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Conclusions and recommendations 

1. It is vital that development work and funding take account of the very close and 
crucial links to the environment that exist for the most poor for whom issues of 
access to natural resources and the impacts of environmental degradation can very 
easily become a matter of life and death. (Paragraph 13) 

2. Any approach to poverty reduction must integrate what are seen as key priorities by 
the poor and set them as key priorities for development. The environment is one of 
these. (Paragraph 15) 

3. DFID’s duty to focus on poverty reduction means that it is absolutely central to its 
role to have a clear and coherent approach to the environment in its work. 
(Paragraph 15) 

4. The message from the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment is clear and stark. The 
environment that we all depend upon, and which is particularly important to the 
most poor and vulnerable in developing countries, is under threat worldwide from 
over-exploitation. This has serious implications on the availability of resources for 
future generations and how we attempt to tackle poverty now so as to minimise 
impacts and ensure real, long-term gains. The Assessment is not a report that can be 
ignored and DFID must take the lead role in Government in ensuring that its 
findings are incorporated into how it, and other departments such as DTI and 
DEFRA, approach development. (Paragraph 20) 

5. How Millennium Development Goals are met will have a major impact on 
environmental sustainability and there is not necessarily a clear framework to ensure 
that all of the Goals are met coherently and simultaneously. This may well prove to 
be counterproductive in the long term. (Paragraph 23) 

6. The clear links between economic growth and environmental degradation, 
particularly with regard to energy consumption and climate change, make it 
imperative that every effort is made by DFID to pursue a less resource intensive 
model for growth and ensure all  negative environmental impacts are minimised as 
countries are assisted in their development. (Paragraph 28) 

Aid Funding 

7. Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers undoubtedly represent an improvement on how 
some aid has been delivered in the past. They encourage good governance, help to 
ensure predictability of aid, allow much more control by recipient governments and 
as we heard are encouraging dialogue between stakeholders within countries on a 
variety of issues, including the environment. However, as DFID itself has recognised 
PRSPs have not, in the main, handled environmental governance and management 
well. (Paragraph 39) 

8. Some bodies, including the Environment Agency, support a programme based 
approach to environmental projects because of the particular difficulties associated 
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with incorporating these cross-cutting issues into direct budgetary support of central 
governments. We agree wholeheartedly with this. (Paragraph 40) 

9. There does not appear to be any sense of urgency within DFID in dealing with the 
very serious problem of integrating the environment into direct budgetary support. 
The Institute of Development Studies produced research commissioned by DFID 
that highlighted this very issue in January 2005 and still little appears to have been 
done in this area.  (Paragraph 42) 

10. In the long term it is entirely unacceptable that the UK should be providing aid to 
developing countries regardless of the environmental consequences. DFID must 
accept that it has a role to play in mitigating the environmental impacts of the 
development it is endeavouring to achieve. (Paragraph 45) 

DFID Policy 

11. We are concerned that the Development Act’s definition of sustainable development 
is at odds with that set out in the Government’s Sustainable Development Strategy, 
making no explicit commitment to try to balance social and economic needs with the 
environment. It is unclear why this separate definition exists and what practical 
purpose it serves. DFID should make explicit the rationale behind this ineffective 
definition of sustainable development and why it is necessary.  (Paragraph 51) 

12. DFID’s website structure is outdated and is in urgent need of being redesigned. It 
copes very poorly with the large number of documents it contains, making many of 
them virtually inaccessible. This is not only frustrating for the user. It has significant 
implications for how transparent DFID can be considered as a department. 
(Paragraph 53) 

13. It is difficult to find clear evidence when looking at the broader range of publications 
from DFID of the good work carried out by the Sustainable Development policy 
unit. References to the environment are often cursory and demonstrate either a lack 
of understanding or an unwillingness to incorporate across the board what is - in 
theory at least - DFID policy.   (Paragraph 56) 

14. The environmental degradation that goes hand in hand with economic growth and 
increased industrialisation (unless properly regulated) can have devastating effects 
on the environment and itself aggravate poverty, both in rural and urban areas.  
DFID should have a strategic vision of the environment that encompasses all of these 
areas and not just a narrow and counterproductive vision of the environment as one 
of many resources for poverty reduction. (Paragraph 58) 

15.  The environmental impact of DFID’s work—beneficial or otherwise—should be 
measured against targets that allow a clear assessment of its effectiveness at 
strategically integrating the environment into how it functions. This should include 
the introduction of a new PSA target that reflects the need to prioritise issues such as 
climate change and biodiversity loss. (Paragraph 60) 

16. DFID needs to remove the artificial distinctions being made between global and local 
environmental impacts, and ensure that assessments are made of the interactions 
between both. Until these interactions are accepted and made explicitly clear by 
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DFID it will continue to be held back from having a fully integrated approach to 
addressing environmental problems.  (Paragraph 61) 

17. Sustainable development should be about achieving poverty reduction which takes 
advantage of the environment and its rich resources whilst at the same time avoiding 
dangerous tipping points. And yet there is very little in DFID’s policy or the 
Secretary of State’s speeches that makes clear that the environment is finite and 
environmental limits exist. On a planet where fish stocks are plummeting, water 
tables are falling and the pace of climate change is accelerating at an alarming rate, 
development and poverty reduction strategies, such as DFID’s, that fail fully to 
incorporate this concept will at best only result in temporary successes. (Paragraph 
62) 

Water 

18. We have no way of knowing the environmental impacts of DFID’s water policies as 
there is not a single mention of sustainable water management or environmental 
considerations in either of its Water Action Plan updates. This is entirely 
unacceptable and must be addressed by DFID immediately. (Paragraph 69) 

19.  We do not take a view on whether private or public sector involvement is the best 
way forward for infrastructure provision. However we are concerned about several 
issues. In particular, the fact that the ability of the private sector to provide an 
effective water service for the most poor and most at need in developing countries is 
increasingly being called into question. We also take the view that for private sector 
provision to be effective in providing a public service it must exist in a strongly 
regulated environment, as it does in the UK.  (Paragraph 75) 

20. Ensuring a robust regulatory environment assures the provision of infrastructure 
with minimal detrimental impacts. Regulatory bodies—if properly instituted—
enable proper water resource management to be incorporated to ensure a long term 
sustainable water supply that does not damage the environment. None of this is 
possible without regulation and it is this, not privatisation, which DFID should be 
focusing its efforts on if it really is serious about ensuring long term poverty 
reduction that is sustainable.  (Paragraph 78) 

Climate and Energy 

21. DFID’s awareness of climate change issues, in its policy at least, is not in question. Its 
2000 publication Achieving Sustainability: Poverty Reduction and the Environment 
covers the issue extensively. It cites numerous examples of the predicted impacts of 
climate change, including the fact that it is estimated that Bangladesh will lose 17% of 
its land area due to rising sea levels. And yet, in evidence to us we were told that 
DFID is only now—six years later—beginning to look at how to incorporate climate 
considerations into its work. (Paragraph 83) 

22. DFID must act now to address the climate implications of how it provides aid—both 
directly and through multilateral organisations. It must also—in the interests of 
equity—put pressure on the UK Government and other donor countries to put their 
own houses in order and address the environmental impacts of their own actions, 
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including emissions of greenhouse gases and the unsustainable use of natural 
resources. (Paragraph 84) 

23. We invited CDC to give evidence before us but they felt unable to do so. It is deeply 
concerning that a company wholly owned by DFID, which has holdings of nearly 
half DFID’s yearly aid budget and is responsible for the emissions of around 2.2 MtC 
into the atmosphere every year, did not feel it had any obligation to report to 
Parliament on its activities and environmental impacts. (Paragraph 88) 

24. There is nothing to prevent environmental parameters, particularly in relation to 
carbon emissions and renewable energy, being set by DFID for CDC’s investments. 
The White Paper includes a commitment to focus on clean energy. Given CDC’s 
already considerable interest in energy it is in the ideal position to increase its 
involvement in this area. Indeed if we are to believe the Prime Minster’s words when 
he called climate change a “challenge so far reaching in its impact and irreversible in 
its destructive power, that it alters radically human existence” there can be no 
argument for it not doing so. (Paragraph 91) 

25. DFID’s climate change policy lacks coherence. On the one hand it highlights the 
seriously detrimental impacts of climate change on the most poor, and is beginning 
very slowly to make this central to how it funds projects. On the other it is directly 
and indirectly responsible for very significant emissions of carbon into the 
atmosphere through the projects it funds. This is a contradiction that needs urgently 
to be resolved. (Paragraph 92) 

26. When asked whether it had any targets on either improving energy supply generally, 
or increasing renewable energy use in particular, we were told by DIFD that it had 
neither. Given the dramatic impacts that even limited improvements in energy 
supply can have on the life of the most poor we find this extraordinary. For DFID to 
have no clear strategy in this area, and for its main focus to be to work through 
multilateral organisations and its arms length ownership of CDC is entirely 
unacceptable. Given the intricate links between energy, poverty and climate DFID 
should be focusing with at least equal financial vigour on increasing supply through 
renewables and microgeneration projects. (Paragraph 93) 

27. Encouraging developing countries not only to adapt to climate change, but also to 
avoid emissions whenever possible as their economies grow is not only beneficial for 
the climate, it makes enormous economic sense. It will provide them with a 
significant advantage in a world that is inevitably moving towards a low carbon 
future.  More generally, any efforts that assist countries to avoid the “dirty”, and in 
the long term costly, development route taken by countries such as China can be 
nothing but beneficial. (Paragraph 94) 

Agriculture 

28. We find it reprehensible that DFID—whatever it is doing on the ground—can 
produce such a short-sighted paper on agriculture policy that whilst clearly setting 
out the many and serious impacts of careless and poorly implemented agricultural 
development, and the need to minimise these, does not set out how it intends to do 
this.  (Paragraph 98) 
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29. The lack of proper integration of the environment into agricultural policy is clearly 
bought home by the fact that of there is only one very vague commitment in the 
policy paper to dealing with environmental impacts, pledging to support recipient 
governments in ensuring that agricultural development strategies provide incentives 
for the sustainable use of natural resources and environmental services. It would be 
of interest to us to hear from DFID the detail of how it intends to do this effectively. 
(Paragraph 99) 

30. There is the potential for oil prices to increase much further in the next decade if the 
warnings about peak oil production are proved to be correct. If realised they will 
have serious impacts in developing countries - and not only on trade and export 
models of agricultural development. Because of this it is an issue that DFID must 
consider as a matter of urgency. (Paragraph 100) 

31. Policy documents such the Water Action Plan and the Agriculture policy paper both 
summarise the potential environmental pitfalls of the development proposed by 
DFID. They both fail properly to set out how they are to be addressed. This is not 
acceptable. Any policy proposal from DFID should come with a clear assessment of 
the environmental impacts of what is proposed and set out concrete actions and 
processes that will be put in place to ensure these are addressed at a strategic level. 
Currently this is not the case and as a result it is impossible to get a clear picture of 
the impacts of the DFID’s activities. We find this entirely unacceptable and it must 
be addressed by the Department. (Paragraph 101) 

Growth 

32. It is becoming increasingly clear that there are environmental restrictions that limit 
the amount of growth that is possible. The question we must ask is this: how can 
poor countries develop within the significant environmental constraints that we 
know exist? This is a question that we have seen little evidence of DFID having posed 
for itself at a strategic level, let alone made any attempt to answer. (Paragraph 102) 

33. The White Paper does acknowledge that ensuring that growth is based on the 
sustainable use of natural resources is one of the challenges for the future. However it 
does nothing to address the increasing evidence of the tensions that exist between 
economic growth and environmental limits, and the need to tread carefully when 
pursuing development.  (Paragraph 104) 

34. We would like to see DFID  focus on slower, more resilient, growth that addresses 
the needs of the most poor and ensures that economic development is not at the 
expense of the environment or of those on the economic margins, who already suffer 
disproportionately from the impacts of environmental degradation.  (Paragraph 106) 

Environmental Capacity 

35. The lack of foresight at senior level in the Department that has allowed the 
environment to lose ground in recent years saddens and alarms us. The widespread 
loss of environmental expertise, both in head office and country offices, is a clear 
example of this.  Sustainability and environmental issues are complex and cross-
cutting, and—we reiterate—vital to development. They stand little chance of being 
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addressed properly if DFID does not have sufficient capacity and expertise to ensure 
the environment is properly integrated to its work. The situation must be remedied 
as a matter of urgency. (Paragraph 113) 

36. We welcome the Minister’s statement to us regarding the two reviews being 
undertaken within DFID: one on senior structure across the Department, and a 
second one on advisory skills. We look forward to seeing the conclusions of these 
reviews. We likewise welcome the announcement that we can expect to see an 
increase in DFID’s environmental capacity.  This increase should enhance expertise 
in both the UK and country offices, including the creation of dedicated 
environmental posts in all country offices where staffing levels make this feasible. 
Where this is not possible expertise must be put in place at regional level at the very 
least.  (Paragraph 114) 

37. We very much welcome DFID’s increased funding from £3.8 billion per year in 
2004/05 to £5.3 billion per year by 2007-08. However, this makes it imperative that 
any changes to staffing and processes for integrating the environment are 
comprehensive and timely enough to ensure these increased funds are spent wisely. 
We would like to see DFID set out a timetable for how this is to be achieved. 
(Paragraph 115) 

Environmental Screening 

38. The quality of environmental screening notes varies to such an extent that it is 
difficult to see how they could have been produced under the same guidance. This 
leads us to conclude that, as we were told during our inquiry, the seriousness and 
thoroughness with which the environment is considered in country offices is very 
much dependent on the knowledge and commitment of individuals. This has got to 
change. (Paragraph 120) 

