocks, air 

pollution and rivers.

Source: DEFRA (2009) 
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The above results will vary greatly from country to country. For example, the secure livelihoods indicator might 

be very different for countries that are in a state of war or are extremely poor. Careful thought should be given 

when facilitating participatory exercises in these circumstances as there will be added challenges to tackle  and 

these are generally not directly under the control of the facilitator nor most potential participants. 

Table 3.6: Costs of Pre-requisites Indicator 

Frequency of Activity Once per country/region/locality unless context changes rating 
score.

Responsible CC.

Time Required Maximum 3 hours.

Salary Cost 3hrs at £27.75 p/hr.

    Source: this author

3.2.2.3 Mapping Breath of Participation and Influence in Decision-making

During the planning stage, there is a need to clearly state which stakeholders will be engaged/involved in the ex -

ercise as well as their main objectives (stakeholder analysis). It is also important to clarify in which areas/stages 

will/did the stakeholders participate. This can be done by completing the below table, which has been filled in as  

an example using the Eco-towns proposal for the UK (Communities and Local Government [Online] Accessed  

22nd July 2009):

Table 3.7: Breath of Participation

Stakeholder 
Type

Name Main objective / 
interest

Scope of Participation by 
Phase of Policy-making 

Cycle

Participatory 
Method

Decision 
Makers

Local 
Communities

Ensure housing 
availability in the 
UK

Throughout policy-making 
cycle

N/A

Experts Appraisal 
Consultants

Research, 
budgeting, 
forecasting and 
presenting analysis 

Information gathering & 
Analysis (once main aims and 
objectives have been defined 
and tentative options drafted).

Consultative services
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on options.

Directly 
affected 
(specify )

Locals Safeguard living 
standards and 
communities

Analysis - Represented by 
NGOs in meetings 
and discussions
- Formal written 
consultation 

Interested 
Groups 
(specify)

Businesses Profit-making Throughout policy-making 
cycle

- Informal meetings 
& discussions
- Formal written 
consultation 

NGOs Environmental 
advocacy

Pre-consultation & 
consultation

- Workshops 
- Formal written 
consultation 

Broader 
Public

N/A Have a say, 
participate. 

Analysis Formal written 
consultation 

* Non-
Participants

N/A N/A

 Source: this author.

* Complete representation of a sector is not possible (and seldom is) but there is a need to record what interests  

are not being reflected and how their concerns differ from those of the representative group (IIED, 1995: 60; 

BIS, 2008; COI, 2008). The facilitator should also solve any differences in stakeholder positions in order to 

avoid – where possible – and manage conflict with an aim to encourage learning and cooperation.

Table 3.8: Costs of Breath of Participation Indicator 

Frequency of Activity Once per policy-making cycle.

Responsible CC.

Time Required Maximum 30 minutes to complete.

Salary Cost 30min at £27.75 p/hr.

     Source: this author:

In addition, there is a need to record participation throughout the exercise. This could feed the “Government 

feedback on consultations responses” - one of the criteria for the Code of Practice on Consultations (HGM,  

2008). The below table could also help describe what has taken place in the development of the policy prior to  

consultation – which is also a Code criteria. 
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The below table could be completed by an Administrative Officer (AO) when present at meetings and as a sum -

mary of participation throughout the policy-making cycle. The CC should regularly revise the below table in or -

der to identify issues and corrective measures:

Table 3.9: Scope of Influence

Stakeholder
Type

Name Policy-making 
Phase

Proposal or 
suggestion put 

forward:

Decision taken & 
by who

Justification & 
consensus 

(detailed or 

succinct 

description of 

proposal/ 

suggestion)

Please elaborate 

on: 

- Who made the 

decision?

- Accepted/ 

Rejected

- Justify decision 

taken.

Please elaborate 

on:

Whether 

justification was 

seen as valid by all 

stakeholders. If it 

wasn't:

- what measures 

were taken to 

manage conflict?

- Despite the 

above efforts – 

who opposed it at 

the end?

 Source: this author.

Table 3.10: Costs of Scope of Influence Indicator

Frequency of Activity Throughout policy-making cycle.

Responsible 1 AO: collect information.

Responsible 2 CC: analysis of information to ensure balanced scope of 
influence.

Time Required

AO: 1 week of effort to record information.

CC: provided that there is an balanced scope of influence, 
revising collected information should not take more than 1 day.
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Salary Cost 
AO: 5 days at £133.7 p/day (Mansfield, 2010a: 11).

CC: 1 day at £222 p/day.

     Source: this author.

Both tables aim to:

•  Give a clear indication of prevalent interests. For example, it might be that the majority of stakeholders in -

volved have economic interests, in which case remedial measures should be taken to address this bias, with the  

aim to ensure a wide and balanced representation of interests. After all, it is important to include all relevant 

views as all stakeholders have different perspectives on what constitutes a problem and/or improvement. There -

fore it is essential to seek multiple perspectives on a problem or situation (IAP2 [Online] Accessed13th Jan 2010; 

IIED, 1995: 55). 

• Help highlight the different power relations between stakeholders which will ultimately have an impact on 

their ability to influence final decisions. For example, in the case of the example above used, business particip-

ates throughout the policy-making cycle, as opposed to locals who only participate during the consultation stage.  

The latter increases the opportunities for businesses to shape and deeply influence the proposal when compared 

to civil society actors. The facilitator should aim to address these power and capability differences to reduce the 

bias of the exercise. However, when there is a good range of stakeholders participating, the first table will not  

give an accurate representation of their level of influence – the reason for which the second table is required in  

order to record the level of involvement and influence according to suggestions put forward and their rate of ac -

ceptance by those making the final decision. This in turn will also help assess the prominence given to environ-

mental, societal and economic issues within the policy-making processes. 

• Table two helps record decisions taken at all stages. As mentioned before, informal consultations are more 

influential than formal consultations (Russel & Turnpenny, 2009: 349). However, by keeping records of ideas  

and proposals submitted/accepted at each stage of the policy-making cycle, it will be easier to assess how ad -

equate the  process was, which stakeholders have been most influential and whose interests prevailed.

Please note that there is a strong focus on transparency and accountability as a way to improve decision-making 

processes that goes beyond upstreaming approaches as it promotes the evaluation/monitoring of participation as 

well as the influence of environmental and societal concerns throughout the policy-making cycle – even when 

participation as such has not been facilitated or planned and regardless of the need to conduct a SEA-type assess-

ment. 
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3.2.2.3 Core Principles and Values of Participation

The facilitator should monitor whether core values and principles were followed throughout the exercise – re -

gardless of the specific participatory method used. This should be an internal evaluation (done by the CC on be-

half of the organisation organising a participatory approach) and an external review of practice (participants will  

help assess performance). The latter is in tune with Dalal-Clayton & Bass who believe that "public involvement  

plays a critical role in quality control and assurance of processes" (1995: 223). Both the facilitator and the parti -

cipants should evaluate performance based on the criteria taken from internationally recognised organisations 

(please consult literature review). Core principles and values are presented below as questions, in an attempt to  

facilitate their transposition into check-lists (for internal / self-evaluation) or as questionnaires for external evalu -

ation by participants:

– Was the exercise adapted to context? Understanding social institutions, values, culture as well as 

respecting historical, environmental, political and social backgrounds?

– What interests are not being reflected? And how do these differ from that of those involved? Did these 

include all relevant stakeholders?

– Was there an equal level of involvement / influence across stakeholders? 

– Was active and representative participation promoted, enabling all stakeholders to meaningfully 

influence the decisions – specifically those that affect their lives?

– Did participants provide input in designing how to participate? 

– Was access to vital information necessary to participate provided in a meaningful way and on a fair 

basis?

– Were stakeholders engaged in learning about and understanding issues in a economic, social, 

environmental, political and psychological context as well as other impacts associated with the proposal 

and alternative actions?

– Did the facilitator / decision maker promote sustainable decisions by recognizing and communicating the 

needs and interests of all stakeholders?

– Did the decision maker disengage from any effort that is likely to adversely affect the disadvantaged or 

vulnerable groups?

– Was there a promise that stakeholder contribution would influence the final decision or outcome? Was 

the promise kept?

– Did the facilitator promote cooperation, convergence and consensus-building instead of confrontation?

– Was there an active effort to empower stakeholder involvement in the creation or ratification of 

democratic decisions - either directly or by recognised representatives?

– Was there public communication regarding how input affected the final decision/outcome?
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Table 3.11: Core Values & Principles of Participation

Core Values & Principles

Adapted to Context 

Include all relevant 
perspectives

Decision makers

Experts

Directly affected

Interested groups

Broader Public 

What interests are not being reflected? And how these differ from that of those involved?

Was there an equal level of involvement / influence across stakeholders?

Active and representative participation.

Stakeholders provide input in designing how to participate .

All stakeholders have a fair access to information.

Stakeholders learn and understand issues from an economic, social, environmental, political 
and psychological perspective.

Promote sustainable decisions.

Disengage from an effort that is likely to adversely affect the disadvantaged or vulnerable 
groups.

Promise that stakeholders contribution will influence the final decision or outcome.

Promote cooperation, convergence and consensus-building.

Stakeholders create or 
ratify decisions

Directly.

Via recognised representatives.

Communicate how input affected the final decision-outcome.

  Source: this author.

A similar rating technique – as the one illustrated for pre-requisites table 3.5 - could be used here as well.  

Alternatively, a questionnaire with five different possibilities ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree  

with boxes for additional comments is highly recommendable - as participants might raise other issues relevant  

to the exercise. Evaluation & monitoring could be divided and conducted for each policy stage (see table 3.1:  

Participation throughout the Policy-making Cycle). It could also occur after/during major participatory events 
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such as written consultations, meetings, workshops and so on. External evaluation conducted by participants  

should follow as a way to cross-reference and triangulate information; which in turn increases reliability of data. 

It's important to highlight that some of the above indicators might not be suitable for evaluation as they might 

question results not yet produced if carried out during the early stages. An example would be “Was there a 

promise that stakeholders contribution will influence the final decision or outcome? Was the promise kept?”. 

Stakeholders will not be able to answer whether the promise was kept or not until the final decision was taken.  

The facilitator/CC should only remove those indicators that are not applicable according to the stage during  

which evaluation is conducted.

Table 3.12: Cost of Core Values & Principles Indicator 

Frequency of Activity At least once per policy-making stage (6 based on Table 3.1: 
Participation throughout the Policy-making Cycle). Also useful to 
evaluate specific participatory exercises (i.e. workshops).

Responsible 1 (R1) CC: prepare and complete questionnaire (internal evaluation). 
Once AO has gathered collective results: revise/analyse.

Responsible 2 (R2) AO: print questionnaire (if applicable), distribute it to participants 
& collate results.

Time Required

R1: 2 hrs to prepare questionnaire, 1 hr to complete it, 1 hr to 
revise collective results. 

R2: 1 hr for printing questionnaires, 1 hr for distribution, 2 days 
effort for collection of information.

Printing 2 page sides per evaluation for each of the 6 stages of policy-
making. Average of 200 participants10.

Salary Cost 
R1:  4 hrs at £27.75 p/hr.

