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Appendices

Appendix 1 Framing: gaps and research questions

Gaps in scientific knowledge

Sub research question

Gap1l

Costs and value of participation,
tangible or intangible? from
whose perspective and level of

governance

SRQ1

How does the WB operationalise
stakeholder participation, and in particular
the costs and value of participation with
regard to global water policies?

SRQ2

Within water governance at the national
level in Indonesia, how is stakeholder
participation, and in particular the costs
and value of participation, operationalised
with regard to the Central Java Province
and Bengawan Solo River basin level?

Gap2

Relation between costs and
value of participation and the
problem structure

SRQ3

How and to what extent are stakeholder
participation processes linked to the nature
of water related problems at the local level?

Gap 3

Costs and value of participation
affecting decision making
process

SRQ4

How does the nature of a water related
problem influence the perception of
participation costs and value among local
actors?

Overarching question: How can the costs and value of participation influence the decision-making process
in moderately structured to unstructured problems such as flood risk multi-level governance towards inclusive
development? What lessons can be learnt from the flood risk management case in Indonesia?




Appendix 2 Operationalisation of participation costs and value

Indicators Definition
Costs Participant’s perspective
Tangible costs

« Transportation costs

Travel costs to and from the participation events location

« Training for technical term

Course/training/search/effort to understand technical terms for the planned project

« Working overtime

Costs that arise due to working overtime as replacement of organising participation
event/ attendance

o Social media

Costs incurred from using the internet to participate digitally via social media/
organise via social media

o Facilitator

Costs arising from the need for a facilitator to assist connection with other
stakeholder/state

« Consultant

Costs arising from the need for a consultant to help providing alternative project plan
or second expert opinion

o Attendance

Hourly fee as replacement of participation attendance'*®

« Event costs

Costs incurred from direct spending of participation event, such as venue, food,
refreshment, equipment, postal, rental, invitation, administration, photocopies,
publication

« Evaluation and monitoring

Costs to evaluate the result of participation events, including making sure that the
decision agreed in the meetings will be implemented

Government or organiser’s perspective

« Institutional/administration

Expenses incurred in the process of planning, executing, and managing government
transactions

o Stakeholder selection

Costs arising from the selection of stakeholders, e.g. meetings, voting.

o Information/communication

development and delivery

o Arrangements

for the formal processes such as accommodation, meetings, consumables

« Opportunity costs of time

adds unwanted job responsibilities

Intangible costs

« Time

The opportunity costs of time; less time for other activities;

« Learning new ability

Effort to learn a new ability/skill to be able to participate

« Sungkan

Javanese for a feeling of respectful politeness before a superior or unfamiliar equal.
This feeling can make people participate in a meeting or completely absent

« Unclear process and output

Confusion because of complicated process and unclear output of participation

o Stress

Emotional tension resulting from adverse situation

o Conflict

Risk of disagreement with other party/stakeholders

o Frustration

A feeling of being upset because of being unable to change something. This feeling
specifically related to pseudo participation'”’

Value

Participants’ perspective
p persp

Tangible value

o Problem solved

Community problem solved as the result of participation

« Faster decision making

Time spent for decision making process faster with participation of the community

o Cost-effective

Less costs spent on ineffective project because the project is already known and
accepted by the community

136. Fee that paid to invitee for a meeting or participation that has official standard from
government per hour per person.

137. a method for creating the appearance of openness while carefully retaining decision-making
authority Palacin et al., 2020
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Indicators

Definition

o Dublic service improved

With participation, the project can be implemented and the result from this can
increase public service, for example in term of flood frequency and intensity with
revetment project

o Reduced management and
maintenance costs

Management and maintenance costs of a certain project can be reduced with proper
participation because the sense of belonging of the community is growing as people
are involved in the planning stage to implementation stage

Intangible value

« Feeling more empowered

Stronger power or authority to do something, especially related to express their
aspiration

« Stronger community ties

The primary way through which persons and households obtain supportive
resources

o Raised awareness

Increased knowledge or perception of a situation or community problem

o Increased knowledge

Increased knowledge because of the participation in participation events

o Participant skills, abilities

Increased participants’ skill and abilities with participation process, such as public
speaking, administration, and organisation

« Ability to solve problem

Ability of the participant to more systematically solve community problem increased
with their involvement in participation events

« Support in participation in
social activities

Support from other stakeholders/state regarding their participation, such as
facilitating a meeting, participation fee, transportation fee

« Higher sense of responsibility

F\participation could fulfil a sense of responsibility to contribute to the community

«+ Continuation of activity

Continuity of a programme can be maintained in longer period of time

o Increased confidence

Increase the belief that one can have certain level of security about themselves

o Smoother implementation of
development programmes

Implementation of project can be less controversial because the community in a
certain point already know what to expect in their neighbourhood

« Co-production of shared
outcomes

a method of working in which service providers and consumers collaborate to
achieve a common goal

« Input/aspiration accommodated

Need and interest of stakeholders that accommodated in participation process

Government or organiser’s perspective

« Capacity building/Learning
process

Increasing social and human capital (includes networking, partnership skills, public
speaking, programme planning, etc.)
Building the organization’s capacity

o Trust enhanced

awillingness to rely on an exchange partner in whom one has confidence (Ring &
van de Ven, 1992)

o Conflict/tension reduced

» Improved services

(Quality and quantity)
Improved analysis

Improved policy implementation
Stakeholder support policy

o Accountability strengthened

(e.g., on budget, institutionalization, responsive government)
Stakeholders are informed and can assist in decision-making; enhances
democracy

Stakeholders accept outcomes

« Social cohesion

Gaining recognition and respect from others
Developing collaborative relationships with others
Increasing cooperation between stakeholders

o Personal satisfaction and
recognition

Gaining personal recognition and respect
Increasing satisfaction by being involved
Fulfil a sense of responsibility to contribute to the community




Source: Involve (2005), (Cooper, 1979; Goetze and Godwin, 1982; Chinman et al., 1996; Doherty and
Price, 1998; Ansari and Phillips, 2004; Brun and Jolley, 2011; Ortiz et al., 2011; X. Wang and Bryer, 2013;

Lynham et al., 2017)

Appendix 3 Semi-structured interview guides

Target respondents: Government actors at national, subnational and local level

Key concept

Questions regarding policy processes on flood related governance

Participation in
flood governance

How is the process of developing flood governance in national level ?

How is participation processes conducted in national strategy?

How are the form/methods of participation processes?

Is level of participation being accounted in the formulating flood policies?

How to identify level of participation?

‘Who are the stakeholders that included into the decision making in flood governance?
What is the definition of successful participation?

How do the global framework shape your institution’s participation practices

Problem definition
processes in
formulating flood
risk reduction

How does problem structuring conducted in the decision making?

Can you describe the types of water related problems in your institution deals with?
Is boundary of the problem accounted in in problem structuring?

Is discipline/specialization varied and known in problem structuring?

How are actors being identified in problem structuring?

How is the power relation occurrence in the problem structuring?

Does the certainty of knowledge account in problem structuring?

How does participation vary between technical problems and complex ones?

Budgeting costs

of participation in
relation to flood risk
reduction

Are stakeholders/community participation costs being accounted for in decision making?

How been stakeholders’ participation costs arranged in the budgeting system in general?

If participation costs are not accounted in budgeting system, why and how it will be covered if there are
participation costs?

How is the proportion of participation costs to the overall budget?

‘What do the elements of budgeting participation costs in water/flood related projects?

How the organisation defines “costs” tangible and intangible? If there is no consideration on intangible costs, what
is the reason?

‘What are the factors that influence the participation costs? Is problem structuring influence participation costs?
Are the costs of participation regulated in the principal or regulation of budgeting system?

How is the budget planning implemented? Realization?

How’s the performance?

Is there any spectacle regarding the implementation of budgeting system, especially budget for participation
processes?

How it can be solved? and what do you think for the better design in the future?

Value of
participation

Has community participation in flood related projects more reflective of local needs?

Has participation reduced the time spent managing conflicts over flood project proposals?

Has participation encouraged people to take more responsibility and become more aware of the importance of
flood risk?

Have you observed that community participants become more active or confident in engaging in other local
development efforts after flood projects?

Are there cases where community members involved in flood-related projects later pursued training or further
qualifications?

Has your institution or local implementing agency improved its capacity to run similar projects without external
assistance due to previous participatory processes?

Have participatory flood management processes contributed to strengthening community organizations?

Participation
costs and value
in multilevel
governance

Are there differences in how participation is interpreted or implemented across these levels?

How do you coordinate stakeholder participation across governance levels (national ¥ provincial ®local)?

Is it common that the higher the level of government organizing a program, the fewer financial resources are
passed down to community-level stakeholders? Can you give an example?

