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ABSTRACT

“Public Participation in Solid Waste Management
in Small Island Developing State’$

Clairvair Omar Squires
(clairvair@yahoo.com

This paper is prepared based on discussions willd seaste managers and other
stakeholders in the Organisation of Eastern Caabl®tates (OECS), actual participatory
observation by the author, analysis of primary &edondary data and information
collected from solid waste management (SWM) openatiin the OECS countries,
Barbados, Belize and from other developing cousitri&ome examples are also drawn
from two sub-regions (Mashreq and Maghreb Countiieghe Mediterranean region.
The paper presents information on public consoitaéipproaches and particularly on the
best practices for successful public participateomd consultation on SWM projects
(SWMPs) in the Caribbean countries. Based onpkeial nature of SWM, the paper, in
conclusion, sets out some guidelines on how to gendlae public throughout the SWM
project cycle. It posits that the Caribbean shanédnstream public participation and also
agree on ways to measure and monitor participatiorkeeping with their commitment
to the Millennium Development Goals (MDGSs), the @wies should agree on
Guidelines for Social Impact Assessments. Theseldhallow them to identify risks to
be mitigated and to adjust SWMPs designs to prowgportunities for the local
population including the poor to participate ini@ént and effective SWM. Special
thanks to Janice Cumberbatch for her assistance@nthents

Key words: public participation; solid waste managat; project cycle; town meetings.
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Cell

Composting

Design Criteria

Disposal of Waste

Diversion of Waste

Dump

Ecosystems

Enforcement

Hazard

Hazardous Waste

Hydrology

Incineration

Landfill Gas

Leachate

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Basic unit on which a landfill site is devedmp It is the general
area where in-coming waste is tipped, spread, cotegpaand
covered.

Biological decomposition of solid orgamaterials by bacteria,
fungi and other organisms into soil-like product.

Engineering guidelines specifyingnstruction details and
materials which must be met by a facility, struetar process in
performance of its intended functions.

Final handling of solid wastéofelng collection, processing or
incineration. Disposal most often means placemiwaste in a
dump or landfill

A combination of waste prevamtiaecycling, reuse and
composting activities that reduce waste dispos#tedandfill

Unmanaged refuse disposal site.

A community of interdependent organigsgether with the
environment which they inhabit and with which thetgract.

Administrative or legal procedures amtions to require
compliance with legislation, regulations or limidats.

A danger, peril or source of harm.

Any waste that is potentially damgagp environmental health
because of toxicity, ignitability, corrosivenesshemical
reactivity or other reason.

The study of the water and water movenreatparticular area.

Combustion or controlled burning ofatile organic matter in
sludge and solid waste which reduces the voluntkeofmaterial
while producing heat, dry inorganic ash, and gaseouissions.

Gases produced from natural or aidfic anaerobic
decomposition, the most common being methane, carbo
dioxide and hydrogen sulphide.

Decomposition by-products that containtaznimants which
may seep through underlying soil and permeablesrposing a
threat to surrounding environment.

Materials Recovery Facilities Facility which purchases recyclables from individuar resale

or
"Buy Back Depots"

to industry or processes them to meet specific Sl
requirements.
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Monitoring

Municipal/Domestic Waste

NIMBY

Recovery

Recycle

Reuse

Sanitary Landfill

Sludge

Tipping Fees

Transfer Stations

Waste Minimisation

The routine observation, sampling andtitg of designated
locations of parameters to determine efficiencyreatment or
compliance with standards or requirements.

Generally liquid and sokdste originating from a mixture of
domestic (household), commercial, and industriakces.

Acronym for “Not In My Back Yard”. An expregsn of
residents or property owners in opposition to theppsal to
locate solid waste facilities in their neighbourtioo

Removal of materials from the waste strdamreuse or
recycling.

Material used, reused or reclaimed.

Application of appropriately treated material a constructive
purpose.

An engineered method of dispossulid waste on land in a
manner that meets most of the standards speaificatincluding
sound location planning, extensive site preparatiproper
leachate and gas management and monitoring, daitypaction
and final cover, complete access control and rekeeging.

Accumulated solids separated from liquidshsas water or
wastewater including sewage.

Fees for unloading or dumping waste dandfill, transfer
station, incinerator or re-cycling facility.

Temporary storage facility forsigaused in circumstances
where the landfill is located too far from the arednere waste is
collected. Waste is later loaded into large capaahicles for
disposal at the landfill.

The reduction, to the extensiigle, of waste that is generated or
subsequently treated, stored or disposed of. It imelyde any
source reduction or recycling activity undertakgralgenerator
that results in a reduction in the total volumeqoiantity of
waste.

Source: Adapted from: (1) UNEP International SouBoek on Sound Technologies for Municipal Solid \éas
Management- Technical Series no. 6; and (2) EPA welge: http:// www.epa.gov/epaoswer/non-
hw/muncpl/dmg2/glossary-pdf
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1.1 The Research Problem, Approach and Obijective

Sustainable solid waste management (SWM) is aivelgtnew discipline in Small Island
Developing States (SIDS) and success of SWMPs kas Ibhreatened by social risks
associated with the inadequate inclusion of thdipu decision making on SWMPs. This
research provides an opportunity for interdiscigtinwork of the natural and social sciences
to review the experiences and issues related tbcppdarticipation of two regional SWMPs.
The overall objective of the research is to deteamhow the timely and consistent
application of appropriate public participation q@damay assist in reducing project risks and
enhancing efficiency. The problem is that in treiibean there is generally a lack of formal
procedures and guidelines for the public partiegpatand consultation and this naturally
contributes to inefficiency in use of resources &mgroject risk. This paper highlights the
role that an effective public participation procesan play in sustainable development
projects throughout the project cycle.

1.2 Rationale for Public Participation

Traditionally in the Caribbean, SWM was dealt witinough Public Health Legislation that
was part of a command and control approach. Inescountries, for example, scavenging
was unlawful (UNDP, 1996). In the early 1990s, igatarly after the United Nations

Conference on Environment and Development held im d® Janeiro in January 1992,
countries began to formally adopt Environmental detpAssessment (EIA) policies, undated
legislation, strategies and guidelines that reguimgformation dissemination and public
consultation on projects for which development peynwvere required. Environmentally
sound management of waste was highlighted as a m@ayironmental issue in Chapter 21 of
Agenda 21 that was adopted at the Rio Conferenéehwh-affirmed the Declaration of the
United Nations Conference on Human Environment Wed adopted in Stockholm in June
1972. Principle 10 of the Rio Declaration states:

“Environmental issues are best handled with the i@pdtion of all

concerned citizens, on a relevant level. On aamati basis, each individual
should have appropriate access to information camog the environment
that is held by public authorities, including infoation on hazardous
materials and activities in their communities, atite opportunity to
participate in decision-making processes. Statesulsl facilitate and
encourage public awareness and participation by ingkinformation

widely available. Effective access to judicial arabministrative
proceedings, including redress and remedy shoulprbeided’

This laid the basis for the participatory planninf§ SWMPs in SIDS, including the
Caribbean. However, public participation in SWMsweot well planned or coordinated and
at times was in conflict with good environmentalmagement.

After the Rio conference, development agenciesfaathcial institutions, particularly Multi-

lateral Development Banks also sought to addregsoemental and social risks associated
with projects presented to them for financing. ydeveloped and adopted EIA and Social
Impact Assessment (SIA) Guidelines within whichommfiation dissemination and disclosure
policies were enunciated. At the same time, andenso after the United Nations Global
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Conference for Sustainable Development of SIDS leBarbados in 1994, management of
wastes was agreed as major priority area to prevent and reduce pdalhtin SIDS.

Accordingly, public consultation practices regagdli@WMPs evolved over the last decade
and this paper captures some of the critical lessbexperience of stakeholder participation.

The rationale of effective public participation dtearly based on the fact that everyone
generates waste and can be affected directly agiceatly if waste is not well managed.
Solid waste (SW) can be hazardous to man and th@oement if not appropriately
managed. Apart from the threat to poor air qualibadequate SWM increases risk of
morbidity (leptospirosis, dengue fever, gastroetiseetc) (Pinnock 1998). Poor management
of SW can also affect ground water and marine estesys. Consequently everyone has to
be involved in SWM for effective and efficient SWé§stems. On the other hand waste can
be a resource that can be used and provide empidyopportunities that may contribute to
poverty alleviation if the populations are informestlucated and included in the SWM
decision making process. With the decline of tlwgas and banana industries in the
Caribbean, the countries are even more dependeawouasm which is still very much nature
based. Consequently every effort must be madeaiatenn public health and environment
quality for residents and tourists. It is not omfyportant to involve individuals in SWM but
also groups and the private sector as full ownprahd management by the government may
not be the most efficient approach.

The World Bank (WB) posits that worldwide evidenndicates that SW collection services
provided by public monopolies typically cost betwe@5 to 41 percent more than
competitively contracted services (World Bank 2004 Latin American cities, private
contracted out service costs have been cut in thetugh higher labour and vehicle
productivity and the promotion of micro-enterpridevelopment. Recycling cooperatives
have contributed to living conditions improvementigoverty reduction in Asia. This was
echoed by the University of Loughborough’s WatengiBeering and Development Centre
(WEDC) which hypothesises that SW collection shdoédprivatised based on a thorough
understanding of the complex interactions betwewda range of actors. They agreed with
the WB'’s findings on reduction to poverty and imyed living conditions but highlighted
contribution to reduced unemployment and socioucalt disruption (WEDC 1998)
WEDC'’s research was based on three South-Asiagsciiz. Colombo (Sri Lanka), Dhaka
(Bangladesh) and Faisalabad (Pakistan).

In the early 1990s the governments of six OECS wmmand Development Partners
(Caribbean Development Bank-CDB, European Investnmank-EIB and the Global
Environmental Trust Fund and the World Bank-WB) ocoemced the preparation and
appraisal of a solid waste management project (SYVidRaddress marine and terrestrial
pollution. After a deliberate process of publimsuoltation based on the then new guidelines
adopted by the WB, the appraisal of the OECS SWMRB gompleted in 1995. Loans and
grants were approved by the Development Partnershenproject was implemented over the
period 1995-2003. A review of the OECS SWMP andaie experiences in Belize and
Barbados, provide a good basis for examining PuBlécticipation in SWM in some
Caribbean Small Island Developing States (SIDSaddition, a review of a Mediterranean
Environmental Technical Assistance Programme (METAPtwo regions (Mashreq and
Maghreb Countries) assisted in identifying bestficas of Public Participation approaches,
especially in participation by the private sector.



1.3 Public Participation in Municipal SWM

Human existence is dependent on the use of matesalurces which eventually become
waste. As developing countries achieve greatepssmnomic well-being, the more waste
per capita is realised and more critical is thednfee effective and efficient SWM systems.
Performance of such systems depends on the meahipgfticipation of individuals,
communities and institutions, producers, NGOs amdegiments. Every individual
generates waste and in the Caribbean, the scop&/MPs is country-wide. Consequently,
public participation is national in scope and woindolve everyone in the country. Such
participation may be the population as a wholesmecific interest groups such as: waste
generators; waste pickers; recycling industriesstevaollection contractors; SWM facility
operators and staff, residents in close proximdaySWM facilities, politicians, central
government and public agencies; financial agen@ts; Since SWM involves everyone in
the country, there is a wide range of stakehol@drs are required to operate and manage
SWM systems. In the Caribbean and Mediterraneaasampart from the need for a clean
physical environment for residents, it is importdat maintain an aesthetically pleasing
physical environment for visitors, as tourism isimportant industry.

In the 1990’s, it was decided by countries in therilbean and in the Mediterranean to
establish new SWM systems and to close dump sitegni effort to upgrade the SWM

operations. This gave the officials a good opputyuto involve the population in the

planning and designing processes. These incluectsg sites for the location of critical

SWNM facilities; and in the operations, viz. theidety of services such as waste picking,
recycling, composting, collecting and transportamgl LF management. More importantly,
the population would have had some oversight optiréormance in SWM activities in terms
of collection schedules and routes and the effentgs and efficiency of operating the
system.

1.4Research Methods

This report is based on an evaluation researchoapprbased mainly on important cases and
issues and secondary analysis of archival datairffodnation. The data collection was
effected through:

» Discussions with SW managers in the OECS, TurksGaidos Islands and
Barbados;

» Discussions within CDB and with WB staff in ther(Bhean and in the
Mediterranean;

» Discussions with waste recycling entities, indivatiluand community groups;

» Participatory observation based on sites visiribgua and Barbuda, Dominica,
Grenada, St Lucia and St. Vincent and the Grenadine

* Review of published and un-published CDB and WButhoents and reports on the
OECS SWMP and the METAP; and

» Review of conference material and CDB project Files

The approach has been largely qualitative, basednoassessment of public participation
experiences throughout the Project Cycle of SWMPkis required the research of official
country files and bank documents and project repoithe research took the form of post
evaluation research where an attempt was madeteéontiee how participative the processes
were in formulating, preparing, appraising, impletimeg and managing SWMPs (Rossi P
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and H Freeman, 1985). Discussions with SW masagepplemented the research of
official documents, and public opinions expresseduiess and radio call in programmes
assisted in determining some of the critical gepthe project planning process or issues
which needed further ventilation in public foraarficipation by the private sector has been
captured in project reports and from meetings et solid waste contractors who shared
their experiences as service providers. The tileeaon public participation in general and,
in particular, on SWMPs was reviewed and relevapict related to the project cycle were
presented and discussed to provide the technicibbaund.