R2: 2.25 days at £133.7 p/day.

Printing Cost 0.05p per side11.

    Source: this author

10 Arbitrary number DEFRA used as a mean when calculating approximate costs of consultations (Mansfield, 2010a)
11 Assumption: original survey/questionnaire is to the photocopied by an external company – in this case Print Express –, 

in black and white. Approx 1,000 to 5,000 copies which equate to 0.05p per side at that volume. (Print Express [Online] 
Accessed 19th Aug, 2010) 
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3.2.2.4 Trustworthiness of Participation

Assessing the quality and trustworthiness of participation is a must and should also be both an internal and  

external exercise involving participants. Below is the proposed criteria based on IIED (1995), it is used to judge  

information just as statistical analysis provides the grounds for judgement in positivist or conventional science. 

This should also be completed once the participatory exercise has been finalised as an overview of participatory 

practice. The facilitator and external evaluators (participants) should analyse whether the below characteristics  

were present throughout the policy-making cycle. As the below table focuses on general practices throughout the 

policy-making process, it is suggested to engage those stakeholders that participated throughout the process or at 

least two stages.

Table 3.13: Trustworthiness Criteria

Criteria for Judging Trustworthiness

Prolonged and/or Intense engagement between the various actors for building trust and rapport, learning the 
particulars of the context and to keep decision-maker(s)/investigator(s) open to multiple influences.

Persistent and critical observation for understanding both a phenomenon and its context.

Triangulation by multiple sources, methods and investigators for cross-checking information and increasing the 
range of different people's realities from a wide range of personal, professional and disciplinary backgrounds.

Expression and analysis of difference: ensuring that a wide range of actors are involved in analysis and their 
perspectives accurately represented, including differences according to gender, age, ethnicity, religion, class. 

Peer review: periodical review meetings with peers not directly involved in the process.

Participant checking: for testing the data, interpretations and conclusions with people for whom the original 
information was constructed and analysed. Without participant checks, investigators can make no claims that 
they are representing participant views.

Reflexive journals: diaries to be kept by facilitator/investigator(s) on a daily basis to record a variety of 
information about themselves. This will help draw useful insights about their own performance and behaviour. 

Inquiry Audit: the facilitator and investigator(s) should be able to provide sufficient information for an external 
person to examine the process and product in such a way as to confirm that the findings are not a figment of 
their imaginations. 

Impact on stakeholders' capacity to know and act: to demonstrate that exercise has had an impact, for example 
that participants are more aware of their own realities, as well as those of other people. The report itself could 
also prompt action on the part of the readers who have not been directly involved. 

Extent to which people have been changed by the process. 

Transparency: all stages are publicly visible – including decision-making process.

Timely information: whether there has been adequate and timely access to information.

Meaningful choice: whether people participated in a voluntary manner without being compelled, constrained or 
left with no other choice.
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Comprehensiveness: whether participants were consulted from the very outset in defining nature of problem 
and the opportunities prior to the final decision, as opposed to consultation during the later stages of the policy 
cycle.

Non-alienation: whether people have participated in such a way that they do not feel distanced or alienated 
from developed activities and the implementation/outcome.

Typology of participation facilitated (e.g. consultation, self-mobilisation, functional participation, etc) see table 
1.4 (Chapter 1).

Whether lessons learned were recorded/documented for future cycles of policy-making.

Whether some principles for participatory learning and action, new professionalism and supportive institutions 
were met or not (this chapter).

 Source: this author, based on IIED (1995: 57). 

Again, a rating technique – as the one illustrated for the pre-requisites - could also be used here. Alternatively a  

questionnaire with options from strongly agree to strongly disagree is also recommended. Boxes for additional 

comments should also be provided.

Table 3.14: Costs of Trustworthiness Indicator

Frequency of Activity Once per policy-making stage.

Responsible 1 (R1) CC: prepare questionnaire, complete it (internal evaluation) & 
revise collective results.

Responsible 2 (R2) AO: print questionnaire (if applicable), distribute it to participants 
& gather results.

Time Required

R1: 1 day to prepare questionnaire, complete it & revise collective 
results. 

R2: 1 hr printing questionnaires, 1 hr for distribution, 2.5 days 
effort for collection of information.

Printing Questionnaire 2 page sides per questionnaire. Average of 200 participants.

Salary Cost 
R1:  1 day at £222 p/day.

R2: 2.75 days at £133.7 p/day.

Printing Cost 0.05p per side.

    Source: this author
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3.2.2.4 SEA Monitoring 

In the specific case of monitoring performance for SEA-type approaches, the below indicators should help:

1) Measure against the previously described principles that apply to public participation during 
SEA (Chapter 1, Table 1.2: Participation in SEA process – principles).

2) Whether it was iterative: assessment results are available early enough to influence the decision-making 
process and to judge whether the decision should be amended. 

3) Whether there was an balanced focus on economic issues as well as environmental and social issues.

4) Whether trade-offs are recorded clearly as opposed to being left implicit or listed as potential 
costs/benefits of proposal. Evidence of impacts on different groups is a must. 

5) Whether results of policy appraisal(s) were integrated into the consultation papers not as annexes or 
adds-on. 

6) Whether the assessment included details on the level of confidence with regards to the findings/analysis 
of the data presented.

7) Whether the final decision differed to how the outcome would have been without SEA consultation - 
focus on contribution to decision making. 

8) Optional: The criteria for judging trustworthiness (table 3.13) is also very useful in this instance

Table 3.15: Costs of SEA Indicator

Frequently of Activity Once per SEA cycle.

Responsible 1 (R1) CC: prepare questionnaire, complete it (internal evaluation) & 
revise collective results.

Responsible 2 (R2) AO: print  questionnaire, distribute to participants, collection of 
results.

Time Required

R1: 2hr to prepare questionnaire, 1hr to complete it &1hr to revise 
collective results. 

R2: 1 hr and printing questionnaires, 1 hr for distribution, 2 days 
effort for collection of information.

Printing Questionnaire 2 page sides per questionnaire. Average of 200 participants.

Salary Costs R1: 4 hrs at £27.75 p/hr.

R2: 2.25 days at £133.7 p/day.

Printing Cost 0.05p per side.

    Source: this author
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3.2.2.5 Other Indicators

This is a reminder that the framework should complement the Code of Practice (HMG, 2008). Although this 

framework's indicators cover and evaluate/monitor some Code criteria; the following are not included in this 

framework: 

– duration of consultation exercises – minimum of 12 weeks: since this research advocates for other (non-

consultative) participatory exercises, this point was not covered by the framework but should be 

included in the evaluation/monitoring framework if a written consultation was facilitated. 

– Clarity of scope and impact – what is being proposed, the scope of influence and the expected costs and 

benefits

– Responsiveness of consultation – feedback should be provided to participants following consultation.

Other indicators could be used if specific outcomes were established when planning a participatory exercise.  

Evaluating and monitoring whether the outcomes were met would be the obvious path to follow. Please consult 

Annex 8 for examples of participatory outcomes. 

Sophisticated Monitoring 

Best practice dictates the need to disaggregate data in order to analyse participation based on gender, age group,  

race and social/economic status as well as literacy levels and religious beliefs. Note that all of these indicators  

will invariably highlight disparities and their need to be addressed accordingly and jointly with the help of other  

departments and citizens and using cross-cutting policies. 

The above elements could be easily included in all questionnaires to help disaggregate data.

3.2.3 Down the supply chain

Whilst conducting primary field research at a consultation exercise at Bordon – Whitehill (14 th November, 2009) 

this author noted that, as part of the Eco-towns PPP cycle, Bordon's local authority contracted a company called  

Kevin Murray Association to facilitate participation with locals. When interviewing the Director Kevin Murray,  

present at the event, it was found that the company does not evaluate nor monitor participatory facilitation and 

that their employees are not trained facilitators. Moreover, a local group opposing the Eco-towns project were  

campaigning directly outside the consultation venue. The leader of the group John Ilett confirmed that, not at any 

point did the contracted company nor the local council approach the demonstrators to address their issues or to 
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attempt to manage conflict, even though they had been active and campaigning against the proposal for more 

than 8 months. 

The above demonstrates that even when the framework proposed in this research is successfully implemented at  

high-levels – reinforcing the CCs role and using the above indicators - there is a need to mainstream the same 

practices  down the  supply  chain  to  local-decision  processes.  This  means  that  the  CC should  also  monitor  

whether good participatory and monitoring practices are being followed/implemented by those companies that  

are hired by local councils to facilitate participation at local levels and as part of the wider national policy-

making process.  The latter could be done by making sure facilitators use the performance indicators  defined 

within  this  study  as  a  way  to  report  back  to  the  CC.  Making  sure  regional/local  authorities  hire  trained 

facilitators  should  also  be  a  common practice  that  ought  to  be  documented  as  part  of  the  evaluation  and 

monitoring process. 

3.2.4 BRE & BIS Role

In addition to making sure consultation coordinators are properly trained,  BIS/BRE, should ideally monitor  

national compliance and practice based on:

– number of consultations facilitated per policy-making cycle – whether these were facilitated as part of an 

upstreaming approach such as Integrated Assessments or not.

– Using the indicators provided in the above framework, BIS/BRE could use the results obtained in order 

to develop a robust picture on UK practice:

– As the framework generates data for each policy-making cycle, a clear picture of practices and 

performance will be built for each department and CC.

– The above collected information could be presented in the form of an index that allows comparison 

over time. For example: monitor the quality of facilitated participation by department or CC in order 

to identify issues within that department and whether training is needed for a specific coordinator. 

– BRE / BIS could also measure progress against agreed set benchmarks or targets per department 

and/or CC; measuring improvement by taking previous performance as a baseline. 

Costs of BER/BIS Role

• CCs could forward the evaluation and monitoring results back to BER/BIS. The results could be 

captured  by  an  already  hired  administrator  working  for  the  above  institutions.  Also  a  current  

employee, Mrs Threlfell could analyse results and feedback high-level summaries to her superiors.  
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Therefore, extra overhead costs are not deemed to be necessary when enhancing BRE's / BIS's role  

with regards to UK practice.

• During the start up phase database tools could be used to store the data such as Access or even 

Excel. More refined tools that create graphics or perform other functions could also be developed if  

there is the need and if financial resources exist. 

================================================================================

3.2.5 Summary of Costs

3.2.5.1 Background 

Through primary field research it  was discovered that - in current UK practice - consultation costs are not  

accurately calculated. This matches DEFRA's study which asked officials to "provide standardised information  

on the staff time and other costs related to the consultations they had worked on. The information received was  

not  always  complete  and was  usually  based  on 'best  estimates'"  (Mansfield,  2010a:  5).  Costs  were mainly  

derived from DEFRA because:

Since  2001,  in  every  year  except  one  DEFRA had  more  Formal  Written  Consultations  than  any  other 

Government  Department.  In  2006,  DEFRA had  more  than  twice  as  many  consultations  as  any  other 

Government Department and five times as many as the average 

Mansfield (2010: 1)

Table 3.16: UK Consultations

Year 
(a)

Total 
DEFRA 

(b)

Total 
Government

(c) 

No. of 
Departments 
included (d)

c/d = Average 
/Govt. Dept. (e)

DEFRA: 
average Govt. 