At which level of governance (national, provincial, local) do you think participation is most meaningful or has the
most tangible impact? Why?

‘What are the challenges and enabling factors for meaningful participation in multi-level governance?
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Code Organisation Division Code Organisation Division
G1 WB Task team leader
G2 Task team leader
G3 DRM consultant (institutional/operation)
G4 Flood Risk Management consultant
GS Team member
N1 Bappenas Directorate of Multilateral Funding L16 KOTAKU City Coordinator
N2 Directorate of Foreign Policy and L17 Secretary
International Development Cooperation
N3 Ministry of PUSDA L18 Treasury
N4 Public Work PUSDA- Community empowerment L19 Kotaku 4 Facilitator
NS PU NAS SUPAN 120 Kotaku § Facilitator
N6 Foreign Cooperation L21 TKPKD 1
N7 PU Pusat Sungai dan Pantai 122 TKPKD 2
N8 Bappenas Planning bureau staff 123 KSP
P1 Central Java PUSDATARU 124 Kotakita
P2 PublicWork | pyspaTaRY L25/RS | UNS researcher
P3 Development and Rehabilitation Section R1 LIPI researcher
P4 BBWS Bengawan Solo R2 Undip researcher
D5 R3 UGM Researcher
P6 R4 UNS researcher
P7 PJT1 C1 Community leader
L1 Development planning, monitoring and RW 23
Bappeda evaluation C2 RW leader
L2 Development planning, monitoring and
evaluation (Musrenbang) C3
L3 Governance and human development C4 KSM Leader
L4 Infrastructure and regional development Cs5 Customary elder
L5 Disperum KKP | Housing division Cé6 TKPKD Leader
L6 Housing division C7 Activist River care community
L7 Settlement division C8 RT leader Kampung Silir
L8 Settlement division C9 KSp Local leader
L9 Construction Consultant C10 Huntara female
L10 PUSDA C11 Huntara female
L11 PUSDA C12 Huntara male
L12 PUSDA C13 Huntara male
L13 Ortala
L14 Lurah Kelurahan Mojo
L15 Kelurahan Semanggi
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Appendix 5 Information letter and questionnaire

Dear Sir/Madam,

My name is Mustika Anggraeni, and I am a PhD student in Governance and Inclusive Development
Studies (GID), Faculty of Human Geography, Planning and International Development (FMG) at
Universiteit van Amsterdam (UvA). You are invited to take part in this research project, whichI am
conducting as part of the requirements of my degree. The research project has ethics approval from
the Faculty Committee on Ethics (FMG) of the UvA.

Tittle of the Project: Costs and Value of Participation Costs in Multilevel Water Governance:
Case Study of Indonesia.

Purpose of the investigation

Regarding to the essential need and important role of participation, it has become a
mainstream tool to develop policy and planning in water governance, especially flood
protection. However, the literature and project reports are rarely documented on how
much is participation costs and how it is merit with the value of participation. The primary
purpose of this research is, therefore, to understand how the costs and value of participation in
flood protection programmes and projects can be operationalized in multilevel governance.
Also, to understand what lessons can be learned from flood protection cases in Indonesia.

The course of events during the investigation

If you choose to participate in the project, you will be interviewed and asked to complete
questionnaires. The interview will take about one up to one hour, and the process will be audio
recorded.

Voluntariness

If you decide not to participate in this research, this will in no way affect you. If you gradually decide
to stop the research, you can do so without giving reasons and without any consequences for you in
any way. You can request that your research data be deleted within seven days of the investigation.

Your privacy is guaranteed

The researchers will further analyze your research data. Research data published in scientific journals
are anonymous and cannot be traced back to you. Completely anonymized research data can be
shared with other researchers for scientific purposes. Your data (who you are) remains confidential
and will not be shared without your explicit consent. All data collected will be stored securely on
UvA premises. You may be sent a summary of the final report on request.

Further information

If you have questions about this research, in advance or afterward, you can contact the responsible
researcher, Mustika Anggraeni (M.Anggraeni@uva.nl / +31655406325). For any formal
complaints about this investigation, you can contact the member of the Faculty Committee on

Ethics (FMG) of the University of Amsterdam; Karen Kraal (k.kraal@uva.nl / +31 205253659).
Sincerely,

Mustika Anggraeni
PhD student in The Governance and Inclusive Development Studies (GID) | Amsterdam
Institute of Social Science Research (AISSR) | Universiteit van Amsterdam

M.Anggraeni@uva.nl +31655406325
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Questionnaire for costs and value of participation

Regarding the community participation in the decision making in flood protection

seolpuaddy

programme in Semanggi, Surakarta, I would like to know how your involvement to the
decision making (participation process) has costs and benefit you. The information being
collected is for planning purposes only and there are no personal risks or benefits to your
participation. I do not need to know your name and address. Everything that you say will
be confidential, and the only identifier on the questionnaire will be a number, not your
name. The questionnaire takes about fifteen minutes. You can terminate your participation
whenever you want, without reason and without consequences.

Below you can see several statements about possible costs and value of the participation
that might be relevant for you. Please read each of statements and indicate to what extent
you agree or disagree to each statement.

Extremely
Agree

Extremely

Statement .
Disagree

Dis-agree Neutral Agree

COSTS OF STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION

The participation process costs me a lot of time

I must learn new skills to be involved in the
participation process

My reputation will be at the stake if don’t participate

The uncertainty of the process and result bothers me

It costs me a lot of stress to be involve in the
participation process

With me being active in participation process cause
me conflicting with another person

I need pay transportation fee to get involved in a
participation event

I need to have workshop/courses to be able to
understand technical terminology to be involved in
the discussion

I must work extra time to get involve in the
participation process

I must pay maintenance costs for website/social
media and other e-platform

I must pay for representative or facilitator to help
me participate

T have to pay for administration costs for
organisation to represent my participation

I must pay for consultants/expert to back me up with
enough material to participate

I need some participant fee to get involved

I must provide event costs (room, food etc.)

I must pay for Publicity Exhibitions, reports, leaflets,
websites, Displays

I must provide costs for monitoring/evaluation

I feel frustrated if my input didn’t taken seriously
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Statement

Extremely
Disagree

Dis-agree

Neutral

Agree

Extremely

Agree

Additional costs of participation :

VALUE OF STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION

My problem (my community’s problem) solved

My input for the decision making is well addressed

Public services around my area are improved

Reduced management and maintenance costs

I can anticipate if the projects are implemented in
my area

1 can share the benefit of participation with the
people in my community

1 feel more empowered

My skills and abilities improved

I feel more confident after the participation process

I feel that we have stronger community ties

I feel more aware about the government project

Thave a lot of support to participate in the decision

making

I feel more responsibility to take part on decision
making in my area

I can understand more about the problem in my area

1 can find solution collectively for my problem

The decision making is faster if I participate to the
process

The continuity of the project is maintained

The efficiency of the project increased

Additional value of participation:

END OF QUESTIONNAIRE

Thank you for your participation
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Appendix 7 Field work letter

KEMENTERIAN RISET. TEKNOLOGI DAN PENDIDIEAN TINGGI

UNIVERSITAS BRAWIJAYA
FAKULTAS TEENIK
JI. Mayjend. Haryono No. 167, Malang, 65145, Indonesia
Telp. : +62-341-587710, 587711; Fax : +62-341-551430
Iitp:/ftelnik ub ac.id E-mail : tekmik{@ub.ac.id

Nomor S 1973/UN10.FO7.01/ PP 12018 25 Juni 2018
Perinal : Permohonan Data dan ljin Survey
Yth.
Instansi yang berkepentingan
di tempat

Sehubungan dengan salah satu kegiatan Tri Dharma Perguruan Tinggi yaitu penelitian, kami
memohon kepada Bapak/lbu unfuk memberikan izin kepada salah satu dosen Jurusan
Perencanaan Wilayah dan Kota, Fakultas Teknik, Universitas Brawijaya yaitu:

MNama - Musfika Anggraeni., ST. MSi.
NIP - 19791026 200812 2 002
Golongan/Pangkat - ifb / Penata Muda Tk |

dan fim wuntuk melakukan survey sekunder, wawancara mendalam dan kuesioner untuk
penelitian yang berjudul “Biaya dan Value Partisipasi Masyarakat dalam Multilevel
Govemance™. Wakiu pengambilan data dan survel yaitu pada tanggal 2 Juli
2018 - 28 September 2019.

Atas bantuan dan perhatian Bapak/lbu, kami ucapkan terima kasih.