39.  The system as it exists—although we accept it is currently being reviewed—fails in 
its purpose and needs serious reform. The aim of this must firstly be to ensure that all 
within DFID take the screening process as seriously as it deserves to be taken; 
secondly to ensure that there are sufficient skills within DFID to ensure that this 
process is undertaken properly.   (Paragraph 121) 

40. Any system however decentralised must still be accountable for its actions and the 
quality of its work must be assured. If we had found that the environmental 
screening process was clearly working we would still be unhappy about the apparent 
lack of accountability of country offices as to what follow up actions are pursued. As 
it is we are deeply concerned and hope to see this addressed as a matter of urgency 
within DFID’s current review of environmental screening. (Paragraph 123) 

An Environment Strategy 

41. The conclusions of the recent evaluations of DFID country programmes could not 
be more damning. They demonstrate DFID’s failure to implement a coherent 
approach to integrating the environment on the ground. They also clearly show that 
environmental screening has been allowed to become nothing more than a poorly 
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drafted paper exercise. The situation as stands is a tragic waste of both resources and 
opportunities that has got to change quickly. (Paragraph 126) 

42. There needs to be an urgent assessment of DFID’s overall approach to environment, 
encompassing policy, implementation, and assessment, monitoring and reporting. 
This must be carried out at a senior level and have the full weight of support of senior 
management. In addition, we call on DFID to produce an environment strategy, 
together with a clear implementation plan, covering the same areas. This must make 
clear the importance of the environment as a cross-cutting issue and cover all areas 
of DFID’s work comprehensively. DFID should also report to Parliament on a 
regular basis on the environmental impacts of its activities as part of its duties under 
the International Development (Reporting and Transparency) Act 2006. (Paragraph 
132) 

43. Our conclusions in this Report, together with the similar findings of the European 
Court of Auditors on EU development aid, need to be addressed both at national and 
EU level. We would hope to see the UK Government and Commission learning from 
each other how best to address the issues and co-operating wherever possible to 
ensure effective and coherent policy. (Paragraph 132) 

The White Paper 

44. The White Paper is another missed opportunity for DFID to make the environment 
as central to its work as it has made clear it should be in many of its policy 
documents and in evidence to us. In his first White Paper speech the Secretary of 
State called the idea that developing countries can pursue growth and worry about 
environmental sustainability later a myth. Yet again it appears his Department has 
shown little willingness to apply these fine words to how it functions. (Paragraph 
134) 

Conclusion 

45. DFID is regarded as a world leader and innovator in many areas. What we would like 
to see in the future is DFID taking the lead internationally, as it has with 
conditionality, on integrating the environment into development.  What is needed 
more than anything is the urgent recognition throughout the Department that the 
environment is vital to sustainable development and the will at senior level to ensure 
this is now translated into working practice. (Paragraph 135) 
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Introduction 

1. Over the last nine years the Environmental Audit Committee (EAC) has scrutinised how 
the Government incorporates sustainability and the need to respect environmental limits 
into many aspects of UK policy. We have examined a broad range of issues including 
energy, taxation, housing and procurement, and taken evidence from many Government 
departments including DEFRA, DfT, ODPM (now DCLG), FCO, Home Office, HMT and 
DTI. We recently completed an inquiry into UK Government’s timber procurement 
policies. That inquiry brought home very clearly two facts. Firstly, how UK policies at 
home, such as on timber procurement, can have significant impacts on the environment in 
developing countries. Secondly, it illustrated very clearly not only that environment and 
development are strongly linked, but also that international trade and the rules that govern 
it heavily influence both. Indeed it was clear that whilst all three of these, trade, 
development and environment, could work together to the benefit of poorer countries, this 
is often unfortunately not the case. As a result, in February 2006 we announced our 
decision to establish a sub-committee to carry out a series of inquires on these issues. We 
set out the aims of these inquiries in a press release: 

The aim of these inquiries will be to examine whether there is policy coherence to 
ensure that all the instruments being used for increasing development and trade in 
poorer countries are sustainable - by minimising environmental damage and impacts 
on climate, and protecting natural resources for future generations. They will also 
examine the position, and role, of the environment in poverty reduction, trade and 
development.1 

2. The first inquiry we announced aimed to examine the role of the Department for 
International Development (DFID) and how sustainable development and environmental 
issues in particular, are incorporated into how it carries out its work. 

3. In the course of the inquiry the Sub-committee, chaired by Colin Challen MP, received 
16 memoranda from a range of different organisations, for which we are grateful.  The 
Sub-committee took oral evidence from Gareth Thomas MP, Parliamentary Under-
Secretary of State for International Development and from departmental officials, as well as 
from a range of other organisations. We are grateful to all those who have contributed to 
our inquiry.  

4. Since then we have announced a second inquiry, International Trade and the WTO, 
which is currently under way. The role of trade in development, and the implications for 
the environment will be examined thoroughly in the report from this second inquiry and 
are therefore not touched upon directly in this Report. 

 
1 EAC Press Release,‘ Trade, Development and Environment: The Role of DFID ‘, 14 February 2006 
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Background 

5. In many countries in Sub-Saharan Africa and in countries such as India and Bangladesh 
75% of the population lives on less than $1 a day.  Around 1.1 billion people on the planet 
live in severe poverty, on the equivalent of less than $1. And 2.7 billion, nearly half the 
world’s population, live on the equivalent of less than $2 a day. The situation is worsening 
in many countries – in Sub-Saharan Africa the number of people living on less than $1 a 
day doubled from 164 million to 313 million between 1981 and 2001.2 The need to tackle 
this level of poverty is an imperative that cannot be denied and every effort must be made 
to address the problem. 

6. Whilst we support the Department for International Development (DFID) in its aim of 
reducing poverty in developing countries, what we are also concerned with is how well 
development and aid is focused to ensure that any gains in poverty reduction can be 
maintained and not outstripped by the impacts of long term damage on the environment. 
We are also very keen to see that the large amount of money the UK Government spends 
annually on aid - £4.8 billion in 2004-05—is spent in the most productive and sustainable 
way possible; whilst at the same time respecting the environmental limits by which we are 
all constrained. 

7. Well managed and sustainably exploited common resources are a vital lifeline to the 
most poor: pastures, forests and aquatic environment provide them with food and water 
for themselves, and their livestock, and are a source of income from harvested products. 
Unfortunately this very dependence of the poor on the environment can lead to 
overexploitation and environmental degradation that itself adversely impacts on the most 
poor.  Water usage, insect borne diseases, water and air pollution, chemical use  - including 
pesticides -  can all have severe impacts on the environment and therefore on the health of 
the most poor. Floods, droughts and soil erosion are further examples of  the consequences 
of a degraded environment, all of which affect the poor disproportionately 

8. The interdependence between the most poor and the environment led the World 
Resources Institute to publish The Wealth of the Poor: Managing ecosystems to fight 
poverty. This highlighted the following: 

“Research shows that to benefit the poor economic growth must be coupled with 
policies that reduce inequalities and improve how income is distributed in society. 
Where dependence of the poor on natural resources is high, as it is in most 
developing countries, these policies must necessarily involve the environment. And 
they must translate to governance practices that increase the poor’s access to vital 
natural resources and their ability to govern these resources so that they share in the 
income from them”3 

 
2 WRI, World Resources 2005 -- The Wealth of the Poor: Managing ecosystems to fight poverty. 2005, 

http://population.wri.org/worldresources2005-pub-4073.html  

3 WRI, World Resources 2005 -- The Wealth of the Poor: Managing ecosystems to fight poverty. 2005, 
http://population.wri.org/worldresources2005-pub-4073.html 



13 

 

9. The clear links between environmental degradation, poverty and development were 
illustrated by DFID in their proposal for directly providing the Ugandan Government with 
£145m of budget support between 2004-07. This set out the environmental challenges 
faced by that country: 

 Forest destruction, soil erosion, land degradation, pest diseases and water pollution 
having a severe detrimental impact on yields of export crops such as coffee, 
bananas and fish; 

 A decrease in availability of water and fuelwood results in the poor spending more 
time and effort in meeting daily needs rather than productive activities 

 Sustainability of the exploitation patterns of Lake Victoria, a critical regional 
resource, regarding the key economic service providers (agriculture, fisheries, 
transport and hydro-power, etc) 

 Inadequate and inequitable access to and management of natural resources is an 
important factor which increases tensions and conflicts between herders and 
agriculturalists 

 The overall net impact of climate change may impose further constraints on 
Uganda’s development path if predicted adverse impacts on water resource 
distribution and absolute agricultural activity. 4 

10. The picture that is painted above is repeated all over the world in poor countries that 
are very much dependent on their natural resources as a means of economic growth and 
development. Because of this any approach to development for the most poor must take a 
holistic approach to natural resources and consider them in the context of the ecosystems 
within which they exist. Measures aimed at tackling poverty must not only be aimed at 
increasing growth and improving the income of the most poor, they must also enhance 
and protect natural resources by ensuring the long term survival of the ecosystems from 
which they arise. 

11. The intricate and close relationship that exists between the environment and 
development has not always been properly acknowledged by development agencies and 
governments. This is now changing for one simple reason: climate change. Whilst some are 
still disputing the facts of climate change and its potential impacts, people in developing 
countries are already suffering the consequences. As climate change worsens these 
countries will suffer the worst impacts due to a lack of resilience and their strong 
dependence on the environment for survival. Droughts, floods and storms are likely to 
worsen. Weather patterns on which so many agricultural poor rely for the rain to feed their 
crops will be increasingly disrupted.  Disease will increase as the range for insect vectors, 
such as the malaria mosquito, expand with increasing temperatures. Indeed it is not only 
future development that will be affected. Many existing development achievements will be 

 
4 DFID, Uganda Poverty Reduction Budget Support (PRBS) 2004/05 onwards, November 2004. Full document available 

in Appendix 2 
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threatened. Infrastructure, such as roads and water supply systems, is particularly 
vulnerable to adverse weather impacts and existing agricultural development will suffer as 
a result of increased droughts and desertification. 

12. All these impacts of environmental degradation and loss of ecosystem services are 
serious. However there is one major difference between the impacts of environmental 
degradation - and climate change in particular - in different parts of the world: developed 
countries are more resilient. There is no doubt that there will be huge economic impacts 
for all people from climate change. What is unlikely is that there will be loss of life in 
developed countries on the scale we will see in developing countries. Global environmental 
issues, such as climate change, that will have disproportionate impacts on developing 
countries have got to be addressed as a matter of urgency. 

13. The clear links that exist between environment and poverty reduction make it 
imperative that DFID ensures they become core to its work on development, not only in 
theory but also in practice. It is vital that development work and funding take account of 
the very close and crucial links to the environment that exist for the most poor for 
whom issues of access to natural resources and the impacts of environmental 
degradation can very easily become a matter of life and death. 

What do poor people want? 

14. Despite the inextricable links between poverty and the environment it could be argued 
that if this issue is not a priority for poor people in developing countries then it should not 
be a priority for development agencies. This, however, is not the case. In November 2001, 
DFID commissioned a review of 23 Participatory Poverty Assessments covering 14 
countries in Asia, Africa, Latin America and Europe.  Participatory Poverty Assessments 
(PPA) are aimed at exploring the issues affecting poor people directly and include their 
views in decision-making processes that affect them. The review found that again and 
again the environment is of serious concern to poor people. They are acutely aware of the 
impacts of poor environmental conditions on their health, of their vulnerability to 
environmental disasters and stresses, and of their dependence on access to natural 
resources and wild produce for survival.5 

15. The above findings give extra weight to calls to ensure that environmental 
considerations are included as an integral part of the development work that DFID 
undertakes. Any approach to poverty reduction must integrate what are seen as key 
priorities by the poor and set them as key priorities for development. The environment 
is one of these. Poor peoples are also closely intertwined with their surrounding 
environment.  Any development must respect this relationship and ensure the sustainable 
exploitation of natural resources that respects environmental limits. DFID’s duty to focus 

 
5 Centre for Development Studies,Poverty And The Environment: What The Poor Say, 2001 

http://www.dfid.gov.uk/pubs/files/whatthepoorsay.pdf  
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on poverty reduction means that it is absolutely central to its role to have a clear and 
coherent approach to the environment in its work. 

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 

16. Until recently the interactions between human activities, particularly economic 
development and the environment, had never been assessed for their overall impact on the 
planet and its ecosystems. The examples citied above provide some indication of the 
delicate and intricate connections that exist, but are only indications of the overall picture. 
Our understanding of these interactions changed in 2005 with the publication of the 
findings of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA). 

17. The UN launched the MA in June 2001 to examine the consequences of ecosystem 
change for human well-being and to consider options for responding to those changes. The 
Assessment was completed in March 2005. The main thrust of the $17 million project was 
to review the available scientific evidence to determine how well ecosystems will be able to 
continue to provide the so-called services on which people on the planet depend. The MA 
focuses on “ecosystem services (the benefits people obtain from ecosystems), how changes in 
ecosystem services have affected human wellbeing, how ecosystem changes may affect people 
in future decades, and response options that might be adopted at local, national, or global 
scales to improve ecosystem management and thereby contribute to human well-being and 
poverty alleviation.”6 

Ecosystem services, as defined by the MA, provide resources including food, water, fuel, 
and fibre; regulate systems by prevention of soil erosion and flooding;  provide cultural 
services such as  recreation, spiritual values, and a “sense of place”; and provide basic 
environmental support such as soil formation, nutrient  cycling, and oxygen from 
photosynthesis.  