Dept.
b:e

2001 50 396 13 30 1.6
2002 91 621 23 27 3.4
2003 112 622 28 22 5.0
2004 120 621 31 20 6.0
2005 100 583 30 19 5.2
2006 108 571 30 19 5.6
2007 81 n/a n/a
2008 80 n/a n/a
2009 75 n/a n/a

Source: Mansfield (2010: 2)
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The costs presented throughout this framework were rough estimates mainly based on DEFRA's study  on  costs 

of consultations. Please note that DEFRA's study clearly states that "it is not possible to assess the 'average cost'  

of different consultations, either by type or scale. Attempting to make any extrapolations from this sample of  

costs and potential savings is 'high risk' activity" (Mansfield, 2010a: 15). However the study does use some  

"ball-park" figures for illustrative purposes, obtained by applying certain mean figures - presented below. These  

figures have been used to illustrate the extra costs that the framework presented in this paper might entitle.

DEFRA's means for written consultations ( Mansfield, 2010a: 15-16):

– 100 formal written consultations, which is a rough average of the total number conducted by DEFRA in 

recent years

– 34 days of effort for each written consultation

– Daily  salary  cost  of  £222  –  mainly  from  officials  from  Senior  Executive  Officer  (SEO),  Higher 

Executive Officer (HEO), Executive Officer (EO) and Administrative Office (AO) grades. 

– Additional  costs of  Departmental  overheads,  materials,  and so on are estimated to be £245,200 per  

annum or £2,452 per consultation.

– Average of 200 participants per consultation. 

Table 3.17: DEFRA's means for written consultations

Mean 1
(a)

Mean 2
(b)

Total (a*b)
in £

34 days of effort Daily salary of £222 7,548

Additional costs per consultation Overheads, materials, etc. 2,452

Total cost per written consultation 10,000

Total annual costs (based on an average of 100 consultations a year) 1,000,000

Source: this author, based on Mansfield (2010a).
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3.2.5.2 Total Costs

Table 3.18: Total Costs of Framework (UK pounds)
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Element Details Total

Training

Type of Activity One time investment per CC.

1635Cost of Training

Time Required 5 days to attend training.

Salary Cost £222 p/day.

Indicator: CC

Frequency of Activity Once per policy-making cycle.

27.75
Responsible CC.

Time Required Maximum 1 hour.

Salary Cost 1 hr at £27.75 p/hr.

Frequency of Activity

83.25Responsible CC.

Time Required Maximum 3 hours.

Salary Cost 3 hrs at £27.75 p/hr.

Frequency of Activity Once per policy-making cycle.

13.88
Responsible CC.

Time Required Maximum 30 min to fill in.

Cost 30min at £27.75 p/hr.

Frequency of Activity Throughout policy-making cycle.

890.5

Responsible 1 AO: collect information.

Responsible 2

Time Required

AO: 1 week of effort.

Cost 
AO: 5 days at £133.7 p/day.

CC: 1 day at £222 p/day.

£525 each on a group of 5-10 
attendees.

Indicator: Pre-
requisites

Once per country/region/locality unless 
context changes.

Indicator:  
Breath of 

Participation

Indicator:  
Scope of 
Influence

CC: analysis of information to ensure 
equilibrated scope of influence .

CC: provided that there is an 
equilibrated scope of influence, 
revising collected information should 
not take more than 1 day effort.
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Frequency of Activity

431.83

Responsible 1 (R1)

Responsible 2 (R2)

Time Required

Printing

Salary Cost 
R1: 4 hrs at £27.75 p/hr.

R2: 2.25 days at £133.7 p/day.

Printing Cost 0.05p per side.

Frequency of Activity Once per policy-making stage.

609.68

Responsible 1 (R1)

Responsible 2 (R2)

Time Required

Printing Questionnaire

Salary Cost 

Printing Cost 0.05p per side.

Indicator:     
Core Values

At least once per policy-making stage 
or participatory exercise.

CC: prepare & complete questionnaire 
(internal evaluation). Revise/analyse 
collective results.

AO: print questionnaires (if 
applicable), distribute to participants, 
collection of results.

R1: 2 hrs to prepare questionnaire, 1 hr 
to complete it, 1 hr to revise collective 
results. 

R2: 1 hr printing questionnaires, 1 hr 
for distribution, 2 days effort for 
collection of information.

2 page sides per evaluation for each of 
the 6 stages of policy-making cycle. 
Average of 200 participants.

Indicator: 
Trustworthiness 
of Participation

CC: prepare questionnaire, complete it 
as internal evaluation & revise 
collective results.

AO: type questionnaire, print, 
distribute to participants, collection of 
results.

R1: 1 day to prepare questionnaire, 
complete it & revise collective results. 

R2: 1 hr printing questionnaires, 1 hr 
for distribution, 2.5 days effort for 
collection of information.

2 page sides per evaluation. Average 
of 217 participants.

R1:  1 day at £222 p/day.

R2: 2.75 days at £133.7 p/day.



          Source: this author 

In order to put in context the above costings, two scenarios have been developed:

• Scenario 1: based on Environmental Agency (EA) best estimates of costs throughout a decision-making  

cycle.

• Scenario 2: based on DEFRA's best estimates whose scope is confined to formal (written) consultations.
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Indicator: SEA

Frequency of Activity Once per policy-making stage.

431.83

Responsible 1 (R1)

Responsible 2 (R2)

Time Required

Printing Questionnaire

Salary Cost 

Printing Cost 0.05p per side.

Total 1st cycle (including 6 evaluations based on Core Values). 6282.83

Total 2nd cycle (not including training nor pre-requisites evaluation). 4564.58

CC: prepare questionnaire, complete it 
(internal evaluation) & revise 
collective results.

AO: print questionnaire, distribute it & 
gather results.

R1: 2hr to prepare questionnaire, 1hr 
to complete it &1hr to revise collective 
results. 

R2: 1 hr typing and printing 
questionnaires, 1 hr for distribution, 2 
days effort for collection of 
information.

2 side page per questionnaire. Average 
of 200 participants.

R1:  4 hours at £27.75 p/hr.

R2: 2.25 days at £133.7 p/day.



3.2.5.3 Costing Scenario 1

If we suppose that the framework here proposed is used in its totality and as indicated, then an example from the  

EA is best suited for this contextual analysis. Cath Beaver from the EA produced best estimates for facilitating 

participation  throughout  a  decision-making  cycle.  The  below  costs  are  based  on  the  "Fairer  and  Better 

Environmental  Enforcement:  Implementing  the  new civil  sanctions"  (Beaver,  22 th July  2010)  participatory 

process whose average total costs were £56,000:

– £9,000 of consultancy, translation, 2 stakeholder lunches and 2 stakeholder workshops; 

– £44,000  of  staff  time  over  an  8  month  period.  Staff  time  included  producing  the  consultation 

document,  promotion  to  stakeholders,  face  to  face  events,  collating,  analysing  and  reporting 

responses and feedback to stakeholders.

In this context, the proposed framework will incur the following extra costs:

– 1st time/cycle: 11.22%

– Total costs for the proposed framework were £6,286.78 for the first cycle - the assumption being that  

both training and analysis of “pre-requisites” will occur for the first time. The amount represents 

11.22% of the £56,000 that the EA spent on the above exercise. 

– 2nd time/cycle: 8.3%

– After the initial investment in training a CC (£1635) and providing that the pre-requisites rating does 

not change (£83.25); total costs for the proposed framework for the second cycle are £4,564.58, just  

8.15%  of £56,000.

These costs could be further lowered if printing costs are replaced for electronic forms of evaluation. In which  

case a further £300 could be saved. The latter brings down costs to 10.7% and 7.64% for the first and second 

cycle accordingly. Moreover, as CCs and AOs get familiar with the framework, more money will be saved as a  

direct result of efficiency (time saved in regular tasks such as preparation of questionnaires, collection of results,  

etc)  

Important: Note that "a common 'rule of thumb' that is to allocate around 10% of the total project budget to  

evaluation  costs"  (University  of  Tasmania  (2003)  [Online]  Accessed  12 th August  2010  ).  Therefore,  the 

framework proposed in this research meets best practice with regards to evaluation/monitoring costs. 
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3.2.5.4 Costing Scenario 2

If the intention is to only evaluate consultation practice -opposed to monitoring throughout the policy-making 

cycle – one can easily take a few indicators from this framework in order to conduct such assessment. The  

suggested indicators are presented below along with the costs associated for each of them:

Table 3.19: Cost of Evaluating & Monitoring Consultations (UK pounds)
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Element Details Total

Indicator: CC

Frequency of Activity Once per policy-making cycle.

27.75
Responsible CC.

Time Required Maximum 1 hour.

Salary Cost 1 hr at £27.75 p/hr.

Frequency of Activity

83.25Responsible CC.

Time Required Maximum 3 hours.

Salary Cost 3 hrs at £27.75 p/hr.

Frequency of Activity

431.83

Responsible 1 (R1)

Responsible 2 (R2)

Time Required

Printing

Salary Cost 
R1: 4 hrs at £27.75 p/hr.

R2: 2.25 days at £133.7 p/day.

Printing Cost 0.05p per side.

Indicator: Pre-
requisites

Once per country/region/locality unless 
context changes.

Indicator:     
Core Values

At least once per policy-making stage 
or participatory exercise.

CC: prepare & complete questionnaire 
(internal evaluation). Revise/analyse 
collective results.

AO: print questionnaires (if 
applicable), distribute to participants, 
collection of results.

R1: 2 hrs to prepare questionnaire, 1 hr 
to complete it, 1 hr to revise collective 
results. 

R2: 1 hr printing questionnaires, 1 hr 
for distribution, 2 days effort for 
collection of information.

2 page sides per evaluation for each of 
the 6 stages of policy-making cycle. 
Average of 200 participants.



           Source: this author

As previously mentioned,  DEFRA's  average costs per  consultation exercise  is  £10,000.  In this  context,  the 

framework represents an extra cost of £974.65 or 9.75% per consultation for the first  evaluative/monitoring  

cycle. During the second, analysing “pre-requisites of participation” does not need repeating – provided that  

circumstances have not changed the original rating. In which case extra costs would be £891.4 or 8.91%. If we  

apply previously proposed printing savings, the new figure is £819.31 or 8.19%.

If an organisation such as DEFRA is interested in investing in training their CCs, a one time investment could be  

made to train, for example 10 CCs, which represents an extra cost of £16,350 or 1.64% out of the £1m DEFRA 

spends on a yearly basis for consultations. 
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Indicator: SEA

Frequency of Activity Once per policy-making stage.

431.83

Responsible 1 (R1)

Responsible 2 (R2)

Time Required

Printing Questionnaire

Salary Cost 

Printing Cost 0.05p per side.

Total 974.65

891.4

CC: prepare questionnaire, complete it 
(internal evaluation) & revise 
collective results.

AO: print questionnaire, distribute it & 
gather results.

R1: 2hr to prepare questionnaire, 1hr 
to complete it &1hr to revise collective 
results. 