Tembusarn:
1. Ketua Jurusan PWK
2. Dosen yang bersangkutan

199903 1 002
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Appendix 8 WB Policy document analysis on the participatory principle

Year Type of Title Requirement for participation
Docs
1989 OD 4.00A Environmental “Bank expects the borrower to take the view of affected groups and local
OD 4.00B Assessment (EA) NGO:s fully into account in project design and implementation, and in
OD 4.01 particular in the preparation of the environmental assessment.”
OD 4.02 The EA must consider views of all stakeholders obtained through means that
induce broad local participation.
1989 OD 8.50 Emergency recovery The OD encourages the use of NGOs and community groups in an
assistance emergency recovery because of their “knowledge of the local situations,
flexibility, action-oriented staff, effectiveness in enlisting local volunteers, and
ability to mobilize funds for disaster relief and reconstruction”

1989 OD 8.50A Type of immediate bank | Participation of “NGOs, informal organisation and community group” may

support deserve “special support”

1989 OD11.10 Use of consultants Permits the hiring of NGOs as consultants for the promotion of community
participation

1989 OD 14.70 Involving NGOs in bank | Deals with the private organisation (NGOs) pursuing activities that promote

supported activities the interest of the poor, protect the environment, provide essential social
services, or undertake community development—the OD guides involving
such NGOs in Bank operations.

1990 0D.4.30 Involuntary Resettlement | Participation of both resettlers as well as host communities should be
encouraged in planning and implementing resettlement

1991 OD. 4.15 Poverty reduction The OD states that effective implementation of poverty reduction projects
requires the active involvement of beneficiaries to be built into the early stages
of a project.

1991 OD. 4.20 Indigenous peoples “Mechanism should be divided and maintained for participation by
indigenous peoples in decision-making throughout project planning,
implementation, and evaluation.”

“Appraisal teams should be satisfied that indigenous people have participated
meaningfully in the development of the plan.”

1992 OD. 8.30 Financial Sector “Government can help to promote small borrowers to mobilize savings by

operational helping to finance the start-up or group formation and the initial negative
cash flow of lending activities and/or providing seed capital to a credit
insurance fund.”

1993 GP 4.03 Agricultural pest Encourages the participation of farming communities for effective pest

OP 4.09 management control research and requires appropriate training to be provided to
shopkeepers, vendors, farmer groups, doctors, community health clinic, and
women’s group

1993 OP 4.70 Water Resources Requires the establishment of “strong legal and regularly frameworks to

management ensure that social concerns are met”

1993 OP 4.36 Forestry Commitment to sustainable development requires a client country: (i) to
promote the active participation of local people and the private sector; (ii)
adopt comprehensive and environmentally sound forestry conservation and
development plan that clearly defines the roles and rights of the government,
the private sector, and local people (including forest dwellers); and (iii)
undertake social, economic, and environmental assessments of forest being
considered for commercial use.

1993 BP 17.50 Disclosure of Operational | For all projects, a public information document (PID) must be made public

Information at the Banks’ Public Information Centre. Such PIDs must be updated as the
project evolves. The staff appraisal report is also public documents.

1994 OD. 4.30 Gender dimensions of The Bank aims to reduce gender disparities and enhance women’s

development participation in the economic development of their countries by integrating
gender consideration in its country assistance programme

1994 GP13.55 Implementation The ICR should address (i) the effect of local participation on the

Completion Reporting sustainability of the project (ii) the impact of the project on women and

(ICR) poverty alleviation, and effectiveness of NGO and beneficiary participation in
achieving the project’s social objectives; (iii) the effectiveness of beneficiary
and NGO participation in achieving the project’s major environmental
objective




1998 GP 14.70 Involving The Bank’s own earlier good practice has recognized that civil society
Nongovernmental organizations “can make important contributions toward ensuring that
Organizations in Bank- the views of local people are taken into account, promoting community
supported Activities participation, extending project reach to the poorest, and introducing flexible
and innovative approach” para 1
2002 The World Disclosure of Information | The Bank also recognizes that “timely dissemination of information to local

Bank Policy on groups affected by the projects and programmes supported by the Bank,

Disclosure of including nongovernmental

Information organizations are essential for the effective implementation and sustainability
of projects.”

2004 OP 8.60 Development Policy This policy calls upon the Bank to advise borrowing countries to consult
Lending with, and engage the participation of, key stakeholders in the country in
formulating the country’s development strategies. This policy also recognizes
that it falls on the country in question to determine “in the context of its
constitutional and legislative framework” the form and extent of consultations
and participation in preparing, implementing, and monitoring and
evaluating” a development policy operation.
2012 IPFPS1 Assessment and Community engagement and Performance Standard (PS) 1 provide an
Management of explicit requirement to identify beneficiaries. The CE requirements: (1)
Environmental and Social | incorporate a least one citizen engagement (CE) mechanism, (2) integrate at
Risks least one indicator to monitor CE, and (3) report on the CE indicator by the
and Impacts third year of project implementation
BP2.11 Country Assistance This policy requires the Bank to seck “the government’s prior agreement to
Strategies hold consultations (through workshops, roundtables, etc.) on the proposed
CAS with nongovernmental stakeholders, such as community-based
organizations and the private sector.”
2013 OP 4.01 Environmental This policy requires, for Category A and B projects, that the borrower consult
Assessment project-affected groups and local nongovernmental organizations

OP 4.04 Natural Habitats Provide for consultation or participation

OP 4.10 Indigenous Peoples the Bank requires the borrower to engage in a process of, “free, prior and
informed consultation.” The Bank only provides project financing where free,
prior and informed consultation results in broad community support to the
project by the affected Indigenous Peoples.

OP 4.12 Involuntary Resettlement | states that displaced persons should be “meaningfully consulted” and should
have opportunities to participate in planning and implementing resettlement
programmes.

OP4.11 Physical Cultural Safeguard policies provide for consultation or participation

Resources
2016 ESF ESS 10 Environmental and Social | The World Bank adopted a new set of environment and social policies called
Framework (ESF) the Environmental and Social Framework (ESF). As of October 1, 2018, the
ESF applies to all new World Bank investment project financing.

Source: (The World Bank 1994; World Bank 2018; World Bank 2009; Sah ¢ Nadelman 2019,

https://policies.worldbank.org/en/policies)
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Appendix 9 Discussion of participation costs in WB

Year

Type of
Doc

Title

Statement

Element of cost

Reference

1991

Policy paper

Putting  people
first Sociological
Variables
in Rural
Development

“Doing social analysis for each project
would increase the costs of project design
and waste scarce resources. In hindsight,
one learns, however, that the costs of not
doing social analysis are much higher.
Projects should not bear the unaffordable
expense of not addressing the socio-
cultural variables knowledgeably. In fact,
as a culturally sensitive development
economist argued, the “advances in social
Science knowledge reduce the costs
of institutional change” the same way
advances in the natural sciences reduce the
costs of technical change.”

Socio-cultural variable

(Cernea, 1991)

1994

Participation

Action  Plan

The World
Bank and
Participation

“The projected costs of implementing
the CE actions are $30 million per year
which is approximately 5 % of the FY9S
Regional budget. Any overall budget
impact depends on decisions about
redeployment from other activities (and
consequent associated
outputs) if no budget growth is presumed
- as well as the extent to which trust funds
are resorted to for off-budget funding of
these incremental costs. In other words,
mainstreaming would be undertaken in
such a way that relevant manager would
be expected to set priorities to introduce
or expand participatory approaches within
unit work programmes”

reduction  in

Enhancing Skills Capacity: (a) The
recruitment of staff (b) increase skill
of existing staff for participatory
development skill. (c) The added short-
term consultants for lending, supervision
and ESW are accounted for additional s.
In FY96 (incremental cost: $3 million).
(d)Additional incremental staff foreseen
are local participation specialists, NGO
experts, and social analysis staff hired
by field offices, the incremental cost of
$1 million (including local secretarial
support). (e) The added local technical
staff roughly estimated for FY96 are at a
cost of $1 million.

Research. Research with participatory
elements is already undertaken and
would look to collaborate with regions to
expand this, without no additional costs.
Costs could be absorbed within current
budgets or, more likely, will be funded
in the form of cross-support from the
regions through the other cost increases
described above. WB expects that work
on participation will be on request from
the regions.

Management and Monitoring. Task
managers efforts to identify stakeholders
for lending will be funded. Institutional
monitoring  of the participation
mainstreaming efforts and management
of the Fund for Innovative Approaches
additional  staff.

Maintaining ~ and  updating  the
Sourcebook on participatory practices is
expected to require a half-staff year. Cost:
$0.2  million.

(The World Bank,
1994)

1996

Sourcebook

w B
participation
sourcebook

Participatory ~programme cost more
than the conventional programmes. The
cost is mostly in the capacity building
to enable participation in local level.
The participation will cost less when the
institutional framework is correct, and the
cost efficiency will gradually gain once the
participation process is established.