One challenge was the lack of base-line informationassess the extent of public
participation against original expectations. Naoiyowas there not an outline of public
participation methods, there was no monitoringaysto record information in a consistent
manner so written records had to be researchedhwtid not speak directly to public

participation. However the reports of WB and CDRiated in following the OECS SWMPs
issues through the stages of the project cyclepeBances of METAP and other Caribbean
countries assisted in completing an inventory gbontant public participation issues which
were evaluated.

1.5 The Report

This report captures some important issues anarsssf experience in relation to public
participation throughout the project cycle. Somxpegiences from the OECS and other
Caribbean countries, outside of the OECS, are igigtdd The review of METAP also
assisted in identifying lessons of experience dfeotDeveloping States and the wider
development community. The paper is divided irdees sections and presents information
on public consultation and participation approacdres particularly on the best practices for
successful public participation and consultationSWMPs. The results of the research are
presented in sections 5, 6 and 7. The paper, mctlgsion (section7), sets out some
guidelines on how the public should be engagedutitrout the SWM project cycle from
initial project planning to post-evaluation and aighout the SWM cycle viz. waste
generation, storage, collection, transportaticgatinent and disposal, particularly in relation
to the 4 Rs: Reduce; Reuse; Re-cycle; and Recover



2.0 SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT IN THE CARIBBEAN AND THE
MEDITERRANEAN COUNTRIES

2.1  Solid Waste Management in the Caribbean

Based on discussions with SW managers, a revie@Dds Project files 1994-2005 and from
field investigations, the waste management sitnatiothe 1990s in the wider Caribbean
(including the OECS countries, Belize, Jamaica,k¥uand Caicos Islands, Barbados,
Trinidad and Tobago and Guyana), was charactebged

* Dumps poorly located around the country;

* Uncontrolled scavenging;

* Regular burning being an integral part of dispastd management as limited cover
material was used. (Sometimes due to poor conguaeid presence of bulky items
placed on the disposal site, internal combusticulted and fires burned over long
periods of time causing a public nuisance);

* Inadequate management and maintenance of SWM sg/stem

* Inadequate budgetary allocation by Central Goveninte the responsible line
ministry;

» Weak legal and regulatory framework and inadeqiregtutional capacity of SWM
Entities (SWMEs). There were no strategies or pegicarticulated and no
comprehensive SW legislation. Responsibility waareti among a number of entities
including the Ministries of Finance, Environmenybiic Works, and Health and
Local Councils;

» Inappropriate and inadequate vehicular equipment;

* Inadequate management of hazardous waste;

* Low public education and awareness of SWM issuas; a

» Populations underserved with collection service.

2.2  Special Area Designation

The Caribbean Sea, like the Mediterranean Sea) important area for cruise tourism and
other productive activities that can only be susthie if the marine environment and on-
shore excursion facilities are maintained attractwd free from pollution. These are semi-
enclosed seas that seek protection under the &tienal Convention for the Prevention of
Pollution from Ships (MARPOL 1973). This Convemtieovas amended by the 1978 Protocol
(MARPOL 73/78) and provides for the establishmehSpecial Areas. Under the auspices
of the International Maritime Organisation, stritgtailed pollution standards are applied to
the discharge from ships in Special Areas. Annef the convention specifically addresses
the discharge of solid waste. In particular in @aribbean, there was no adequate plan to
manage ships waste which was required to influence the Flori@aribbean Cruise
Association (FCCA) members not to discharge cerngies of waste indiscriminately into
the Caribbean Sea which was designated as a Speeml This, together with the threat to
human health posed by poor waste management msctiormed the rationale for the
establishment and maintenance of upgraded SWMragsie the Caribbean based on public
consultation and participation.



2.3 SWM in the Organisation of Eastern Caribbean State$OECS)

The OECS) comprises the countries of Antigua antbi&$a, Dominica, Grenada, St Kitts
and Nevis, St Lucia, St Vincent and the Grenadered Montserrat (a British Dependent
Territory). The OECS Secretariat, formed in 1981utther regional cooperation, is financed
by its Member States and Aid Agencies. A map @& @aribbean showing the OECS
countries is presented below at Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Map showing OECS Countries

Solid waste management (SWM) has been one of thmoriant election issues in the

Caribbean over the last ten years as the coursioieght to upgrade their SWM systems. The
populations were affected by pollution (bad odawt amoke) from poor SWM practices and
in some cases had to seek medical attention. mergk there was a negative attitude to
SWM and a distrust of the authorities. The Indeleat Member Countries of the OECS are
governed based on a system of separation of pofMeegislative, Executive and Judiciary.

There is limited local government and the countass managed by Central Governments.
The Head of State is the Governor General and #edHf each Government is the Prime
Minister who chairs the Cabinet of Ministers whore/dine appoints. Elections are
constitutionally due every five years. The OEGfurdries are small Independent (except
Montserrat) Developing States with a total popolatof approximately 566,000 and land

sizes varying from 261 square kilometres (Km.) he tase of St Kitts and Nevis to 754
square km. in the case of Dominica. Table 1.1 betalicates the Gross Domestic Product
(GDP) per capita, the size and population of tliependent OECS countries



Table 1.1 Indicators of Size of OECS SWM ProjedCountries

Country Population Area GDP
(000) (Square Km) Per Capita
US $(000)
Antigua and Barbuda 80.0 442 10.2
Dominica 70.4 754 4.1
Grenada 104.5 340 4.2
St. Kitts and Nevis 47.9 261 8.4
St. Lucia 162.4 620 4.7
St. Vincent and the
Grenadines 100.6 389 4.1
TOTAL 565.8 2,806

Source: Compiled from CDB 2005 Annual Economiefiew Report

By the time the Agenda 21 was adopted in 1992, MiRl$ International Funding Agencies
(CDB, WB, GEF, European Investment Bank) were alyemlentifying and assisting six
OECS States of Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Gtan&t. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia and
St. Vincent and the Grenadines in preparing the ®BWMP. This coincided with the
development of National Environmental Action Plémat identified several key priorities for
action (World Bank 2003). One such priority was [8W

The OECS sub-region is committed to supportingitii@ementation of the SIDS/POA and
the designation of the Caribbean Sea as a Spece And recognises the importance of
waste management in pollution prevention. Thegmtogountries are SIDS and if SW is not
managed effectively, it would impact not only tetreal resources but also marine resources
through terrestrial run off and stream flow. THgeative of the project was to protect the
environment and reduce health risk to residentsvasitbrs through a reduction in terrestrial
and marine pollution. Specifically, the projecisn was to improve the management of
domestic and ship generated waste to:

1. reduce risk of loss of economic and environmergsburces;

2. reduce risks to human (residents and visitors)theahd

3. contribute to the satisfaction of conditions relgtito having the Caribbean
Sea designated as a Special Area in accordanceMA&RPOL (73/78)
(WB 1995)

While the project was not demonstrated to have sagyificant poverty reduction benefits,
the urban poor (or 15-20% of the population) wetentified as major beneficiaries. The
benefits were not quantified but were linked tooflomitigation, improved health, cleaner
streets, and employment opportunities in recycliogjlection and disposal of SW. The
formulation and preparation of this regional projeas a particularly challenging one for all
the countries and the MFIs. Consequently, the lpregparation phase took approximately
three years. Loans and grants were not approvBd1@95 and the implementation phase
took as long as eight years. The total project @dsUS$61.0 mn. was financed by
US$51 mn. in loans and grants, and total countemartributions of US$10 mn from the
project countries. CDB has been the major fundmgrce as it provided a total of US$27 mn



in loans and a grant of US$310,000 for supervisibthe project (Source: CDB Loans and
Grant Activity Records).

The major elements of the OECS SWMP include sixonat components and a regional
component as follows:

() National Components

» Land purchase and development;

» Civil works associated with establishment and opegathe SMW system
(including internal roads, office buildings, traesétations, utilities, etc.);

» Construction of 7 new sanitary LFs and upgrading ekisting LFs;

* Closure of 22 existing dumps;

» Procurement of collection and transport equipmedt\ghicles;

* LF equipment procurement;

* Maedical waste facilities;

» Recycling facilities;

» Port waste reception facilities to satisfy requiesnts for the Special Area
Designation of the Wider Caribbean Sea,;

» Engineering services;

* Institutional development of SWMEs; and

* Financial expenses during implementation. (WB1995)

(ii) Regional Component (Project Management

» Technical Assistance in Project Management;

* Model legislation;

» Promotion of strategies for re-cycling and wastaimisation and diversion;
* Public awareness and education programme;

» Training and education (local, regional and int&orel);

+ Enforcement of MARPOL;

» Development of Model Environmental education; and

« Joint procurement planning. (WB 1995)

The regional component was designed to suppomdtienal components and contribute to
complete tasks that could be done more efficiestiye regional level.

2.4 Project Implementation

Project Implementation Units (PIUs), in the pagating countries were responsible for the
implementation of the national components. Thahldishment of PIUs and engagement of
engineering consultants to design and construct, Mese conditions precedent to first
disbursement of project funds. Another importaranl condition was the establishment of
SWMEs to have overall responsibility for the opematand management of the SWM
systems including monitoring the performance ofRitld and any private sector involvement
in the implementation of the project.

A Project Management Unit (PMU) was establishedhinithe OECS Secretariat in St. Lucia
to be responsible for the implementation of theareal component. A project manager was
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not appointed until 1997. The PMU became inopeeably the middle of 2000 and the
project countries had to assume direct responsitfitir some of the regional component
activities including procurement of equipment aalofv up activities based on consultants’
reports that were completed. The responsibilitys Wader given to the Natural Resources
Management Unit of the OECS Secretariat. Whileeveere regular meetings between the
PMU and the SWMEs/PIUs, these did little to expedite implementation process. Other
factors that contributed to delays in implementatioclude issues associated with the
location of LF sites (Grenada and St. Vincent dralGrenadines), with the design and costs
of LFs and with the time taken to complete theiingbnal arrangements. Based on periodic
PMU reports, there was insufficient dialogue anchstdtation as there was no system
established to engage the public during implemamtaif the regional component.

2.5 Lessons of Experience

Without discussing the full details of the lessaisexperience of the OECS SWMP, it is
necessary to provide a list of the major lessorBased on a review of the project
performance, the OECS SWMP and other Caribbeanriexges in SWM, some of the
important lessons are:

* Sound participatory processes must inform the phaniof SWMPs that are very
complex as everyone in the country is a stakeholder

* Given the significant amount of project activitiasd the range and number of
stakeholders across a group of countries, a gegaed of flexibility is required.

* Given the small size of the countries, poorly mauhgvaste is clearly visible to
residents and tourists. Given the high visibility 8W, the population holds
government accountable for adequate SWM.

* LF sites degenerate into dump sites as a resyibof management and inadequate
financial resources.

» There is need for education and awareness to hettiarstand the pollution problem.
Participation can be facilitated by public educatemd awareness and inclusion in
special programmes and contests to raise publiceaagas on SWM.

» Population growth and increase in imports will ¢Goné to place strain on small
countries with limited land masses to properly nggniheir waste.

» Co-financing arrangements need to be well undedstzetween all Financiers and
Borrowing countries.

« Salesmen of waste to energy systems need to beagonwvincing about the technical
capability of their goods.

» Countries should ratify and implement relevant @riions such as MARPOL and
BASEL as part of their regulatory system.

* An appropriate M&E system is critical for the maaagent of SWM systems

« Governments in the Caribbean must more aggresginesue a policy of the 4 Rs.

* There is need for private public sector partneishipwaste management activities
that should be guided by a system of incentives disithcentives, rules, regulations
and agreements.

e Joint purchasing can only be effective if countrieesplement their national
components at the same rates.

* Unresolved issues may result in public protesttanehten the project.



Based on the lessons it may be concluded that ikedéficulty and risks associated with
planning, implementing and managing SWMPs. Thicdity of SWMPs, super-imposed on
the difficulty associated with of regional projectsould present challenges to project
planners. Efficiency gains have to be weighedragahe risks, including social risks. One
important activity is public awareness and trainwbich is a necessary ingredient in
planning SWM projects.

The development community, along with its clientsd apartners, need to develop
methodology to estimate project benefits of SWMP@/hile in a qualitative sense, the
benefits associated with reduced risks of morbjdiortality and pollution have been
presented, there has been no quantification offlienerhere is need for further study and
research for the necessary hypotheses and appsoaClost recovery is critical to the success
of any SWMP and more effort should be placed iresssg risk associated with shortfall in
revenues and government support. The public’'sapp@ pay should be determined as part
of the social surveys associated with the projeleére should also be an incentive system to
guide behaviour especially in the waste collectiod recycling and LF management.

Finally, there is need for a clear policy and regoidy framework and the political will by
governments to fully implement SWM systems. PuBlaticipation should be up-streamed
into SWM policy. While the search should contirfoe technologies to address the 4 Rs,
there should be some provision for an inventory\SWM sites based on sound technical,
economic, financial, social and environmental cidte Plans for the closure of LFs should be
required in the initial planning phase.