R2: 1 hr typing and printing 
questionnaires, 1 hr for distribution, 2 
days effort for collection of 
information.

2 side page per questionnaire. Average 
of 200 participants.

R1:  4 hours at £27.75 p/hr.

R2: 2.25 days at £133.7 p/day.

Total 2nd cycle (not including pre-requisites)



Summary

The framework is a dynamic tool which can be used to different ends. Although its ideal use would be to help  

evaluate and monitor upstreaming and participatory practice throughout the policy-making cycle; if some of its 

components are selected, it is able to lend itself to the evaluation/monitoring of one specific stage of policy  

development or participatory method – in the the case of scenario 2, to evaluate written consultations only. In  

this sense the framework is also very flexible and is easily adapted to different needs and contexts. 

The aim of the scenarios is to encourage the framework's application in the UK and the rest of the world – either  

as  part  of  legislation,  voluntary  agreements  or  best  practice  approaches.  Any  extra  costs  incurred  by  the 

framework could easily be offset by the substitution of written consultations for other – more participatory –  

methods.  This resonates with DEFRA's study:  "For illustrative purposes,  it  could be assumed that  a formal 

written consultation could be replaced by other informal means of engagement which would take 10 days and  

cost  £2,220" (Mansfield,  2010a:  15).  This is  significantly less than the cost  of  a written consultation at  an  

average of £10,000 - a saving of £7780 or 77.8%. Even if some of these savings are re-invested to evaluate and  

monitor the process (using the framework here presented) the net savings are still around 65%. 
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Conclusions

This research demonstrated that, in the UK, upstreaming tools have consistently failed to assess environmental  

and social impacts effectively - being after-the-event justifications of predetermined policy directions.  In that  

sense  it  has  proved ineffective as  a  tool  to  help  integrate  environmental  considerations  into  policy-making 

cycles, which in turn is linked to the flawed participatory process underpinning such decision-making models. 

As demonstrated, in the UK, economic factors and actors still dominate the agenda; more specifically the state 

and other  powerful  non-state  actors  dominate  the  policy-making process,  as  opposed to  a  model  which  is  

inclusive and open to all stakeholders.  In addition, the fact that participation is not monitored throughout the  

policy-making cycle makes room for “pre-consultation” with certain groups – usually key economic actors -  

which according to Russel & Turnpenny (2009) is more influential in shaping policy than "official consultation"  

-  reinforcing  the prevalence  of  economic  over  sustainability  factors.  Moreover,  current  practice  shows that  

Functional,  Interactive  and Self-Mobilisation  [5-7]  types  of  participation  –  all  conducive  to  SD and better 

governance models - are not commonly used as part of the SEA-type approaches adopted by the EU and the UK;  

with written consultations being the preferred method. Some problems identified with consultative forms of  

participation is that they “can marginalise some stakeholders or limit their stake in the process of defining the 

balance between economic, social and environmental goals, and between the present and the future” (Bass et al,  

1995: 23). Sadly, even some UK consultations have proved to be far from meeting best practice guidelines and in 

some cases consultations were absent.  In addition, even the most effective consultations take place at a later 

stage, when policy development and analysis has started and by the time options have already been narrowed  

down, leaving little or no room for the submission of innovative alternatives by other stakeholders. 

All of the above findings match those by Dalal-Clayton & Bass (2005) - both authors analysed international SEA 

practice. They found that most countries and institutions struggle when facilitating participation at high-levels of 

decision-making, with a lack of transparency and accountability being cited as the most common issues. They 

also  found  that  quality  and  effectiveness  of  much  SEA  practice  is  questionable  with  regards  to  the 

appropriateness of SEA approaches at the policy-level, transparency of processes and their openness to public  

input as well as the lack of monitoring and follow-up (Dalal-Clayton & Bass 2005: 362). Other constraints are  

mainly related to current institutional and professional roles, attitudes, procedures and resources.  Participation 

requires major reversals in the role of professionals as well as changes in behaviour and attitudes – for which 

appropriate training is highly recommended. Moreover:

Participation threatens conventional careers; professionals feel a loss of power if they have to deal with local 
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communities as equals and include them in decision-making. This discourages  professionals from taking 

risks and developing collaborative relationships with communities. 

(Bass & Shah, 1994)

In addition most institutions,  programmes and individuals are currently evaluated primarily by the criteria of 

achievement  of  physical  and  financial  targets.  This  results  in  consultancy  groups,  governments  and  large 

international aid bureaucracies embracing the concepts and rhetoric of participatory approaches but failing to be  

successful  in  the  field and once  in  action.  Wider  issues  of  political  and institutional  inertia,  organisational 

change, management and reward systems, staff behaviour, ethics and responsibilities must also be addressed.  

Therefore  this  paper  suggested  to  use  the  results  from  participatory  practice  assessments  as  criteria  for  

professional evaluation systems and human resource management.

Given the ambiguity when using and defining participation, it  is not surprising that there is great confusion  

between participation  as  a  populist  political  movement  and the  more  functional  aspects  of  participation  as 

applied to a strategy and for SD, irrespective of politics (UNEP, 2002: 176). By studying the different types of  

participation,  this  paper  helps  clarify those that  ought  to  be used as  they are  conductive to  SD and better  

governance models.  Perhaps a bigger concern is what Cleaver (2004) called the “paradoxes of participation”, 

which implies that when new institutions for participation are created, these are easily captured by local elites –  

reinforcing the prevailing socio-economical and political actors.

More generic challenges are presented in Annex 9, whereas some specific challenges were identified in the case 

of the UK - where policy-making is a result of emerging, international obligations, media pressure and manifesto  

commitments; further exacerbated by Europeanisation (Russel & Jordan, 2009).  Challenges to overcome the use 

of consultative-only methods in the UK are (Mansfield, 2010a: 4-6):

• A risk-averse culture which sees the undertaking of a formal written consultation under the Code of 

Practice as a guarantee that neither Ministers nor officials will expose themselves to any risk of criticism 

for ‘failing to consult properly’.

• The assumption that ‘formal written consultation’ is the norm. In fact, while there are many obligations 

‘to consult’ in legislation, few specify precisely how, and hence there may be opportunities to engage  

stakeholders by other means, outside the Code, while still fulfilling any legal requirement ‘to consult’. 

• A concern to avoid any confrontation arising from discussions, meetings, or workshops, with the ‘formal 

written consultation’ being seen as the safer or easier option;

• The kudos that implementing ‘proper policy’ and running a ‘formal written consultation’ may bring to  

individual officials. 
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Note that the UK average response for written consultations rate was typically ~10% (Mansfield 2010:1), which  

further  proves  that  written  consultations  result  in  low  levels  of  engagement  and  are  overall  ineffective.  

Moreover, these forms of participation seem to delay implementation of EU legislation (Mansfield, 2010a: 7;  

BERR guidance on transposition).

The UK does tend to miss transposition deadlines, fairly routinely, for a variety of reasons, but it has yet to be 

fined for doing so. Currently the EU Commission has to take the UK to the European Court twice in order to  

secure a fine. However, since 1 December 2009, when the Lisbon Treaty came into effect, the Commission  

has been able to request a fine at the first stage. The UK may be fined for the first time in early 2011. 

Mansfield (2010a: 8)

Finally, this author discussed with Mrs. Threlfell (4th June, 2010) the framework proposed in this research, and 

although she could recognise the need to improve current practice, she also acknowledged that previous attempts 

to implement monitoring systems as part of the UK's Code of Practice on Consultation had failed. Therefore, she  

did not foresee any short term interest by the current government to embrace any participatory techniques that  

substantially  increased  the  7  criteria  suggested  by  the  revised  Code  –  even  when  the  extra  costs  were  

acknowledged to be reasonable. However, in another interview conducted with Kate Beaber (14h June 2010) it 

was found that some institutions, such as the EA, are already using evaluation techniques (although these are  

very basic and results are not made public). Therefore, even if this framework is not integrated into the Code,  

there is the possibility for other CCs and institutions to use it to evaluate and monitor practice – it is all a matter  

of political will since the arguments favouring participatory practice have been made and accepted globally; and 

the costs of evaluating and monitoring are here proved to be reasonable. 

Despite the challenges, 

All the evidence points towards long-term success in social, economic and environmental terms coming about 

when  people's  ideas  and  knowledge  are  sought,  and  when  power  is  given  to  them  to  make  decisions  

independently of external agencies.

Bass et al (1995: 23)

Therefore,  this research paper promoted the adoption of a policy making model that focuses on broad/wide  

participation throughout the policy-making cycle as a way of fostering SD. Participatory approaches should be 

seen as the start, not the end, of a long, but mutually beneficial process of joint analysis, self-critical reflection,  

capacity strengthening and resource mobilisation (IIED, 1995). Facilitation of Effective Participation at high 
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levels of decision making which require (Bass et al, 1995: 95):

• Participatory methods:  for  appraisal  of  needs and possibilities,  dialogue,  ranking solutions,  forming 

partnerships, resolving conflicts & reaching consensus

• Learning environments: for participants and professionals to test methods. 

• Policies, laws and institutions that encourage, support, manage as well as reward participation in policy-

making process.

• Phased approach: start modestly, building on existing participation systems then build up, deepen and 

focus participation with each iteration of policy-making.

• Adequate resources, skills and time: participation tends to start slowly & requires early investment but it 

becomes more cost-effective with time. Once national policies/institutions become more conducive to 

participation and SD it is possible to move away from national strategies to middle-level strategies that 

can link national policy initiatives with local-level participatory action.

• Capacity-building for participation: 

• At the policy level, capacity is needed to deal with the rich insights and information coming from  

local  participatory  approaches,  to  devolve  appropriate  power  to  participating  partners,  and  to  

monitor the impacts. 

• At the  local  level,  capacity  is  needed to  take up the  challenges  that  newer  policies  offer.  It  is 

becoming increasingly clear, however, that it is at the "meso" level - the province, municipality or 

other middle administrative level where capacity building can reap the most benefits. At this level,  

there is much potential to link top levels (where policy is "set") and bottom levels (where policy is  

implemented, and which policy-relevant information is required). 

• Where the ideal roles played by different stakeholders are: 

Table 4.1: Ideal Stakeholder roles
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Stakeholder Role

Government

Facilitate progress and participation towards sustainable development.

Facilitate access to information and justice in environmental matters.

Implement programmes with a focus on empowerment of local and community groups.

Facilitate structured participation that is not overly dependent on political patronage.

Assign many governmental institutions to the task.

Respect cultural integrity and rights when promoting grass-roots mechanisms.

Share ownership with other stakeholders.

Help establish networks of community-based learning centres.

Give to communities a large measure of participation in management and protection of 
resources.
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 Encourage participation of business leaders.

Bring operational knowledge needed in policy making.

NGOs

Acting as catalysts to participation.

Help organise groups of people to make better use of their own resources.

Exert pressure on public officials for better performance & greater accountability.

Participate in process design and management .

Training in, and use of, participatory approaches.

Mobilising actors.

Delivery of services.

Community capacity building.

Research, policy analysis & advice.

Mediation & reconciliation of conflict.