18. The Synthesis report, which was followed by individual reports on Biodiversity, 
Desertification, Challenges for Business and Industry, Wetlands and Water, and Health, 
was published in March 2005. The report highlighted the main findings of the Assessment, 
all of which have significant implications for development:  

 Humans have changed ecosystems more rapidly and extensively in the last 50 
years than in any other period.  

 More land was converted to cropland in the 30 years after 1950 than in the 150 
years between 1700 and 1850. 

 More than half of all the synthetic nitrogen fertilizers ever used on the planet has 
been applied since 1985.  

 10 to 30 percent of mammal, bird and amphibian species are currently 
threatened with extinction.  

 
6 MA website, http://www.millenniumassessment.org/en/about.overview.aspx? , 13 June 2006 
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 Only four ecosystem services have been enhanced in the last 50 years: increases 
in crop, livestock and aquaculture production, and increased carbon 
sequestration for global climate regulation.  

 Two services – capture fisheries and fresh water – are now well beyond levels 
that can sustain current, much less future, demands.  

 The degradation of ecosystem services is likely to grow significantly worse 
during the first half of this century and is a barrier to achieving the UN 
Millennium Development Goals.  

 In all scenarios examined progress in eliminating hunger could be made but at 
far slower rates than that needed to halve the number of people suffering from 
hunger by 2015 [the first Millennium Development Goal] 

 Changes in ecosystems influence the abundance of human pathogens such as 
malaria and cholera, as well as the risk of emergence of new diseases. Malaria 
accounts for 11 percent of the disease burden in Africa and has cost the 
continent $100 billion in lost GDP in the last 35 years. 

 It may be possible to reverse the degradation of ecosystems while meeting 
increasing demands but this would involve large policy and institutional changes 
which are not currently under way. 7 

 
19. The Synthesis report also highlighted the fact that the regions of the world where there 
are serious levels of environmental degradation (sub-Saharan Africa, Central Asia, some 
regions in Latin America, and parts of South and Southeast Asia) are also the areas where 
there is greatest poverty and where the greatest effort is required to achieve the Millennium 
Development Goals. 

20. The message from the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment is clear and stark. The 
environment that we all depend upon, and which is particularly important to the most 
poor and vulnerable in developing countries, is under threat worldwide from over-
exploitation. This has serious implications on the availability of resources for future 
generations and how we attempt to tackle poverty now so as to minimise impacts and 
ensure real, long-term gains. The Assessment is not a report that can be ignored and 
DFID must take the lead role in Government in ensuring that its findings are 
incorporated into how it, and other departments such as DTI and DEFRA, approach 
development. 

The Millennium Development Goals 

21. The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were agreed at the United Nations 
Millennium Summit in September 2000 and were signed up to by 189 countries. The eight   
MDGs set out what the international community hopes to achieve by 2015 in reducing 
poverty and increasing development, namely to: 

1. Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger  

 
7 MA Press Release, ‘Experts say that attention to ecosystem services is needed to achieve global development goals’, 

30 March 2005. 
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2. Achieve universal primary education  
3. Promote gender equality and empower women  
4. Reduce child mortality  
5. Improve maternal health  
6. Combat HIV and AIDS, malaria and other diseases  
7. Ensure environmental sustainability  
8. Develop a global partnership for development 

 
22. There are also 18 targets used to assess progress. Of these Target 9 “to integrate 
principles of sustainable development into country policies and reverse the loss of 
environmental resources”, is the only one that focuses specifically on the environment and 
the only one that is not measurable. Full details of all the MDGs can be found in Appendix 
1.  DFID has recognised that the Millennium Development Goals have a crucial part to 
play in “reducing poverty and encouraging progress in the developing world”. As a result, 
it has made them the main focus of all of its work. Despite this focus by DFID, and other 
members of the international donor community, it is widely acknowledged that 
achievement of the Goals by 2015 is off-track, particularly in Sub-Saharan Africa.8 

23. Useful though the MDGs have been in focusing development efforts they are in essence 
flawed. Despite the recognition of many of those working in development, including 
DFID, that the environment and sustainability underpin much of what is being aimed for 
in the MDGs, the Goals themselves do not explicitly make these links. Furthermore, 
although attempting to meet the target date 2015 is important what is more important is 
that these achievements are made sustainably. Therefore in terms of development we need 
to be thinking 50 to 100 years into the future to ensure that the gains made by 2015 and 
beyond are maintained. The Goals do not reflect this need. For example efforts to improve 
water supply must go hand in hand with improving water catchment management and 
ensuring that water supplies, and ecosystems, are resilient to climate change as well as 
rising future demands.  How Millennium Development Goals are met will have a major 
impact on environmental sustainability and there is not necessarily a clear framework 
to ensure that all of the Goals are met coherently and simultaneously. This may well 
prove to be counterproductive in the long term. 

Growth and the Environment 

24. Economic growth, particularly in less developed economies, is highly dependent on the 
increased exploitation of natural resources. It is also widely recognised that economic 
growth is closely coupled with increased energy consumption. This linkage of growth to 
both natural resource use and energy consumption has enormous implications for the 
environment, and climate change in particular. WWF has been campaigning for many 
years to raise awareness of the fact that we are consuming resources at an unsustainable 
level. Its One Planet Living campaign highlights the fact that if everyone on the planet were 

 
8 WRI, World Resources 2005 -- The Wealth of the Poor: Managing ecosystems to fight poverty. 2005, 

http://population.wri.org/worldresources2005-pub-4073.html 
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to consume natural resources and generate carbon at the rate we do in the UK, we would 
need three planets to support us.9  

25. Even if climate is not considered as a factor, environmental degradation will have 
severe limiting impacts on sustainable growth. Reports from China demonstrate the 
adverse impacts of the fast growth that has taken place there and reveal the associated 
environmental problems.  Around 25 billion tonnes of waste water flows into the Yangtze 
river every year, 80% of it untreated.10 Air pollution is blamed for the premature death of 
400,000 Chinese every year, and crop returns are steadily decreasing in quantity and 
quality because of polluted land and water.11  The loss of tree cover and the reduction in 
rain in northern areas have resulted in the Gobi Desert encroaching land to within 100 
miles of Beijing. According to the World Bank, China is home to seven of the world's 10 
most polluted cities and environmental damage costs China 10% of its GDP.12  The 
problem is not limited to within Chinese borders: China accounts for around quarter of 
worldwide emissions of mercury into the atmosphere.13 

26. The problems China is now facing as the result of its rapid growth are clear examples of 
the impacts of economic growth that is poorly regulated and therefore does not respect 
environmental limits. This rapid growth that has been experienced by countries such as 
Brazil, China and India raise significant questions about the future path of development.  
These countries—as was made very clear during our report on timber - are now 
consuming enormous amounts of natural resources and having global impacts. China was 
the biggest importer of tropical logs in the world in 2004, with over half of the total 
7.3million m3, and its carbon emissions are second only to those of the US.14,15 

27. That all countries have a right to develop sustainably is undeniable. It is also undeniable 
that high-income countries owe an enormous ecological debt to the planet as their growth 
and development has come at significant environmental costs—the loss of species and the 
impact of climate change are just two examples of this.  The per capita consumption of 
even middle-income countries is still minimal compared to what we consume in the 
developed world. Per capita carbon emissions in the UK and US were 9.5 and 19.9 tonnes 
of carbon per year in 2001. In India and China, they were 0.9 and 2.4 respectively and the 
figure for Africa was 1 tonne of carbon per capita. By 2025 it is predicted that per capita 
emission in the UK and US will be 10.1 and 23.4 tonnes of carbon, China and India 
emission will be 4.6 and 1.3, with Africa still only emitting 1.1tonnes per capita. However 

 
9 WWF website, http://www.wwf.org.uk/oneplanetliving/index.asp  

10 The Guardian, ‘The Yangtze: Pollution killing river they said was too big to poison’, 31 May 2006 

11 The Independent, ‘China's boom is killing sea that gives it life, warn scientists’ 10 March 2006 

12 CNN, ‘Environment pays price of progress’ 3 May 2005. 

13 The Financial Times, ‘China learns of pollutant perils as the mercury rises’, 13 July 2006 

14 EAC Report,Sustainable Timber, Session 05-06, January 2006 

15 EAC Report, The International Challenge of Climate Change: UK Leadershipin the G8 & EU, Session 04-05, March 
2005 
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by then overall emissions from developing countries will have outstripped those from the 
developed world.16 

28. The clear links between economic growth and environmental degradation, 
particularly with regard to energy consumption and climate change, make it imperative 
that every effort is made by DFID to pursue a less resource intensive model for growth 
and ensure all  negative environmental impacts are minimised as countries are assisted 
in their development. 

Development Aid 

29. The highly publicised G8 meeting at Gleneagles in July 2005 chaired by the UK 
Government resulted in a series of commitments aimed at meeting the Millennium 
Development Goals. These included a promise to double aid by 2010—an extra $50 billion 
worldwide and $25 billion for Africa; and writing-off the debts of 18 of the world's poorest 
countries, most of which are in Africa, which was said to be worth up to $55 billion.  The 
target for international aid provision for individual countries is 0.7% of GDP. Provisional 
figures from the OECD for official development assistance 2005 show that only five of its 
member countries achieved this: Luxembourg; Netherlands; Norway, Sweden and 
Denmark. In cash terms US ($27.5 billion), Japan ($13.1billion), UK ($10.8 billion), France 
($10.1billion) and Germany ($9.9 billion) were the largest donors.17 

30. Aid is delivered to recipient countries either through multilateral development 
institutions (MDIs) such as the World Bank, UN Development Programme, Food and 
Agriculture Organisation, or as bilateral aid from individual countries. According to the 
National Audit Office, multilateral institutions provided £11 billion, or one quarter, of total 
aid to developing countries in 2003. Of this, £4billion was provided by the EU.18  

31. DFID’s expenditure on development in 2004/05 was £2.14 billion on bilateral aid and 
£1.5 billion through multilateral development institutions. There was also expenditure of 
£0.9billion through other UK official sources.  Around 20% of bilateral aid is in the form of 
Poverty Reduction Budget Support (PRBS) in which funds to support development 
programmes are provided directly to a partner government’s exchequer. The main MDIs 
that UK aid is channelled through, in order of importance, are the EU, World Bank, UN 
Agencies, Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Trust Fund, Regional Development Banks, 
Global Environmental Fund, International Research Organisations and the 
Commonwealth. In total 30 multilateral organisations received 39% of DFID’s aid 
spending in 2004-05.19 

 
16 ibid 

17 OECD,‘Aid flows top USD 100 billion in 2005’,4 April 2006, 
http://www.oecd.org/document/40/0,2340,en_2649_33721_36418344_1_1_1_1,00.html  

18 NAO, DFID: Engaging with Multilaterals, December 2005, www.nao.org.uk/publications/DFID_multilaterals.pdf  

19 ibid 
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32. DFID’s expenditure is divided into 8 broad sectors for which proportions of 
expenditure in 2004-05 were: economic 28%, health 17%, humanitarian assistance 16%, 
education 13%, governance 10%, social 7%, rural livelihoods 6% and environment 2% 
(mainly through the UN Global Environmental Facility).20 However, we were told during 
evidence that £552.2 million of bilateral aid in 2004-05 could be considered to have a 
significant environmental component.21 Bilateral aid provided by DFID falls into the 
following categories: financial aid (including PRBS), technical cooperation, grants and 
other aid in kind, humanitarian assistance and DFID debt relief. All aid streams are 
underpinned by their contribution to achieving the Millennium Development Goals 
agreed in Johannesburg. 

33. The majority of DFID aid is destined for Asia and Africa. The top 10 recipients of 
bilateral aid, excluding humanitarian assistance, in 2004-05 were as follows: 

Country  £m

India   259

Bangladesh  103

Tanzania  93

Afghanistan  73

Ghana     72

Ethiopia  56

Malawi    52

Uganda  50

Mozambique  48

Nigeria     47

 

DFID no longer directly funds significant projects in Latin America. Instead it relies for the 
most part on channelling funds to these areas through multilateral institutions, mainly the 
World Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank. 

 
20 DFID, Statistics on International Development 2005, http://www.dfid.gov.uk/pubs/files/sid2005/contents.asp  

21 Ev154 



21 

 

How aid is changing 

34. The way aid is delivered and how it is spent is changing. For a long time aid, 
particularly from the World Bank, was conditional on the recipient implementing 
significant fiscal reforms aimed at ensuring “good” economic governance. These structural 
adjustment programmes were controversial, of questionable effectiveness in reducing 
poverty and often very unpopular. As a result, in the last ten years there has been a move 
towards direct budgetary support of recipient central governments based on the contents 
of Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) that are prepared by recipient countries—
often with the assistance of World Bank staff and other consultants—outlining their own 
areas of priority.22 PRSPs are now a requirement for World Bank funding and vital if low-
income countries want to access funds under the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries 
Initiative. Direct budgetary support is an approach that is becoming increasingly important 
for both multilateral and bilateral aid provision and is seen as a key tool for improving 
governance in recipient countries by ensuring ownership of development spending by 
governments. Since July 2002, the World Bank has based its Country Assistance Strategies, 
its plans for assistance to low-income countries, on PRSPs. The World Bank sets out five 
principles on which PRSPs are based:  

 They should be country-driven and involve civil society and the private sector. 

 They should be focused on outcomes that benefit the poor.  