2.6 Mediterranean Environmental Technical Assistane Programme -Regional Solid
Waste Management Project (RSWMP)

In the Mediterranean, SWM is a serious problemfake 35 mn. tonnes of municipal waste
produced in the countries, only 15% of SW is madgg®perly, while the rest is a threat to
the environment (World Bank 2004). In additioneréh is a monopoly of public service
providers and the countries budgets for SWM arefiitsent. However, SWM is not nearly
as important a political issue in the Mediterranaarnn the Caribbean. One possible reason
for this is the fact that the Mediterranean co@strare much larger and waste disposal sites
are relatively far away from communities. Consetglyethe issues related to NIMBY,
nuisance of bad odour and smoke inhalation, are@ndirect relevance. In addition people
in the municipalities regard waste management a®-®zonomic opportunity for the poor
persons to engage in waste recycling. (See aaohdipe Mediterranean area at Figure 2
below.).
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Figure 2: Mediterranean Basin

The Mediterranean Environmental Technical AssistaRrogramme (METAP)-Regional
Solid Waste management Project (RSWMP) was deve|djpeded and executed in eight
countries adjacent to the Mediterranean Sea (ithean Africa and 4 in the Middle East) to
address the threat of SW pollution. See Box 1 beldvhe rationale for the RSWMP was
based on a situation characterised by:

low collection efficiency;

inadequate waste collection, treatment and disposal

poor monitoring; and

environmental damage (from odour, illegal burnisies contaminatign
(WB 2004)

PoONPE

These are similar to the problems and issues wiviete identified to be addressed by the
OECS SWMP. Cruise tourism is important to the ecoies of the Mediterranean as well as
the Caribbean.
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Box 1. Mediterranean Environmental Technical Assistance Pogramme -
Regional Solid Waste Management Project (RSWMP)

The objective of the RSWMP is to promote and adostainable Integrated SWN
practices in the Mediterranean project countri€be project is being funded (6.2
million Euro) by the European Union and is being@xed by the World Ban}
over the period 2004-2008 in the eight project ¢oes of Algeria, Egypt, Jordan|
Lebanon, Morocco, Palestinian Authority, Syria dnohisia. As was the case with
the OECS SWMP, a regional component was establigletl managed by a
Regional Management Group which is based in Tumi$ide national coordinatorg
were allowed to drive the project activities in theuntries. Common issues that
require urgent action under the project include:

OT =

e Gaps in SWM policy and planning

» Institutional and legal constraints

* Inadequate technical and management capacity

» Lack of financial resources and mechanisms for asusble cost
recovery

» Constraints on private sector involvement

» Limited stakeholder participation and environmeaiabreness

Source: (World Bank.2004)

Some comparisons may be made between the OECS hand/e¢diterranean RSWMP
countries. While the Mediterranean countries may be considered small they are
developing countries (with GDP per capita generddglow that of the OECS region)
adjacent to a very important marine ecosystemMaditerranean Sea, a designated Special
Area.
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3.0 SEARCH OF THE LITERATURE ON PUBLIC PARTICIPATI ON

Public Participation may be broadly defined asitivwlvement of citizens in governmental
decision-making processes. This ranges from bgivien notice of public hearings to being
actively included in decisions that affect commiasit It is generally a process of engaging
stakeholders so that those most likely to be ingshbly a particular activity can influence the
outcome. Public refers not only to private citizens but institutsy civil society, labour
unions, the Government, public officials, indudiriagricultural and trade associations,
scientific and professional societies, environmierducational and Health associations and
other minority Groups (EPA 2005).

There are many publics aSthe publi¢ is not a monolithic entity (Mc. Garity 2005) andkth
relevant publics would have to be identified towersthat their rights are not compromised.
Public Participation is a dialogue which enables public to understand and influence
decision-making.

It is necessary to establish the Public Involventénratmework and identify participants or
stakeholders and determine their legitimacy byaamalysis (UNEP 1996). There is a wide
variety of models from which to choose. The onesem should reflect the public input
required. Some models of public participationgixen below.

3.0.1 The Exclusionary Model

This model indicates that the government or agesidiie exclusive guardian of the people
and any self-acclaimed representative of the pubterest was an officious meddler. Only
competitors and other institutional stakeholdersewallowed to participate. This proved
inappropriate for risk-oriented decision-makinghefe may be some usefulness in cases of
rate hearings and public utility regulation. (Mcar@dy 2005) In the Caribbean, some
decision-makers adopt an approach that they haea l@pointed or selected to make
decisions for the populations who may not have khewledge and information to make
decisions for themselves.

3.0.2 The Confrontational Model

The Confrontational Model is at the other end &f $pectrum to the Exclusionary Model and
results from a stringent application of the Exabmsiry Model. This is really not a desirable
model. It is not effective in addressing matterintense local interest but may be effective
if activists can attract the sympathy of a largenbar of other inactive members of publi¢

is a way of keeping certain topics or concerns len gublic agenda or getting agencies to
revisit decisions already made. (Mc. Garity 2005)

When a person feels excluded or that her/his istéras not been well represented she/he can
confront the agency. Sometimes there is pickeding civil disobedience e.g. in the 1980s,
outraged neighbours picketed for proposed hazard@ste dumps. Also there have been
shouting matches at meetings during debates on Sposhl sites or incinerators or other
SWMP components being located near their homeotiicgs.

Confrontations are usually intended to be very jgublut they are not designed to be
participatory and certainly are not conducive tmimed dialogue about risks and mitigation.
Sometimes a decision-maker agrees to speak toctivests to induce them to stop their
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action but they are rarely asked to participate¢him actual decision-making process. This
model is characterised by distrust and is resttitdeocal activities and usually employed by
individuals or ad hoc groups. Activists, who atdsrparticipate at considerable risk to their
own economic and physical well-being, seek a widedience. Only highly emotional
matters or matters of high principle are likely jtestify such individual action. Purely
economic interests do not often invoke the confihabal model. (Mc. Garity 2005)

3.0.3 The Adversarial Model

The Adversarial Model represents a situation whadtenterested groups have a right to
participate by submitting facts, evidence, viewd arguments. The agency assumes the role
of neutral decision-maker. Based on courtroomudidgtion, parties who may be
represented by counsel are usually allowed tesynimough experts. This is dominated by
lawyers and the settlement presumes winners aegslo@vic. Garity 2005) This model was
experienced in cases where residents sought comtpEngrom a Caribbean government in
court for the health effects from an existing LIR. some cases, this is a slow and expensive
process. In some cases, protesters to the locatiarLF seek international attention. This
can be a cheaper and more effective approach.

3.0.4 The Due Consideration Model

The Due Consideration Model is similar to the adaeal model except that the agency takes
a position prior to the public hearing and invitee public to comment on their decision as
well as on the issues generally. It does not atta@pprocedural protection of the Adversarial

Model and so is less burdensome. The agency ysreglired to give due consideration of

outsiders and explain its chosen action. (Mc. @2005)

This model is better adapted to issues that areeypaominated and for which factual
accuracy is not essential. Participants are lgsstty involved in the actual decision making
process. Suspicions are easily raised that dugicenation is not given to participants points
of view especially when the agency adopts the apiionitially proposed with little or no
adjustment. (Mc. Garity 2005)

3.0.5 The Mediation Model

The Mediation Model requires that representatiieroups meet together, often with the aid
of a mediator or facilitator, to present facts anguments so as to reach an agreement on the
ultimate result. The agency may participate in discussions and attempt to implement
agreed solutions. Public participation may betadiiat this stage while Negotiators meet
until agreement is reached. This may be a usgiplcach in planning SWMPs as the
relationship between government and residentgésn aonfrontational. (Mc. Garity 2005)

3.0.6 The Advisory Committee Model

The Advisory Committee Model is similar to MediatiModel except that it relies heavily on
scientific and technological expertise. The Agemappoints a committee of disinterested
experts to advise on the technical issues andresaution. This model seems favoured by
decision makers who are not scientifically traired who do not want to“take the heét .
Agency may lose control of the outcome but this meyeduced by choosing experts for the
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advisory committee whose views on technical issuitsyield results that are in accordance
with the decision-makeér s policy preferences. (Mc. Garity 2005)

3.1 General Assessment

In the real world, there is not going to be an éxzase that accurately represents any
particular model. Based on preponderance, the imadest detected are thlexclusionary
and confrontational However, as more emphasis is placed on transparand good
governance, the Mediation model tends to refleotetu reality

3.2  Measuring Success in Public Participation

Elizabeth Evans, in her paper presented at thernkienal Association for Public
Participation (IAP) in 2002, sought to address Hbe success of the Public Participation
Process could be determined.

Her paper explores the question of evaluation ofsatiation processes and how these may
be approached. She focussed on three issues:

1. What is meant by success in the context of Pulaiti¢?pation
2. Whether there are meaningful consistent ways ofsoméay success
3. Whether it is wise to attempt such measurementar{g 2002)

The practice of Public Participation is complext may be considered as a process that
contributes to overall results of the businessntemprise. While it is not new, emphasis over
the past five years has been on selling the idedetision-makers that Public Participation
would add value and reduce costs and risks. Thélgm with “success” is that those
involved are likely to have different ideas of wisiccess means. The process of Public
Participation requires the invitation of stakehotdéo participate and there is a need to
identify:

» the range of stakeholders;

» the inputs required (financial and other resourgeg)formation staff, training, policy
etc.;

» processes (nuts and bolts of the programme); and

» outputs (products and deliverables that come othiefvork done). (Evans 2002)

The range of activities that make up Public Paréiion is expanding rapidly and references
are made to community engagement to build good wilbmmunity participation can be a
wide range of activities especially in SWM andakés account of aspirations and views of
people directly affected. It facilitates involvemef affected communities, businesses, etc.
through discussions, debates, negotiations andhipign

Evans based measurement of success on four caresvahd associated principles previously
articulated by the IAP as follows:

1. Equity — decision-makers should provide opportunitiesdibrthose with an
interest in the subject
2. Integrity — decision-makers must act in good faith

15



3. Openness- provision of information to the public that iscairate, honest,
comprehensive, clear and accessible

4, Accountability - specification of the degree to which public ilwemnent
would influence decision making and accurate report how commitments
are discharged. (Evans 2002)

Evans, like other commentators, at best, providdy cesearch methodologies based on
gualitative approaches to measurement of sucdadeed, it is limited in terms of timing for
the measurement as it depends on processes irimgaanmd decision-making which can only
be implemented long after the commencement of dimsudtation process. The effectiveness
of the Public Participation Process would haveeaalbtermined over a period of time based
on pre-determined performance indicators. Evansimtiitate that there is a need for the
establishment of value based, consistent, measusthhdards for all Public Participation
activities.  Other attempts by the IAP have beeaalitptive, based on judgement. 1AP
provided a matrix called théAP2 Public Participation SpectrunflAP 2005) that is
summarised below at Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: 1AP2 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SPECTRUM

INFORM CONSULT INVOLVE COLLABORATE EMPOWER
Goal: Goal Goal Goal Goal
To provide the public To obtain To work directly To partner with the To place final
with balanced and public with the public to public in each aspect ofdecision-making in
objective information to feedback. ensure that their the decision. the hands of the
assist them to understand concerns and public.
the problems, alternatives, aspirations are
opportunities and/or understood and
solutions. considered
Promise Promise: Promise Promise: Promise
To keep public informed. To keep public To work with the To look to the public To implement what
informed, public and provide for advice and the public decide.
listen to and feedback on how innovation in
acknowledge the public inputs formulating solutions
their concerns influence the and incorporating such
and provide decision. advice into decisions to
feedback. the maximum extent
possible.
Tools: Tools: Tools: Tools: Tools.
-Fact sheets -Public -workshops -Citizen advisory -Citizens jury
-Web sites comment -polling Committees -Ballots
-Open houses -Focus groups -Consensus building  -Delegated
-Participatory decision- decisions
making

(Source: IAP 2005)

This tool is no more than a re-visit of the UnitBitions Environmental Programme’s
(UNEP’s) Public Involvement Framework. It is a genient one-page 5x4 matrix which
allows users to quickly identify and monitor thesded and achieved levels of public
participation and impact. It requires deliberatentification of the public participation goals
of Inform, Consult, Involve, Collaborand Empower. The basic promises to the public are
to:

» keep them informed;
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* acknowledge concerns and provide feed-back on Hwir inputs influence the
decision;

« work with them to ensure their concerns are diyeotfflected in the alternatives
developed;

* look to them for direct advice and innovation inrmulating solutions and
incorporate recommendations into decisions to tagimum extent possible; and

* implement what they decide. (IAP 2005)

The Spectrum elaborates the types of techniqudsetoonsidered in realising the desired
level of participation viz. fact sheets, web sifesus groups, surveys, meetings, participatory
decision-making, ballots, citizen advisory comn@teand the like. UNEP had already
identified the best practices for successful puisholvement. While the Spectrum does not
really add much to the literature, it provides adyatool or checklist. A procedures manual
would complement the spectrum as the dynamics bfipeonsultation and participation
require even-handedness and appropriate approddier® are issues relating to the trade off
between proposals from different groups or betwdentechnical and social aspects of the
proposals being considered.

