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SUMMARY:

Effective local organisations can and do contribute to poverty reduction and environmental management. This participatory review is enabling local organisations to express what makes them effective –  what are the political and institutional means, and the nature of external support that strengthens and scales up such local action. The project is engaging with several organisations in rural and urban contexts, individually and through a workshop, to provide lessons for international donor agencies, governments and local organisations themselves.

1. Introduction: the local character of development and environmental management 

It is perhaps stating the obvious that poverty reduction for any ‘poor’ individual or household depends on local changes – for instance better prices for their products or higher incomes for their labour, access to schools, health care, safe water, good provision for sanitation and secure tenure (of the land they farm/occupy, resources they use etc.). It also depends on supportive local organisations – for instance local governments that provide them with a fair rule of law, the right to vote and exercise other citizen entitlements, including access to government staff and services. Achieving virtually all the MDG targets requires local changes, good use of local resources – and more effective local organisations. This also includes more scope and support for poor people’s own organisations.

Similarly, the MDG goal of ensuring environmental sustainability by integrating ‘principles of sustainable development into country policies’ and reversing ‘the loss of environmental resources’ depends on changes in each locality – for instance in how agricultural, forest and other land and freshwater water resources are used and managed. Even global goals such as reducing greenhouse gas emissions depend heavily on what local organisations and local governance can encourage or prevent in each locality.

Most of the best practices in development and environmental management have been the result of successful local organisations, including many that have had little or no support from international agencies. What has been particularly interesting for IIED is to find such common ground on the importance of local organisations for most development and environmental management issues – right across diverse work programmes in forestry, agriculture, biodiversity, water management and urban development.  Thus, for national governments and international donors, success on the ground in development and environmental management depends on more effective and more pro-poor local organisations, including local governments and local civil society organisations. Table 1 in the Annex illustrates this by outlining examples of local organisations that are supportive or unsupportive of sustainable development.

2. The gap between development assistance decisions and local action

Effective development and environmental management depends heavily on a financial, legal and governance framework that supports effective initiatives in each locality.  National governments and donors have committed themselves to multiple layers of plans and targets to reduce poverty and to sustain the environment. They are increasingly putting together large and rather simple funding packages to support this. Yet progress on the ground is all too frequently declared to be disappointing. Many national reports on achievements in regard to the MDGs show progress is ‘off-track.’ Such reports also reveal the inadequacies within government systems in identifying required actions and real progress at local level. 

IIED’s December 2005 conference on ‘How to make poverty history: the central role of local organisations’ noted that – in spite of the lack of progress at national levels – real poverty reduction and environmental improvement is being achieved through local organisations and local institutional change. In most nations, there are examples of significant innovations and precedent-setting (both in what has been done and what partnerships have been formed to increase the scale and effectiveness of the initiatives). The key question is how can large, centralised international funding institutions that control most development assistance support the tens of thousands of local initiatives and pro-poor local organisations on which development and better environmental management depend. This becomes especially pressing, in a context where most development assistance agencies have reduced their support for local initiatives. 

The 2005 Conference concluded that if donor agencies are trying to tackle poverty, then they should look to the organisations that  poor people are engaged with, including their own representative organisations. If poor people live in diverse contexts, then aid agencies need to take diverse perspectives into account. If donors want to promote greater equity, they should empower organisations which are able to deliver equity at a local level. If gender equity is acknowledged as important, then donors should support organisations that represent women’s as well as men’s voice and interests. If part of development is building the range of assets available to the poor, then we should see pro-poor local organisations as social assets. Thus, if meeting the MDGs depends on successful local initiatives and local organisations in tens of thousands of localities (villages, districts, slums and informal settlements in urban areas), donor agencies have to rethink how their funding framework can support this.  

There is also support for this viewpoint within the field of environmental management. For example, the multi-donor Poverty Environment Partnership, in making a case to the 2005 UN Summit to invest further in environmental management for poverty reduction, stressed the importance of local organisations in identifying and managing such investments, and sharing the benefits and costs. DFID’s recent Environment Policy (2006) emphasises support to local organisations as one of its six operating principles, as they are ‘drivers of and contributors to policy change, investors in and delivers of environmental services, and monitors of environmental management’. 