Watch-dog, warning, monitoring.

Advocacy & challenge the status quo.

Promote alternatives.

Participate in the development of governance frameworks.

Function as advocates and advisers.

Contribute to decision-making or being the decision-makers.

Support implementation.

Support adaptation and protection efforts or manage them.

Help monitor implementation.

Follow-up and flag any issues that arise after implementation.

Contribute in quality reviews.

Media

Communicate, inform and educate people (CIE).

Encourage public debate and involvement in national development planning.

Clarify extent of public concern during decision-making times.

Reveal breadth and depth of concern on issues.

Provide feedback to decision-makers.

Private 
Sector

Persuade the appropriate sector to share responsibility for tackling 
environmental/social/health issues.

Help create imaginative packages of instruments that provide both incentives for 
change and penalties for lack of progress.

Create links both upward (bottom-up approach) and downward (top-down approach) in 
society in order to voice local concerns.

Complement the 
government and private 
sector with their expertise 
in:

Detailed field knowledge of social and environmental 
conditions.

Awareness-raising & communications.

Locals / 
broader 
public

Information collection, investigation and analysis to complement and even replace 
research.

Involved in planning: being architects and engineers of concepts and design of PPS, 
projects or ad-hoc activities.



   Source: this author based on Bass et al (1995).

More participatory models of development and governance also serve a higher purpose as they ensure learning 

participants understand others better, enhance their capability to collect information and analyse as well as create  

innovative solutions to their own problems. The idea is that once people experience a successful participatory 

exercise,  they  are  likely  to  continue  participating  as  well  as  promoting  its  use,  becoming  a  repetitive  

participatory experience which also institutionalises participatory models of governance and development. The 

role  of  citizen participation is  crucial  in  any development  process  and no change may happen without  the 

involvement of the people. 

The  bottom  line,  in  practical  terms,  is  that  if  people  are  not  brought  into  focus  through  sustainable 

development,  becoming both the architects  and engineers  of  the concept,  then it  will  never be achieved 

anyway, since they are unlikely to take responsibility for something they do not 'own' themselves.

Redclift (1992:14)

It is important to highlight that participation on its own does not necessary lead to SD if proper assessment of  

environmental,  health  and  socio-economic  impacts  are  not  adequately  analysed  and  integrated  into  policy 

making, for which the use of SEA-type approaches are useful to help build a sound factual base on which to  

ground policy-making. One should note however that they should be a complementary tool rather than the only 

approach to promote SD. As practice demonstrated, it is imperative to evaluate and monitor  upstreaming and 

participatory practice. The latter should aim to demonstrate the effectiveness of upstreaming approaches and its  

participatory practice in relation to the achievement of policy-making processes that are conducive to SD. This 

research helps these tasks via the creation of a framework which promotes transparency and accountability. It  

also fills some gaps found in the Code identified by non-addressed BERR findings (2007) which clearly state 

that there is an expectation from participants to implement a monitoring system in order to improve the quality 

of  participatory  exercises  as  well  as  tackling  lack  of  trust  between  participants  and  decision-makers  or  

facilitators, not to mention the biases towards economic factors and their prominence when compared to social  

and environmental concerns. 

The indicators used for this framework were built around key aspects of high level decision making processes.  

These highlight participatory aspects as well as the balanced inclusion of societal, environmental and economic  

factors during high-level decision-making processes.  The framework also aims to improve performance by: 

• Developing procedural and methodological guidance on the subject of participation throughout the 

policy-making cycle
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• Encouraging gradual development of skills by promoting training in participatory approaches as well as 

testing and evaluation via the use of pilot applications

• Encouraging better integration of participation throughout the policy-making cycle.

• Encouraging adoption of evaluation and monitoring techniques into policy processes. 

• Encourage capacity development in terms of:

• institutional capacity in order to enable supportive institutions

• stakeholders capacity in order to be able to participate meaningfully 

• developing the skills needed by professionals in order to facilitate public participation as 

well as improve practice (new professionalism)

The  framework  creates  a  blue  print  or  profile  of  each  high-level  decision-making  process.  It  requires  the 

assessment  of  practice  against  internationally  recognised  core  values,  best  practices  and  principles 

(accountability). In that sense it sets benchmarks for governance and development models, making it useful for  

other countries as well. Making this type of information public (transparency) is recommended with the hope of 

inspiring discussion on the current state of our governance and development models: Are they adequate and 

effective?,  Do they meet  our  expectations?,  Do they allow citizens  to  meaningfully enjoy their  capabilities 

(consult  Amartya  Sen)?  Are  they  ensuring  sustainability?  If  we  think  there  should  be  more  space  for  

participation – are we/am I prepared to invest the time/effort required?

Put into context, the framework represents an extra 8 to 11 percent of current expenditure for participation at  

high-level decision-making - meeting best practice guidelines which indicate 10 percent as a rule of thumb when 

budgeting for evaluation. The latter demonstrates that the framework is cost-effective and worthwhile putting 

into practice. Further opportunities to realise savings have been identified in the last part of Chapter 3. 

The framework's ultimate aim is to promote transparency and accountability to facilitate the transition towards 

more participatory and sustainable governance and development models. Ultimately, the effectiveness of public  

participation depends on the goodwill and willingness of all parties involved to participate cooperatively and  

constructively.
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Annex 1: Dates of membership of the United Nations Economic 
Commission for Europe (UNECE)

Albania 14 December 1955 Liechtenstein 18 September 1990

Andorra 28 July 1993 Lithuania 17 September 1991

Armenia 07/30/93 Luxembourg 28 March 1947

Austria 14 December 1955 Malta 1 December 1964

Azerbaijan 07/30/93 Moldova 2 March 1992

Belarus 28 March 1947 Monaco 27 May 1993

Belgium 28 March 1947 Montenegro 06/28/06

Bosnia and Herzegovina 05/22/92 Netherlands 28 March 1947

Bulgaria 14 December 1955 Norway 28 March 1947

Canada 9 August 1973 Poland 28 March 1947 

Croatia 05/22/92 Portugal 14 December 1955 

Cyprus 20 September 1960 Romania 14 December 1955 

Czech Republic 03/28/47 Russian Federation 28 March 1947 

Denmark 28 March 1947 San Marino 30 July 1993

Estonia 17 September 1991 Serbia 11/01/00

Finland 14 December 1955 Slovakia 03/28/47

France 28 March 1947 Slovenia 22 May 1992 *

Georgia 07/30/93 Spain 14 December 1955

Germany 18 September 1973 Sweden 28 March 1947

Greece 28 March 1947 Switzerland 24 March 1972

Hungary 14 December 1955 Tajikistan 12 Dec 1994 1

Iceland 28 March 1947 The former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia

8 April 1993  

Ireland 14 December 1955 Turkey 28 March 1947

Israel 07/26/91 Turkmenistan 30 July 1993 1

Italy 14 December 1955 Ukraine 28 March 1947

Kazakhstan 01/31/94 United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern 
Ireland 

28 March 1947

Kyrgyzstan 07/30/93 United States of America 28 March 1947

Latvia 17 September 1991 Uzbekistan 07/30/93

Source: UNECE.  Dates of membership of the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe [Online] 
Available at:  http://www.unece.org/oes/member_countries/member_countries.htm [14th Dec 2009]
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Annex 2: Human Rights Based Approach
-Adapted from HRBA Portal [Online] Accessed 19th February 2010] 

The  UN  Statement  of  Common  Understanding  on  Human  Rights-Based  Approaches  to  Development 

Cooperation and Programming (the Common Understanding) was adopted by the United Nations Development 

Group (UNDG) in 2003 . In the UN Programme for Reform that was launched in 1997, the Secretary-General  

called on all entities of the UN system to mainstream human rights into their various activities and programmes  

within the framework of their respective mandates.

Since  then  a  number  of  UN  agencies  have  adopted  a  human  rights-based  approach  to  their  development  

cooperation and have gained experiences in its operationalization. UN interagency collaboration at global and  

regional levels, and especially at the country level in relation to the CCA and UNDAF processes, requires a  

common understanding of this approach and its implications for development programming. What follows is an 

attempt to arrive at such an understanding on the basis of those aspects of the human rights-based approach that 

are common to the policy and practice of the UN bodies that participated in the Interagency Workshop on a  

Human Rights based Approach in the context of UN reform 3-5 May, 2003.

This  Statement  of  Common  Understanding  specifically  refers  to  a  human  rights  based  approach  to  the  

development cooperation and development programming by UN agencies. It states that: 

1. All  programmes  of  development  co-operation,  policies  and  technical  assistance  should  further  the 

realisation  of  human rights  as  laid  down in  the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human Rights  and  other 

international human rights instruments. 

2. Human rights standards contained in, and principles derived from, the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights  and  other  international  human  rights  instruments  guide  all  development  cooperation  and 

programming in all sectors and in all phases of the programming process.  Among these human rights 

principles are: universality and inalienability; indivisibility; inter-dependence and inter-relatedness; non-

discrimination and equality; participation and inclusion; accountability and the rule of law. 

1. Participation  and  Inclusion:  Every  person  and  all  peoples  are  entitled  to  active,  free  and 

meaningful participation in, contribution to, and enjoyment of civil, economic, social, cultural  

and political development in which human rights and fundamental freedoms can be realized.

3. Development cooperation contributes to the development of the capacities of ‘duty-bearers’ to meet their  

obligations and/or of ‘rights-holders’ to claim their rights. 

The following elements are necessary, specific, and unique to a human rights-based approach:

• Assessment  and  analysis  in  order  to  identify  the  human  rights  claims  of  rights-holders  and  the  
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corresponding  human  rights  obligations  of  duty-bearers  as  well  as  the  immediate,  underlying,  and 

structural causes of the non-realization of rights. 

• Programmes assess the capacity of rights-holders to claim their rights, and of duty-bearers to fulfill their  

obligations. They then develop strategies to build these capacities. 

• Programmes monitor and evaluate both outcomes and processes guided by human rights standards and 

principles. 

• Programming  is  informed  by  the  recommendations  of  international  human  rights  bodies  and 

mechanisms. 

Other elements of good programming practices that are also essential under a HRBA, include:

1. People  are  recognized  as  key  actors  in  their  own  development,  rather  than  passive  recipients  of 

commodities and services. 

2. Participation is both a means and a goal. 

3. Strategies are empowering, not disempowering. 

4. Both outcomes and processes are monitored and evaluated. 

5. Analysis includes all stakeholders. 

6. Programmes focus on marginalized, disadvantaged, and excluded groups. 

7. The development process is locally owned. 

8. Programmes aim to reduce disparity. 

9. Both top-down and bottom-up approaches are used in synergy. 

10.Situation analysis is used to identity immediate, underlying, and basic causes of development problems. 

11.Measurable goals and targets are important in programming. 

12.Strategic partnerships are developed and sustained. 

13. Programmes support accountability to all stakeholders
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Annex 3 – Agenda 21 

- Source: Barry Dalal-Clayton and Bass (2009).