 They should recognize that tackling poverty requires a comprehensive approach 
that addresses lack of income and also lack of opportunity, security, and a voice in 
decision-making. 

 They should encourage coordinated involvement of bilateral, multilateral and non-
government organizations in the country's poverty reduction programme.  

 They should be based on a long-term perspective for poverty reduction and the 
involvement of all stakeholders to encourage ownership of the PRSPs by all sectors 
in a country.23 

35. A further development is an increasing move away from economic conditionality that 
is being led by the UK Government and DFID. In March 2005 DFID announced that “we 
will not make our aid conditional on specific policy decisions by partner governments. That 
includes policy decisions on sensitive economic policy choices like privatisation or trade 
liberalisation.”  DFID also committed itself to press the International Monetary Fund 
(IMF) and World Bank to reform their use of conditionality. 

 
22 Q177 

23 World Bank Website, http://web.worldbank.org , 16 June 2006 
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Implications for the environment 

36. Increasingly all project funding and budgetary support is strongly dependent on the 
contents of PRSPs. The issue of how well represented the environment is in these 
documents came up several times in evidence. The World Bank’s PRSP Sourcebook, which 
is the guide available to countries working to draw up a PRSP, does include a section on the 
environment. This chooses very deliberately to focus on the fact that “improving 
environmental conditions can help reduce poverty” rather than on ensuring that “poverty 
alleviation should not damage the environment of the poor, which would only substitute 
gains in one area for losses in another”.24 The reasons for this are is unclear and raises the 
question of whether the World Bank has a coherent policy towards sustainable 
development. 

37. We were interested to see how effective PRSPs were in practice at reflecting concerns 
about the environment in different countries. It was made clear to us that though they are 
meant to be country-led and country-owned documents they are strongly moulded by the 
priorities and expectations of the World Bank and the IMF: 

They are intended to be country-owned but because you are designing them in order 
to access money run by the IMF and the World Bank they are heavily influenced by 
the demands of the IMF and the World Bank. They are joint strategy assessments in 
which these PRSP papers are assessed by international funding institutions in order 
to see whether they are appropriate to loan money to.25 

38. The evidence we received highlighted the fact that there have been benefits of PRSPs 
with regard to the environment. They have often allowed a debate to take place within 
countries on environmental concerns and priorities that would not otherwise have taken 
place.26 However, this is unfortunately not always reflected in the final PRSP. Environment 
is just one of many priorities for multilateral and bilateral donors. Recipient countries, 
particularly when first focusing on PRSPs, tend not to prioritise the environment. This 
picture does change with time, and in countries which have been through various rounds 
of PRSP preparation, such as Ghana and Tanzania, the environment features much more 
strongly. However Dr Waldman, from the Institute of Development Studies (IDS), 
highlighted that when the environment, even in simple terms, appears in PRSPs this does 
not necessarily translate into policies and spending: 

Inevitably when we get to budgeting and implementation that is where environment 
tends to drop off the agenda for a whole range of reasons. Where environment does 
tend to come through in developing countries is in small projects which are donor 
funded rather than in government incentives to push environmental issues.27 

 
24 World Bank PRSP Source Book, http://web.worldbank.org/June 2006 

25 Q177 

26 Linda Waldman with contributions from A. Barrance, R.F. Benítez Ramos, A. Gadzekpo, O.Mugyenyi, Q. Nguyen, G. 
Tumushabe & H. Stewart. 2005. Environment, Politics, and Poverty: Lessons from a Review of PRSP Stakeholder 
Perspectives. Synthesis Review. 

27 Q 181 
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The reasons for this were also highlighted: 

There is a tension between needing to meet environmental demands, which is low on 
the World Bank's and IMF's agenda, and needing to show increased country 
revenue, […] Of course, there is the very simple fact that governments have limited 
resources and hard choices to make and, unfortunately, environment tends to lose 
out in those positions.28 

The concerns about how strongly the environment fails to feature within PRSPs and the 
unwillingness—or inability—of recipient country central governments to implement 
environmental policies was also emphasised by other witnesses, such as the International 
Institute for Environment and Development (IIED): 

Many of the key environmental issues are handled on a day-to-day basis by local 
people, local institutions, local government, local organisations, and somehow DFID 
and other donors need to find a way of being able to listen, to learn from and to 
support action at that sort of level.29   

39. Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers undoubtedly represent an improvement on how 
some aid has been delivered in the past. They encourage good governance, help to 
ensure predictability of aid, allow much more control by recipient governments and as 
we heard are encouraging dialogue between stakeholders within countries on a variety 
of issues, including the environment. However, as DFID itself has recognised PRSPs 
have not, in the main, handled environmental governance and management well. DFID 
provided us with examples of countries, such as Pakistan and Bangladesh, where it has 
assisted in increasing the environmental focus during the preparation of PRSPs.30Whilst 
this is welcome, if it does not translate into improvements in recipient Governments’ 
environmental efforts its value is questionable. 

In a recent interview Laurent Sedogo, environment Minister of Burkina Faso, stated the 
issue very succinctly “Before, government and donors were very interested in the 
environment. Now they prefer to fund social projects: schools, hospitals”. As an example of 
the connections between the environment and development Sedogo goes on to highlight 
the links that exist in his country between poor water management, the resulting seasonal 
agriculture and migration to cities, homelessness and HIV rates.31 

40. The Environment Agency told us that: 

 our concern is that a pure country-led approach may steer the focus of development 
into a particular direction—a very important direction, health and education—but it 

 
28 ibid 

29 Q105 

30 Ev154 

31 The Guardian, ‘Which planet are you on’, 21 June 2006 
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may leave these important environmental and poverty connections rather bereft and 
under-resourced32 

The situation, as we have found it and as is highlighted above, is far from satisfactory. We 
are glad to see that DFID has to some extent acknowledged this and has—we are told—
commissioned research into how budgetary support can be improved better to reflect the 
importance and relevance of the environment to poverty reduction.33 However, we are 
concerned that the focus on PRSPs may deter country offices from encouraging individual 
projects with significant environmental benefits simply because they do not fit in with the 
current aid doctrine. Given the unsurprising lack of capacity in countries that are 
struggling with more basic governance issues it is vital not to limit aid to direct budgetary 
support. We would, of course, like to see a continued focus on encouraging recipient 
governments to improve environmental capacity so that the benefits of integrating 
environment into decision making is understood. Unfortunately, this will not be easy to 
achieve—in some countries impossible—and will take time and effort. In the meantime, 
every opportunity should be sought to ensure that aid spending on individual projects and 
through avenues other than central government maximises environmental benefits and 
minimises impacts. Some bodies, including the Environment Agency, support a 
programme based approach to environmental projects because of the particular 
difficulties associated with incorporating these cross-cutting issues into direct 
budgetary support of central governments. We agree wholeheartedly with this. 

41. It was not made clear to us what DFID is doing to address this although the Minister 
did acknowledge in evidence to us that the problem exists: 

What I think is clear is that poverty reduction strategy papers, which are the key tool 
in countries for setting the priorities which budget support then comes in behind, 
have not focused as much as they could do on environment.  We have a sense that 
that is beginning to change but clearly there is a need for the international 
community, in the dialogue with developing countries, to support them to do 
more.34   

42. There does not appear to be any sense of urgency within DFID in dealing with the 
very serious problem of integrating the environment into direct budgetary support. 
The Institute of Development Studies produced research commissioned by DFID that 
highlighted this very issue in January 2005 and still little appears to have been done in 
this area.  

43. Failure of direct budgetary support to integrate the environment is not the only 
problem. It was clear from our examination of various Environmental Screening Notes on 
spending proposals prepared by country offices—an issue to which we will return later—
that there is a general feeling that the environmental impacts of spending undertaken by a 
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government that receives budgetary support from DFID are indirect and, conveniently, not 
attributable to DFID’s activities.  This is in our view an incorrect assumption. DFID must 
take on the responsibility for the adverse environmental impacts of those governments it 
funds and work assiduously to minimise them wherever possible. 

44. The report produced by the IDS for DFID, Environment, Politics and Poverty, 
concluded very forcefully that one of the important areas that needs greater attention, if the 
environment and sustainability are to become stronger components of poverty reduction 
strategies, was how to improve the participation of stakeholders. The report highlighted 
parliamentarians, civil society and the media as three groups with whom engagement 
should increase. We agree this would be highly desirable and should feature strongly in any 
assessment of how to make PRSPs and their implementation perform better with regard to 
the environment. Indeed, a model for this already exists in the Public Private Infrastructure 
Advisory Fund, which is funded by DFID and is involved in a wide range of activities for 
capacity building and information dissemination on infrastructure development and 
private sector involvement. The same approach could be used to increase awareness of 
environmental issues and how they can become integrated into Government policy.  

A survey of 47 journalists in Honduras, Jamaica, Sri Lanka and Zambia  concluded that a 
lack of information about climate change, combined with too few well-informed and 
interested editors, prevents appropriate media coverage in these countries. The authors 
concluded that even where climate change policies exist in developing countries, they are 
often disconnected from local needs. To tackle this, they recommend ensuring that local 
people become involved in climate change debates.35 

45. The argument, which we accept, that our development owes an environmental debt to 
poorer countries only carries us so far, as is exemplified by the case of China. The current 
impacts of China’s rapid development are enormous—although at the moment much 
lower than most developed countries if considered on a per capita basis—and have 
increased dramatically in the last 20 years. If the UK and other international donors are 
successful in their work then there is likely to be an increasing number of countries that 
will be following in China’s footsteps. If the environmental impacts of growth are not 
understood and mitigated then the cost of achieving this development will be enormous 
and, in the case of climate change, in all likelihood catastrophic. In the long term it is 
entirely unacceptable that the UK should be providing aid to developing countries 
regardless of the environmental consequences. DFID must accept that it has a role to 
play in mitigating the environmental impacts of the development it is endeavouring to 
achieve. There needs to be a serious internal drive within DFID systematically to 
encourage and assist countries to integrate the environment into their spending, and where 
this is not possible to address the issue in other ways, by funding local organisations and 
projects. A clear strategy on how this will be achieved needs to be put in place, and we 
would like DFID to outline to us how it intends to do this.  Not only this, any measures put 
in place must be effective and have clear support from highest levels within DFID. 

 
35 Panos, Whatever the Weather, 2006, http://www.panos.org.uk/resources/reportdetails.asp?id=1078  
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Conditionality 

46.  Conditionality is aid funding by one country to another dependent on certain 
conditions being met; it has historically been closely entwined with development aid. The 
World Bank has always imposed, and continues to do so, significant economic conditions 
that need to be met for a country to qualify for aid.  However conditionality exists in many 
other forms. Actionaid—in its recent report Real Aid: an agenda for making aid work—
made a distinction between what it considers real aid and aid from donor countries that, 
because of how it is spent, is ineffectual. In this second category it included: 

 Spending on technical assistance from expensive international consultants; 

 Tying aid to (expensive) purchases from donor country firms; 

 Excessive administration, monitoring and transaction cost; 

 Double counting of debt relief; 

 Spending on asylum and immigration in donor country counted as aid.36 

47. It claims that after all these have been considered only 39% (or $27 billion in 2003) of 
aid from donor countries is having a beneficial impact on the ground. The UK no longer 
allows tying of aid. However it has been criticised for a significant amount of expenditure 
on international consultants. 

48. DFID published its new policy on aid conditionality in March 2005.37 In this it set out 
the new basis for UK support development support  which will be  based on 
commitment—with agreed benchmarks—to progress in three areas: 

 poverty reduction and the MDGs; 

 respecting human rights and other international obligations; and 

 strengthening financial management and accountability, which reduces the risk of 
funds being misused through weak administration or corruption. 

Failure to meet agreed commitments will not, however, be an automatic reason to 
withdraw funding. To encourage stability, withdrawal of funds is seen as a last resort 
response to failure. The paper made it clear that in the past donations of aid that are 
conditional on policy outcomes were likely to fail and be ignored by recipients, unless these 
outcomes were country driven. Whilst this new approach by DFID is welcome, and the 
reason for adopting it understandable, it does remove any leverage UK may have as a 
donor for pursuing the implementation of non-economic conditions, including 
sustainability and the environment, particularly as we have seen that these are not properly 
integrated into the MDGs.  

 
36 Actionaid, Real Aid – Anagenda for making aid work, June 2005 http://www.actionaid.org/index.asp?page_id=461  
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http://www.dfid.gov.uk/mdg/conditionality.asp  



27 

 

49. DFID’s paper on conditionality also acknowledges that in the case of fragile states it is 
difficult or impossible to work with government but that this is not a reason not to 
continue working on development through other channels, such as NGO’s and other non-
governmental partnerships. It would seem to us that the same argument could be made 
about other development issues such as environment: if it is not possible to work directly 
with governments other approaches should be used. It is the most poor who have the 
closest links with the environment and who are most concerned with the impacts of its 
degradation on their lives—it is through these, the people most affected, that DFID should 
work directly, particularly when other approaches fail. This will always be a much more 
resource intensive way of working when compared to supporting governments directly 
and will require greater expertise and staffing within DFID, an issue to which we return 
later in this Report.  

DFID: Incorporating Environment into 
Development 

50. So far we have examined general issues relating to development and the environment 
and to some extent DFID’s effectiveness in these areas. This section examines how DFID 
integrates its policy on the environment into its work in practice, focusing on several areas. 
Firstly DFID’s policy and rhetoric to determine whether it properly encompasses the 
environment. Secondly whether DFID has the institutional capacity and structure, and also 
very importantly, the will to implement environmental polices properly and to make the 
environment a core component of how it approaches development. Thirdly, we touch on 
the issue of the long term implications of development and the approach taken by DFID in 
specific areas. Finally we set out our views on the recently published White Paper and call 
for DFID to implement an Environment Strategy. 