Corresponding cost, investment and
operating cost, incremental cost: staff
overtime, ~participation cost higher
resettlement Implementation
delays, risk of cancellation of project
entirely. Formal beneficiary assessment,
incentives for the poor.

Benefits may be economic (cash savings,
increased  production, income, and
time savings), social capital formation
(increased ability to collectively solve
problems), increased individual capacity
(knowledge and skills), psychological
(sense of belonging and confidence),
or political (greater access to authority,
greater authority, and reduced conflict)

costs.

(Bhatnagar, Kearns
and Sequeira, 1996)




Year Type of Title Statement Element of cost Reference
Doc
1996 Policy paper Social and | Some Bank managers claimed social | Environmental and social cost included | (Goodland, 2000)
Environmental | and  environmental policies caused | into  Internal —administrative cost | Cost of Social and
Assessment | Bank lending costs to escalate, thus | (example 1996-97 Cost Effectiveness | environmental
to Promote | driving business to sources of finance | Review of Peat Marwick Accountants | policies
Sustainability | with less stringent policies (for instance, | looked at ways to bridle internal
IFC reduced its commitment to a dam | administrative ~ costs - allegedly
project). These managers thus implied | environmental and social costs accounted
that the Bank should reduce its social and | for up to 25 percent of total project
environmental safeguards as they were too | preparation  costs-)
costly.
2009 Guidance Guidance notes | target participatory prioritization of | n/a (World Bank, 2009)
on bank multi- | development policies and public spending;
stakeholder | strengthening transparency and oversight
engagement | over the use of budgetary resources; user
participation and oversight in service
provision;  strengthening  participatory
local governance; strengthening other
formal oversight and check and balance
institutions; and  strengthening  the
enabling environment for civil society and
media to operate effectively.
2014 Strategic|Strategic| Collecting, recording, and reporting | Transaction cost, opportunity cost, travel | (Manroth et al.
Framework | Framework for | on inputs from citizens. This refers to | cost, incentive (in terms for participation | 2014:44).
Mainstreaming | citizen feedback collected periodically | of monitoring corruption),
Citizen|during and after implementation on | Benefit: decreasing costs of collective
Engagement | different dimensions of provided services, | action; and increasing cooperation and
in World | including but not limited to effectiveness, | knowledge and information flows, more
Bank Group | inclusiveness, quality, delivery time, | investment in common lands and water
Operations: | transaction costs, targeting, resource | systems, and improved monitoring and
Engagin g| utilization or engagement processes. Some | enforcement.
with  Citizens | tools utilized in projects to capture citizen
for  Improved | inputs include “satisfaction surveys, focus
Results group discussions, hotlines, community
scorecards, citizen report cards, or SMS/
online feedback”
Problem: sharing cost between the bank,
trust funds and counterpart is open but
“consistent funding strategy and approach
is missing”. Other problems occur when
some of the team leaders “do not have
a clear understanding with regard to
available sources of funding for CE across
the institution”
Strategy: “Analysis of the costs of existing
and upcoming CE initiatives should
be undertaken. The current lack of
information on the true costs of such
initiatives prevents any serious debate on
their merits or drawbacks and does not
serve the interests of either proponents or
detractors”
2018 Independent | En gagin g| Limited budget, time, and expertise to | Transaction cost, opportunity cost, | (World Bank, 2018)
evaluation|citizens|devote to citizen engagement activities | travel cost, training, capacity building,
group  report | for better | are the most important internal | additional staff time and travel, and
development | constraints and may be a threat to | translation and dissemination of draft
results: An | implementation. Limited funding from | documents.

independent
evaluation

client governments is also considered as a
top (external) constraint, second only to
the reluctance of client governments to
engage with citizens. Many focus group
participants and interviewees indicated
that the d i
engagement without providing extra
budget for it.

requires more ic

Corporate monitoring CE: organizing
clinics, producing guidelines, reviewing
project  appraisal documents, and
reporting on indicators
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Appendix 10 Participation & the cost-value in WB water-related project

N |Project Citizen engagement Budget compo- [Budgeting | CoP includ- |Source Financial |Tar- Democ- |Re-  [In-
Methods/  |Indicator |nent for CoP participation |ed to SG/ mecha- geted  [racy gime | terest
approach categories' |EFS nism value?  [index® Type* |rate®

1 |Ghana- Greater Accra | Stakeholder | Y (p. 41) Sub-component |4 (6.2 million |SG-Involuntary | [BRD/IDA | N/A (1),3), [643 Flawed |8.09

Resilient and Integrated | consultation 3.2.advisory ser- | EUR) resettlement (), (6), democ-
Development Project | and citizen vices for communi- (7),(8) racy
engagement ty engagement a6
to facilitate
dialogue and
information
flow
2 | Dominican Republic | Coordination, |N Component 4: 2 SG-Socialand | IBRD N/A (2),(3), 639 Flawed |1.24
- Resilient Agriculture | consultation Capacity Building Environmental (8)23 demaoc-
and Integrated Water for Natural + Involuntary racy
Resources Management Resources Resettlement
Project Management and
Governance
3 | Djibouti- Integrated | Stakeholders’ [N Community devel- |2 SG-Socialand | IBRD or IDA, | Y (p.20, (1),(2), |274 Author- [n/a
Slum Upgrading coordina- opment funds Environmental |Counterpart |30,46,55, | (4),(5), itarian
Project tion, Public +Involuntary | Funds 56,60) (8)as
Consultation, Resettlement
inclusive +1) social exclu-
consultation, sion; ii) labour
community influx and
engagement, gender-based
participation violence;
stream, and iii) elite
formalize capture
consultation
4 | Ethiopia- Resilient | Consultation, |Y (p.123) | Component 3. 2 SG-Environ- | IDA, Trust  |Y (p.15,16, |(1),(4), |3,17 Author- [5.08
Landscapes and Citizen Rural Land Admin- mental and Funds, 32,76,82, |(5),(7), itarian
livelihoods Project Engagement, istration Social, Counterpart | 125) (8)as
Consultation, Social develop- | funds
and Partici- ment plan
pation
5 |Indonesial- Strategic |Community/ |Y(p.31,32) |Sub-Component |2 SG-land IBRD, AIIB, |Y(p.17,51) |(3),(5), |671 Flawed |4.23
Irrigation Modern- public/ A.4: Human acquisition/ Counterpart (7), (8) democ-
ization and Urgent stakeholders Resources Devel- involuntary funding a4 racy
Rehabilitation Project | consultation opment resettlement
and indigenous
peoples,
6 |Senegal-Saint-Louis | Consultation | Y (p.42) Sub-component |2 SG-Social IDA, Coun- |Y(p.19)  |(3),(4), |572 Hybrid |8.14
Emergency Recovery | process and 2.1. Citizen engage- Systems, terpart (5),(7), regime
and Resilience Project | feedback ment and social community (8)as
mechanism support strategy participation
sub-component
3.1. Reclamation/
restoration of the
Liberated Area
7 |Indial-Atal Bhujal  |consultation |Y(p.52,59) |ComponentD.2: |2 SG-Social IBRD/IDA, |Y(p.52,57, |(1),(7), |7.04 Flawed |3.03
Yojana (ABHY) - and Community-led Systems, Borrower-re- |59, 62) (8)33 democ-
National Groundwater | participation Water Security community cipient racy
Management Improve- Plans participation
ment P Prepared
8 |India2-TamilNadu |Stakeholders' |Y(p.35,37, |Sub-component |2 SG-socialand | IBRD, Y (1), (7), |7.04 Flawed |3.03
Irrigated Agriculture | consultation |39, 40) A.3: Participatory environmental | GoTN, (8)a3 democ-
Modernization Project Irrigation Man- sustainability | Beneficiaries racy
agement
9 | Philippines - Metro | Stakeholders, |Y (p.35,37) |Component3 3 SG-Environ- | IBRD, AIIB, |Y(p.13,50, |(1),(2), |6.73 Flawed |4.75
Manila Flood Manage- | community, Participatory mental and GoP 71,89) (3), (4), democ-
ment Project and public Housing Social Safe- (5), (7), racy
consultation and Resettlement) guards (8)a7
10 | Cameroon - Inclusive | Public Y (p.29) Sub-component |1 SG- Environ- | IDA Y (p.9) (1),(3), [265 Author- | 6.55
and Resilient Cities (inclusive) 2.3: Support to mental and (4),(5), icarian
Development Project | consultation, local initiatives fo- Social Safe- 7). (8)
disclosure, and cusing on economic guards a7
participation of inclusion
el
11 |Uzbekistan - Second | Consultations, |Y (p.2An.1) |Sub-component |2 SG- Environ- | IDA, EU, N/A (1,3), |212 Author- | 1.61
Phase of Ferghana feedback and B-2: Improved mentaland | GoU (4),(3), itarian
Valley Water Resources | monitoring Water Management Social Safe- (6),(7),
Management Project guards (8)a7
12 | Haiti - Municipal De- | Communica- [N Sub-component |2 SG- Environ- | IDA, Y (p. 56) (1),(3), [281 Author- 4.5
velopment and Urban | tion, participa- 2.2 - Institutional mental and Strategic (6), (7), itarian,
Resilience Project tion and citizen strengthening and Social Safe- | Climate Fund (8)as
engagement capacity building guards Grant
for communities,
Component 4 Proj-
ect Management
and Implementa-
tion Support