3.3 Some Best Practices for Successful Public Invement
UNEP proposed a list of best practices as follows:

1. develop a public involvement framework as earlypassible to establish the
scope, timing and resource requirements necessanpport the process;

2. identify the participants and stakeholders and bdista their legitimacy and
“representativeness” (using social analysis). tusth be noted that not all social
actors can or should be consulted on every deft#ieoproposed project;

3. identify appropriate techniques of public parti¢cipa/communication and provide
relevant information in a form which can be eadilyderstood (e.g. using a
combination of seminars, simple written materiaisuyal aids and scale models
can help to make the technical material accestittlee non-specialist);

4. plan and execute events at a time and venue thlaemdourage the maximum
attendance and free exchange of views by all istedegroups. Money may be
specifically allocated to help facilitate communitwolvement (e.g. to pay for
travelling expenses or costs involved in hostingtings and inquiries);

5. allow stakeholders sufficient time to assimilate thformation provided, consider
the implications and present their views;

6. identify mechanisms which ensure decision makersisider views and
suggestions made by stakeholders - integrate fysdamd recommendations into
the environmental assessment report, financinggealpand agreement; and

7. ensure that responses and feedback are given smesisor concerns raised.
(Source:UNEP 2000)

The best practices are quite representative ofhtbthods outlined by other commentators

and form the basis on which the performance evialuatf the OECS SWMP may be based.
(UNEP 2000)
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3.4  Social Assessment Tool Kit

Janis Berstein designedraol kitto provide guidance in the conduct of social assesnts on
SWMs to ensure appropriate levels of public pagrtitbn in the planning and
implementation of such investments (Berstein 200&rstein highlighted that this took the
form of an approach to SIA which placed a high ptamnot only on identifying negative
impacts on stakeholders but on the way how theipufy be included in the project design
and operation to the mutual benefit of the govemminasd the population. She cited nine
examples of the roles community might play. Thestude:

* Management of waste in the household and removiingm the premises;

* Reducing waste production and facilitating recovferypurposes of recycling;

» Keeping public areas clean;

» Participating in the design of SWMPs;

* Supplying “watchdogs”;

» Providing input in SW facility siting decisions; giigipating in SWM plans;

» Participating in preparing strategic SWM plans;

» Providing public education for raising public awages; and

* Sponsoring or participating in special campaign$ @mpetitions to raise the
profile of SWM. (Berstein 2004)

Berstein did not specifically mention particulaiogps within the community but based on
the roles outlined and her attention to conflidatation, one may deduce that she did not
think that the stakeholders were a homogenous grolm her identification of relevant
stakeholders, “community” is redistributed among fibllowing:

1. National level Ministries of Public Works, Local Government, HalHealth,
Finance and the Environment.

2. Local Level: municipal authorities, SWM agency, local politins.

3. User groups residential, commercial, institutional, induskrand medical
facilities.

4. Waste workers employees of SW services, waste pickers, swegpers
domestic workers and janitors.

5. Vulnerable groups residents living near SWM facilities, personspassible
for the disposal of household waste and waste @Ecke

6. NGOs: local environmental organisations, church groypsith groups, etc.

7 Community based Organisations (CBOSs) local groups that may be
responsible for the management of neighbourhoodcss:

8. Private sector, private enterprises that use recyclables, wasteation firms,
chamber of commerce.

9. Trade Unions

10.  Other Stakeholders media, education institutions, etc. (Berstein00
3.5 Rationale for Public Participation

In WEDC's research, it is suggested that the abklditerature may be categorised into
broad areas as follows:
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* Privatisation

There is a body of literature on privatisation ofrastructure and services to reduce
governments’ role, lower cost and increase efficyenf collection systems (for example

Cook, 1988, Cointreau, 1994 and IFC, 1995). Mukcthe literature is based on experiences
of developed countries and the privatisation precissrarely evaluated on the basis of
adverse social impacts. More recently, grey liteeron privatisation has been discussing
holistic approaches to privatisation.

* Public/Private Partnerships

This category considers privatisation in a broasecial context. It discusses ways of
enhancing community participation in planning armgkemtion, protecting users rights and
considers community groups as contractors in thieeatg of infrastructure and services.

* Small and Micro Enterprises

The literature on small and micro-enterprises isamelevant to research in micro-economics
and management. There are very few publicatioatsdiscuss the role of micro-enterprise in
SWM.

* “Policy and Planning “and “Institutional Aspects”

Policy and Legislative framework and institutioradpacity development are of essential
importance to successful SWM systems.

3.6 The Private Sector

While private sector entities are some of the msjakeholders, it can be expected that based
on particular cases some additions or subtractizens be made. Also, there may be the need
to break the stakeholders into splinter groups.

The private sector is a very importagroup which may comprise sub groups with different
interests. By the 1990s, the Washington InstingigWwB and the International Monetary
Fund) were stressing that government should redsagperations and provide an enabling
environment for the private sector to invest andrafe. This was expected to contribute to
greater efficiency. These institutions also expgdthat as a consequence, private individuals
might enhance their socio-economic well being bstigi@ating in business activities. The
sector is not homogeneous and is made up of maeyest groups that operate as private
individuals, sole proprietorships, partnerships angate and public companies. There are
also NGOs, CBOs and private/public partnershipsid&aCointreau (World Bank 2004)
indicated that interest in private sector partitgrawas based on the following:

» the investment from the private sector was requicetimit government capital
outlay; and
» the sector provided efficiency driven by competitio

She posited that there should be clear guidelioegfivate sector participation and that
auditing, monitoring and inspection were essertinkuccess. Based on a review of private
sector participation in SWM in the Caribbean, itymize added that such participation
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depends significantly on the incentives providedybyernment and the cost structure of the
enterprises.

3.7 Incentives

Incentives are required to provide the private @eutith the opportunity to participate in
provision of SWM services and make adequate raiaorimvestment. Incentives may include
revenue payments above consumers’ willingness yoopa&ost reductions in the form of tax
reductions, subsidies or operating cost reductioms. providing incentives, government
would have to determine the true costs it wouldeh&y meet if it were to provide the
particular SWM service. The true cost would inédsbme of Government’s “hidden costs”
which would require that a detail socio-economistdmzenefit analysis would have to inform
the level of incentives that could be offered. Séheosts include: depreciation of fixed
assets; debt service; seconded staff; social lengfealth and pension plans); and other
administrative overheads. Some costs could berlglepantified while others may be
determined bycontingent valuations On the other hand, the private sector would have
budget for extra costs such as taxes and dutisgrance; marketing and promotion; debt
service on capital items and overdraft facilities\n appropriate incentive system must
therefore be based on a good understanding ofas$ts eand possible collectable revenue and
or benefits of particular SWM services to the eaop@nd society.

3.8 Project Cycle
3.8.1 Oiriginal Concept

The concept Project Cycle which was first develojpetthe early 1970s by William Baum of
the WB is used to analyse the stages through wdiploject passes from its conception to
post completion evaluation i.€roject design and formulation, Project identificamn,
preparation, appraisal, negotiation and approvamplementation and supervision, and
evaluation This brought some discipline to public investmanteveloping countries and
was particularly well suited to infrastructure deyement in stable economies that had well-
established institutions and predictable governrpetities (Picciotto and Weaving 1994).

3.8.2 The Bradford University’s Project Spiral

By 1977, Bradford University introduced tReoject Spiral While this did not add much to
the literature, it presented the project cycle aname dynamic process. Whereas Baum’s
cycle which was grounded in engineering traditisids projected as moving forward in
orderly progression from one stage to the nextdtwra University depicted pictorially, a
cycle that allowed planners to loop back into tlesign phase at every stage of the cycle,
giving more flexibility to project planning and dgs. However, this would not have been
enough to achieve development effectiveness andicpyiarticipation goals that the
development community had as a primary objective.

3.8.3 Search for Development Effectiveness
In the early 1990s, there was an up-surge in isteire the development community in
poverty reduction and empowerment of people. Ggmekrnance required that people had a

say in their own development that they were notceless, powerless or rootless. The
development community took the initiative to buifdfeatures in their project appraisal
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process and criteria and financial conditions, iana way enticed the developing countries to
incorporate into their planning process povertyuntihn strategies, good governance and
mitigation measures based on sound EIAs and SIAs.that time, project evaluations
indicated that projects performed poorly for onenare of the following reasons:

» Insufficient beneficiary participation. Persons wénformed but not really involved
in decision-making;

» Developing countries did not commit to ownershigparation and implementation
and there was inadequate consensus building;

* Inadequate risk assessment and management; and

» Inflexible project designs. ((Picciotto and Weayit§94)

There was therefore the need for development agentt enhance their development
effectiveness by reviewing their operational pelciand approaches and engage in
continuous dialogue with primary and secondary eftalders. This required the

establishment of effective development partnershipswveen developing countries and
development agencies with a focuspamticipatory development

3.9 New Project Cycle

In 1994, just around the time of the preparationthef OECS SWMP, Alew Project Cycle
was adopted by the WB. This was to better adapintoeasingly risky, volatile and
participatory framework of development assistarRiediotto and Weaving 1994). The new
cycle emphasised: adaptability; government commitmeapacity building; and effective
monitoring. It brought focus on the beneficiariéscorporated participation into the
development process and provided for risk managemeavelopment is not guaranteed by
precise long-term planning, therefofbe New Project Cycles a learning cycle (Picciotto
and Weaving, 1994). It comprises a four-stage &ecgiviz.:

1. Listening

Listening may be equated designin the traditional project cycle and emphasisescéntral
role of the country and stakeholder participatiamnf the start. The oltbp downapproach is
therefore traded for a systematic open-ended approRarticipants are required to listen and
learn from each other and together conclude orepraesign features and goals. Based on
experience with national SWMPs, different intergsoups have been volatile in their
participation and some sessions have been incaveliis a final agreement. However,
listening gives the picture from the demand side @fows planners to learn the preferences
and values of people and the commitment level efdbuntry. National governments still
engage in théop-downapproach but are beginning to listen based ootesssf experience.

2. Piloting
Piloting is about exploring alternatives and may ib®rmed by pilot and pre-feasibility

studies. These are used for listening and fuibiat preparation work. This is sometimes
not achieved as either the population is engagethte or they are not given alternatives.
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3. Demonstrating

The demonstration phase allows fine-tuning and t@ugmf the project concepts. The

project development impact and matters relatingfficacy, efficiency, risks management,

institutional impact, sustainability and ownershigre determined. This phase is only
complete when it is determined that there has ladequate and appropriate participation and
that consensus is strong to take the project tiinias stage.

4. Mainstreaming

Mainstreaming is a process of transforming a deuraknt project or programme into a self-
sustaining national programme, for lasting impéwcstitutional development and impact is
based on transparency and accountability. Whéectimtinuous commitment of stakeholders
is a requirement, there must be continuous adapté&ti change as implementation proceeds.

3.9.1 Discussion oThe New Project Cycle

The New Project Cyclérings focus to a process that can reduce riskutiir@ participatory
approach. OECS countries had not been very familih such a process even though the
democratic governments considered themselves dl¢atmake choices for the people who
may not always have the information, skill, or kiesdge to determine what is best for them.
In many ways, the process has been externally miavel not totalljhome grown.At times,
this was enforced by loan terms and conditions @mdershipwas limited. In some of the
grey literature, there is reference to the OECS A4 the World Bank's SWMP even
though CDB has been the major financier and thgeprds a sub-regional one with national
components and a regional component. In practidele there is more commitment to
participation by the Development Community, the ggsaof thetraditional Project Cycle
have been maintained. Théew Project Cycleallows the building of strategic alliances
between development partners and places respatysifit success on the developing
countries. However this is complemented by inteonal agreements such as the Rio Earth
Conference of 1992, Barbados SIDS Programme obragiPOA) conference of 1994,
Barbados +10 Conference in Mauritius in 2005, tiN ddnference held in September 2000
on theMDBs and the World Summit on Sustainable Developmens$ll) Conference in
Johannesburg in 2002. Countries have signed adls @nd development targets that would
require the adoption of strategies, policies, g@eald activities and would optimise human
development. While the new project cycle concephat totally new, it accentuates new
skills in project planning which are taking sometigg used to, especially by the politicians
and the broad masses who have not been accustamdebating their views in a public
forum. By their own admission, the authors of ttysle indicated that the cycle should be
expanded and intensified. It is a start but areleand more detailed road map should be
provided to guide planners through a step-by-st&ggss drawing on lessons learnt from
case studies. In the meantime, it is prudent tothisestages of th€raditional Project Cycle
and the discipline of thlew Project Cycle
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40 THE SWM PROJECT CYCLE

4.1 Solid Waste

The wordwasterefers torefuse (resources that are to loscarded that are perceived as
useless). Solid is a form of matter, it is different from the liguior gaseous forms as it
implies three dimensional materials rather tharenmts that take the shape of containers like
liquids or like gases that may be stored in comt@mor allowed to escape into the atmosphere
in different forms.

The Concise Oxford English Dictionary indicatestthalid may be considered as something
that “.....is firm and stable in shape.” The mearofighe wordssolid wastedoes not equate
to the combined meaning of the two words. The ®rsity of Florida defines solid waste as
“garbage, refuse, sludge or other discarded matseyidiuids, semi-solids or contained
gaseous materials”"The definition from the University of Florida is keeping with those
adopted by developing countries and developmenmicage For examplesolid waste as
defined under Resource Conservation and Recovery ohcthe USA Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), is any solid, semi-soliduid or contained gaseous materials
discarded from industrial, commercial, mining, ogrieultural operations, and from
community activities. Solid waste includes garbagmstruction debris, commercial refuse,
liquids or other materials in containers, sludgsfrwater supply or waste treatment plants or
air pollution control facilities, and other discatimaterials.

It is interesting to note that solid waste is mageof solids and also liquids and gases which
are contained. Consequently, hazardous matenidleicontainers in solid waste stream can
present significant risks that would have to be aggal to avoid pollution and harm to human
health and the environment. The OECS model pokgyslation and regulation inception
report of July 1998 indicated that there was neesgtdandardise the definition of SW along
the lines of the definition used in St. Vincent ath@ Grenadines and Dominica which
allowed a distinction between materials that tmélguired disposal and secondary resources.
The model legislation was passed in January 2008B(@roject files 2003).

4.2  Solid Waste Management

SWM may be defined as systematic administratioaativities that provide for the source
separation, storage, collection, transportaticandfer, processing, treatment, and disposal of
SW. The objective of SWM is basically the efficiemée of resources in the process of
managing waste materials.