Poverty Reduction and Sustainable Development 

51. DFID has a statutory duty under the Development Act 2002 to focus on poverty 
reduction. The Act states that the Secretary of State may provide any person or body with 
development assistance if he is satisfied that the provision of the assistance is likely to 
contribute to a reduction in poverty. Development assistance is defined as assistance 
provided for the purpose of furthering sustainable development or improving the welfare 
of the population. The Act then goes on to define sustainable development to include any 
development that is, in the opinion of the Secretary of State, “prudent having regard to the 
likelihood of its generating lasting benefits for the population of the country”. Lasting benefits 
are not defined. We are concerned that the Development Act’s definition of sustainable 
development is at odds with that set out in the Government’s Sustainable Development 
Strategy, making no explicit commitment to try to balance social and economic needs 
with the environment. It is unclear why this separate definition exists and what 
practical purpose it serves. DFID should make explicit the rationale behind this 
ineffective definition of sustainable development and why it is necessary.  
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DFID Policy 

52. DFID has published an extensive array of policy papers in recent years examining the 
links between poverty reduction, the environment and the use of natural resources. A few 
examples are listed below: 

 Achieving Sustainability: Poverty Reduction and the Environment (2000) 

 Better Livelihoods for Poor People: the Role of Agriculture (2002) 

 Linking Poverty Reduction and Environmental Management (2002)   

 Agriculture and Poverty Reduction: unlocking the potential (2003) 

 Growth and Poverty Reduction: the Role of Agriculture ( 2005) 

53. There are many more that are relevant to this inquiry, some of which we reference 
throughout this Report. Whilst the quality and quantity of DFID’s policy work is in little 
doubt, where it fails miserably is in making accessible this valuable source of information. 
It is particularly important that a department such as DFID makes information easily 
available given its international nature, and the public and professional thirst for such 
information. The large number of publications on different subjects that are available are 
difficult to search for, despite this being the only way to access most of them on the 
website. This includes the large amount of research commissioned by DFID which 
deserves to be disseminated as widely as possible. DFID’s website structure is outdated 
and is in urgent need of being redesigned. It copes very poorly with the large number of 
documents it contains, making many of them virtually inaccessible. This is not only 
frustrating for the user. It has significant implications for how transparent DFID can 
be considered as a department. 

54. Regardless of the issue of accessibility, we have heard praise for the quality of 
environment and poverty policy documents that have emanated from DFID’s policy units. 
In oral evidence WWF told us: 

we have always been very complimentary of DFID's ability to produce excellent 
analysis of the issues, debate and discussion around environmental matters. One of 
the most significant reports that it recently put forward was the Linking Poverty 
Reduction with Environmental Management, a multi-agency paper with UNDP, 
World Bank and the European Commission, for example.38  

However this praise was qualified and WWF highlighted a failure to translate good policy 
into action: 
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There is nothing at fault in this document in terms of the understanding of the 
discourse on the environment and its imperative for development, but what we do 
not see is the follow-up in terms of action that carries that forward.39 

IIED was also full of praise not only of DFID’s policy work internally but of how it has 
worked on an international level on these issues. It told us that DFID’s “strengths have been 
this very necessary integration of environment into its sustainable livelihoods approach” and 
its: 

championing of the Poverty Environment Partnership, which has been a very 
valuable international platform for different agencies coming together to share 
experience on some of the difficulties of getting environment flagged up within their 
own organisations40 

Dr Linda Waldman, from the Institute of Development Studies, again felt there was a 
strong commitment within DFID to funding research that examined the issues thoroughly: 

in my experience what I have come across is a willingness to fund research into 
environmental issues both for the project I have been involved in PRSPs, to fund 
follow-up research on those issues, and to try to understand the issues in more 
depth.41 

55. IIED was critical of how the extensive work both at a policy level and internationally 
fails to be implemented in practice. They told us that DFID’s leadership has been less 
evident in responding to the environmental aspects of poverty in specific low-income 
countries. They were disappointed that there has been no comprehensive review of DFID 
environmental activity—either as part of its recent environment policy review or as a 
recommendation from it. Based on these criticisms they observed that there has been no 
coherent, deliberate approach to ensuring good environmental information, analysis, 
prioritisation and planning in country-driven approaches. 

56. Whilst the commendations of DFID’s research and policy work are welcome, there was 
a pervasive feeling, as illustrated by WWF’s and IIED’s comments, that understanding and 
commitment within the Sustainable Development policy unit of these issues does not 
extend to all areas of DFID. It is difficult to find clear evidence when looking at the 
broader range of publications from DFID of the good work carried out by the 
Sustainable Development policy unit. References to the environment are often cursory 
and demonstrate either a lack of understanding or an unwillingness to incorporate 
across the board what is - in theory at least - DFID policy.   
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How does DFID see the environment 

57. Central to the issues discussed in this Report is the question of how DFID regards the 
environment and how this ties in with DFID’s primary purpose of achieving poverty 
reduction. DFID’s Approach to the Environment was published in February 2006.  It is a 
short document but sets out many of the issues we have already highlighted: links between 
economic growth and the use of natural resources; the failure to meet the narrow targets 
within MDG7; how the environment underpins all the other MDGs; the close links 
between the most poor and the environment. It also highlights as problems the role of 
governance failures, lack of accounting for environmental externalities and lack of fiscal 
incentives to take account of sustainability, together with a lack of capacity to tackle 
environmental issues in developing countries. 

58. The document also states clearly that DFID’s main focus is on how the environment 
contributes to poverty reduction.  This in our view is a short-sighted approach, similar to 
that of the World Bank that only considers part of the picture. DFID should also take into 
account how the environment can prevent poverty developing in the first place. 
Furthermore the environmental degradation that goes hand in hand with economic 
growth and increased industrialisation (unless properly regulated) can have devastating 
effects on the environment and itself aggravate poverty, both in rural and urban areas.  
DFID should have a strategic vision of the environment that encompasses all of these 
areas and not just a narrow—and counterproductive—vision of the environment as one 
of many resources for poverty reduction. 

59. A further indication of the role envisaged for the environment by DFID is the lack of 
any PSA target with an environmental dimension. If the environment is to have the 
priority it needs then this should be reflected in DFID’s PSA targets. This is particularly so 
if we are to believe the words, included in the many of Hilary Benn MP’s speeches, as 
Secretary of State for the Development, on the importance of ensuring the environment 
and sustainability are not ignored as economic growth is pursued. In a recent article in The 
Guardian the Secretary of State wrote: 

I agree on the need for environmental sustainability. It is no good raising gross 
national income while at the same time destroying natural assets. Nor can we afford 
to ignore global environmental issues like climate change, and the impact that our 
own growth has on poor countries. But concern about the environment does not 
reduce the relevance of economic growth. Rather it means that we must focus on 
ensuring growth is sustainable.42 

60.  The environmental impact of DFID’s work - beneficial or otherwise—should be 
measured against targets that allow a clear assessment of its effectiveness at strategically 
integrating the environment into how it functions. This should include the 
introduction of a new PSA target that reflects the need to prioritise issues such as 
climate change and biodiversity loss. 

 
42 The Guardian,‘Hilary Benn: Growth is good’9 February 2006 
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61. There is a distinction made by DFID in its memorandum between what are considered 
global environmental goods and local environmental issues.43 This distinction is what lies 
behind, for example, its determination in country to concentrate on climate adaptation 
rather than mitigation. Whilst in the past DFID has worked on global issues, such as its 
forestry work in Brazil in the 1990s, this approach was seen as not having the correct focus 
on poverty reduction and has been phased out.44  This is illustrated by DFID’s current work 
on illegal logging, which is considered in the main a governance issue, with environmental 
benefits being secondary considerations. And yet the carbon emissions associated with 
changes in land use, in the main part deforestation, contribute around 20% of man-made 
carbon emissions to the atmosphere and overwhelmingly originate from developing 
countries.45  DFID does not appear willing to make explicit links between the local 
environmental good of preserving a natural resource and the global environmental good of 
protecting the climate and global biodiversity. This, however, is rapidly becoming a false 
dichotomy. In an increasingly globalised world preserving the local environment is always 
positive and often has global benefits. Climate change, the greatest of global environmental 
threats, has serious and terrifying local impacts for poor countries, and tackling climate 
change and reducing climate impacts have significant local dimensions. DFID needs to 
remove the artificial distinctions being made between global and local environmental 
impacts, and ensure that assessments are made of the interactions between both. Until 
these interactions are accepted and made explicitly clear by DFID it will continue to be 
held back from having a fully integrated approach to addressing environmental 
problems.  

62. Development needs to function within the constraints of environmental limits. 
Unfortunately in nature correlations are often anything but linear. Instead we are faced by 
tipping points after which there is no return. The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 
concluded that the ongoing degradation of 15 of the 24 ecosystem services is increasing the 
likelihood of potentially abrupt changes that will seriously affect human well-being. 
Sustainable development should be about achieving poverty reduction which takes 
advantage of the environment and its rich resources whilst at the same time avoiding 
dangerous tipping points. And yet there is very little in DFID’s policy or the Secretary 
of State’s speeches that makes clear that the environment is finite and environmental 
limits exist. On a planet where fish stocks are plummeting, water tables are falling and 
the pace of climate change is accelerating at an alarming rate, development and poverty 
reduction strategies, such as DFID’s, that fail fully to incorporate this concept will at 
best only result in temporary successes.  

Water 

63. A reliable supply of fresh water is vital for life. There are currently 1.1 billion people in 
the world without access to a safe and reliable drinking water supply and nearly 6,000 
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people, mostly children, die from diarrhoea every day as a result of unsafe water and 
sanitation.46 Millennium Development Goal no 7 ‘ensuring environmental sustainability’ 
includes the target of halving, by 2015, the proportion of people without sustainable access 
to safe drinking water. Over 300,000 additional people need to get access to clean water 
every day for the next 10 years to meet the internationally agreed target of halving the 
proportion of people without access to safe drinking water.47 This illustrates the scale of 
what needs to be achieved. It also gives an indication of the strain that will be imposed on 
what are often limited water resources that are needed not only for drinking but also for 
agriculture, and are also vital to ecosystems and their survival. 

64. The Millennium Ecosystem assessment concluded that there are two services provided 
by the environment that are already being exploited to a degree that is detrimental to 
humans: “capture fisheries and fresh water—are now well beyond levels that can sustain 
current, much less future, demand”. This was illustrated clearly to us in evidence provided 
by the Environment Agency in its memorandum: 

Many water resources are not managed sustainably. Excessive depletion threatens 
those that depend on them, a situation likely to be aggravated by climate change. The 
availability of cheap pumps and electricity has led to a massive increase in water 
abstraction. One estimate suggests that 250 km3 of water is abstracted for irrigation 
in India each year, but less than 150 km3 is replenished by rainwater. The World 
Bank has found falling water tables throughout China and overuse of water resources 
is widespread in the developing world, with one assessment estimating that water 
supply is tightening in countries accounting for half the world’s population.48   

In their oral evidence they expanded further on the issues: 

Even if the climate were absolutely stable […] there would still be huge 
environmental challenges to face around water resources, unsustainable abstraction, 
conflicts over abstraction from river, especially trans-boundary rivers.49 

65. To this can be added the further findings of the MA that wetlands ecosystems—which 
are defined as including lakes, rivers, marshes, and coastal regions to a depth of 6 meters at 
low tide—are being lost at a more rapid rate than any other ecosystem. This is of particular 
concern because of the wide range of benefits to humans they represent: such as food 
provision (including fish), drinking water, irrigation, water purification, climate regulation, 
flood and coastal protection, recreational opportunities and tourism.50 

66. Agriculture imposes serious demands on water resources—both ground water and 
rivers - and in a world where improving agricultural productivity is seen, quite rightly, as 

 
46 DFID Factsheet World Water Day: 22 March, March 2006 http://www.dfid.gov.uk/pubs/files/mdg-factsheets/water-
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47 UNEP, Drinking Water Tops UN Environment Head’s Christmas Wish List by Klaus Toepfer , 23 Dec 2003 
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an increasingly vital tool in poverty reduction it is absolutely essential that the two 
competing needs for drinking water and irrigation are integrated with minimal impact on 
the environment. The implementation of the Water Framework Directive within the EU is 
a clear illustration of the recognition of the need to take a holistic approach to water and 
wetland ecosystem management. It demonstrates the principle that for water supplies to be 
managed equitably and sustainably, and to ensure a long term supply for future 
generations an integrated management approach is necessary. This is a difficult—often 
very political—issue ,as pointed out by the Environment Agency, but it still needs to be 
addressed: 

There are important property rights at stake. People own abstraction rights or are 
unwilling to give them up, […] It might be one of the reasons why it does not feature 
as heavily as it might in some country-led approaches, because it brings out some 
very, very thorny questions about who owns the water.51 

67. Unless the challenge of meeting all these competing water demands sustainably is met 
the millions of pounds being spent in improving water supply—DFID will be spending 
£95million a year by 2008 and £200 million  a year by 2011 - will be wasted as any gains 
made in the short term will be eroded as conflicting water demands remain unmet.  As the 
White Paper states, although it fails to set out how DFID intends to achieve this, better 
management of water will be essential.52 This is not only an issue of water supply it is  also 
an issue of water quality—runoff from agriculture, and increasingly from industry and 
improving water sanitation (another Millennium Development Target), will all have 
significant impacts unless the interactions between all of them are managed properly. And 
managed they must be—for as pointed out by DFID—this is one of the priorities set by 
poor people: 

Water and sanitation are consistently among the top three or four priorities of poor 
people in most countries. However, the importance that poor people place on cleaner 
water and better sanitation does not always result in action by governments.53 

68. Water cannot be whisked out of thin air: it is a finite resource whose availability is 
intrinsically linked to how it is managed. Despite this DFID has produced a Water Action 
Plan that pays little attention to sustainability. It is inconceivable to us that DFID should 
have produced a policy paper on improving water supply and sanitation that does not 
thoroughly address issues of sustainability and environmental impacts—and yet this is 
precisely what it has done. The Water Action Plan highlights the conflicts between 
drinking water and agriculture demands and the need for water resource management. It 
then goes on to focus on what it calls the “prize”: commitment from developing country 
governments to give water and sanitation appropriate priority and allocate appropriate 
long-term funding. The paper also concludes that a number of other donors are active on 
issues relating to the competing demands for water and other related environmental 
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challenges and implies therefore that this latter area is one that it need not concern itself 
with. We could not disagree more. 