N |Project Citizen engagement Budget compo- [Budgeting | CoP includ- |Source Financial |Tar- Democ- [Re-  |In-
Methods/ |Indicator |nentfor CoP participation | ed to SG/ mecha- geted  [racy gime |terest
approach categories' | EFS nism value?  |[index® Type' |rate’®

13 | Chinal- PoyangLake |Information  |Y (p.23) Enhancement 2 SG- Environ- | IBRD, N/A (1),(5), |1.94 Author- [2.95

Basin Town Water disclosure and of participatory mental and GoPRC (8)a3 itarian
Environment Manage- | intensive sustainable lake Social Safe-
ment Project consultation, basin management guards
in Component
1: Institutional
Strengthening for
Water
14 | Tanzania - Second Coordination | N Subcomponent 1.3: |2 SG-environ-  |IDA,GoT  |Y(p9An.1) |(1),(3), |5.10 Hybrid |7.45
Wiater Sector Support | sectors, Water Security and ment 7).(8) regime
Project consultations Conservation- (a) and social a4
with affected detailed participa- safeguards
roups tory planning
15 |Benin-Small Town  |consultations |¥ (p. 33, Subcomponent |3 SG-environ- | IDA N/A 1),3), |48 Hybrid |8
‘Water Supply and with a wide 34,37) 2.1: Institutional ment (5), (7). regime
Urban Septage Manage- | range of Strengthening and social (8)s
ment Project stakeholders to of Stakeholders safeguards
engage in dia- Involved in FSM in
logue with the Urban and
community Peri-urban Areas
16 | Myanmar - Floodand | Consultations | N Component 2: Re- |1 SG-socialand | IDA N/A 2).3), 074 Author- |5.08
Landslide Emergency | with silient Rehabilita- environmental (5),(7), itarian
Recovery Project citizen tion of Rural Roads safeguards (85
and Livelihoods
Support
17 | Indonesia2 - National | Consultations |Y (p.26,27) |Component 2: 3 SG- Envi- WB,AIIB, |Y (3),4), |671 Flawed |4.23
Slum Upgrading and discussion Integrated Planning ronmental | Gol, GoLoc (), (7), democ-
Project Support and Capac- and Social (8)as racy
ity Building for Sustainability
Local Government
and Communities
18 | Pakistan 1- Balochistan | Public N Component Aln- |2 SG-Envi- IDA, Farmers, | N/A 1,2, |413 Hybrid |3.36
Integrated Water community stitutions, Capacity ronmental GoP (3),5), regime
Resources Management | consultation and Information and Social (7),(8)
and Development Safeguards 26
Project
19 |Vietnam - Mekong Public Y (p. 26) N/A 1 SG-Envi- IDA,GoV  |N/A (1,), |273 Author- n/a
Delta Integrated consultation, ronmental (4),(8) itarian
Climate Resilience and | focus group and Social a4
Sustainable Livelihoods | discussions, Safeguards
Project and informa-
tion disclosure
20 |China2-GEF Main-  |Publiccon- | Y (p.22) Component 3: 2 SG-Envi- Global Envi- | Y (p. 9) (3),(8) |1.94 Author- 295
streaming Integrated | sultation and Scaling up the ronmental ronment Fa- >2 itarian
Water and Environ- disclosure Integrated Water and Social cility (GEF),
ment Management and Environment Safeguards GoPRC
Project Management
Approach in
Three River Basins
21 | Bangladesh - Pro-Poor | Consultations |Y (p.23,25) |Component A 4(Million4.1 |SG-Environ-  |IDA,GoB  |Y (1),(2), |s599 Hybrid |6.15
Slums Integration with Community EUR) mental and So- (3),(4), regime
Project community Mobilization and cial Safeguards, (5), (6),
leaders, Participation Social (7),(8)
training on Management >3
community Plans (SMP)
engagement,
FGDs
22 | Rwanda - Urban Devel- |community ~ |Y (p. 21, Component 2: 2 SG-Envi- IDA,GoR  |N/A (1,3), |310 Author- [n/a
opment Project consultations, |22, 25) Upgrading of ronmental (7),(8) itarian
workshop, and Unplanned Settle- and Social a4
information ments in the City Safeguards
disclosure of Kigali, Social
Assessment, Citizen
23 |Republicof Congo-  |Publicand | Y (p.24,25) |Component2: 2 SG-Envi- IBRD, GoCo |Y (1),(2), |148 Author- n/a
Urban Development | stakeholder Development of ronmental 3),4), itarian
& Neighbourhood consultations Institutions and and Social (5),(8)
Upgrading Project Capacity Safeguards a6
24 | Chile - IWRM & Infra- | social Y (p.19) Sub-component |2 SG-Envi- IBRD, GoC | Y (p. 8) (1,3), |s822 Full 464
structure Development | assessment, 1.4: Improvement ronmental (5),(8) democ-
Project stakeholder of Water Resources and Social a4 racy
engagement, Management in Safeguards
consultation Two River Basins
and informa-
tion disclosure
25 |Poland - Odra-Vistula | multistake- | Y (p. 26) Component 4: 3 SG-Envi- IBRD,EU, |N/A (1),(3), |7.04 Flawed |2.67
Flood Management | holder Institutional ronmental CEB, GoP, (8)33 democ-
Project consultations Strengthening and and Social NEEP &WM racy
Enhanced Fore- Safeguards
casting, Citizen
26 |Sti Lanka - Water stakeholder  |Y(p.21)  |Component 2 SG-Envi- IDA,GoS, | N/A 1,6), 647 Flawed |3.04
Supply and Sanitation | consultations 1 -Water Supply ronmental Local Com- (4), (6), democ-
Improvement Project and Sanitation and Social munity (7), (8) racy
Infrastructure, d a6
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% N |Project Citizen engagement Budget compo- |Budgeting | CoP includ- |Source Financial |Tar- Democ- |Re-  [In-
8 Methods/ |Indicator |nent for CoP participation |ed to SG/ mecha- geted racy gime | terest
8_ approach categories' |EFS nism value?  [index® Type* |rate®
o 27 | Pakistan 2 - Sindh Consultative | N N 1 SG-Envi- IDA,GoP  |N/A (2),(3), |413 Hybrid |3.36
8 Barrages Improvement | approach ronmental (7),(8) democ-
Project include village and Social a4 racy
meetings; Safeguards

consultations
with political/
local

leaders; FGDs,
consultation

workshops

28 |India3 - Bihar Kosi stakeholder Y (p.20,23) |Component2: En- |1 SG-Envi- IDA, Gol, Y(p.8) (1),(3), |7.04 Flawed |3.03
Basin Development | consultations hancing Agricultur- ronmental Community (7). (8) democ-
Project al Productivity and and Social a4 racy

Competitiveness Safeguards
Component 3:
Augmenting

Connectivity

Remarks: CoP Cost of Participation; SG=Safeguard, ESF: Environmental and Social Framework

!Classification budgeting approach regarding participation cost:

1-> without participation budgeting (or information is n/a)

2->not specified/mixed budget for participation with another budget
3->specific budget for participation

4->specific budget for participation and explicit budget element

5->A clear financial mechanism refers to a defined procedure for allocating and utilizing the participation budget,
including the responsible agency, timeframe, and other key details

?Example of Benefit : (1)Awareness/knowledge increased, (2) Trust enhances, (3) conflict/tension reduced, (4)

citizen influence in decision-making strengthened (S5) community ownership, (6) service provider responsiveness
improved, (7) community active: in plans, supervision, problem solving, community control of quality enhanced, citizen
contributing resources, project management and efficiency, improved services (quality and quantity), enabling regulations,
constitutional reform, and formal policies. (8) Accountability strengthened (e.g. on budget, institutionalization,
responsive government), complaint addresses, corrective action taken, replication of citizen engagement.