In the developing countries, SWM has been identifis a priority area to be addressed as
part of the sustainable development plans. Conemslie SWM systems are being
developed with an overall goal of pollution preventand control and maximisation of waste
as a resource. Therefore, apart from the planaimg implementation of sound SWM
systems, it is the responsibility of waste managersoperate based on sustainable
development goals. Management should be facititatemonitoring and evaluation (M&E)
systems which would guide corrective action on anrgoing and periodic basis. SWM
controls have to address likely impacts on air itp&dour and noise), soil, ground water,
marine environment and impacts on human safetyhaatth.
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Consequently, SWM is one of the biggest issuesmallsdeveloping countries. Given its
associated risks to human health and the enviro)r8&4M requires an integrated approach.
The stages of the SWM cycle include:

* Waste generation

» Pre-collection and storage

* Collection

» Transportation

» Treatment (incineration, recycling, composting etc)
* Final disposal

The current policy in developing countries is tosider waste as a resource and, as such,
there is a deliberate strategy of waste recoversai@ and recover resources, in particular,
energy. Accordingly, one is often tempted to aecoveryas an additional stage. SWMP
interventions target environmental protection as$ pethe wider environment management.

Given the small size, fragility and importance ofiism and agriculture to SIDS, it is
prudent that SWM issues are addressed to theaimi of a range of stakeholders. In the
Caribbean, SWM systems are based on national agesdth centralised waste disposal
sites. For the purposes of analysis, it is appatgpito present some of the issues within the
context ofThe Project Cycldghat allows an analysis of public participatiogess from the
projectconception stagéhrough to and beyond tleealuation stage.

4.3 Generic Solid Waste Management Project Cycle

While it is recognised that a SWMP has manojt andhard components, the planning of an
integrated SWMP based a sanitary LF is used toeptesome of the project planning and
preparation issues. A geneRooject Cyclas presented at Appendix 1.

4.3.1 Project Identification

At the identification stage, there has to be agerdrthat appropriate waste disposal facilities
are required to deal with the problems and issi&MM. Initial screening should provide a
list of probable disposal sites. The volume ofteds be collected and disposed is based on
a waste characterisation study which would assistdetermining the quantity and
composition of waste to be managed. The quantity tgpes of wastes to be disposed of
would also be informed by analysis of increasegémeration over time, and by waste
diversion and treatment studies. The volume oftevasd the expected life of the Landfill
(LF) site would determine the size and capacityhefsite required. Such figures are based
on assumptions that could be tested by the prpjerhoters but it would be prudent to start
by knowing basic site requirements in terms of ptalspace requirement and availability of
cover material. Based on broad criteria, a lasigdf sites should be prepared. A physical
development plan should provide a good basis fterdening an inventory of sites. In the
Caribbean, there have not been such inventoriesbattdr long-term planning is required
(Squires, 2005). Based on a pre-determined Idvebltection service and route planning, a
waste collection component is designed. Eveniaterly stage, public consultation should
be employed to guide the technical screening psoces
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4.3.2 Project Preparation

Once it has been agreed that a site is requiraddommodate specific volumes of waste over
a particular time period, a short list of sitedb@&sed on technical requirements. These may
include:

Effective capacity of the site to contain the wdstethe projected life.
Distance from th&Vaste Centroid.
Accessibility of the site.
Availability of suitable cover and sealing material
Availability of utilities (water, electricity, tefghone).
Land prices.
Geo-technical Characteristics.
Presence of minerals (e.g. quarry materials, alraatural gas).
The geomorphology of the site.
10 Distance from the Airport (minimum of 5 km, not @ys possible in small states).
(Source: adapted from UWI material trtegrated Solid Waste planning and Management-
ENVT 6143, 2005)

CoNoGOkWNE

In the Caribbean, there is progressive difficultyidentifying suitable sites because of the
following characteristics:

* Small and densely populated land mass.

» Fierce competition among various sectors for lasburces.

» High aesthetics required for appropriate tourisodpct.

* Oil and natural gas exploration.

» Threats to ground water.

» Strong resistance by residents that sites shouttlbeln My Back Yard” (NIMBY).
(UWI 2005)

The selection criteria are super-imposed with emrirtental screening and scoping which
identify the important impacts that would need &mbdressed by EIA consultants but which
can also serve to eliminate sites without incurrmgre expenses. Some the important
considerations are:

0] Public vs. private ownership of the site;

(i) Compatibility with land use policy;

(i)  Proximity to zones 1 or 2 and depth of aquifers;

(iv)  Proximity to settlements;

(v) Composition soils and presence of bedrock (lessom fthe Mangrove
Pond LF in Barbados);

(vi)  Quality of the landscape;

(vii)  Visual impact (aesthetics);

(viii)  Possible loss of space used for cultural, recreatior scientific purposes;

(ix)  Fauna and flora;

(x) Geological risk (landslides, erosion, flooding);

(xi)  Surface drainage;

(xii)  Permeability of soils and likely impact on groundter;

(xiii)  Conflict with historical, heritage, cultural andcetourism sites; and

(xiv)  Access and traffic implications; and
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(xv) Climate (rainfall and wind patterns).
(Source: Adapted from Tchobanoglous etal. 1993).

A simpleLeopold’s matrixcan be used in the screening but a detailed ElQldvibe required
by the Multi-lateral Financial Institutions (MFIgk a full EIA is required on SWMPs. This
EIA should also incorporate a SIA and be basedwiade public consultation and
participation. Appropriate EIA and SIA approaches are stilllevmg and the Caribbean has
to continue to improve on public consultation aradtigipation approaches even though the
public is fairly sensitised on SWM issues. Evethatpreliminary stage of site selection, it is
advisable that the public be informed and engagetisicussion.

4.3.3 Pre-feasibility Studies

The pre-feasibility assessment compares a seteitfie options and determines the best one.
One lesson learnt in Grenada, St Lucia and Barbadas that options should not be
eliminated before the costs of environmental argasoisk mitigation are included which, if
included in all the options, could have given deddnt ranking of the sites. The political
directorate may deliberately impose criteria tongliate an option. Some site options were
eliminated as there were “above the ground” andtriuie to negative visual impacts.
Therefore, it seems prudent that all stakeholdé@esiis should be incorporated prior to the
finalisation of the short list of sites for moretaiéed investigation. The results of these
investigations will assist in identifying the besite for the location of the LF. The final
disposal site’s distance from theaste Centroidvould determine whether there will be a
need for atransfer station This will be based on a comparison of total ecoicocosts
(public and private costs) “with” and “without” th&ansfer station. This will have
implication for the scale, frequency and intensifywork at the LF site. Pre-feasibility
studies of the alternative sites must also be basedd geo-technical report that should
include:

« Stability of slopes;

» Description of the geological structure;

» Determination of the appropriateness of low permiigalstrata;

» Loading capacity of the sub-soil;

* Hydro-geology and hydrology of the site in refererto underground and surface
water; and

» Assessment of the facility for treatmentiedichate(UWI 2005)

These studies would determine whether:

» the sites are technically viable

* aLF of the required size may be contained on ities;sand

* adequate arrangements can be made to make the eitgonmentally and
economically viable. (Squires 2005)

At this stage, a cost (capital and operating) comapa is made to rank the site options. The

final selection is made based on cost effectiveraesk estimated risks associated with the
sites.
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4.3.4 Feasibility Study

Once the best site has been identified, the fdigibf the preferred site has to be proven as
part of an integrated SWM plan. The site is novwbjescied to: detailed technical,
environmental, social, financial, legal and comrsdranalyses. At this stage, a full EIA and
SIA are completed and mitigation plans designdds tritical that there b&rther public
consultation at this stage. The updated costdingléao mitigation of environmental and
social risks are included in the project cost. ©adeasible project has been fully designed,
then final cost estimates and detailed designs@releted.

The volume of waste would determine whether it éeassary to have transfer stations,
although arrangements faraste diversiorwould have to be made to restrict the daily waste
for disposal, to the projected volumes. Road caonkt the distance from tiveaste centroid
and quantity of waste generated by district, cagdist in determining the size of vehicles
and the frequency of collection, through time aration studies.

The feasibility study should provide detailed camt@gent plans. A leachate collection
system would be based on information collectedypeg of waste, rainfall, percolation rates,
etc. A LF gas management system would also bela@@ The adequacy of cover and
sealing material should be demonstrated and plangdily covering and final cap would

have to be pre-determined. Even at this stagejdbin of LF must take into consideration
restoration plans, as these would determine howcéfie are constructed and re-filled. As
part of the containment system, a monitoring plas to be developed. Such a plan will give
early opportunity for corrective measures. On afgoing basis, the LF site’s impact on the
environment (including the human environment) stidaé determined. Critical information

should be collected on drainage and surface ryeafthate system and gas migration.

4.3.5 Review of Feasibility

The project feasibility report is formally reviewéy the relevant agencies. Adjustment in
designs may be made and incorporated in the FiapbR This report forms the basis for
funding considerations. The government would helveady placed an estimate in its capital
budget either to fund the project wholly or patyiallf finance is sought from a Multi-Lateral
Financial Institution (MFI), then that institutioshould have been included from the
identification stage to ensure that its requirerseme met and that any issue it may have, is
addressed. Once the feasibility has been proversuttants are retained to provide detailed
designs at the preferred location. Tender docusnam prepared and staff training manuals
developed. The project is now ready to be conewiéor financing. The major project cost
items will include:

1. Preliminary studies and public consultation;
2. Land purchase/acquisition;
3. Institutional strengthening (legal, operational iagerial and financial);
4. Land clearing and contractor mobilisation;
5. Access and internal roads construction;
6. Utilities installation;

7. Excavation and stock piling of soil;

8. LF construction (base layer, liner, drainage systecit

9. Leachate and gas systems installation;

10. Site fencing, buffering and landscaping;
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11.Signage;

12. Office building and other civil works;

13.Procurement, installation and testing of LF equiptne
14.Procurement of vehicles for managerial and opeanatsaff;

15.Weigh scale purchase and installation;

16.Waste diversion and treatment facilities;

17.Hazardous waste facilities and material recovery;

18.Design and establishment of the LF monitoring araluation system;
19. Project management services;

20.Engineering services;

21.Public education and awareness programme for betwatichange;
22.Preparation of contracts to operate the dispots| si

23.Outline of capping, closure and restoration plans;

24. Start up supplies (spares, petrol, diesel, safgiypenent, toiletries etc.);
25. Staff training and operations manual; and

26. Miscellaneous (Price and Physical contingenciesite charges etc.). (CDB 1995)

The feasibility study would provide the scheduliofyproject activities based on adfk
Break-down Structuras presented at Appendix 2.

4.3.6 Pre-investment Stage

At this stage, the project is captured in an ApgakReport that is used by funding agencies
to present to their Board of Directors, for consadien. The report describes the project, its
activities, costs, procurement of materials and/ises, implementation plans, monitoring
plans, maintenance, risks and its overall feagjbliased on cost recovery for tipping or
governments subvention, and economic analysis. thist stage, the project description,
scope, phasing and financing are agreed. If thpgrés being funded by a MFI, then once
the loan is approved, the government is invitedignm a loan agreement setting out the terms
and conditions under which the loan is grantedec& regard must be paid to procurement
of goods and services, based on MFI ProcurementeBoes and the government’'s own
Guidelines. Alternatively, if the project is to bended by the government then it would be
discussed internally and the Ministry of Financeuldoagree on the internal source of funds
and the procurement process. Sometimes procurenaguitements may hinder the local or
regional private sector from participating in thrapiementation or operation of a SWM
system.

4.3.7 Project Implementation

In the Caribbean, the SWM Entity (SWME) is usudhg implementing agency and reports
through the Ministry of Health, Environment, or HabWNorks to the cabinet and to the
lending agency on the progress of work and perfao@af the contractors and consultants.
The project management organisation structure waudiicate the range of Government
agencies that would be involved in the implemeatafirocess. Legal documents would be
prepared and agreed by the Attorney General’'seffithe Ministry responsible for Physical
Development would be required to issue a certiéicat clearance for the site based on
technical. A civil engineer or a SWM specialistuh be named as Project Manager and
staff of SWME would collaborate with a Tenders Coittee in the evaluation of tenders for
construction contracts and other related servicéghen contracts are let, SWME would
monitor and supervise works with the assistandengfineering Consultants. The Ministry of
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Finance has cooperating responsibility in prepanatf disbursement claims. For some
projects, a Project Steering Committee is set upvysee the implementation process and to
advise on any corrective actions that may be reduiluring the implementation phase. This
committee would be made up mainly of various insitihal stakeholders including, for
example, the following:

* Permanent Secretary (Executing Ministry) Chairman;
* Project Manager (Secretary);

¢ SWME;

* Ministry of Finance;

* Ministry Public Works;

e Ministry of the Environment,

* The Water Authority;

* Residents’ and land owners’ representatives; and

» Private technical associations and interest groups.

During project implementation, a mid-term evaluatghould be coordinated by SMWE and
at the end of the project, a Project Completion dRejs provided by the Engineering
consultants. These reports assist in determinimgective actions and learning lessons. A
more deliberate attempt is still required to faatk the full participation of Non-
Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and to implemantransparent monitoring and
evaluation (M&E) system to allow information disseation and feedback from the public.

4.3.8 The Operating Phase

Once the project is completed and handed overintpertant activity of operating a SWM
system based on sanitary LF, commences. If waligded, the project should achieve its
objectives that relate to the SWM in such a way pledlution is reduced and prevented as far
as possible. Based on sound M&E and managememnimation systems, management will
be able to track performance based on the colleaid analysis of a range of data and
information. Performance indicators will include:

» Performance indicators of the disposal system @vdisposed expressed e.g. in tons
per vehicle, waste by “customer” tons per day, tiippes and waste types and
density);

* Environmental indicators likeisual impactof litter, uncollected or dumped waste
and presence of birds, vermin, flies and otheratssdires and bad odours, operating
efficiency and effectiveness of leachate and gasimg systems;

* Public opinion; and

» Cost efficiency of operating the site.