Many donors are also realising (belatedly) that direct-to-treasury budget support – the main delivery mechanism for achieving MDGs – is both subject to unacceptable fiduciary risk and marginalises promising actors such as local governments, local NGOs, and organisations and federations formed by the poor Yet donors have recently dismantled many of the finance mechanisms that might support local organisations. They face the key challenge – how to scale up local success stories? One of the answers is to look more carefully at the ways in which they can support local innovation and the local organisations that drive these. Achieving a large impact is not so much about increasing the size of a few programmes, but about supporting thousands of promising initiatives, each working within their own particular context, making the best use of local resources and capacities and each encouraging similar local initiatives.

3. Key objectives of this participatory review

Given the above context, it is vital to understand 

a. how local organisations are succeeding in generating the desired development and environmental outcomes

b. what makes these local organisations effective (internally, and in their links with government and other institutions) and 

c. what kind of donor framework and donor support – direct to local organisations or via intermediary institutions – can best support such organisations, at scale, and help each such organisation increase its effectiveness/influence

There is a considerable volume of work on a., including the documentation of ‘best practices’; there is much less on b. and c.  Much of IIED’s work over the last two decades has included a strong engagement with local organisations – and documentation of multiple success stories (a.). However, one of the weaknesses in the documentation of ‘best practices’ is that it has tended to focus on that received external funding and has missed many effective local organisations that draw only on local resources (the accountability mechanisms and roots of legitimacy may be different in the latter case). In relation to b, there has been no systematic, cross-programme initiative to draw on the knowledge and experience of local organisations or their effectiveness, especially in sharing insights across the rural-urban continuum. Neither has there been an opportunity for these local organisations to engage in discussions about the external funding frameworks that could help them become more effective (c.). Thus, we are missing a key opportunity to provide real evidence to those donors who recognise the key role of local organisations in sustainable development (or in ensuring that MDG targets are met).  This is in what local organisations do, what precedents they set (which encourage others to act) and what partnerships they form – especially with local governments.  

Therefore IIED is now working with a range of local organisations to identify what underlies their effectiveness in integrating environment and poverty work, what constrains greater effectiveness and greater scale – and what this implies for donor funding frameworks and donor relations with governments.  In effect, it is drawing into the discussion of aid effectiveness the knowledge, views and experiences of local organisations, including local governments, local NGOs and, critically, local organisations formed by ‘the poor’ – savings groups, village associations, women’s organisations, organisations formed by ‘slum/shack’ dwellers and by indigenous groups.  This includes many local organisations whose work is not supported by external donors.

This work draws on existing partnerships between IIED and local organisations – including (but not limited to) those with local governments, NGOs and community organisations.

We have started with 15 effective local organisations, most in low-income countries (and a few in middle-income nations), sharing the learning between them and with donor audiences and relevant government authorities. We aim to work with more.

We are covering a diverse range of local organisations, in terms of the sector in which they work, their organisational structure (for instance community organisation or NGO), their particular relationship to poor people, mode of working (advocacy, service delivery, legal protection), level of dependence on external funding, and the nature of their relationship with local and central government. This includes some organisations and federations formed by low-income groups and some organisations that focus on or have strong programmes on women’s empowerment. It also includes some local governments that have been particularly innovative in their work and in restructuring their relationships with low-income groups and representative organisations.

	Name


	Country
	Type

	Reseau des organisations paysannes e de producteurs de l'Afrique de l'Ouest (ROPPA)
	7 countries in West Africa
	West Africa regional

	Pamoja Trust
	Kenya
	National intermediary

	Pastoralist Women's Council
	Tanzania
	Local organisation

	Associates in Research and Development (ARED)
	Senegal
	National, intermediary NGO

	Community Organisation Resource Centre
	South Africa
	Local-national, intermediary NGO

	Deccan Development Society
	India
	State-level network

	SPARC-Mahila Nilan-National Slum Dwellers Federation
	India
	National network

	Community Organisation Development Institute (CODI)
	Thailand
	National, intermediary