** taken from Democracy Index 2022 final (eiu.com), accessed 15-8-2023
S taken from WB Loan Average Interest Rate by Country | WBG Open Finances (worldbank.org), accessed 15-8-2023
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Appendix 11 Stakeholder’s participation in national policies

Policies

Qualitative Document Analysis (QDA) on participation*

Number | Title

| Objective and content

Participation concept

Cost

Value

Governance system/decentralisation

opment planning
system (SPPN)

coordination

Ensure integration, synchronisation,
and synergy across regions, places,
times, government operations, and
national and local governments.
Link and align planning, budgeting,
impl ion, and oversight

after formulation of a draft techno-
cratic, comprehensive, and measurable
development plan, and work plan.
Combination of bottom-up and top-
down planning approach.

Establishment of Musrenbang (score=3)

the Musrenbang is included in the na-
tional budget (in implementation some
direct costs of participation are borne by
APBN at the national level, and APBD
in the local level)

(score=1)

Law 12/2011 Law on regulation | Regulates law making, including | Participation as the right of citizenin | Not explicitly mentioned. In imple- Not explicitly mentioned
(partly changed by | formulation planning, writing, debating, ratify- | the regulati lation, alongside the cost of | king borne | (score=0)
15/2019) ing, and implementing the suggested methods (score=3) by APBN, including direct cost of
participation (score=0)

Law 23/2014 Regional govern- | Establishes Local Government com- | The policy actively promotes The cost of community empowerment is | Benefits are targeted, but no
(partly changed by | ment position, tasks, and responsibilities. | participation and provides proposed ap- | paid by the local revenue and expendi- | indicator (score=1)
9/2015) The local government shall conduct | proaches for implementing the notion, | ture budget (APBD) (score=1)

government affairs and associated recommends a policy to operationalize

laws ding to and particip Government supports

assistance with broad autonomy public sector innovation (score=3)

within the system
Planning system
Law 25/2004 National devel- Facilitate development actor The entry point for participation is Not explicitly mentioned in the Act, but | Benefits are targeted for

the general planning
system without specifically
acknowledge participation
value (score=0)

Government regu- | Guidance for

Control and evaluation of the im-

Participation of stakeholders in evaluat-

lation 39/2006 and
evaluating devel-
opment planning

implementation.

1 of development plans
need to be carried out to improve

the efficiency and effectiveness of re-
source allocation, as well as increase

o yand accountability in

ing development plans impl,
is allowed. However, in the operation-
alisation thereof participation of society
is passive and limited to receiving

about the eval result

the management of development

(score=1)

Not explicitly mentioned. Definition
of society includes actors, beneficiarics,
bearers of costs and risk of development
(score=0)

Not explicitly mentioned.
(score=0)

Government regu- | Guidance for

Procedures for preparing the

Participation is mentioned as a general

Not mentioned. Regarding implemen-

Not explicitly mentioned.

accountability and transparency are
implemented next.

Community participation controls

ticipate independently in development
process (score=2)

lation 40/2006 formulating na- National long to medium term requirement for development planning | tation, the formulation of national (score=0)
tional development | development plan (RPJM & RPJP), |(score=1) development planning is covered under
planning. Ministries/ Agencies Strategic Plan, APBN and APBD, including participa-
Government Work Plans, Min- tion process (score=0)
istries/Agencies Work Plans, and
impl ion of b
Law 17/2007 Long-term national | National human resources develop- | Direction of long-term development | This policy invices the funding source | Benefits of participation
development ment aims include decentralisation | planning is towards increasing from the socicty as a form of participa- | targeted in the RPJP are
planning (RPJP | and community engagement. Good | empowerment. One of the strategies | tion. However, the cost of participating | accountability, effective and
2005-2025) governance concepts emphasising | is increasing capacity to be able to par- | is not acknowledged. (score=0) efficient decision-making.

(score=2)

Medium term na-
tional development
planning (RPJMN
2015-2019)

President Decree
2/2015

The National RPJM compiled as an
claboration of the Vision, Mission,
and Agenda (Nawa Cita) of the
President/Vice President. RPJM can
be a reference for the community to
participate in the implementation of
national development

Increasing public participation in
public policy process is one key goals
of the national development agenda
(score=3)

Political participation cost was
X d It

Encouraged benefit:
i and

acknowledged, speci on campaign
cost. However, the participation of the
stakeholders for development is not
mentioned (score=0)

accountability (score=2)

State finance system

between central
government and
regional govern-
ment

affairs from the central to the
regional levels. Provincial, district
and city governments have the
right to regulae and manage their
own government affairs according
to the principles of autonomy and
assistance tasks

have an open process of local regulation
formulation, without explaining further
about the mechanism (score=2)

an element of DAU (General Allocation
Fund) and DD (Village Fund) (score=1)

Law 17/2003 National budgeting | Strengthen the foundation for the | State finances serve as the basis for Not explicitly mentioned (score=0) Not explicitly mentioned.
system impl of d lization | budget t and local govern- (score=0)
and regional autonomy ment to have wider authority for their
budgeting system (score=2)
Law 1/2022 Financial balance | This law regulates government Participation as the requirement to Empowerment funding is allocated as | Not explicitly mentioned.

(score=0)

Stakeholder participation system

Law 14/2008 Public information

disclosure

Guarantees the right of citizens to
access public policies plans, public
policy programmes, and public
decision-making processes.

Promotes transparent, accountable,
effective and efficient governance

Encourages public participation in pub-
lic policymaking processes and increases
the active role of the community in
public policy making and good gover-
nance of public bodies (score=3)

Establishment of PPID to provide
information to the public, APBN/D
funded (score=1)

Efficiency of the public
policy process

Develop science
Improve management

and information services
(score=2)
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Policies

Qualitative D

is (QDA) on particij

'P

Number

Title

Objective and content

Participation concept

Cost

Value

Government regu-
lation 45/2017

Public participation
in regional govern-
ment system.

The public has the right to
participate in policy processes,
planning, budgeting, impl

Public participation highly encouraged,
participation level targeting partnership
level. Op of participa-

tion, monitoring, and evaluation of
regional development, regional assets
and natural resources management,
public service organisation, access

to information, and people capacity
building.

tion is claborated (score=3)

Participation budgeting regulated in this
policy. However, participation costs are
not explicitly mentioned. (score=0)

To be responsive to the
need of the people and
effective governance.
(score=2)

Minister for the
empowerment of
state apparatus reg-
ulation 13/2009

Guidelines for im-
proving the quality
of public services
with community
participation

A method of improving the quality
of public services with community
participation which is used as a
reference for work units/

organizational units of public service
providers at ministries/agencies and
local governments to improve the
quality of public services

Improving service quality requires
reconciling customer expectations

with service providers’ individual and
organisational competence and growth.
Successful service delivery depends on
service user community participation in
selecting variety and quality (score=3).

Participation is funded by the Min-
istry/Agency/Local Government.
Costs include complaint manage-
ment, workshop, public service survey,
problem analysis workshop, operators,

materials, b for

To build public trust,
measure public service
performance, enhance
communication and en-
gagement, improve public

service op and

facilitators, coordination, questionnaire
photocopy, and transportation costs
(score=2).

guide decision-makers to
meet community require-
ments. help supervisory
institutions (score=2)

*Scoring system to examine to what extent participation, its cost and value is being accommodated in policies. Score 0, if the policy does not address these concepts; score 1, if the policy briefly
acknowledges the notions; Score 2, if includes the concepts operationalization; Score 3, if the policy ensures funds for stakeholder participation.




Appendix 12 Budget Allocation that includes participation cost (Musrenbangnas)

. 138 139
Function / o Expenditures'** (EUR)
Code P Activities
rogramme Goods Capital Total
General ser- Public relations services, protocol/trial, and adminis-
vices/ manage- | tration (01.2911) 1,243,337.98 - 1,243,337.98
mentsupport [ izational analysis. and
programmeand | P1anning, organizational analysis, and management
implementation (01.2913) 325,583.15 - 325,583.15
of other tech-
nical tasks of Development policy planning support (01.2918) 5,088,909.21 |  781,008.86 5,869,918.07
Bappenas
Development planning: in the allocation of develop-
ment funding (06.2923) 813,858.38 20,837.32 834,695.70
General ser- «+ Development planning policy (06.2923.601) 319,487.26 20,837.32 340,324.58
vices/ National |« Planning regulation system (06.2923.602) 28,220.05 - 28,220.05
devel
evelopment o Short term national development plan 224,476.49 - 224,476.49
planning
(06.2923.603)
« Information on development planning
implementation (06.2923.605) 7246647 ) 72,466.47
TOTAL 8,116,339.00 822,683.51 8,939,022.51

Appendices

Source: Based on Excerpt of DIPA BAPPENAS 2019 and interview 2019.