Apart from the operations, the management of theM®Aill have to pay attention to
maintenance of equipment, vehicles and roadsotlfwell maintained, the collection vehicles
would not be able to facilitate the required cogerand disposal site facilities would not be
able to sustain the desired level of containmédther issues to be addressed include safety
on site, controlled access to the site, manageofentrface run off and storm water drainage
system. The public is a major stakeholder and fesak is important to the SWME who
should monitor public opinion throughout the oper@gphase.
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5.0 ASSESSMENT OF CARIBBEAN EXPERIENCES AND LESSONS OF
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN SWM

Based on the highlighted Caribbean experiencespdktern is such that public participation
peaked at the project preparation and appraisgéstaDuring the initial planning stages, the
public was not included as this was a feature eftthditional top-down approach. Decisions
were made on disposal site locations prior to gulnieetings and in some cases prior to the
completion of full EIAs. Admittedly, the public wd have had to be provided with
assistance in understanding some of the key issbsechnical details. While this was done
to some extent, it came too late in the projectecydén addition, the OECS and the Barbados
SWMPs were prepared at a time when there was aappwoach to planning based on public
participation and information dissemination and ré¢havere no agreed guidelines or
procedures to guide the process. These projedteemselves were constrained by the lack
of appropriate policies, legislation and instita@b framework on which to base a sound
public participatory process. Public interest remad high during implementation as the
countries began to work through the details oflda agreements and the realisation that
decisions were actually made in respect of locavbrLF sites. However, towards the
operational phase of the projects, public intevest not maintained, except when there were
issues of non-collection of waste. For examplergthas been relatively low participation in
the recycling industries as there has been weakeatsand inadequate promotion by the
Governments. Attempts at waste recovery have een leffective, as private overseas firms
seeking to sell technology to reduce, treat orvecaaste, have not been convincing about
the effectiveness of their technology.

The participation process seemed to have been redragthe loan agencies and shaped by
their procedures and loan terms and not fully ‘otri®y the countries. Some people (CDB’s
St Vincent and the Grenadines town meeting recagpjessed concern over the record of
WB in designing and funding environment projectdhamigh the project was a WB project
rather than one to be owned and implemented IOEBES. At best, the public participation
approaches seem to be along the lines ofCithe Consideration Moddbut in many ways
reflectedthe Exclusionary and Advisory Modeldere were isolated cases in Barbados and
Grenada when the flavour of the dialogue becaueersarial and confrontational.The
issues related to the switch of the proposed L& fsitim the Telescope District in Grenada
and Greenland in Barbados and the effect of thstiagi Mangrove LF operations on Arch
Hall residents in Barbados. While the GovernmentGoénada effected a change of the
Telescope site (CDB project supervision reportéle situation in Barbados remains
somewhat unresolveds GOBD continued to construct a sanitary LF at Greenlgsd,
Andrew and the existing Mangrove LF which had toexpanded, still emits odours and
remains a threat to the human and physical enviemhm

The absence of a reliable M&E system makes it aiffito measure the extent of public
participation beyond the outputs level e.g. numddeneetings held, attendance, issues raised,
design changes etc. It would be interesting teerddhe the outcomes based post
evaluation surveys This would be particularly difficult without badine information on the
needs, expectations and anxieties of the popukatiddowever, based on discussions with
individuals and communities, it may be concludeat tin hindsight the public participation
process was a first attempt from which much cafebmt. The process allowed persons to
focus on their own self-interest but did not alltvem to reach agreed conclusions based on
negotiation. While some design changes were mame svere not far enough and the public
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was not kept informed of the responses to theirgsstipns and the extent of the
implementation of any design changes that wereesigd.

5.1 Public Participation Examples

In the planning of the SWMPs, some of the majonessduring the project preparation and
appraisal stages are relatedtie selection of new disposal sit@sd the conduct aown
meetings. These were two of the most popular issues idedtifig respondent during the
survey for detailed investigation. The survey instents have been interviews, review of
reports and publications and some participant elsen. This research was facilitated by
Author’s attendance at the of the OECS SWMP mestidgscussions with development
partners, SW managers and other primary and segomstizkeholders in the field in the
OECS SWMP countries. In addition, participatiorthe original town meetings in Grenada,
Antigua and Barbuda, Dominca, St Kitts and Nevid &u Lucia provided a good basis for
participant observation grounded on discussion,e ntking and interaction among
stakeholders.

5.1.1 Selection of New Disposal Sites

Planning of new disposal sites was done initialithaut the input of the public in the OECS.
The WB consultants and the Planning and Politicaéddorate did the initial screening of
sites. In one case (OECS country) the Prime Meniahd members of Cabinet over flew the
country to assist the planners in selection of @r@priate LF site. The initial decision was
based on technical and political grounds. Theusioh of the population came too late and
additional resources had to be used in un-doindgdefeatures already agreed by the
technical teams. Admittedly, the EIA process wasvnand experience had not yet
demonstrated the need for in-depth study of the Stwo cases (Grenada and St Lucia),
the EIA was only completed after the appraisal psscas site selection was delayed or
changed. There was a significant departure fromnnidtural steps of the project cycle and
relatively poor application of the EIA and SIA tsol

The Governments eventually agreed on sites, exnoefhte case of Barbados where public
debate is still on-going on a future LF site whithis been constructed to a large extent
(Simmons and associates Inc, 2004). In St Lubexetwas resistance from a food operator
who speculated on the impact of the proposed le=agiDeglos, on its sales. This matter was
eventually resolved between Government of St. Lacid the complainant. In addition, in
Dominica, the owners of a bakery/bread depot obgeon the existing LF site at Fond Colet
based on the proposed routing of collection vehicldn Grenada, the presence of two
Grenada Doves (an endangered species) accountdtefshift of the proposed LF site from
Perseverance to Telescope where there was amexiktimp. However when the community
at Telescope learned that there would be one ld-asifTelescope that would receive waste
from around the entire country, the NIMBY positisras upheld. The proposed site was
shifted back to Perseverance. In Barbados, a@assial LF was constructed at Greenland,
part of the land identified as a National Park. iM/there was some narrow self-interest by
one particular owner of land in the vicinity of thé& site, there has been a wider public
debate on the stability of the site and its hydeotggical status. The participants in the
debate are mainly the GOBD, residents in the Stré&wdarea, local environmentalists and
local and international experts. In St Vincent dhd Grenadines the initial plans were
changed based on a firm decision that waste wooldbe trans-shipped between the
Grenadine Islands and mainland St Vincent.
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It may be concluded that in every case where thexethe plan to locate LFs in new areas,
there was significant debate and anxiety. Themewe major issues in Dominica, St. Kitts
and Nevis and Antigua and Barbuda as the new LKFe nat placed in in new locations but
the existing sites were to be upgraded in thesetdes. This suggests that the NIMBY
effect still predominated the thinking. In Barbadthe intensity of the extensive debate that
has been continuing did not take place in the OE@ftries. Part of the reason for this may
be the on-going nuisance from the existing dispeial in Barbados, the country’s reliance
on ground water and the sensitivity of the St Amdghysical environment, known as the
Scotland District, which has special geological agdro-geological features.

The Caribbean must accelerate the identificatioapgropriate waste reduction technologies
and the physical planning process to identify inggas of SWM sites for general screening
and early identification of the technical, econonfiicancial, environmental and social risks.
In addition, public opinion on locating LF sitesositd bemanagedy the Public Authorities.
The NIMBY element needs to be monitored and managesligh education and public
awareness programmes. Follow-up studies may detertime extent with which the NIMBY
element could be diminished by public confidenceelaon: a track record of improved
SWM and pollution control; and environmental tramiand public awareness.

The planning and implementation processes demdaastina inter linking of various key
agencies. In the SWM business, it is critical tmsult the public and facilitate their
participation. The task of designing a projectoiving the selection and development of an
appropriate site could only be done by making a lmemof key assumptions to arrive at
projected volumes of waste and sizing of the caepacity, calculation of cover material
required and determination of the leachate syst&ile public involvement is important,
there must be a combination of various factorseteminine the location of disposal sites. It
is a best practice to develop a long list basedj@meral criteria from which a short list of
disposal sites is agreed. However, even with ageeigeria and weighting of those criteria,
history has demonstrated that in many cases, tia¢ diecision on the preferred site from the
short list is, to a large extent, a political oriEhis is why it is important for governments to
be committed to sustainable development and adteersustainable waste management
strategies and plans and good governance. Theté$raust be closely managed based on
sound Management Information and M&E systems anthgwperations, the management
must focus on maintaining the integrity of the weadisposal system as part of an integrated
SWM system. Consequently, close attention muspdid to patterns of waste generation
rates, adequacy of the facilities to meet contamtmeguirement, safety, maintenance and the
overall integrity and the ongoing evaluation of fystem.

5.1.2 The OECSTown Meetings

Town meetingsvere held in all the OECS SWM project countriesdshon the then new WB
procedures on public participation and informatitissemination. Each Town Meeting was
chaired by a staff member from the Ministry of Heair the Environment. The agenda of the
town meetings were as follows:

1. Welcome and Introductory remarks.

2. Presentation of the project background, scope ajettives
3. Issues

4. Questions and Answers
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This provided the participants with adequate oppoty to seek information or clarification
and to discuss issues. The technical project tessisted in the presentation of items 3 and 4.
The meetings lasted approximately two hours dumatbich proved to be adequate. There
was an environmental specialist on the WB'’s teatmbusocial analyst. The meetings in the
OECS countries seem to have been held at timeseo@t to the project team and not at
times conducive to provide the fullest access teg@es who would have been interested in
attending the meetings. In most cases the meetiegs held at school buildings close to the
proposed disposal sites during the afternoon. kamele, the meeting in Grenada was held
at the Happy Hill School 3:00 p.m. (World Bank Aitleemoire, 1994). Such times might
have excluded working persons who would have otiserattended. The attendance was on
average 30-40 attendees along with the project &anlocal officials. In the case of St
Vincent and the Grenadines the project team wasalmied to hold the town meeting as
proposed but was requested to hold a radio cgteéigramme. This seemed to have excited
the population who eventually participated in them hall meeting that followed. By this
time the project team had learned from the resfltsther town meetings and there was the
biggest turn out (70 participants) in St Vincefithis may also be attributed to the fact that
more media promotion and public discussion precédedown meeting which was held at a
more appropriate time.

Based on direct observation and the World Bank fit¥emoire (World Bank 1994) the
public consultation meetings held for the OECS SWIth be characterised by the
following:

* Novelty of the event and undocumented procedures;

» Fairly wide advertisement in the media over a stioré period and
information dissemination at the meeting;

» Direct and strong involvement of the political direrate;

» The effectiveness of the call-in programme apprpach

» Anxiety of the public based on a history of poor BW

» Presence of politicians that encouraged particgpmtivert to other
issues of political importance;

» Serving of narrow self interest (The Grenada DOU&IBY issues etc.);

* Fear of coordinated multi-island approach to iraégd SWM; and

* The significant NIMBY element.

5.2 The BarbadosTown (hall) Meeting

In Barbados, the attempt att@wvn meetingat The Alleyne School in St Andrew, ended in
disorder (Advocate Newspaper February 6 1995). édamt only lasted one hour before the
Minister of Environment was escorted out of theadsg Police after there was a break in the
electricity supply and the crowd became restlefhe minister vowed later to return to St
Andrew and quoted that....people must get a chance to vent their frusicats but a
landfill is coming to Greenland. That is the de@s of the Government and it will be
implemented” Nation Newspaper February 6, 1995). This was ethgehe Prime minister
who said that Government will not be shifting from its positiorotsite this island’s next
landfill at Greenland, St Andrew (Advocate Newspaper February 6 1995). It seeras th
the meeting was one of important national signif@awith the presence of cabinet ministers,
SWM staff, Chief Medical Officer, Permanent Secarets Magistrates, Residents of Arch
Hall and St. Andrew and other interested personsgaaups from all over the country. One
notable absentee was the political representativetiie area who might have been in a
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dilemma of supporting GOBD’s decision as a membecabinet and at the same time
representing the wishes of his constituents. Tagesseemed set for a national debate among
a local population, chaired by government official&SOBD seemed inflexible on their
decision to place a sanitary LF at Greenland aedpé#ople seemed set against it.  The
curtailed meeting was not successful in meetingoligectives. The GOBD’s continued
insistence to eventually construct the LF has teduin significant delays in commencing
operations at the Greenland site. GOBD attribstase of the delay to the time taken in
finding suitable contractors to construct and ofgetiae site. Consequently, there has been to
date no return on the resources invested in thiegirthat remains at risk of not realising its
objectives.

In hindsight, it might have been advisable to hpestponed the meeting when a march was
planned by the Greenland Protection Group, to piecine town meeting. The march
attracted about 500 persons who wore T-shirts wighslogan, No dump in our national
park” It is believed that GOBD underestimated theeleof resistance and they were
unprepared for it. The matter was a national oagobd the boundaries of the local
community which was well organised to inform GOBD its position. GOBD seemed
already committed to the site and was coming terits position at the meeting. It may be
said therefore that based on the literature, tipecgieh wasonfrontationalandexclusionary

It was characterised by distrust. Interests wadewanging and emotions were high. This
was fuelled by significant press coverage and GQBidated views from which they did not
intend to back down. The press adopted a negafipeoach to the proposed location of the
LF and lost opportunities to educate and informghblic (Headley 1998).