Agenda 21 -  Johannesburg Plan of Implementation (JPOI) - was agreed at the World Summit on Sustainable 

Development in 2002. It stressed the importance of “strategic frameworks and balanced decision making … for  

advancing the sustainable development agenda”. Given many different circumstances and contexts, this demands 

a  range  of  mainstreaming  tools.  Agenda  21  calls  countries  to  develop   National  sustainable  development 

strategies (NSDS) which focus on environmental, social, economical and institutional issues. 

It generally takes two to three years to develop and has an approximate cost of 500,000 US dls.

It is thought to be an integrated, participatory system to develop visions, goals and targets to achieve sustainable  

development (SD).

General Steps: 

– Set objectives

– Process:  employ  participation,  communication,  analysis,  debate,  coordination,  information,  learning,  

transparency and accountability when: 

– Assessing SD issues

– Seeking consensus on vision and priority goals 

– Drafting plans and investment for SD

– Planning empowerment and capacity building

– Monitoring the strategy mechanisms and its outcomes

More detailed steps:

–  Establish or strengthen a secretariat or coordinating body.

–  Establish or strengthen a Steering Committee or equivalent multi-stakeholder forum.

– Seek or improve high-level political commitment to the strategy.

–  Secure or confirm a mandate for the strategy.

–  Identify the stakeholders and seek agreement on their roles.

–  Ensure broad-based ownership by key ministries and agencies, civil society and the private sector.

–  Mobilise resources (skills, knowledge, management, legal and institutional support, finance).

–  Map out the strategy process, taking stock of existing processes and mechanisms:

–  Identify the issues covered, vision, goals, and responsibilities.

–  Identify mechanisms and processes used by existing strategies.
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– Review achievements of these mechanisms in terms of synergies, clashes and gaps, and their outcomes.

– Determine the existence/extent of sectoral policy conflicts and inconsistencies, and the work necessary  

to resolve them.

– Identify what is required to improve synergies and plug gaps.

– Develop/ improve coherence and coordination between strategy frameworks at all levels from international  

to local; and between and within sectors.

–  Establish or improve the ground rules governing the strategy process:

–  Debate and agree how all decisions will be made and agreed, and uncertainty dealt with.

–  Co-ordinate means for negotiation of trade-offs and conflict management.

–  Establish  and  promote  a  schedule  or  broad  calendar  for  the  strategy  process  –  determine  activities,  

responsibilities, capabilities and resources needed, and their timing.

–  Promote the strategy as a unified concept. Possibly publish a ‘prospectus’ for the strategy outlining all the  

above.

– Establish  or  improve provisions  for  regular  analysis,  debate,  communication,  planning,  implementation, 

monitoring and review; to ensure that all stakeholders are best able to play their part in the strategy. These 

processes will involve establishing or improving:

–  Means for analysing sustainability, stakeholders, mechanisms and processes, and scenarios

–  Regular stakeholder fora and other means for participation (thematic, national, decentralised and local) 

to reach and improve consensus on basic vision, goals, principles, system components, pilot activities,  

targets and responsibilities, and to review progress.

– Communication and information systems to ensure regular flows of information concerning both the 

strategy and SD between stakeholders and between fora.

– Major decision-making arrangements, notably: structures and roles; handling global and local values and 

risk; means of delivering consensus and handling negotiations; and ways of linking those involved.

– Implementation  services  and  control  mechanisms  –  means  for  selecting  policy  implementation 

instruments (regulations, incentives and voluntary mechanisms) and applying them.

–  Means for planning investments – tasks involved in making the case to different investment sources,  

and the criteria that should be used.

The challenge of Agenda 21 is to find ways to achieve SD in a participatory manner, involving civil society as a 

whole;  and  to  extend  the  concept  of  planning  beyond  government  alone  to  a  more  participatory,  strategic 

approach.
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Annex 4: Mainstreaming Drivers

Major Drivers Moderate Drivers Others

Increasing stakeholder awareness 

and demands

International Commitments Link between development / 

poverty reduction and environment

National legislation & regulations Major environmental events and 

disasters

Requirements of clients

Values of progressive organisations Business plans, objectives and 

regulations/requirements

Eu accession and approximation 

process

Donor policies, conditions and 

initiatives

Risk Management Membership of international 

business groups

Traditional cultural reasons Need to protect ecosystems and 

address environmental degradation

Source: Barry Dalal-Clayton  and Bass (2009: 22)

The  major  drivers  of  environmental  mainstreaming  are:  increasing  stakeholder  awareness  and  demands 

(personal  &  ethical  values  that  motivate  people  to  address  environmental  concerns);  national  legislation  /  

regulations (standards and limits); values of progressive organisations that internalise environmental values and 

principles12;  as  well  as  donor  policies,  conditions  and  initiatives  that  impose  strong  obligations  on 

borrowing/beneficiary countries to include environmental aspects in project proposals. 

Moderately important drivers include international commitments; major environmental events and disasters (e.g. 

floods); business plans, regulations / requirements such as ISO 1400 series; risk management to avoid IPCC  

scenarios13 and traditional / cultural reasons such as respecting and considering indigenous and local cultures and 

traditions.

Other  drivers  are:  the  links  between development,  poverty  reduction  and the  environment;  requirements  of 

clients with environmental awareness; EU accession and approximation process; membership of international  

business groups that  embrace environmental  mainstreaming techniques;  desire to address rising poverty and 

inequality; need to protect ecosystems and stem environmental degradation.

12 For a list of progressive organisations and their values visit: 
http://progressivespirit.com/Projects/OrganizationsValues/index.htm  .  

       http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=List_of_progressive_organizations  
13 The Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change (IPCC) publishes reports on the latest scientific advances with regards 

to climate change and the environment. The report presents a series of scenarios according to the type of climate change. 
For more information consult: http://www.ipcc.ch/
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Annex 5: EM & Upstreaming approaches/tools
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1) PROVIDING INFORMATION
Impact assessment & strategic analysis

– Environmental impact assessment (EIA)
– Integrated environmental assessment (IEA)
– Integrated impact assessment (IIA)
– Life cycle assessment (LCA)
– Poverty & social impact assessment (PSIA)
– Regulatory impact assessment (environmental, fiscal)
– Social impact assessment (SIA)
– Strategic environmental assessment (SEA)
– Sustainability appraisal

Economic and financial assessment
– Public environmental expenditure review (PEER)
– Budgeting
– Cost benefit analysis (CBA)
– Eco-budget
– Economic analysis (general)
– Green/Natural resource accounting
– Valuation (resource, NR, economic, goods & services)

Social surveys and assessments
– Household surveys
– Participatory poverty assessment
– Spatial data analysis
– Well-being health happiness measurement 

Spatial assessment
– Participatory Geographic information system (GIS)
– Geological survey
– Resource maps
– Zoning plans

Monitoring and evaluation
– Community-based monitoring
– Corporate social responsibility (CSR)
– Environmental quality monitoring
– Environmental audits
– Indicators
– Monitoring (general)
– Multi-sectoral monitoring
– State of environment report (SOE)

Other
– Cleaner production in-plant assessment
– Pre-feasibility studies
– Thematic studies (eg noise pollution, emissions)

2) PLANNING & ORGANISATION
Plans & policies

– Scenario planning
– Business plans for protected areas
– (National) sustainable development strategies
– Conservation plans
– Environmental (action) plans
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– Fiscal policy (taxes, incentives, etc)
– Integrated development plans
– Internal environmental policy
– National & District Environmental Action Plans (NEAP / DEAP)
– Physical & land use planning
– Strategic planning (general)
– Spatial development framework

Legal
– Legal tools (general)
– Public interest litigation
– Regulatory frameworks/guidelines

Policy tools
– Policy analysis
– Policy guidelines

Organisation-specific
– Corporate policy & sustainability reporting
– In-house project & programme appraisals
– Planning schedule
– Work plans

Visioning
– Collective/community visioning
– Natural step
– Scenarios

Other
– Certification
– Charters & codes of practice
– Cleaner production
– Eco-management & audit system (EMAS)
– Environmental management system (EMS)
– Gantt tables
– Internal meetings
– ISO standards
– Life cycle analysis
– Multiple decision criteria analysis
– Performance standards, loan/grant conditions
– Standards & licensing
– Sustainable livelihoods

3) DELIBERATION & ENGAGEMENT
Participation & citizens’ action

– Community-based natural resource management (CBNRM)
– Community meetings, mobilisation
– Conferences
– Public interest litigation, citizen's juries
– Eco clubs
– Environmental tribunal
– Internal meetings
– Lobbying
– Meetings with external actors
– Multi-stakeholder consultation/processes
– National councils for SD
– Participatory mapping, planning, Participatory rural appraisal
– Partnerships (eg citizen-city administration)



Source: Dalal-Clayton & Bass (2009: 23)
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– Private-public committees
– Public consultation,  hearing, participation (general)
– Reward systems/motivation/funds augmentation
– Stakeholder mapping

Workshops & seminars
Creating demand & awareness

– Awareness workshops
– Media (campaigns)
– Negotiations
– Practical examples
– Public online databases
– Right to Information Act

4) MANAGEMENT
Management planning & control

– Alternative dispute resolution
– Conflict management/resolution
– Energy audits
– Environmental compliance audits
– Environmental management plans (EMP) & frameworks
– Integrated environmental management
– Occupational health & safety audits
– Performance indicators & benchmarks
– Risk assessment

Market-based tools
– Business supply chains
– Eco-labelling
– Green procurement
– Payments for environmental services

Institutional governance (general)
– Environmental standards & regulations

5) VOLUNTARTY & INDIGENOUS APPROACHES
– Analysis of international regulations
– Converting Black Economic Empowerment (BEE) to sustainable & equitable empowerment (SEE)
– Bhagidari scheme (India)
– Informal communication
– Quality management systems
– Review of national jurisdiction
– Taboos



Annex 6: Evolution of SEA

SEA trends and developments can be placed in the broader context of EIA history (UNEP, 2002. p496).  What 

follows is a summary of the SEA legal and policy developments

1970 U.S. National Environmental Policy Act (1969) – requires ‘proposals for legislation and
other major federal actions significantly affecting the…environment’ to include a
‘detailed statement on the environmental impacts

California Environmental Quality Act – modelled after NEPA and applies to activities
proposed or approved by state agencies, including programmes, plans & staged
projects (Guidelines Sec. 15165 - 15168)

mid-1970s Public inquiries and environmental reviews of major proposals – consideration of
policy issues (e.g. Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry, Canada, 1974-1977, Ranger
Uranium Environmental Inquiry, Australia, 1975-1977)

1978 NEPA Regulations issued by Council on Environmental Quality – specify actions
subject to programmatic EIS as those that can be grouped generically,
geographically or by technology (Sec 1052.4 (b))

1987 Netherlands EIA Act (amended 1994) – applies to specified national plans and
programmes, including all those fixing the locations of projects for which an EIA is
mandatory

1989 Australia Resource Assessment Commission Act – establishes independent inquiry
body on resource policy issues (Commission disbanded in 1993, legislation
retained);

World Bank Operational Directive 4.00 (amended 1991, 1999) – refers to preparation of
sectoral and regional EA (Annex A 6-8)