69. Subsequently DFID has published two updates on its work on water and sanitation.54,55 
In these it provides information on the level of funding and the approaches been taken to 
tackle the issues. We are very heartened to see that in Malawi a national sanitation policy is 
expected to be in place by the end of 2006 and that this will give a much higher priority to 
the sector, including promoting ecologically friendly solutions to rural sanitation needs. 
Other than this we have no way of knowing the environmental impacts of DFID’s water 
policies as there is not a single mention of sustainable water management or 
environmental considerations in either of its Water Action Plan updates. This is 
entirely unacceptable and must be addressed by DFID immediately. 

The Role of the Private Sector 

70. We were told by officials and ministers that DFID did not take a particular view on 
whether water privatisation was the best route for creating or improving service provision 
in poor countries, and yet during the course of our inquiry we found that there are 
significant resources within DFID, and via the World Bank, that are deployed for this exact 
aim. The Minister told us:  

there are good examples of water privatisation and there are bad examples of water 
privatisation, and it is for developing countries to take the lead themselves as to 
whether or not they want to privatise their water industries or not.  If they come and 
ask for our assistance, then I think we have a responsibility to consider whether we 
should provide support or not.56 

71. However, DFID also makes it clear that, in its view, in order to achieve the MDGs the 
private sector will have to be involved: 

if the Millennium Development Goals are to be achieved, the attraction of increased 
private sector investment in infrastructure service provision in the poorer developing 
countries will be essential.57 

72. Historically water has been an area of great interest to multinational companies. As we 
heard in evidence there has been a great deal of involvement—not always successful—of 
the private sector in infrastructure provision. Indeed the current round of trade 
negotiations has been strongly criticised for the EU and US’s role in attempting to open up 
the very poorly developed service sector of poorer countries to competition. DFID itself 
funds projects and bodies involved directly in assisting countries to privatise services. It 
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also funds the World Bank which strongly supports privatisation. In addition the EU, on 
the UK’s behalf, is pursuing policies that aim to increase the access of service and 
infrastructure providers to markets in low income countries.  

73. DFID argues that 95% of its bilateral country programme spend on water and 
sanitation is for public, community-led or humanitarian provision.58 However the other 
5% is directed at funding bodes such as the Public Private Infrastructure Advisory Fund 
(PPIAF) set up by DFID in 1999. PPIAF describes itself as follows: 

PPIAF was developed at the joint initiative of the governments of Japan and the 
United Kingdom, working closely with the World Bank. PPIAF pursues its mission 
through channelling technical assistance to governments in developing countries on 
strategies and measures to tap the full potential of private involvement in 
infrastructure and identifying, disseminating, and promoting best practices on 
matters related to private involvement in infrastructure in developing countries.59 

74. Whilst it may be the case that the proportion of spending that is focused on 
privatisation projects is small, the impacts of these may be far greater than is reflected in 
the amounts of money spent. The World Development Movement (WDM) told us that in 
its view PPIAF is often the instigator, at very little cost, of the privatisation process in a 
country. This is done by offering seminars and workshops on privatisation, and assisting 
countries to carry out studies on the potential for privatisation. 

75.  We do not take a view on whether private or public sector involvement is the best 
way forward for infrastructure provision. However we are concerned about several 
issues. In particular, the fact that the ability of the private sector to provide an effective 
water service for the most poor and most at need in developing countries is increasingly 
being called into question. We also take the view that for private sector provision to be 
effective in providing a public service it must exist in a strongly regulated environment, 
as it does in the UK. The Environment Agency told us: 

a pure private sector laissez faire approach to a basic good like water where actually 
the distributional objectives that a government would have are at least as important 
as the efficiency objectives, is not going to work unless it is embedded in a strong 
regulatory framework.60 

76. The Overseas Development Institute (ODI) has expressed the view that in the case of 
water provision foreign investment in developing countries has not been as successful as 
was predicted in the early 1990’s: 

Projected levels of capital investment have not been forthcoming and revenue 
models have in many cases proven overly optimistic. This has led to revised 
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expectations of the potential role of multi-nationals in developing country markets, 
especially in extending services to poorer areas.61 

In its briefing paper on Water and the GATS agreement the ODI expanded on the role of 
the private sector in water provision for development arguing that “Private Sector 
Participation in developing country markets, especially in poorer ‘non revenue’ areas, is in 
practice rather limited” and that “there is little or no interaction (whether compatibility or 
conflict) between trade and development in water services in the study countries”.62 In fact 
the finding of three case studies carried out by the ODI on water provision in South Africa, 
Mexico and Senegal strongly echoed the views given to us by the Environment Agency on 
the vital and very central role of proper regulation: 

Problems associated with implementing major concessions in South Africa and 
Mexico, and elsewhere, point to a ‘crisis of regulation’ resulting from attempts to fast 
track liberalisation. Public authorities need to ensure adequate regulation is in place 
before opening up water services to PSP, including foreign access.63 

77. There is a poor track record of the private sector in providing water supplies to the 
most poor. Given this and the increasing acknowledgment that the requirement is for fair 
and uniform water provision regardless of how this is achieved, it is hard to understand 
DFID’s continued commitment in this area. In our view DFID’s focus should very strongly 
be on enabling recipient countries to put in place a robust regulatory environment to 
ensure that however water is delivered it is done so properly and achieves a country’s aims 
for poverty reduction. The same principle applies to all infrastructure provision. 

78. Ensuring a robust regulatory environment assures the provision of infrastructure 
with minimal detrimental impacts. Regulatory bodies—if properly instituted—enable 
proper water resource management to be incorporated to ensure a long term 
sustainable water supply that does not damage the environment. Likewise, in the case of 
energy it would ensure minimal pollution and a coherent approach to energy provision. 
None of this is possible without regulation and it is this, not privatisation, which DFID 
should be focusing its efforts on if it really is serious about ensuring long term poverty 
reduction that is sustainable. We therefore welcome the commitment in the White Paper 
to strengthening partner government’s capacity to “prepare, finance, implement and 
maintain” projects and would hope to see a considerable proportion of that effort directed 
towards helping ensure effective regulation. 

Climate Change and Energy 

79. Climate change and the threats posed by it are the over-arching context for our work in 
this Parliament. This inquiry has emphasised more than ever how far-reaching and varied 
the impacts of climate change are going to be and that almost without exception, 
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developing countries are likely to suffer disproportionately from the impacts of climate 
change. Poor areas of the world that suffer from drought and desertification will see these 
worsen and conversely areas that are at risk from storms and flooding will see the intensity 
of these increase. Climate impacts were highlighted by the IPPC in its third report in 2001: 

Climate change can affect human health directly (eg impacts of thermal stress, 
death/injury in floods and storms) and indirectly through changes in the ranges of 
disease vectors (eg mosquitoes), water borne pathogens, water quality, air quality, 
and food availability and quality.’64 

80. According  to the Tanzanian submission to the IPCC, maize production is forecast to 
fall by 33 per cent in Tanzania as a result of climate change; millet by between 20 and 76 
percent. These predictions, if they are correct—even at the bottom of the range—will have 
dramatic impacts on countries that are already reliant on food aid for survival. Changes in 
climate will also affect countries—such as Uganda—that are dependent on the production 
of agricultural commodities for income. DFID itself estimates that a  2-3.5°C increase in 
temperature in India could reduce farm net revenues by 9—25%  and that the number of 
people at risk from coastal flooding in Africa is set to rise from 1 million in 1990 to 70 
million in 2080.65  

81. Indeed some of these effects are already being seen. Malaria in Kenya is being reported 
in cooler higher areas that were previously free from this disease. 66 The World Health 
Organisation, in its "World Health Report 2002", highlighted the following examples: 

 climate change was estimated to be responsible in 2000 for approximately 2.4% of 
worldwide diarrhoea, and 6% of malaria in some middle-income countries.67  

 In the tropics diarrhoeal diseases typically peak during the rainy season. Both floods 
and droughts increase the risk of diarrhoeal diseases. Major causes of diarrhoea linked 
to heavy rainfall and contaminated water supplies are: cholera, cryptosporidium, E.coli 
infection, giardia, shigella, typhoid, and viruses such as hepatitis A.68  

82. The view from experts is pessimistic. Professor Richard Odingo, vice chairman of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, who is based in the University of Nairobi in 
Kenya, sees little chance of poverty being addressed in the face of climate change: 

‘Climate change will make it impossible for the world to achieve the millennium 
development goals. Poverty is bound to increase. Food security is bound to get 
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worse. People will be spending a lot of money trying to deal with food security and 
thereby deal with poverty and in the end there will be no solution.’69 

He has stated very clearly that until we deal with climate change we will never be able to 
resolve the problem of poverty and has called for a ninth Millennium Development Goal 
that specifically addresses it.70  

83. DFID’s awareness of climate change issues, in its policy at least, is not in question. 
Its 2000 publication Achieving Sustainability: Poverty Reduction and the Environment 
covers the issue extensively. It cites numerous examples of the predicted impacts of 
climate change, including the fact that it is estimated that Bangladesh will lose 17% of 
its land area due to rising sea levels. And yet, in evidence to us we were told that DFID 
is only now—six years later—beginning to look at how to incorporate climate 
considerations into its work. We were told by officials that DFID has begun a process of 
selecting five pilot countries where work will be carried out into how best to climate proof 
investment in development—as set out in DFID’s Sustainable Action Plan. The first pilot is 
in Bangladesh.71 DFID’s belated aim is to have climate screening of programmes in place 
by 2008.72 Climate proofing was described to us by the Minister as “taking environmental 
screening to a new level”. To us it is simply an indication that environmental screening has 
failed as a tool. If it were used as intended all DFID’s projects would already be climate 
proof. This is clearly not the case. 

84. DFID must act now to address the climate implications of how it provides aid—
both directly and through multilateral organisations. It must also—in the interests of 
equity—put pressure on the UK Government and other donor countries to put their 
own houses in order and address the environmental impacts of their own actions, 
including emissions of greenhouse gases and the unsustainable use of natural 
resources.  An example of the strong role it can play in this is its work improving the 
timber trade in the EU. It must play an equally important role in pushing for action at 
home and abroad on climate change. We were told by ministers and officials that this was 
not an area they took the lead on. This is unacceptable.  DFID must push for and take on a 
much more prominent role. There is already, as a result of the Make Poverty History 
campaign, a great deal of public awareness of the issue of development: DFID must push 
hard to create the link in people’s minds between poverty in developing countries and how 
we lead our lives in the UK. It is already working to achieve this by promoting Fairtrade 
products and trade liberalisation—it must do the same for climate change and the 
environment generally. 

 
69 The Independent, ‘Richard Odingo: We can't solve poverty until we stop climate change’, 15 May 2006 
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Energy Policy 

85. A further concern to us is the emissions associated with activities funded by DFID. 
Christian Aid was very critical in its memorandum, calling for DFID to climate proof the 
way it spends tax payer’s money—either directly or through multilateral organisations—so 
that it will only be spent in a manner which safeguards the climate and, wherever possible, 
reduces greenhouse gas emissions. It calls for DFID to review its support for gas, coal and 
oil projects and increase its focus on renewable energy projects.73  

86. We ourselves have concerns about the carbon footprint of DFID’s activities. In addition 
to its funding of energy intensive projects through multilateral organisations, DFID is the 
single owner of CDC, formerly the Commonwealth Development Corporation. CDC has 
assets of £1.6bn, which have grown by 60% since 2003, and generated £426m profit in 
2005.74 It describes itself as an emerging markets “funds-of-funds”, investing via companies 
such as Actis and Globeleq, and its mission as stimulating economic growth in the 
developing world through the provision of sustainable well managed sector businesses.75  

87. Of particular interest to us was the type of investments made by CDC, the level of 
guidance issued by DFID on how these investments were made and their impacts. CDC’s 
biggest investment is in Globeleq, which it owns, a company that holds investment in 
2500MW of generation capacity in 13 countries, mainly gas and oil fired power stations. Its 
second largest investment is in a 500,000tpa aluminium smelter in Maputo, Mozambique, 
which was also funded by the World Bank, and therefore also indirectly - again - by DFID. 
Both of these are energy intensive investments which will have significant carbon 
footprints. In the case of Globeleq we have estimated that it directly owns generation 
capacity that produces up to 2.2 MtC per year and the companies it invests in are 
responsible for total emissions of up to 3.8 MtC a year.76  This figure will increase as 
Globeleq continues to build its energy portfolio: 

The focus in 2005 was on building up the business and strengthening our assets, in 
readiness for future growth and deepening the reach of the business. In April 2005, 
Globeleq increased its stake in the 683MW Sidi Krir power station in Egypt to 100% 
and in January 2006 Globeleq signed an agreement with El Paso to acquire six 
operations in Central America. Plans are well in place to expand activities in other 
parts of Africa and in Asia.77 

As a comparison UK total emissions in 2000 were 152.2 MtC per year and the 
Government’s target for 2050 is 60MtC per year.  