GOBD should draw lessons from the meeting. WHile participation process still needs
refinement there has been improvement over thelagears. In recent construction projects
involving relocation of residents, there has beemanstration of a planned process of
consultation and a determination by GOBD of thentrirsement to affected parties while
giving the affected parties some opportunity toidgate agreement. They have been able to
replace the financial values of properties but @éid parties are concerned about social,
economic and psychological disruption. In Barbatlese still seems to be an absence of
procedure in summing up results of a town hall imgetvhen there are divergent interests.
The approach is still relativelpp downas professionals are still allowed to lead dis@arssi
(Bathshebaown hall meeting

5.3 Experiences during the Formulation and Implemetation of OECS SWMP
5.3.1 Project Formulation

The CARICOM Secretariat assisted in developmenlitefature on the issues, problems,
constraints and proposed technical solutions fecudision with the stakeholders in the sub-
region. The WB funded consultants had developasilidity studies for discussion. At that

time, the WB had recently published their strategy poverty reduction and had urgent
priority on public participation and informationssemination. The EIA was a relatively new
tool incorporated in the project preparation angrajsal process. The preparation for the
public participation process was commendable budue course the lack of experience in
managing the process became evident. The EIA gsodke financial sustainability of the

proposed SWMEs and the NIMBY issues, got the mibshton.
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5.3.2 Project Implementation

Public participation experiences during implemeotaiof the OECS SWMP were limited.
There was no agreed M&E system with a feedback am@sm. The public was therefore not
allowed to track activities and design featurefie Theetings between the PMU, the funding
agencies and the SWMEs were held periodically lbertet was no public involvement. While
the media assisted in lifting the general environtakeawareness of the public, they could
have been more involved in keeping the public imfed of the OECS project issues. The
meetings only gave the institutional stakeholdees apportunity to determine the status of
the implementation of the project and the issudsetaddressed.

Some of the expected synergy of the national compisnvas lost as the project proceeded at
different rates in different OECS States. The essthat got the most attention during
implementation were:

(@)  Anthropogenic impacts that caused the LF cell asé&&rance to collapse;

(b) Arrangements by St. Vincent and the Grenadines @rehada to collect
revenue for domestic SWM by way of utility (electty and water and
sewerage) bills in Grenada and St. Vincent andstemadines respectively);

(c) The Head tax which was agreed to be levied orraise ship passengers; and

(d)  The project implementation delays

The people had no real say on the charging of ¢les for SWM which was based on a
percentage of their utility bills. However, effeet and efficient collection has been reported.
The Head Tax was an issue which the governmeneedgio implement but the Florida
Caribbean Cruise association (FCCA) negotiated ppo&ment in some countries. This
matter remained between the governments, FCCArandrtiise ship companies.

5.4 Measurement of Participation in OECS SWMP

While a quantification of the success of the precesuld have been challenging, a
qualitative assessment of the participatory proeess attempted. Public opinion research
(Thomas and Holder, 2003) found that:

1. Few respondents knew (they were not welbrmed about the OECS SWMP and
they indicated that it was not well publicised. wWéver, the public education and
environmental awareness programmes were said teffeetive and should be
expanded to rural areas and focus on youth.

2. While the improvement in waste collection serviteotigh theparticipation by
private contractors was applauded, there was paodling of commercial waste by
the private sector.

3. The sanitary LFs were effective in reducing/remgviiour and smoke.

4. The feasibility ofpublic participationin waste recycling was questionable given the

small economies of scale. Respondents were ofi¢inethat more attention needed
to be paid to the promotion wfaste separatigmrecycling re-usingandcomposting
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5. Public participation was constrained by the lackefsonal resources e.g. to purchase
bins, remove derelict vehicles and bulky wastegldishment oMaterial Recovery
Facilities

6. General participation was evident in an attitudictednge as residents complied with
requirements to bag waste and put it out on cadieaays.

In no case in the OECS SWM project cycle, has theen a deliberate attempt to quantify
the extent of public participation. The Developinéwgencies seemed satisfied that an
inventory of concerns was recorded and attemptsentacaddress them in project design.
The records reflect reports based on the numberersbns that attended and issues that were
discussed. A lack of adequate M&E and informafieedback systems, to inform the non-
institutional stakeholders about the implementatmocess, meant that the process was
started and not effectively continued beyond thejeat preparation and appraisal stages.
Based on discussions, it is reported that publlzatke continued (radio call-in programmes
and letters to the press) but there was no fornemh@nism to record and address the issues
raised by the public. However, the use of the mdxi the public contributed to further
public education and awareness.

5.5  Types of Private/Public Sector Arrangements

The literature highlights the main methods of piévaector participation as: Private/Public
Partnership (Joint venture); service or managemantracts; concessions (design, build, own
and operate); open competition; and exclusive molieg

The governments have contracted private enterppigesrily to collect and transport waste
in the OECS and Barbados. The contract periodergby match the 5-year life of vehicles
and the terms are negotiated to allow the operatorscover cost. The operators are given
responsibility for servicing routes based on agreetiedules. Their performance is
monitored by the National SWME which is usually tatstory body that reports to the
Ministry of Health or the Environment. In some e€aghe private sector is contracted to
perform street sweeping and collection from urb@as and public places.

The recent (September 2005) experience of Barbduws been one of inadequate
maintenance of public vehicles and the GovernmdnBarbados (GOBD) selectively
contracted private truckers. The service was igad® as there was garbage pile-up and the
population held GOBD responsible. It seems theeefoat the Caribbean people see SWM
services as the primary and ultimate responsibiifygovernment whether there is a
public/private sector joint venture or a contrathe private sector in Barbados does not own
an adequate number of suitable transportation le=hio fill the void. They indicated that
they assisted when GOBD vehicles were out of ugetd@ lack of maintenance but that they
were not given the confidence to invest in addaia@guipment as GOBD announced plans to
buy a new fleet of vehicles which actually weressesl into operation in December 2005.
There must be adequate communication, negotigblanning and scheduling by the private
sector and Government so that the private sectghtmibe appropriately equipped to
meaningfully participate. In Belize, a Member 8tat the Caribbean Community, Public
Participation was seen as an important successnuateg factor. The Belize SWMP
experience (Inter-American Development Bank, 2092pptured in the Box 2 below.

36



Box 2. BELIZE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PROJECT

An Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) loan of $66 mn. was approved in November 2002 to assig
financing a Belize SWMP whose total cost was US$@d Town Boards operate the SWM system and
plan was to form a Solid Waste Management Authd®WMA) and have a system based on a central disp
site.

Like other Caribbean countries, in the 1990s, inadte resources have been provided for the edtai#ist and
maintenance of appropriate SWM system.

SWM has suffered from:

e Lack of adequate financial resources for SWM (PARQ)3)

« Poorly designed and managed dump sites.

e Fires that burned for months, contributing to paiorquality.

* Poor documentation and monitoring and evaluation

* Weakness in organisation and legislative framework

Central government was responsible for effectingpardinated role with the local government. Thi®rclination
needed better management. Scavenging was seerpasblam and project preparation also had to addiess
NIMBY issue in the EIA process. The DepartmenEafironment is usually required to conduct pubbosultations
on the EIA for submission to the National Enviromia¢ Appraisal Committee for final approval of theA.

Private Sector Involvement

IDB strategy was to assist for Belize in creatingeaabling environment for private sector developmdhis was to
assist in the gradual development of instituticenadl financial capacity to assure long term sushélibain service
provision.

Involvement (open competitive bidding) of Privaec®r was recommended to manage, construct an@tepand
maintain major facilities (central sanitary LF amdsociated transfer stations at Belize City, Capalker and
Ambergris Caye) and the access road to the Belzesite. The contract will be for a period of 8 geand the
company will use its own equipment. SWMA will sagise compliance with contractual obligations. BU
supervision cost will be financed by the Environtaértiax. The government will finance initial consttion and
retain ownership of the facilities. This is accanigd by institutional strengthening of the SWMAdapublic

awareness activities to assure community particpaand support. User fees are to be phased inugligdat a

socially acceptable rate.

Community Participation

Educational and public awareness programme to rolsiapport (land acquisition, location of central &ffe, and
expand SW reduction and recycling. No deliberdtiengpt to reuse and generate energy. The plartavisprove
management of special and hazardous wastes andistinittering and illegal dumping.

Public participation was seen as an important sscdetermining factor. The attempts at participaieem more td
be project activities tacked on to projects andgypmmes, rather than elements to drive the proc&ke. fact that
there was no planned poverty reduction link suggésat more could have been done in engaging tbécpand

involving them fully in activities to enhance the&tonomic well being. This is particularly missimg the

development of smaller low cost LFs required in oomities around the country. Admittedly there basn some
education by way of sighage programmes targetitigr land community organisations, schools and gowent

agencies occasionally participate in joint clearaafivities funded by the sector.

tin
the
0S

In the Caribbean, the private sector participatioiSWM has not been significant. |
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OECS and Barbados, the private sector participat@s been mainly in waste collection,
transportation to the disposal site and recyclidgpart from in-door and out-door storage,
some communities facilitate the collection procbgsplacing waste out at curb side for
collection. Sorting at source is limited to retaioke containers at the household level and



cardboard, plastics and glass by the commercialengenerators (supermarkets and business
houses). Primarily, plastic bottles are recycledr@anufactured roofing material (Barbados).
However, a lack of enforced legislation and theeabs of an appropriate incentive system
coupled with inadequate public education and avwes®riimits participation at the household
and community levels. Recycling industries wouldénéo market their services and provide
incentives to induce more active involvement at itidividual, household and community
levels. This would depend on the investment opmities which have been limited in the
Caribbean by: relatively low volumes of recyclabbaterials; small domestic markets, and
relatively high international transport costs.
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6.0 ASSESSMENT OFPUBLIC PARTICIPATION ISSUES AND LESSONS IN
SOME DEVELOPING COUNTRIES IN THE MEDITERRANEAN

The RSWMP outputs are focussed on building regicaphcity for SWM. These include a
range of guidelines and training materials whioh laging produced. The long-term plan is
to allow the countries to embark on investmenth@é SWM sector that will be supported by
the outputs of the RSWMP viz. enhancement of unstihal framework and capacity, and
environmental awareness and education. Whilesthges that have been targeted are similar
to those in the Caribbean area, for relevance,iapattention is paid to the last two bullet
points in Box 2 in section 2 above. These relateanstraints on private sector involvement
and limited stakeholder participation for which greject (METAP) will provide guidelines.
An analysis of these two issues along with an itmgnof the public participation issues in
the Caribbean area, provide a good inventory afeisson which to draw conclusions on
public participation in small developing stateseTGQECS SWMP lacked the national and
regional capacity and an appropriate M&E systems &Aresult, the project experienced
significant time and cost overruns. The RSWMP congmt was designed to lay the
groundwork for the infrastructure components toeggood effect to SWM systems in the
Mediterranean countries. It is prudent to havearclguidelines for policy, legal and
institutional issues, finance and cost recoverywabe sector and community participation.
These would serve as aids to efficient project eanmntation. In hindsight the OECS
SWMP was a major undertaking in a region with leditcapacity to adopt a participatory
approach in implementing a complex project whicls wade in scope. The PMU did not
work well with the SWME at the national levels mplementing regional components.

6.1 Public Participation Issues in the Mediterranea

It was recognised very early in the RSWMP cycld the involvement of the people was
necessary for project success (World Bank 2004% OB, schools, associations, shops and
municipal services were targeted. The strategy twasrget the very young and provide
awareness and education on waste reduction andcliregyand reuse and general
environmental awareness.

6.2 EIA

RSWMP echoes the lessons of experience of Caribbeamiries to use the EIA process as
early as possible in the project planning procagsshressed that this should be done in a
proactive manner, paying special regard to sth#,ibformal sector and households. Apart
from undertaking willingness to pay surveys, RSWMports indicate that complete social

impacts should be assessed and there should beratiop between the public and private

sectors.

6.3  Transition from Public to Private Employers

In the RSWMP where there was a transition from jgubkctor to private sector SWM
providers, there was stakeholder coordination aegotiation with trade unions. In the
Caribbean there are many cases of unresolved issu@srkers are required to sign new
contracts with a private entity or a quasi governhwrganisation. Some Caribbean cases for
follow up research may include: T.A. Marryshaw Coumity College in Grenada, or
Harrison’s Cave (Caves of Barbados Limited) and Theeen Elizabeth Hospital in
Barbados. In all cases some of the employeesa@fiossign contracts with the new statutory
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corporation and sought to retain the terms and itiond of the Civil Service. These had to

be reassigned to other departments, allowed to workhere years of service, or resign. In
the case of SWME in the Caribbean, the distrustdedorkers seeking to retain the security
of the government service or individual service tcacts e.g. waste collection and

transportation, street sweepers and landfill op@mradr management. In the Caribbean the
populations have not demonstrated a strong entrepral acumen and have been fairly
comfortable depending on Centralised Governmemthé Mediterranean countries, with the

decentralised system of government, the populatiame been more self reliant and

enterprising.

6.4  Cooperation of Public and Community Participaton

Active public cooperation is required for effecti8®/M. Under the RSWMP there has been
accent on public awareness and public attitude rapggy SWM practices.  As in the

Caribbean, composting has in general not been ssitdedue to low market demand.

However there is some potential in Egypt (Arab Rxiguof Egypt 2000) where the private

sector is encouraging Government to follow the graéeed management concepts which
include public participation e.g. the public’s roie good segregation practices at the
household level.