1990 Canada Environmental Assessment Process for Policy and Programme Proposals by Orderin
Council (amended 1999) – applies to proposals submitted to Cabinet

1991 New Zealand Resource Management Act – landmark sustainability law combining
policy, planning and regulatory functions into omnibus regime;

UK Guide on Policy Appraisal and the Environment – advice for central government
agencies (updated by good practice guidance, 1994; amended 1998)

UNECE (Espoo) Convention on EIA in a Transboundary Context (entered into force
1997) calls on the Parties ‘to the extent appropriate …shall endeavour to apply’ the principles 
of EIA to policies, plans and programmes (Article 2(7))

1992 UNECE pilot study of EIA of Policies, Plans and Programmes – recommends its
application by member countries;

Hong Kong Environmental Implications of Policy Papers by decision of then Governor –
applies to proposals to Executive Council (later development plans)

1993 Denmark Environmental Assessment of Government Bills and Other Proposals by Prime
Minister’s Office (PMO) circular (amended 1995, 1998 when it became legally
binding) – applies to draft legislation to Parliament and to strategic proposals on
which Parliament must be consulted
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European Commission Environmental Assessment of Legislative Programme by Internal
Communication – applies to legislative proposals and other actions by Commission

1994 UK Guide on Environmental Appraisal of Development Plans – advice to local
authorities on how to carry out their responsibilities under planning legislation
(updated 1998);

Norway Assessment of White Papers and Government Proposals by Administrative
Order – contains provisions relevant to environment but applies primarily to
economic & administrative consequences

Slovakia EIA Act – contains requirement to assess basic development policies,
territorial plans in selected areas and any legislative proposal that may have an
adverse impact on the environment (Art. 35)

1995 Netherlands Environmental Test by Cabinet Directive – applies to draft legislation,
part of comprehensive review of enforceability, feasibility and impact on business

1996 Proposal by European Commission for a Directive on the assessment of the effects of
certain plans and programmes (COM (96) 511; amended by COM (99) 73) and
Common Position (5865/00)

1998 Finland Guidelines on Environmental Impact Assessment of Legislative Proposals by
Decision-in-Principle – apply to law drafting, also decrees, resolutions and decisions

UNECE (Aarhus) Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision
Making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters (entered into force 2001) –
provision for public participation in Articles 7 & 8, respectively, refers to PPPs and to laws and 
regulations relating to environment.

Declaration by the Environment Ministers of the UNECE region on Strategic
Environmental Assessment (ECE/CEP/56) – inviting countries and international
finance institutions to introduce and/or carry out SEA ‘as a matter of priority’

1999 Australia Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act – introduces
provisions enabling SEA of policies, plans and programmes

Finland Act on Environmental Impact Assessment Procedure applies to policy, plans and
programmes;

UK Proposals for a Good Practice Guide on Sustainability Appraisal of Regional Planning

World Bank Operational Policy/Bank Procedure (OP/BP 4.01, 1999) confirming a requirement 
for borrowers to conduct sectoral and regional EA, as and where relevant.

2000 South Africa SEA Guidelines – non-mandatory application to plans and programmes

Canada Guidelines on Implementing the Cabinet Directive on SEA

2001 SEA Directive (2001/42/EC) – enters into force in EU member states in July 2004;

Decision to negotiate an SEA Protocol by the Parties to the Espoo Convention – for
possible adoption at fifth Ministerial ‘Environment for Europe’ Conference (Kiev,May 2003)

2002 Johannesburg Plan of Implementation (JPOI): agreed at the World Summit on Sustainable 

Development in 2002 stressed the importance of “strategic frameworks and balanced decision 

making … for advancing the sustainable development agenda”. Given many different 

circumstances and contexts, this demands a range of mainstreaming tools.
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2003 SEA Protocol  to the Espoo Convention adopted on 23 May 2003 at 5th Ministerial Conference 
'Environment for Europe', Kiev. 

2004 World Bank Board Development Policy Lending Policy (OP/BP 8.60) – requires the Bank to 
determine if specific country policies supported by the operation are likely to have significant 
effects on the environment and natural resources of the client country. 

2005 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness: prompts to build country-based systems for integrating 

environmental considerations into development plans

2008 Accra Agenda for Action (AAA) agreed in Ghana at the High Level Forum on Aid 

Effectiveness which reviewed progress in implementing the Paris Agreement.

Source: UNEP (2002) and Dalal-Clayton & Bass (2005).
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Annex 7: Comparison of Strategies with High and Low 
Intensities of Participation

Low Participation
Level 1-3

High Participation 
Level up to level 5

Overcoming Participation 
Weaknesses

PROS:
* Low costs of participation
* Few local expectations raised
* Relatively quick
* Technical detail 
* High involvement at top
* Few conflicts during preparation
* Understood by donors
* Can be quick political impact
* Done with routine procedures. 

CONS:
* Higher costs
* Can raise expectations
* Slower (depends on systems used)
* Less technical detail 
* Trusworthiness problems 
* Shared /changing leadership
* Complex strategy management
* Directions more developed 
* Less control at top
* Many conflicts exposed 
* Difficult for donor cycles
* Political impact slower/surer
* Incentives needed to participate 
* Participation fatigue in actors
* Participation skills needed

* Share costs among actors 
* Phase participation process
* Quick first iteration; then deeper
* Bring in expertise (in
Participatory Inquiry)
* Framework for judging
*  Institutionalise this
*  Hire personnel with experience
* More monitoring and coordination
* Strengthen top-bottom links
* Deal with them in phases
*  Focus donors; flagship projects
* Major, phased strategy events
*  Incentives early in participation
plan
* Only appropriate participation
* Hire and train early

CONS:
* Limited understand by public 
* Limited “energy source” for ideas 
* Limited commitment to implement 
* Have to “sell” to implementers 
* Undue influence of external experts 
* High (cross-sectoral) technical skills 
needed
* Much relevant information missing
* Analysis/policy may not reflect 
reality
* Weak processes for sustainable 
development trade-offs
* Judgment of a few “experts” only
* Only government implements

PROS:
* Strong public understanding 
* Release much energy for ideas / 
inputs
* Strong implementation commitment
* Strategy not a surprise to actors 
* External experts used appropriately
* Does not depend on high science; 
participation offers analogues 
* Uncovers information that matters
* Analysis/policy checked with reality
* Strong process result 
* Gives best informed judgment 
* Much more local/private 
implementation

Source: Bass et al (1995: 46)
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Annex 8: Participatory Outcomes

Outcomes-oriented planning: A different way to planning participation is to use the expected or desired 

outcomes of a participatory exercise as guideposts. Below is a table with the areas and specific characteristics for 

each of them:

106

Area Specific 

Input Outcomes

Input from Citizens to officials
Officials know what citizens think/feel
Participants chose options

Opportunity for all interested to participate
Interest groups feel their voices have been heard
Lots of citizens feel their voices have been heard
Some citizens have had direct/intense experience of citizenship
Public believes there has been public involvement 
People have been educated about issues
Citizens agreed with policies
Diverse sectors in the community are “on the same page”
Use positions and proposals as grist

Community feels  it has spoken

Conflict has been addressed and there is more mutual understanding 
Diversity & Conflict has been used creatively 
Public is impressed with quality of solutions 

Recommendations developed that can demonstrate measurable results

Public judgment has shaped public policy, public opinion &/or public 
behaviours

Participation 
Outcomes

Social 
Consensus

Community is generally/broadly aware that a participatory process 
has been happening
Thousands or millions of citizens have had vicarious experience of 
intense citizenship

Process offers potential ongoing collective learning by the whole 
community

Diversity 
Outcomes

Diversity of forum has been considered adequate by community 
and/or relevant stakeholders groups

Quality of 
Outcomes 

Realistic solutions have been chosen for implementation within scope 
of existin institutions and players 

People have been motivated into actions/behaviours that will serve the 
common good
Imaginative solutions/perspectives that excite people to move beyond 
what has been done before 
Public policies/programmes have resulted with long-term/ beneficial 
impacts acknowledged by whole community
Community's capacity for successful self-governance or self-
organisation has been enhanced



Annex 9: Challenges to Practice

Challenges to practice are presented in the same order that information is analysed for each Chapter. Please note  

that other challenges exists in addition to the ones presented below, the aim is not to be exhaustive but to give an  

idea of the types of challenges to be expected. 

1. Upstreaming Approaches

1.1 Key constains to environmental mainstreaming
 

Critical Constrains Common issues Less frequently 
mentioned problems 

Other factors 

Lack of political will Lack of political will Lack of 
methodologies/tools that 
work

Lack of absorption 
capacity for available 
financial resources

Lack of understanding & 
awareness (of 
environmental issues)

 Lack of funding Corruption Personal short-term 
interests

Lack of data/information Lack of awareness of 
available tools

Dissatisfaction with tools Over-regulated 
environmental protection

Lack of skills Too much new 
legislation

Lack of absorption 
capacity for financial 
resources

Lack of development 
vision

Fragmentation of 
environmental 
responsibilities

Impediments to civil 
society engagement

Source: adapted from Dalal & Bass (2009: 31).  
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1.2 Perceptions of environmental mainstreaming by different stakeholders

User Group Perceptions 

Politicians  • Few are aware of the range of EM concerns beyond negative issues, and the range 

of approaches beyond safeguards.

 • However, some environment, development and foreign affairs ministers are broadly 

aware of international EM obligations (see section 1.3.2).

 • Most political debate is around environment as a (weak) sector rather than a shared 

responsibility.

 •  However,  this  is  confused  by  historical  wide  distribution  of  environmental 

responsibilities and authority across many ministries – offering an ‘entry point’ to 

some mainstreaming.

Government  

departments/agencies –  

both central and 

sectoral

*  Range from very little knowledge of EM and the application of EM approaches, to 

highly informed specialists operating at all levels of government (often in a safeguard 

capacity).

•  Environment authorities treat EM primarily as a matter of improving environment 

‘sector’ budgets and ensuring safeguards adopted.

•   However, many key decision-makers never use specific EM tools; instead, they 

used normal budgeting procedures, holding meetings and ensuring legal compliance.

•   The  implementation  of  international  EM obligations  tends  to  be  accorded low 

priority, or in narrow ways ‘to suit local needs’.

•  There are recent increases in calls for government accountability that has led to e.g.  

a ‘charter’ approach to environmental responsibility.

Local authorities  •  Accorded  increasing  responsibility  for  environmental  aspects  of  development, 

where in charge of district land and physical development.

 •  Thus,  concerned as  much about  making positive  use  of  environment  as  about 

environmental safeguards.

 •  However,  inadequate  capacity  to  map  development-environment  links  (both 

positive  and negative)  or  to  develop  solutions,  means  that  many adopt  outmoded 

procedures, or none at all, for EM.

Finance institutions

and businesses

 • Primarily use environmental safeguard tools designed to cover their own corporate 

needs to avoid damage and harm to stakeholders.

 •  However,  stakeholder  and  shareholder  demands  are  increasing  and  leading  to 

changes in motivation towards more positive approaches (eg organic food, sustainable 
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forestry).