 
73 Ev1  

74 All profits generated CDC are re-invested in the funds. 

75 CDC is required by DfID to put a minimum of 50% of its capital to work in sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia. In 
addition, 70% of CDC capital is to be invested in countries where the per capita annual income is less than US$1,750. 
The rest in countries where it is less than US$9,075. 

76 Total gas capacity is 2,700 MW (including the gas share of gas/hydro plants) and total oil capacity is 960 MW for 
projects invested in. Globeleq's share of gas and oil plant is 73% and 33% respectively. Given assumed 70% load 
factors(industry standard) we estimate total plant emissions at 3.3-3.8 MtC and Globeleq's share of emissions at 1.8-
2.2MtC per year. http://www.globeleq.com  

77 CDC Group plc Annual Review for the year ending 31 December 2005, http://www.cdcgroup.com/  



40     

 

 

88. We invited CDC to give evidence before us but they felt unable to do so. It is deeply 
concerning that a company wholly owned by DFID, which has holdings of nearly half 
DFID’s yearly aid budget and is responsible for the emissions of around 2.2 MtC into 
the atmosphere every year, did not feel it had any obligation to report to Parliament on 
its activities and environmental impacts. 

89. Aside from its environmental impacts we do question how some of CDC’s investments 
are working towards poverty reduction. Its investment in telecoms and generic 
pharmaceuticals may be beneficial. However investments such as in the Palms Shopping 
Centre in Lagos are certainly less likely to be. CDC’s chief executive, Mr Richard Lang in 
evidence to the International Development Committee in defence of this kind of 
investment said that: 

An economy such as Nigeria needs infrastructure […] you need to have shopping 
malls. The middle classes, which are going to be key to the growth of many, many 
countries, why should they not have a decent shopping mall to invest in?78 

Why not indeed? The real question however is whether DFID, with its legal duty to focus 
on poverty reduction, should be funding these kinds of projects. We doubt it. We were 
unable to determine the extent to which these kinds of projects form part of CDC’s 
portfolio as this information was not made available to us despite a specific request to CDC 
for a list of all their investments and values invested. This again raises questions of 
accountability as to how taxpayer’s money is being invested. 

90. DFID told us that other than ensuring CDC managed its funds in compliance with 
local law and World Bank guidance it provides no further guidance because it does not 
wish to inhibit private investors in developing countries: 

As a matter of policy and by a written agreement between the Secretary of State for 
International Development and the board of CDC Group plc, DFID does not 
intervene in, or seek to direct, CDC’s operational decisions.79 

91. We disagree with this argument. CDC does not invest in arms, tobacco, pornography 
and illegal drugs on ethical grounds, despite the impacts this might have on returns for 
private investors. It also already invests in renewable energy through its involvement with a 
solar panel manufacturer in China.80 There is nothing to prevent environmental 
parameters, particularly in relation to carbon emissions and renewable energy, being 
set by DFID for CDC’s investments. The White Paper includes a commitment to focus 
on clean energy. Given CDC’s already considerable interest in energy it is in the ideal 
position to increase its involvement in this area. Indeed if we are to believe the Prime 
Minster’s words when he called climate change a “challenge so far reaching in its 

 
78 CDC’s Chief Executive, Mr Richard Lang in evidence to the International Development Committee on 21 March 2006, 
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impact and irreversible in its destructive power, that it alters radically human 
existence” there can be no argument for it not doing so.81   

92. DFID’s climate change policy lacks coherence. On the one hand it highlights the 
seriously detrimental impacts of climate change on the most poor, and is beginning 
very slowly to make this central to how it funds projects. On the other it is directly and 
indirectly responsible for very significant emissions of carbon into the atmosphere 
through the projects it funds. This is a contradiction that needs urgently to be resolved. 

93. Furthermore DFID appears to have no coherent policy on energy investment, 
particularly with regard to renewables, despite a commitment in the White Paper to work 
with the EU and the G8 to develop and use clean energy in developing countries. We were 
told by the Department that it supports increased access to reliable and affordable energy 
services of various forms.82 However, when asked whether it had any targets on either 
improving energy supply generally, or increasing renewable energy use in particular, 
we were told by DIFD that it had neither. Given the dramatic impacts that even limited 
improvements in energy supply can have on the life of the most poor we find this 
extraordinary. For DFID to have no clear strategy in this area, and for its main focus to 
be to work through multilateral organisations and its arms length ownership of CDC is 
entirely unacceptable. Given the intricate links between energy, poverty and climate 
DFID should be focusing with at least equal financial vigour on increasing supply 
through renewables and microgeneration projects.  

Adaptation versus Mitigation 

94. The White Paper focuses on two areas in relation to climate change. The first, a focus 
on clean energy, we have already mentioned. The second is helping developing countries to 
adapt to climate change. Whilst we in no way disagree with the need for adaptation we are 
thoroughly disappointed to see no mention at all of mitigation. We have already made 
clear that the onus is on developed countries to reduce their emissions. However, climate 
change is so huge and dangerous a threat that it would be morally negligent not to seize 
every opportunity to reduce carbon emissions from wherever they arise. It is a bizarre logic 
that concludes that there is a need to raise awareness about the impacts of climate change 
in developing countries, and assist them to adapt, and yet make no attempt to raise 
awareness about how to avoid it.  Failing explicitly to set out to do both would be a lost 
opportunity. Encouraging developing countries not only to adapt to climate change, but 
also to avoid emissions whenever possible as their economies grow is not only beneficial 
for the climate, it makes enormous economic sense. It will provide them with a 
significant advantage in a world that is inevitably moving towards a low carbon future.  
More generally, any efforts that assist countries to avoid the “dirty”, and in the long 
term costly, development route taken by countries such as China can be nothing but 
beneficial.  

 
81 Rt. Hon Tony Blair MP, Prime Minister, London September 2004, www.number10.gov.uk  
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Agriculture  

95. A healthy environment is vital to the rural poor who comprise three-quarters of the 
poor worldwide and are highly dependent on natural resources for their livelihoods.  FAO 
figures for 2001 showed a total of 1.3 billion people employed in agriculture, fisheries and 
forestry. In developed countries only 7% of jobs are in this area whereas in developing 
countries it represents 54% of the workforce.83 Rural ecosystems provide the bulk of goods 
and services that humans depend on and employ the majority of the world population. 
They are also vital and often unquantifiable safety nets for the most poor.  

Studies in Botswana found that the poorest 20% of the population depended on nature for 
half their income compared to a fifth for the richest 20%. In addition, the poorest made a 
much more varied use of natural resources which included collection of construction 
materials, craft materials, firewood and wild fruits and vegetables whilst also grazing their 
livestock.84 This illustrates how closely the environment and the poor are linked 

96. DFID’s publication of its paper on agriculture, Growth and Poverty Reduction: The Role 
of Agriculture, in December 2005 was welcome, as we would agree with the International 
Development Select Committee’s 2004 report on DFID’s Agriculture Policy of the crucial 
importance of agriculture in poverty reduction, especially in Africa, and that it therefore 
should be a priority area for pro-poor development. However close reading proves 
disappointing and it comes as no surprise to us to find that the Renewable Natural 
Resources and Agriculture team is based—inexplicably—in the Growth and Investment 
policy  group, rather than the Sustainable Development policy group.  

97. The document focuses very narrowly on the role of commercial agriculture in 
promoting growth. There is no clear message with regard to the environment, exemplified 
by the comments made regarding sustainable agriculture.  While it states that sustainability 
is fundamental to achieving future growth in agriculture, it qualifies this by saying that 
sustainability must take into account the contribution of agriculture to growth and poverty 
reduction and the needs of consumers.85 There is little acknowledgement that the 
environmental degradation that can occur as a result of poorly-managed small or large 
scale agriculture can itself have detrimental impacts on growth, poverty reduction and 
consumers.  

98. We find it reprehensible that DFID—whatever it is doing on the ground—can 
produce such a short-sighted paper on agriculture policy that whilst clearly setting out 
the many and serious impacts of careless and poorly implemented agricultural 
development, and the need to minimise these, does not set out how it intends to do this. 
There is no clear acknowledgement in the paper that environmental limits exist and, 
particularly in the case of agriculture, that unless they are respected the result will be the 

 
83 WRI, World Resources 2005 -- The Wealth of the Poor: Managing ecosystems to fight poverty. 2005, 
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lowering of water tables, increased salinity of soils due to over irrigation, nutrient loss 
leading to lower quality crops and soil degradation that result in increased desertification. 
All these are clearly recognised outcomes that result in loss of agricultural production and 
will impact on future generations—particularly in Africa where so many depend on 
agriculture for subsistence and where there is great vulnerability to the impacts of climate 
change. The White Paper also fails completely to address the issue, with only a mention of 
the need to ensure land use is sustainable so that it continues to be productive and without 
any explanation of how DFID intends to achieve this.  And yet,  we were told by Christian 
Aid very early on in our inquiry:  

if you are, as DFID says, trying to encourage pro-poor growth, you have to look at 
the areas in which poor people are active economically speaking and, like it or not, 
that is still largely agriculture. If agriculture becomes unsustainable because of 
environmental issues, which is already becoming the case in many circumstances, 
then their ability to trade and take part in trade is severely hampered.86 

IIED concluded that DFID’s policy paper had too narrow a focus ignoring many areas that 
are considered agricultural, such as fishery and forestry, and the wide variety of resources 
farmers often depend on for survival: 

the agricultural policy adopts a narrow definition around farming – and a 
commercial focus aimed principally at national economic growth. Whilst the policy 
reveals valuable appreciation of the roles of value chains and market access, rather 
than merely supply-side activities, poverty is treated as purely income-based and the 
‘safety net’ functions of agriculture are not well addressed.87 

99. The lack of proper integration of the environment into agricultural policy is clearly 
bought home by the fact that of there is only one very vague commitment in the policy 
paper to dealing with environmental impacts, pledging to support recipient 
governments in ensuring that agricultural development strategies provide incentives 
for the sustainable use of natural resources and environmental services. It would be of 
interest to us to hear from DFID the detail of how it intends to do this effectively. 

100. The Africa: Up in Smoke?  Report published by the Working Group on Climate 
Change and Development, a consortium of environmental and development NGO’s, 
further emphasises the need to focus on ensuring agriculture becomes increasingly climate 
resistant. The report called for: 

Dramatically increased support for small-scale agriculture, and an approach to 
farming based on maximum appropriate diversification. Highly diverse systems, as 
opposed to commercial monocultures, have been shown time and again to be more 
resilient – and more productive. Farming based on expensive and energy intensive 
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artificial inputs will be both vulnerable to fuel price rises and further add to the 
problem of climate change.88 

The issue of fuel prices is a very real one. Not only does it affect fertilizer costs but it also 
has significant impacts on the competitiveness of transporting agricultural exports from 
developing countries. Fuel prices are already at an unprecedented high. As we set out in 
our recent report Reducing Carbon Emissions from Transport it is unclear at the moment 
how significant a threat peak oil will be over the next decade.89 There is the potential for 
oil prices to increase much further in the next decade if the warnings about peak oil 
production are proved to be correct. If realised they will have serious impacts in 
developing countries - and not only on trade and export models of agricultural 
development. Because of this it is an issue that DFID must consider as a matter of 
urgency. 

101. Policy documents such the Water Action Plan and the Agriculture policy paper 
both summarise the potential environmental pitfalls of the development proposed by 
DFID. They both fail properly to set out how they are to be addressed. This is not 
acceptable. Any policy proposal from DFID should come with a clear assessment of the 
environmental impacts of what is proposed and set out concrete actions and processes 
that will be put in place to ensure these are addressed at a strategic level. Currently this 
is not the case and as a result it is impossible to get a clear picture of the impacts of the 
DFID’s activities. We find this entirely unacceptable and it must be addressed by the 
Department. 

Growth 

102. Economic growth does not necessarily translate into poverty reduction.  Economic 
growth also has associated environmental impacts. Furthermore, it is becoming 
increasingly clear that there are environmental restrictions that limit the amount of 
growth that is possible. The question we must ask is this: how can poor countries 
develop within the significant environmental constraints that we know exist? This is a 
question that we have seen little evidence of DFID having posed for itself at a strategic 
level, let alone made any attempt to answer. Indeed development generally is currently 
firmly focused on economic growth. As Dr Linda Waldman told us the main trend “has 
continued to be a kind of economic modernisation process within development” and that 
“environment does not feature very strongly in that and, in fact, possibly even is 
disadvantaged by that trend to a large extent”.90  

103.   The use of resources and emissions associated with growth models similar to those 
that have occurred in rich countries would take us beyond the physical limits of the planet. 
The argument was put very clearly to us by David Woodward of the New Economics 
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Foundation, who disagreed strongly with DFID’s focus on macroeconomic growth as a 
means of achieving poverty reduction. He argued that it will result in unsustainable carbon 
emissions and have little impact on poverty: 

If we continue with the present rate of economic growth, the present distribution of 
the benefits of growth and the present rate of reduction of the carbon intensity 
production [...] we will be at four times the sustainable level of carbon emissions in 
2050. Instead of falling by 60 per cent they will have increased by 60 per cent. And, at 
the same time, we will still have 550 million people, including a quarter of the 
population of sub-Saharan Africa, below the $1-a-day poverty line.  