	Urban Resource Centre
	Pakistan
	Local NGO

	IIED-AL
	Argentina
	National intermediary

	ANDES
	Peru
	Intermediary

	North Rupununi District Development Board (NRDDB)
	Guyana
	District network

	Casa Pueblo
	Puerto Rico
	Community based lobbying organisation

	Poor fisherman's group
	Caribbean
	Local informal group

	Unemployed male group
	Caribbean
	Local informal group


The project is marshalling information on the following for a wide range of urban and rural organisations:

a)
What are local organisations offering in regard to reducing poverty and sustaining the environment: e.g. increasing voice, improving equity, innovating for delivery, forming partnerships, creating precedents, promoting wider policy change

b)
What attributes make local organisations effective – both internal and external: e.g. rights, powers, sources of influence, relationship-building, operating principles, means to empower poor people, etc.

c) 
How do the organisations learn about outcomes i.e. know if and how they are effective

c)
What are these local organisations’ limitations and constraints – including those that are internal to the organisation, those related to local context and those related to the larger (national and international) context, including those related to previous or current relationships with external funders.

d)
What external support helps or could help such local organisations to be effective: e.g. their operational and financial support models, role of intermediaries/partners, making information available. A considerable level of detail would be sought in this – to include the specific forms and scale of funding provision, the terms under which it is provided and the conditions required.

Each of the case studies has been (or is being) prepared in the language chosen by the local organisation whose work is being considered, and is being translated into English.

4. Main audience

One audience is bilateral donors and associated ‘capacity development’ programmes and funds that are not always applied to in areas where progress can best be made. For example, the OECD-DAC’s current revision of ‘capacity development’ guidance. We are being careful to make sure that targeting this audience does not distort what the local organisations choose to say, and/or result in a polarised picture of ‘poor’ centralised vs. ‘good’ local approaches: links and complementarities will be explored.

A second audience is local organisations themselves, groups that work with them as intermediaries (‘trusted brokers’), and federations of local organisations. By taking part in this work, they will not only learn from each other but also be exposed to a wide range of information which should strengthen their ability to attract effective support, and improve their arguments to reject or modify less effective approaches.

Whilst the major policy arena is poverty reduction, there are also other key policy arenas in local government and environmental management.

5. Main activities 

Phase 1:

a:  Identification of 10+ local organisations whose work and means of support will be documented and analysed – drawing on local partners with whom IIED already has strong working relationships.

b: In collaboration with this initial group, development of a key set of questions and issues which each organisational profile will need to address, including not only the work that has been done but also the local and extra-local context that influences this. As noted above, this also has to include considerable detail on the constraints to each organisation’s effectiveness and the kind of external support and associated conditions that are or are not appropriate. One of the key reasons for choosing, trusted local partners in this first phase is because many of these are sensitive issues that require detailed and accurate information. 

c: Undertaking the first set of 10+ case studies while also identifying further candidate local organisations whose work will be considered in a second round of case studies. Each of these case studies would be published as an IIED working paper – and many would also be published through IIED’s regular publications series such as the international journal Environment and Urbanization and Participatory Learning and Action.

d: The findings from the first 10+ case studies will be considered and discussed in a workshop of profiled organisations in the week of June 24th. This will offer each organisation to probe deeper – asking each other questions of ‘why’ and ‘how’ to supplement the draft profiles, which will tend to emphasise ‘what’. Particular consideration will be given to the kind of external funding framework that would be appropriate for supporting local development and environmental management. 

e: A first draft on key conclusions and recommendations - ‘What makes an effective local organisation, both in what it does and in what it encourages, and how can it be supported?’ drawing from the 10+ case studies. 

f: Soliciting a wide range of other voluntary inputs (1) from other local organisations and (2) concerning specific themes

g: Discussion of the draft at a workshop for staff from donor agencies (proposed session in the Poverty Environment Partnership 11th meeting in late 2007).

h:  Briefs in shorter form for other audiences: e.g. in IIED SD Opinion briefing series.

Phase 2:

A wider set of case studies (approx. 20) and analysis, expanding beyond the local organisations that are already partnered with IIED – clustered by region and with each initiated by a regional workshop involving the local organisations that took part in the first phase. At this point, the plan would be for this initiative to increase in scale considerably, and support strong region-based networks of local organisations to drive the documentation and discussion in their region. The work would be expanded to enable assessment of the partnership approaches of e.g. the GEF or donors’ small grants programmes.