Civil society & 

communitites 

 • Feel that current provisions for EM often fail to empower them to participate, and 

sometimes alienate them from the decision-making process – for several reasons:

o How power works in society;

o How control of the process is governed;

o How jargon is used ;

o  Because (they believe) consultants tend to operate EM tools for money-making 

rather than for environmental and social justice.

 •  Are  unfamiliar  with  EM  approaches,  but  are  keen  to  know  more  about  the  

environment and receive relevant information in a usable format.

 Environment NGOs  • Between them, rarely have a consistent view of EM and how to go about it – which 

often leads to ineffective action.

 • The majority tend to focus on environmental problems and adversarial approaches – 

rather than opportunities and collaborative approaches.

 •  However,  some  NGOs  are  leading  brokers  of  environment  and development 

interests, of public and private partnerships, with experience of EM, and are adept at 

using a range of international obligations (see section 1.3.2).

Academics 

and 

experts/consultants

 •  Have produced a wide range of EM tools, not all of them real-world tested; and 

tend to ascribe to one or two ‘miracle’ tools.

 • Have inadequately explored the political economy of EM.

Development  

cooperation agencies

• Tend to have high influence on whether and how developing country governments  

tackle EM. That influence is channelled through policy and programming approaches 

shaped by the Paris Declaration (see section 1.3.2)

•  Largely  this  is  a  matter  of  including  environmental  safeguards  in  cooperation 

agreements, although increasingly it is supposed to be about building the capacity of 

‘country systems’ to act as safeguards.

• It has also involved organising major ‘projects’ to include environmental dimensions 

in national development plans and poverty reduction strategies – evoking ‘country-

driven’  approaches  but  also  associating  EM  with  conditionalities  attached  to 

supporting those plans and strategies.

•  This  approach  is  too  technocratic  and  inadequately  supports  national  political  

processes for EM.

•  It  is  also  limited  by  the  fact  that,  within  cooperation  agencies  themselves,  

environment is  rarely full  mainstreamed and ‘high-level’ decision makers in those 
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agencies do not accord EM much more than ‘box-ticking’ importance.

Source: adapted from Dalal-Clayton & Bass (2009:16).

1.3 Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

1.3 Policy proposals – whether stated or enacted in law – are the most critical point of entry for SEA to influence 

the course of development. However, law and policy development traditionally is given little or no external  

scrutiny, and SEA has proven difficult to apply at the highest level. This tradition is deeply rooted in the structure 

of political power and often reinforced by constitutional conventions, such as Cabinet secrecy. Political will or  

acceptance is a prerequisite for the application of policy level SEA. Few politicians are aware of the range of EM 

concerns and approaches. 

1.4 Institutional barriers to introducing and implementing SEA 

– Insufficient political will;

– The environment has a low priority and there is a close process of decision making;

– Limited societal support base: low degrees of activism and political influence by public and community  

groups;

– Narrow definition  of  issues:  emphasis  on  economic  growth  as  well  as  failure  to  consider  strategic  

environmental implications;

– Compartmentalized organisational structures and

– Bureaucratic prerogatives.

1.5 Insufficient consideration to alternatives 

1.6 Lack of human resources to:

– conduct high quality impact assessments;

– collect, storage and analyse spatial data; 

– manage conflict and

– facilitate participatory and consultative processes.
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2. Generic to Participation

2.1 As known, in some countries the rights to free speech, a healthy environment or secure livelihood 

are not granted. More over, where there are frameworks to exercise the above rights such as legislative frame-

work, disparitites and inequalitites leading to the bridge of the above rights is not uncommon. 

2.2 There couldn't be real participation if democracy means the supremacy of an individual's rights to 

produce and consume irrespective of the effects on others nor if the electoral cycle means politicians push short-

term goals to win votes from individuals with strong aspirations to consume more resources, as opposed to doing 

what is sustainable in the long term.

2.3 It is challenging to make participation more effective. 

2.4 The inclusion of all interested groups and the broader public is weak and is not mandatory in cases 

where legislation provides for participation. In the case of  NGOs, with more lobbying capabilitites this might no 

be an issue compared to the broader public. 

2.5 Representative participation is subject to misrepresentation challenges or generalisation of opinions 

in favour for a unified front. Those representing should use participatory approaches to make sure all have a fair  

say and participate fairly in the process. 

2.6 Most exercises do not involve potential stakeholders in deciding the mechanisms or structures of 

participation. 

2.7 Confidentially issues and capability issues impede fair access to information. Example of capability 

issues: where information is accessible online, those without access to internet will be marginalised. 

2.8 Participatory approaches are lost if always used with local empowerment as objective. Empower-

ment will not emerge from data, but the process around generation and analysis of information. Critical reflec-

tion allows for understanding of whether local knowledge in terms of understanding issues from an economical, 

social, environmental and psychological perspective. It is also necessary to assess wheather capabilitites were en-

hanced or not. 

2.9 When a participatory approach is conducted when funding has been granted or any other type of  

heavy investment has been made, pulling from the proposed activity proves extermely hard. 

2.10 If the main decisions have been made, the result of a participatory exercise usually does not influ -

ence the outcome. Moreover, the promise to stakeholders that their contribution will influence the final decision 

or outcome is, in many cases implied, specifically when facilitating participatory exercises that are part of a  

wider process estipulated in the legislation (i.e:  SEA principles prescribe participation as part of the process  

whilst SEA is mandatory for certain proposals in many countries' legislations). The latter means that a formal  
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promise to stakeholders might not be verbally or writtenly provided. It is this author's believe that it is worth fig -

uring in any paper documenting the participatory exercise. 

2.11 Within civil  society  there  are  some actors  who have participated more than  others:  businesses, 

NGOs, advocacy groups, international organisations and academic/research institutions. 

2.12 Recent progress has encouraged the participation of communities or locals but these are generally  

engaged as “directly affected groups”. Opposed to community groups and locals, individual members of the pub-

lic would be defined as many individuals that do not necessarily know each other, work with each other or even  

communicate with the other. This means that engaging such a complex, diverse and unorganised group is not as  

straightforward; hence why is one of the stakeholders who historically has had less lobbying capabilities or in-

volvement in decision-making processes when compared to all others.

2.13 What is lacking is commitment by individuals to participate in time consuming exercises of defining 

what is sustainability, what changes are necessary and how each will take responsibility for its own contribution 

to sustainability

2.14 Currently it is very difficult to assure quality in practice, as there are no standards by which to judge 

performance. Anybody can claim to be an expert in partcipatory approaches and there is no easy way to determ-

ine his/her authenticity until after the work is done (IIED: 59).

2.15 "Achieving true participation requires changes which are personal, professional, institutional, and 

policy-related". (IIED, 1995: 61).

2.16 Consultation is not considered as a mechanisms for genuine and effective participation

2.17 Search for short cuts: participatory approaches are not substitutes for the thorough preparation, long-

term planning, constructive dialogue and sustained interaction that any development process requires. No parti -

cipatory approach offers a quick solution to complex problems. There are no shortcuts to success.

2.18 “It  is  commonly asserted that  participatory methods constitute  inquiry that  is  undisciplined and 

sloppy. It is said to involve only subjective observations and so reflect just selected members of communities.  

Terms like informal and qualitative are used to imply poorer quality or second-rate work. Rigour and accuracy  

are assumed, therefore, to be in contradiction with participatory methods” (IIED, 1995: 69).

Capacity building

2.19 Considerable investment is needed to develop and adapt participation approaches and to support in-

stitutions which work (institutional development)

2.20 The demand for training in participatory approaches far exceeds the current supply: how to train 

staff to use methods properly and effectively as part of their standard working practices so they tap into potential 

and use it with sensitivity and consistency. IIED P 63
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3. Participation at High levels of decision-making

Planning Stage

3.1 Avoid sharing information on the believe that "it's too early, we haven't yet got a firm proposal”. 

However,  early  provision  of  information  to  public  ministers  sometimes  casues  damaging  rumours  about 

proposals.  Communicating the objectives  of proposals can start  building trust,  allowing for  public input  on  

constrains and alternatives.

3.2 Participatory  planning  faces  problems of  poorly-developed local  institutions,  undefined  lines  of 

authority, opposition from central institutions and a weak base of information and management skills. Decisions 

should be made where the information is. For questions of detail, this is at local level but local institutions rarely 

have a formal systematic way of gathering and interpreting natural resources data". Dalal-Clayton and Dent 

(1993) 

3.3 Programmes  tend  to  retain  financial  decision-making  powers  for  themselves.  While  many 

programmes initiated by external agencies tend to use participatory methods for planning, they do not make  

corresponding changes in resource allocation mechanisms to local institutions. This hampers the growth of local  

institutions and leads to poor sustainability of the programmes.

Information Collection Stage
3.4 The use of formal public meetings, rapid consultancy missions, and the collection of huge quantities  

of scientific data (characteristics which are particularly common to EIA in developing countries) alienate local  

people from the decision-making process, and are techniques that increasingly are being questioned (Hopkins 

1994)

3.5 Actors are never neutral. Interrogating the consequences of this is central to any action-research 

activity. Roles are unavoidable and need to be addressed since they affect the info gathered and the analysis  

performed.  All  participants  have  responsibilities  for  their  actions.  The  political  and  ethical  implications  of  

participatory  action-research  and  development  must  therefore  be  unpacked,  discussed  openly  with  all  and  

responded to.P70 iied 
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Decision Making Stage
3.6 Lack of political will

3.7 Participation is also directly linked with equity, which threatens elites.

3.8 Curreent  ways  of  defining  values  and  making  societal  choices,  which  are  strategic  tasks,  are 

overwhelmingly understood to be in the political domain p55

3.9 This political dilemma is:  for many authorities is they both need and fear people's participation.  

They need people's agreements and support, but they fear that this wider involvement is less controllable, less  

precise and so likely to slow down planning processes. But if this fear permits only stage-managed forms of  

participation, then distrust and greater alienation are the most likely outcomes. This makes it all the more crucial 

that judgements can be made on the type of participation in use.

3.10 Uncertainly about  how much info is available or to make available

3.11 Questions associated with consensus-building: how far should ministers be prepared to relinquish 

control over direction of strategy? And how much should a government seek to influence the input of others (ie 

via education?). 

Implementation
3.12 Whereas  most  NEAPs,  NCSs,  Green  Plans,  etc.,  have  involved  considerable  participation  in 

information collection, ideas generation and consensus-building, government tends to have been dominant in  

strategy implementation - supplemented occasionally by some NGO activity. This suggests that strategies have  

been viewed by governments as essentially exercises to plan government roles, procedures and investments, and 

"ownership" of the strategy by other groups has been low. P37

3.13 Genesis and implementation of national strategies and local participatory efforts have tended to be 

very separate. P5

3.14 Fragmentation of environmental responsibilities across different sectors which can result in gaps or 

overlaps in implementation

3.15 As little effort is made to build local skills, interests and capacity, local people have no stake in 

maintaining new practices once the flow of incentives stops.

Monitoring
3.16 Once an activity / PPP or other has finished, collecting feedback and documenting lessons learned 

for future improvement is not a standard practice. Moreover, engaging all  those who participated to provide  

feedback on the process rather than the specific outcome, is even less practiced. 
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