138. Based on the Regulation of the Minister of Finance 101/PMK.02/2011 concerning budget
classification, goods expenses include operational goods and non-operational goods.
Operational good expenditure is the purchase of consumable goods and/or services that are
used in the context of fulfilling the basic needs of a work unit and generally internal services.
And non-operational good expenditure is the purchase of consumable goods and/or services
associated with the strategy of achieving the performance target of a work unit and generally
external services. While capital expenditure is for acquisition of assets and/or add value to
fixed assets/other assets that provide benefits.

139. Exchange rate of EUR to Indonesian Rupiah (IDR) in 2022: 1 EUR =15.357,06 IDR.
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Appendix 13 Paradigm shift in Indonesian water governance and participation

(1945-1967)

Old order .

Massive engineering
projects

Legacy of neglected
water infrastructure
during the colonial era

Nationalism of

water management,
construction, and
development of public
works

Techno-centric

Algemeen Waterregele-
ment 1936

Manipulation, in-
forming

Very limited role of
civil society

the riverbanks, illegal
housing)

Poor operation and
maintenance of existing
infrastructure

‘Water as supporting
factors

development state

Massive role of foreign
donors and investors
in water infrastructure
projects

Partial approach

Techno-centric

rights of indigenous
peoples. Local gov-
ernance is delegated
authority.

Since 1995, basin-lev-
el natural resource
management agencies
have limited operations

approach
New Order «  Over-population Water as part of o The Water Law Manipulation, in-
(1968-1998) (encroachment of growth-oriented 11/1974 protects the forming, placation,

consultation

Limited role of civil
society

tors: Climate change,
water related disaster
increasing water
balance approach

ed with spatial planning
agency)

approach and maintenance of
infrastructure.
Reform 1998- o The tension between Water project funding | « Water law 7/2004 Sporadic engagement
2008 executive power by the government established of civil society in
(1% decade) + Role of the private Integrated Approach: | ¢ Definition of [IFRM policymaking
sector in water resourc- introducing integrated includes planning, op- Institutionalized
€s management water resource Man- erationalization, main- participatory develop-
« Water as limiting fac- agement (IWRM) tenance, utilization and ment planning
tors: Climate change, disaster control. fragmentation of
water-related disaster « Coordination organi- WRM increasing with
increasing sations (DSDA, TKPS- local government
DA) initiated. autonomy.
Post-Reform o Tension between Shared funding water « New water law 17/2019 More active role of
(2009—present) executive power projects « Regional government civil society
o DPrivate sector in water IWRM, and other laws 23/2014 were Challenged partici-
resources management updated frameworks partially revoked by pation development
« Increasing challenge in water law 17/2019. planning: poor
water as limiting fac- (Water agency integrat- evaluation

Source : compiled and modified from UNESCO-IHE, (2008), Silver (2005), Fulazzaky (2014) and

Hapsari (2019)




Appendix 14 Stakeholder’s participation in sub-national policies

Number

Title

Qualitative Document Analysis (QDA) on participation

Concept

| Cost

Value

Planning System

Regional regulation
3/2008

Long term regional
development planning
(RPJPD) 2005-2025

Suggestion to increase
participation (score=2)

Not explicitly mentioned
(score=0)

Not explicitly
mentioned (score=0)

Regional regulation
6/2010

Spatial planning 2009-
2029

The form of participation in
spatial planning; give input
on the preparation of spatial
planning, determination

of the direction of regional
development (score=2)

Not explicitly mentioned
(score=0)

Not explicitly
mentioned (score=0)

Regional regulation
4/2018

Rural community
empowerment

Community-based activities
are encouraged (score=2)

The budget for community-
based activities is provided via
APBD (score=2)

Benefits are targeted,
but no indicator
(score=2)

Regional regulation
6/2017

Integrated development
planning and budgeting
system

Regional development
planning employs the
approach of technocratic and
participative (score=2)

The budget for development
planning and integrated
budgeting are arranged by
TAPD (score=2)

Benefits are targeted,
but no indicator
(score=2)

Regional regulation
5/2019

Medium term regional
development planning
(RPJMD) 2018-2023

Formulation of RRJMD
implemented participatory
concept by involving
stakeholders (score=2)

Indicative budgeting framework
based on the other regulation
(score=1)

Limited mention of
benefits (score=1)

Regional regulation
7/2019

Settlement and housing
development planning
(RP3KP) 2019-2039

Participatory process on
the formulation of RP3KP
conducted in form of
ideas, data and written
information. (score=2)

Included in the formulation of
RP3KP budget (score=2)

Benefit is encouraged,
but no indicator
(score=2)

Governor Decree
5/2016

Development planning
information system

Citizen can deliver
development ideas or
proposal to limited amount
of time (score=1)

Not explicitly mentioned
(score=0)

0, not explicitly
mentioned (score=0)

Governance System

Regional regulation

Guidance on

Musrenbang conducted by

Budget generated by this system

1, limited mention

on land provision for
national development.

Lurah'. (score=1)

8/2006 formulation of regional | encouraged community be imposed to APBD (score=2) | the benefit (score=1)
development planning | participation based on
and the event of the RKP (Government
Musrenbang institution work plan)
(score=2)
Governor Decree | Bureaucracy reform Open government Budget generated by the 1, limited mention
28/2019 road map 2019-2023 encouraged by strengthening | implementation of this road map | the benefit (score=1)
public information be imposed to APBD, and other
openness, transparency, funding sources (score=2)
public participation in the
implementation of good
governance, and increase
communication and public
aspiration integration
(score=3)
Governor Decree Technical guidance for | Invitation of dissemination | Not explicitly mentioned 0, not explicitly
85/2018 social impact mitigation | and meeting conveyed via (score=0) mentioned (score=0)

Score 0 = concept not mentioned

Score 1= concept mentioned normatively
Score 2= concept operationalisation
Score 3= funding implementation

Score 0: 0 document
Score 1: 1 document
Score 2: 7 document
Score 3: 2 document

Score 0: 3 document
Score 1: 1 document
Score 2: 6 document
Score 3: 0 document

Score 0: 4 document
Score 1: 3 document
Score 2: 3 document
Score 3: 0 document

140. Head of the sub district
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Appendix 15 Development planning programme budget Central Java Province 2019

seolpuaddy

Musrenbang budget element Total (EUR)"

1 Event organizing committee honorarium 92,547.01
2 Honorarium for the procurement of goods and services -
3 Event organiser honorarium 9,415.86
4 Transportation for participants 976.75
5 Art worker wages 325.58
6 Office stationery cost 12,729.72
7 Cost of stamps, stamps and other postal items 146.51
8 Decoration/documentation fee 976.75
9 Tutor/instructor/resource/ expert service fee 22,243.84
10 Print fee 17,109.46
11 Document publication cost 22,972.69
12 Mobility facility rental fee 651.17
13 Table chair rental fee 5,237.33
14 Generator rental fee 3,737.69
15 Tent rental fee 4,219.56
16 Electronic equipment rental fee 10,895.31
17 Food and beverages for meetings and events 47,747.75
18 Domestic official travel costs 22,060.86
19 External official travel costs 25,868.23
20 Non-construction consultancy service fee 6,186.08

Total 306,048.16

Source: Based on DPPA Bappeda Central Java Province, 2019

Appendix 16 Water resource management budget planning at river basin level

‘Water resource management plan Budget plan in EUR" %
2011-2016 2017-2021 2022-2031 Total
Physical Water resource conservation 214,754,647 | 244,773,414 466,365,307 925,893,368 25.34
‘Water utilisation 490,263,110 359,769,383 720,124,816 1,570,157,309 42.97
‘Water damage control 429,183,711 | 239,889,666 481,472,365 1,150,545,742 31.49
Non- ‘Water resource info system 586,050 520,933 1,627,916 2,734,898 0.07
physical [ owerment 1,432,566 1,497,683 1,953,499 4,883,747 0.13
Total 1,136,220,084 846,451,079 1,671,543,902 3,654,215,065 100.00

Source: based on RPSDA, 2015-2031
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Appendix 17 Participation costs for Musrenbang Event, Surakarta, 2019

Code Budget element Activities (participation costs) Total IDR* Total EUR %
5.2.1 Staff Civil servant Event organizing committee honorarium 600.00 39.07 0.1
expenditure | (5.2.1.01)