6. IIED staff roles:

David Satterthwaite – lead analyst/editor (urban organisations)

Steve Bass – lead analyst/editor (rural organisations)

Nicole Armitage – project coordination

SuFei Tan, Khan Tranh-Than, and Duncan Macqueen – research associates

Senior advisor – Arif Hasan, Pakistan

ANNEX:  Examples of supportive and unsupportive formal local organisations

	Local organisations that are supportive
	
	Local organisations that are unsupportive

	Schools (pre-school, primary and secondary)

	Schools accessible to all, with costs kept down (e.g. for fees, uniforms and text books); special provisions to help low-income families keep children at school and ensure gender equality.
	
	Education departments that make very inadequate or no provision for schools in many areas. Schools with high user charges (as formal charges, or through informal payments). 

	Primary health care centres, hospitals and emergency services

	Health services easily accessible and affordable to all, with strong outreach programmes for poorer areas and special programmes for vulnerable and at-risk groups, especially for those with AIDS/HIV to provide counselling and guarantee the supply of needed drugs while avoiding stigmatising them.
	
	Inadequate or no health care provision.  Where provision is made, high user fees and inappropriate locations and opening hours (especially for working people). Staff who are judgemental to ‘poorer groups’ or to particular groups (such as adolescents or specific ethnic groups). Inappropriate or no services for those with AIDS/HIV.

	Providers of water, sanitation, drainage, household waste disposal and energy

	Service providers with a focus on ensuring adequate provision for all – with differential service standards and support for community partnerships to ensure that poorer groups are reached, where the resources are insufficient for universal provision with conventional systems.
	
	Service providers who have little interest in reaching poorer groups.  Provision for water and sanitation and, where needed, waste collection, often available only to richer groups in particular cities (and often provided at below cost). Refusal to provide any services in illegal urban settlements and most rural settlements.

	Local governments’ role in protecting poorer groups’ access to natural resources (land, forests, water, fisheries)

	Local government support for and engagement with organisations representing smallholders, pastoralists, indigenous people, fishing communities and other groups with limited asset bases and often unclear rights to resources.
	
	Local governments that primarily serve powerful vested interests and who are among the primary causes of poverty. Land registration systems that benefit powerful groups. Governments undermining the successful natural resource management systems of local populations.

	Public, private or NGO providers of safety nets

	Official provision for safety nets for those who cannot work or with inadequate incomes, or  support for NGO or community provision.
	
	No local organization providing safety nets or supporting community-managed safety nets.

	Public, private or NGO finance agencies

	Micro finance programmes for individuals, and support for community finance provided in ways to minimize debt burdens for poor households.
	
	No local organization providing or supporting micro finance or community finance in ways that are appropriate to local needs and capacities to repay.

	The police, the legal system and local government bodies involved in ensuring the rule of law

	Providing the rule of law (including police services), and protecting poorer groups’ civil and political rights.  Lessen discrimination and work towards greater gender equality. Often with the police developing partnerships with traditional authorities and community organisations. 
	
	Those who do not serve poorer groups (for instance with no police service provided), or who oppress them – for instance harassing or evicting those living in illegal settlements.  Government bodies and regulations often undermine effective community-based systems of natural resource management. 

	Local government systems for voting and accountability to citizens

	The right to and the possibility of voting for local government; political and bureaucratic systems in which poorer groups have access to senior politicians and civil servants to ensure that their rights are respected. 
	
	Local government that is not elected – or if it is, where little provision is made to ensure that all adults are on the voter register. In urban areas, those living in illegal or unregistered settlements are denied the vote (because they lack an official address). 

	Local government relationship with organisations formed by smallholders, landless groups, ‘slum’ dwellers

	Local governments recognizing the validity of these organisations and seeking ways to work with them.  Changes to local government structures and regulations that impede development.  
	
	Local governments opposing or ignoring these organisations, and local politicians refusing to respond to and work with them, unless they are allied politically to their party. 

	How governments define and measure poverty and how local organisations act on this

	Local processes in which poor groups are involved that define and measure poverty and use this to support local poverty reduction strategies; poor groups’ involvement in monitoring poverty and the success of interventions to reduce it.
	
	Poverty defined and measured by a national government agency, based only on consumption levels and with poverty lines making little allowance for the cost of non-food necessities. Poverty measured by representative national samples so they produce no relevant data for local organisations, including local governments.