Public awareness and community participation wasisist in obtaining guidance in carrying
out strategic planning of SWM and to enhance apgatgplevels of community participation
and a two-way communication in planning and impletimg of integrated SWM services
(World Bank 2004).

6.5 Private Sector Participation

The RSWMP focussed on cost effective private septoticipation. It highlighted fair
competition and transparency as well as continuoagitoring and accountability. It has
been demonstrated in Egypt, Lebanon, Morocco anaisieu that such an approach has
resulted in efficiency, effectiveness and lowerceriof SWM services. Step-by-step
approaches to tendering and contracting and canusimonitoring were considered essential
(Arab Republic of Egypt, 2000). In the Caribbehere is a need to harmonise procurement
procedures to reduce conflict between the natiguadelines and those specified by the
development agencies. Private sector participaggnires adjustment of various regulations
and a competent regulatory institution. An appiaiprincentive system is also required for
successful private sector participation.

In the Mediterranean, it was demonstrated thatases of inviting the private sector to
participate in waste collection and transportatitmgt attention has to be paid to cost
recovery by the private sector entity. It is imjpot to provide appropriate contract periods
and identify possible funding sources. More attentis required in this area by the
Caribbean countries. In Barbados the SWME is m#lponsible for the collection of the
majority of household waste while in Grenada andvidcent and the Grenadines, closer
monitoring can assist in performance collectioncefhcy.
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7.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The countries in the United Nations system haveedjto development goals and targets
which require that people be allowed to participateplanning, designing, selecting and
implementing activities, projects, programmes whaduld contribute to their social and
economic development. In countries adjacent toomamt ecosystems like the Caribbean
Sea and the Mediterranean, appropriate SWM systemosild be well established and
maintained. This is critical to pollution prevemtiand management of terrestrial and marine
environments. Everyone generates waste and aflopsrare therefore stakeholders in
SWMPs. In particular in the Caribbean where thantwes are of smaller land masses,
SWM is a sensitive issue as there are thin buffereg and the NIMBY concerns create a
major issue. SWM has become a national issudenQaribbean as the planning and
establishment of SWM has been based on centrallyneld Integrated SWM Systems. There
are limited roles for local government/councilshisTis not the case in the Mediterranean
countries where the countries are much bigger cmsntand have decentralised SWM
systems. The NIMBY issue is a major concern in@aeibbean while in the Mediterranean
more emphasis has been on poverty reduction and-eocnomic opportunities from public
participation in SWM activities.

The lessons from the OECS SWMP and the METAP sugges the OECS SWMP was
guite ambitious in combining infrastructural compats with thesofter components of
education and awareness, policy, legislative anstititional development.  Public
participation was attempted in the preparation @ppraisal of the OECS SWMP. However,
its achievement was basically satisfactory buttkehiby the top down and donor driven
approach. The populations were provided with imf@tion on a project type which was
relatively new and they could not fully absorb théormation in the relatively short time.
Weak policy, lack of adequate legislation and tostinal capacity did not provide a
meaningful basis for public environmental educatima awareness. Public participatian
good faithwas difficult as in many countries the then ergtSWM performance was poor
based on limited coverage and collection servioey @ir quality from existing dumps and
presence of unsightly garbage around the coumtythe preparation and appraisal stages the
populations were too taken up with the currentassof pollution and siting of LFs and did
not give adequate consideration to the economiomppities in SWM. The WB learned
from this experience and the METAP is instructivéhie sequencing of the SWMP activities.
METAP is basically a technical assistance projelictv is addressing thgoft components
ahead of the designing of the infrastructure corepts This will build up the legal and
institutional capacity and the education and awessnnecessary for meaningful public
participation. It also examines ways of involviogitracting the private sector to provide
waste management services. In the OECS SWMP mouwtd chave been done in
demonstrating the feasibility of private waste ngmmaent operators and a regime of
incentives that government would have consider&ddmittedly, the OECS SWMP included
a component to examine feasibility of recyclingustties but there was inadequate follow
through and a lack of effective monitoring and easibn.

In the Mediterranean, it was demonstrated thatases of inviting the private sector to
participate in waste collection and transportatiwat attention has to be paid to cost recovery
by the private sector entity. It is important tooyide appropriate contract periods and
identify possible funding sources for the privageter. More attention is required in this area
by Caribbean countries. In Barbados the SWME il reisponsible for the majority of
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household waste collection. In Grenada and Stafinand the Grenadines, the private sector
has been engaged but closer monitoring is reqfimegreater performance efficiency.

7.1 An Assessment

An assessment of the public participation in theCSESWMP does not demonstrate more
than a basic satisfactory performance. Whilegheas an attempt taeform, there was no
deliberate strategy toonsult, involve, collaborate and empowibe stakeholders. In some
instances the approach was very confrontationalo dgecific M&E indicators were
established and there was no formal follow-up. applying the UNEP best practices, an
assessment of the public participation in the mtoptanning and implementation was just
satisfactory. Information could have been moreenggiread into rural communities other
than where the facilities were to be located. didge feed back was not given on the inputs
from the public that influenced decision making apécific feedback and follow through on
implementation of decisions was not provided. e THNEP best practices indicate that the
most effective public information methods includgrformal small group meetings; public
review of the Initial Assessment Decision Documeviykshops; and model demonstration
projects. The instruments that form the best pr@avere not generally used in the OECS
SWMP. The use djallots, surveys, focus groups or web sites not employed. Reliance
was on review meetings, radio call in programméeew presentation and fact sheets. The
execution of public meetings held in the six OE@8ntries was a fairly good attempt but the
lack of preparation of the stakeholders and themegal lack of familiarity with SWMPs,
limited the achievement of the meetings. There nasd for more focus on waste as a
resource and enabling environment for the partimpaof the private sector in SWM
activities.

7.2  Guidelines for Participation

Further study will be required to fully determineropedures and guidelines for
mainstreaming public consultation and participaii®WMPSs in specific countries as such
an exercise is outside the scope of this papemehier, based on the review of performances
in the Caribbean this paper highlights some majeasifor consideration in further work on
such Procedures and Guidelines. Some recommensaticlude:

7.2.1 Mainstreaming and Up-streaming of Public Pdicipation

Caribbean governments and other developing cosntaee committed to adopting
appropriate Governance Strategies and Policies umeg Public Sector Investment
Programmes. This should allow for transparency wdlvement and empowerment of
people, development of EIA and SIA guidelines ahthe public participation process This
will require that:

* A participatory approach is adopted in which adlkstholders have the opportunity to
participate in decision making;

* There is two-way communication in which informati@amd ideas are exchanged
between government and the community of stakeheldérthe national and local
levels;

* Public awareness programmes communicate SWM issuksitiatives; and

« Communication with target audience using tools appate to that audience.
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7.2.2 SWM Policy

It is also critical that a national policy on SWM Heveloped to reflect comprehensive SWM
according to local priorities and institutional rifging roles. An integrated SWM strategy

would provide direction and support to the policydaa waste management plan could give
meaning to the implementation of the policy andtsfyy. A generally new approach to
planning should be based on an agreed inventoSVéM sites and on public participation

and information dissemination. Consequently aitb@nghould be paid to:

(i) Appropriate policy, legislative, regulatory andtitgional framework;
(i) Basic human rights;

(iif) The extent of dependence on Central Goverrtrremd

(iv) Physical development planning and screening of Ssil&s

It is prudent that SWM policy should therefore ashd:

Legal and Institutional Framework

Finance and cost recovery

Private sector Participation

Public Awareness and Community Participation
Physical Planning; and

The 4 Rs

oukrwnpE

It should therefore establish and communicate #t®nal SWM agenda, identify the SWM
roles and responsibilities of national entitiesluding the private sector and the non-
government sector; and form the basis for detemgimew legislation. Implementation of
SWM policies requires actions of a wide range aksholders whose accountabilities fall
beyond the line responsibility of a single governmmstitution. It is advisable that the
policy, legal framework and institutional capadity completed along with public education
and awareness building before meaningful publicsatiation can take place. These
activities in themselves may be shaped by publiniop but the public is in a better position
to communicate and participate when udtercomponents (policy, legislation, institutional
strengthening etc.) are understood prior to theydesf infrastructure facilities.

7.2.3 Private Sector Participation

In the Caribbean there is a need to harmonise peotent procedures to reduce conflict
between the national guidelines and those specifiethe development agencies. Private
sector participation requires adjustment of varioegulations and a competent regulatory
institution. An enabling framework that is requir®r successful private sector participation
should include:

* An appropriate M&E system that is critical for ttlanagement of SWM systems;
« An aggressive policy of the 4 Rs; and
» Establishment of private public sector partnershipSWM activities that should be
guided by a system of incentives and disincentilaws, rules, regulations and
agreements.
It is prudent to have clear private sector guiddifor: policy, legal and institutional issues,
finance and cost recovery, private sector and comiyparticipation. These would serve as
aids to efficient project implementation.
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7.2.4 SIA

As part of the SIA process governments should enghat attention is paid to the impact on
SWM staff and specific minority groups. Speciataagements should be made for the
transportation of the physically challenged and tson or hearing impaired who are

somewhat left out of the town meetings. Socialysta should be part of project teams and
should be responsible for designing, implementing monitoring and assessing the level of
public participation. Attempts should be made aasurement of outcomes with the
objective of reducing social and environmental sisk National workshops should be

convened to agree on the Procedures and Guidelmegs Public Participation Plan should
be developed

7.2.5 Public Participation Plan
The following areas should be considered as patteoPublic Participation Plan:

0] The target group should be clearly identified frarstakeholders’ assessment.

(i) The most appropriate techniques should be emplofeddisseminate
information on the project. These include the mediaveys, brochures and
pamphlets, public displays, workshops for review initial assessment
documents, model demonstrations, community advecatadvisory
committees, etc.

(i)  Special attention should be paid to the planning amecution oftown
meetings.See best practices at page 17.

(iv)  The monitoring indicators should be agreed and thenitoring and
assessment of outcomes should be based on thesatansl which may
include: number of attendees; number of questions raumber of persons
asking questions; value of the questions and idedejuacy of feedback at the
meetings; level of information sharing; level ofatwvay communication;
Level of consensus; and conflict resolution.

(v) Specific efforts should be made to address powedyction through SWMP
interventions.

(vi)  The Social Analyst may make a qualitative assessmkithe participation
exercise but may want to attempt a quantitativessseent based on assigning
raw scores and weights to the indicators. It mayclaimed that even the
weights may be subjective.

(vii)  An inventory of the issues to be addressed shoellddveloped. The follow-
up by the Project Promoters should be monitoredhleysocial analyst who
should keep track of the design changes requiretitivess the issues. This
will determine the extent afollaborationandempowermerdchieved.

(viiiy  The analyst may summarise the performance basdtieoextent to which
there was active listening by the project promobersed on an assessment at
the meeting.

(ix)  The analyst should make a report on the processhwgtiould be available for
reference during project implementation to assist the audit of the
participation process.

(x) Focus/target/community group discussions are kehdic participation
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7.3 Final Word

An appropriate Public Participation Plan shouldisas& reducing social risk and overall

project risk. There are lessons that un-resohssdids may result in public protest and
threaten development projects. SWMPs are compiejegts which must be discussed in
national fora in order to formulate, prepare anglament efficient and efficacious SWMPs.

The lessons of experience must be learned and g tools used to determine the best
design for future SWM projects.
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APPENDIX 1.
THE PROJECT CYCLE

IDENTIFICATION

A 4

FORMULATION &
PREPARATION

A 4

APPRAISAL

A 4

IMPLEMENTATION

MID-TERM
EVALUATION

A 4

TERMINAL
EVALUATION

OPERATION

EX-POST
EVALUATION

Designed by C. Squires and printed by Ms Soniadéof The Nation Publishing
Company, Barbados
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LEVEL 1:

LEVEL 2:

LEVEL 3

APPENDIX 2.

TYPICAL WORK BREAK-DOWN STRUCTURE FOR SWM
PROJECTS

ESTABLISHMENT OF A SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PROJECT

000
100
200
300
400
500
600

000
010
020
030
040

100
110
120
130
140
150
160

17

180

190

200
210
220
221

300
310

Pre-investment activities
LF construction and equipping
. Institutional strengthening
Design M&E system
Public education and awareness programme
Closure of existing sites and start up opmratof new site
Project termination

Pre-investment activities
Establish Project Management unit
Acquire land
Prepare implementation plan
Secure financing arrangements

Landfill construction and equipping
Survey and design LF and prepare construdtenments
Clear and prepare land
Remove and stock pile soil
Construct access road and install usliti®mng road
Procure equipment, vehicles and materials
Install LF base an internal roads
0 Install environnerprotection facilities
a. Liner
b. Leach collection system
c. Methane gas control and monitoring
d. Drainage system
Construction of support facilities
* Service buildings
* Administrative offices
* Weigh bridge
* Install on-site utilities
Construct fencing and litter control and sigg.

Institutional strengthening
Establish the SWME or regulatory framework andntracts
Hire management and staff or evaluate bids frowapeisector
Prepare and deliver training programmes

Design M&E system
Design and document M&E system
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400 _Public education and awareness programme

410 Prepare public education and awareness programme
420 Deliver training programmes

430 Evaluate training programmes

500 Closure of existing site and start-up operationses site
510 Design closure plan for existing LF

520 Install vents and monitoring wells

530  Apply cover and cap

540 Erect fencing and signage and plant vegetation

550 Deliver operations manual for new site

600 _Project termination

610  Perform mid-term evaluation

620 Perform end of project evaluation
630 Produce Project completion Report
640  Close out and hand over project
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