Goods & services procurement honorarium 5,475.00 356.51 0.9
Non civil servanc Event organiser h i 11,200.00 729.31 19
(5.2.1.02) vent organiser honorarium ,200. . .
5.2.2Goods | Consumables General office stationery 2,671.00 173.93 0.4
and services | (5.2.2.01)
Office stationery for FPD 3,054.00 198.87 0.5
Office stationery Musrenbang RKPD 65,400.00 4,258.63 10.9
Office services Transportation and accommodation 113,250.00 7,374.46 18.9
(5.2.2.02)
Honorarium for invited expert/resource person 6,600.00 429.77 11
Document printing and copying 115,650.00 7,530.74 194
Food and beverages for meetings and events 148,087.50 9,642.96 24.8
Entertainment 124,500.00 8,107.02 20.9
Total 596,487.50 38,841.26 100.0
Source: Based on DPPA Bappeda Kota Surakarta (Number 4.03 0101210952 Musrenbang RKPD), 2019 *In
thousand IDR
Appendix 18 Budget of KOTAKU programme, Disperum KPP Surakarta, 2018
Code Budget element Activities Total EUR %
5.2.1 Staff Civil servant (PNS) | Event organizing committee honorarium 963,73 0,35
expenditure | (5.2.1.01)
Honorarium for KOTAKU community assistance* 1.008,01 0,37
Honorarium for KOTAKU planning expert selection 210,98 0,08
KOTAKU planning expert evaluation 75,54 0,03
Procurement of goods and services 45,58 0,02
Procurement DED slum revitalisation planning 403,72 0,15
Procurement PPKom Planning expert KOTAKU 77,81 0,03
Non PNS Administration (5.2.1.02) 156,28 0,06

5.2.2 Goods | Consumables General office operation 520,93 0,19

and services | (5.2.2.01)

Stamp and other postage expenses 130,23 0,05

Services (5.2.2.02) | Honorarium for KOTAKU planning expert 11.395,41 4,17

Printing and publishing 952,15 0,35

Food and beverages for meetings and events 2.083,73 0,76

Planning consultant service expenses 6.511,66 2,38

5.2.3 Capital | Slum upgrading Slum upgrading package I-IV 237.727,98 86,92
di .2.3.

expenditure | (5.2.3.59) Material and capital for infrastructure network 11.226,11 4,10

Total 273.489,85 100,00

Source: Based on DPPA Disperum KPP Surakarta (Number 1.04.01 01160852 Settlement facility and infrastructure),

2018. *Tangible participation cost
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Appendix 19 Budget of drainage project, PUPR SDA Surakarta, 2018

Budget .
Code Activities Total IDR*** | Total EUR %
element
5.2.1 Staff Civil servant (PNS) Organizing committee honorarium:
expenditure (5.2.1.01)*
PPTK** honorarium 15.000,00 976,75 0,07
Publication team honorarium 10.000,00 651,17 0,04
Non-PNS (5.2.1.02) | 5 grvinistration 4.000,00 260,47 | 0,02
5.2.2Goodsand | Consumables General office stationery 5.000,00 325,58 0,02
services (5.2.2.01)*
Printing and copying 2.437,50 158,72 0,01
Food and beverages for meetings 5.000,00 325,58 0,02
Office services .
. Consultancy: Drainage masterplan 800.000,00 52.093,30 3,48
(5.2.2.02)
5.2.3 Capital Flood mitigation Drainage construction 2.880.000,00 187.535,90 12,53
expenditure capital expenditure -
(5.2.3.64) for PPKom 19.687,50 128198 0,09
Drainage Projectin | pppypss ey 18.018,00 117327 0,08
Semanggi
PPTK** 15.000,00 976,75 0,07
Technical staff 9.100,00 592,56 0,04
Administration staff’ 7.700,00 501,40 0,03
Drainage project planning 50.000,00 3.255,83 0,22
Drainage project monitoring 50.000,00 3.255,83 0,22
Otl?er drainage Othef drainage project in other 19.090.057,00 1.243.080,19 83,07
project location
Total 22.981.000,00 1496445,283 100

Source: Based on DPPA PUPR SDA Surakarta (1.03.01 0301.16.03 Drainage construction projects), 2018. *Shared between all

drainage projects and a drainage masterplan; ** PPTK: Activity Technical Implementation Officer, PPKom: Commitment

Making Officer, PPHP: Work Results Inspection Committee. ***in thousand IDR




Appendix 20 Field work documentation

A. Interview process

Community D Community C

B. Condition of study area

=y T

Before demolition (Community C) After demolition (Community C)
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Temporary settlement Community B
(Huntara)

C. Community events

World Blyank Mission .

Temporary settlement Community C
(RISHA Housing)

Musrenbang meeting Kelurahan Semanggi




Appendix 21 Crosstabulation of respondent’s characters

Community
Character of respondent (in %)
A B C D
Male 58.6 35.7 45.5 62.1
Gender
Female 41.4 64.3 54.5 37.9
20-29 3.4 14.3 12.1 0.0
30-39 34.5 28.6 30.3 24.1
40-49 37.9 28.6 21.2 37.9
Age
50-59 10.3 14.3 24.2 31.0
60-69 10.3 14.3 12.1 6.9
70-78 34 0.0 0.0 0.0
No school 27.6 7.1 9.1 7.1
Elementary school 17.2 50.0 33.3 50.0
Education | Junior high school 31.0 21.4 42.4 21.4
High school 20.7 21.4 15.2 21.4
Graduate school 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
<58 EUR pm 13.8 214 21.2 21.4
58-115EUR pm 69.0 57.1 63.6 57.1
Income 116-173 EUR pm 6.9 21.4 9.1 21.4
174-230 EUR pm 10.3 0.0 6.1 0.0
>230 EUR pm 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Small scale entrepreneur 37.9 17.2 92.9 3.4
Service 13.8 31.0 7.1 10.3
Employee 6.9 10.3 0.0 27.6
Labourer 13.8 10.3 0.0 0.0
Occupation | Trader 10.3 13.8 0.0 20.7
Civil servant 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.9
Housewife 13.8 24.1 0.0 20.7
Retired 34 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unemployed 0.0 6.9 0.0 10.3
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Appendix 22 Cost and value associated with problem structure at MLG

participation principle
Participation costs
limited to direct cost for
state; financing indirect
cost could be prone to
corruption and hence
not financed'*.

governance levels.

Methods used are thematic
participation, where
participants are selected by the
government. e-participation is
well developed in Central Java
Province.

Participation costs can be
efficient and transparent, but
e-participation need resources

not referring to different
problem structure'*.
On moderately
structured problems,
participation costs
were borne by lower
governance levels, for
the sub national level
governance (Java) it is
limited to staff travel
costs.

Governance level | Policy on participation | Participation costs and value in | Participation costs Implementation of
costs and value'"! different type of participation | and value in different participation costs and value
problem structure (impact, exclusion)
Global (WB) The participation Participation costs depend Participation costand | Monitoring/evaluation of
principle is mandatory on project type, Community | value wasn’t linked to participation is not explicit
The cost of participation | Driven Development (CDD) | problem structure on participation cost
is not clearly included; projects have higher costs'* Box-ticking practices found
the borrowing country | Participation methods are in project implementation
has to arrange for mostly consultation
participation costs
National Participation organised | National policy recommends | The governmentis not | Infrastructure and river
(Indonesia) through Musrenbang participation through considered different maintenance programmes
Participation cost consultation. problem types for were not well coordinated
is borne primarily The Public Works Ministry participation funding and did not accommodate
by national budget job description of the river through Musrenbang, River care communities to
(APBN); however, these | and coastal maintenance sub flood protection support. While the state has
costs are integrated in directory encourages river care | infrastructure projects, | rights over the river buffer
other budget lines communities, provides funding | river maintenance area, it cannot implement
for training and awards programme (river care infrastructure projects
communities) without the authority of
local government
Subnational Regional policy Government programmes/ Stakeholder Regional physical water
(Central Java) acknowledges projects cooperate with other | participation approach is | projects, like the dike

project, the BBWS
Bengawan Solo River was
responsible for construction
but could not build because
of the squatters

BBWS has technological
capacities and is less able to
deal with communities

Local (Surakarta)

Participation cost is
regulated, but limited to
direct costs, participants
co-fund

Communities induced

to participate through an
instrumental approach have
lower direct participation cost
than organic participation,
but not necessarily also lower
indirect costs

From the government’s
perspective, costs can be
reduced through one way
communication in structured
problems

Participation costs
from the government’s
perspective are lower
for structured that
moderately structured
problems

Selected participation
methods approach
differed for each
problem type or
community

Higher participation

costs did not influence
participants with higher
stakes, even though they pay
these costs

Participation cost influence
housewives and their
motivation to participate
Those without valid
identification get excluded

141. For global governance see Chapter 5, national - see section 6.3 & 6.4, sub-national - see
section 6.5, local —see Table 7.2

142. Analysed from 28 WB water related projects, see Chapter 5 section 5.3.4. CDD projects are
project that has general aims to engage the community.

143. Intangible cost is hard to monetize and include in the budgeting system (also for fear of being
accused of corruption) see analysis in Chapter 7

144. An approach for participation process, was not considering problem structure to define what
participation are needed. However, they employ strategy: thematic participation process with
specific topic, so that the selection of stakeholder also specific to avoid open conflict.