 The way we are going is simply not going to eradicate poverty or come anywhere 
near it in the next 45 years, neither is it compatible with what we need to do in terms 
of climate change.  Even if we reduce the carbon intensity production, it is still not 
going to be enough.91 

In the context of development and poverty reduction economic growth clearly should only 
be seen as a means to an end: 

Economic growth is not in itself good, it is good if it contributes to improving 
people’s lives and remaining within our environmental means. If we want to achieve 
poverty eradication, then we need to prioritise poverty eradication and not go for 
economic growth on the assumption that poverty eradication will somehow come 
about as a by-product of that.92   

104. It is clear that the limited resources on this planet will not be capable of supporting the 
resource intensive model of growth that rich countries’ wealth is based upon. This means 
that a different route needs to be taken. Any model for development must be valid not only 
for the immediate future but for 50 years to come and beyond. The only conclusion 
possible from such a long view is that however poverty reduction is achieved it will only be 
sustainable if it respects environmental limits. Current economic models of growth do not 
do this. The White Paper does acknowledge that ensuring that growth is based on the 
sustainable use of natural resources is one of the challenges for the future. However, it 
does nothing to address the increasing evidence of the tensions that exist between 
economic growth and environmental limits, and the need to tread carefully when 
pursuing development.  

105. It could be argued, quite rightly, that growth and development in rich countries 
continues without much consideration for environmental limits. This however does not 
make the case that efforts should not be made by all those involved in development to 
address what are very real and difficult issues: 

 The level and depth of poverty in the world today is absolutely scandalous.  Nearly 
half the world’s population live below the $2-a-day line.  The $2-a-day line is 
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equivalent to in the UK 18 people living on a single minimum wage with no access to 
free health or education or benefits or borrowing or access to savings or anything 
else.  […] That is a moral imperative but, at the same time, dealing with climate 
change is a practical necessity. 93  

These issues are not new. With regard to climate in particular there has for a long time 
been a strong debate as to how carbon emissions and energy use can become more 
equitable. The concept of per capita allocation of carbon allowances, together with the 
concept of contraction and convergence of emissions from different countries according to 
their population has existed as a model for many years. Increasingly it is becoming an 
argument not about whether it is the right approach, but about whether it will ever be 
practically feasible and whether richer countries will ever agree to the reduction in energy 
intensity of their economies that will be required. The Secretary of State has already 
acknowledged in his White Paper speeches the need to find a way of dividing CO2 
emissions between countries so that safe levels are not exceeded. This is not an issue that 
will disappear and DFID needs to address it head-on. 

106. We would like to see DFID  focus on slower, more resilient, growth that addresses 
the needs of the most poor and ensures that economic development is not at the 
expense of the environment or of those on the economic margins, who already suffer 
disproportionately from the impacts of environmental degradation.  

Departmental Structure and Capacity 

107. The increasing interdependence that exists between development and the 
environment led us during the course of our inquiry to consider whether DFID has in 
place as a department the optimum structure and capacity to ensure that these two areas 
are properly integrated across the department and also, equally importantly, within 
country offices. 

108. DFID’s head office structure has changed significantly in the last three years. DFID’s 
central policy functions were restructured in early 2003. This led to the creation of the post 
of Chief Environment Adviser. A further restructuring of the Policy Division in May 2004 
resulted in the Chief Environment Adviser post together with the health and governance 
posts being downgraded to Head of Profession. Currently there are two Chief Advisers at 
DFID: Economics and Science. 

109. In addition to the loss of a senior strategic post there has been a significant downsizing 
within DFID of environmental expertise. Currently there are 18 specialist environment 
posts within DFID, which does not compare favourably to the 95 economist posts and 149 
governance and conflict posts. Whilst looking at the figures alone may raise concern, this 
may be misplaced if it were clear that existing capacity is adequate. This was not the view 
expressed by many of our witnesses. There was a general feeling that the small number of 
advisers coupled with the creation and loss within six months of the chief environmental 
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adviser post, all occurring within a more general reorganisation of the policy units, was a 
clear indication that—as one witness put it—the environment was being downgraded. The 
Environment Agency told us: 

What we have observed over certainly the three years that we have been working 
with DFID is that there has been a progressive diminution of environmental capacity 
within the organisation.94 

110. WWF commented on the fact that within DFID there is no dedicated environment 
advisory capacity for Latin America, West Asia, South Africa, or the Middle East, and 
raised the question of how it is possible for the department to continue with the 
development pathways that it is pursuing without having some expertise that might be able 
to highlight the opportunities and the risks of certain proposed development 
interventions.95 The issue was also raised during evidence of whether current capacity was 
sufficient for those working within DFID’s Policy Division to assimilate properly and 
transfer knowledge and research, or even to attend conferences.96 It was also pointed out to 
us that country office heads face few incentives to employ anyone but economists, 
governance advisers and administrators.97 This is of serious concern. 

111.  The links between environment and development mean that it is vital that DFID’s 
spending is clearly informed by the relevant environmental implications – whether they are 
opportunities or threats. It is not enough that there is a stated policy. As the RSPB told us: 

Despite DFID having devoted a sizeable policy resource in London to focussing on 
poverty-environment issues […] this is not complemented by practical action.98   

112. IIED expressed concerns about the level of resourcing that currently existed within 
DFID and held the view that there “is this fundamental mismatch between the sorts of 
person resources and aid mechanisms that you need to do good environmental work and 
the current structure and direction in which DFID is moving”.99 

113. The lack of foresight at senior level in the Department that has allowed the 
environment to lose ground in recent years saddens and alarms us. The widespread loss 
of environmental expertise, both in head office and country offices, is a clear example 
of this.  Sustainability and environmental issues are complex and cross-cutting, and – 
we reiterate—vital to development. They stand little chance of being addressed properly 
if DFID does not have sufficient capacity and expertise to ensure the environment is 
properly integrated to its work. The situation must be remedied as a matter of urgency.  

 
94 Q139 

95 Q37 

96 Q118 

97 Ev41 

98 Ev29 

99 Q109 



48     

 

 

114. We welcome the Minister’s statement to us regarding the two reviews being 
undertaken within DFID: one on senior structure across the Department, and a second 
one on advisory skills. We look forward to seeing the conclusions of these reviews. We 
likewise welcome the announcement that we can expect to see an increase in DFID’s 
environmental capacity.  This increase should enhance expertise in both the UK and 
country offices, including the creation of dedicated environmental posts in all country 
offices where staffing levels make this feasible. Where this is not possible expertise must 
be put in place at regional level at the very least. 

115. IIED highlighted what some have called a ‘resource curse’ for DFID in as much as 
there is a requirement to spend increasing amount of money with limited resources, 
coupled with a commitment to meet the MDGs: 

That is pushing the whole aid machine towards the provision of direct budgetary 
support, government-to-government transfers of funding, which then makes it a lot 
more difficult to do the sensible, environmentally-related stuff, which happens, very 
often, very much at a more local level100 

We very much welcome DFID’s increased funding from £3.8 billion per year in 2004/05 
to £5.3 billion per year by 2007-08. However, this makes it imperative that any changes 
to staffing and processes for integrating the environment are comprehensive and 
timely enough to ensure these increased funds are spent wisely. We would like to see 
DFID set out a timetable for how this is to be achieved. 

Environmental Screening 

116.  Environmental screening is mandatory within the department for all projects or 
investments of over £1m. According to DFID’s memo “it is used to identify and address 
environmental risks, including global and regional risks such as climate change and water 
shortage, associated with DFID’s own programmes and activities”.101 The procedure was last 
reviewed in 2003 when it was found that although “the majority of recorded screening notes 
were completed well” there was confusion regarding when and how to screen. As a result of 
this an Environmental Guide was published for DFID staff. Three years later a further 
review is under way. Officials told us that the review: 

 will be looking at the consistency with which environmental screening has been 
done over the past couple of years, the consistency of different types of activities and 
aid instruments, and, where there are inconsistencies […] the reasons behind them. 
That will include the understanding and awareness of those who are doing the 
environmental screening and also where it takes place within the project 
development cycle.102 
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117.  Whilst all of the above is very welcome, we have had comments from several 
witnesses on the fact that the environmental screening process is ineffective and is not 
considered a core part of their project management. WWF said that the “environmental 
screening guide has been downplayed and perhaps diluted in terms of how well that is utilised 
within DFID recently”. 103 RSPB told us: 

it is vital that DFID updates and reviews its environmental guide, that it gets 
environmental screening processes functioning properly; at the moment, we have 
heard that they are seen very much as a chore, they are not necessarily addressed on 
time or coherently. […] they are seen as an add-on rather than as providing valuable 
opportunities to meeting Development Goals effectively.104 

118. We were also told about the differences in how country offices integrate environment 
and sustainability into their work.: 

there are some country programmes where you have got really good environmental 
activity going on, but largely that is because you have got somebody interested and 
good in position in that particular country, rather than as a result of a more 
systematic policy, so it is patchy. 105 

In view of the above criticisms we requested from DFID copies of environmental screening 
notes (ESNs) for both 2004 and 2006. In all we were able to examine 30, including two that 
were provided to us by WWF, who obtained them from DFID under the Freedom of 
Information rules. Some examples and a full list are available in Appendix 2. 

119. The thoroughness of the notes varied enormously and made it clear to that there is a 
great deal of autonomy with regard to how country offices operate and interact with 
DFID’s head office  For example we compared the screening notes  for Poverty Reduction 
Budget Support  in Zambia for £60 million and one for Tanzania for £310 million. The 
ESN for Tanzania set out very clearly the key environmental concerns in Tanzania, the 
Government’s environmental policies and set out how environmental performance is 
monitored within Tanzania. It also included information on DFID’s actions to continue to 
support the Tanzanian Government’s environmental agenda. It is five pages long. In 
contrast, the extent of the assessment of the environmental impacts of the UK 
Government’s £60million contribution to the Government of Zambia’s Treasury runs to a 
total of five lines: 

There are no direct adverse or beneficial environmental impacts resulting from this 
project. However, there is maybe an indirect beneficial impact. Restoration of 
macroeconomic stability and growth will increase resources available for priority 
areas identified in the Zambian Government PRSP which recognises the 
environment as a cross cutting issue.106 
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120. This is, quite frankly, an embarrassing excuse for an environmental appraisal. A 
thorough environmental screening note should not just consider impacts.  It should 
consider environmental opportunities and seek to take advantage of these, which would 
require screening to take place early on in the funding process to ensure enough time is 
available to address any issues that may arise. The above is evidence of the enormous 
variation in quality and thoroughness in these notes. The quality of environmental 
screening notes varies to such an extent that it is difficult to see how they could have 
been produced under the same guidance. This leads us to conclude that, as we were told 
during our inquiry, the seriousness and thoroughness with which the environment is 
considered in country offices is very much dependent on the knowledge and 
commitment of individuals. This has got to change. 

121.  The system as it exists—although we accept it is currently being reviewed—fails in 
its purpose and needs serious reform. The aim of this must firstly be to ensure that all 
within DFID take the screening process as seriously as it deserves to be taken; secondly 
to ensure that there are sufficient skills within DFID to ensure that this process is 
undertaken properly.   

122. For screening guidance to be effective it must focus on the broad range of areas that 
impact on the environment and sustainable development. It should provide a clear 
checklist of issues that need to be considered and addressed to ensure a proper assessment 
is made. Any screening note should make clear that a broad range of issues have been 
considered, and why they may or may not be relevant. It should also be made clear what 
alternatives have been considered and include a summary of how, if at all, a proposal has 
been modified as a result of the assessment. Without this there will continue to be 
inconsistencies with regard to the quality and breadth of issues considered and it will be 
impossible to monitor its effectiveness as a tool. 

123. We requested from DFID information on what follow up actions had taken place as a 
result of concerns identified in the ESNs we had seen. Its response—far from satisfactory—
was that though it is part of DFID’s mandatory procedure that agreed recommendations 
are reflected in project documentation, as DFID has 67 overseas offices with a decentralised 
programme management system it would be impossible to provide the information in the 
two weeks provided.107 We find it staggering that DFID in the UK has no involvement at all 
with ensuring that recommendations on environmental issues are followed up as required. 
Any system however decentralised must still be accountable for its actions and the 
quality of its work must be assured. If we had found that the environmental screening 
process was clearly working we would still be unhappy about the apparent lack of 
accountability of country offices as to what follow up actions are pursued. As it is we 
are deeply concerned and hope to see this addressed as a matter of urgency within 
DFID’s current review of environmental screening.  

124. The lack of consistency we found together with the pervasive feeling, which was 
backed up by witnesses, that environmental screening is far from a meaningful exercise was 
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confirmed by work that DFID itself has commissioned. We examined the most recent 
evaluations of Country Programmes available on the DFID website. Part of the remit of 
these is to examine how successfully the environment has been integrated into its work at 
country level. The results where far from reassuring. 

125.  The conclusions of the evaluation of  DFID’s Ghana Country Programme carried out 
by independent consultancy team and published in March 2006 was that “Attention to 
environmental management by DFID has been slight beyond the mandatory review of 
programme proposals” and that mainstreaming of environmental issues has been poor.108 
The evaluation for Bangladesh, one of the countries most at risk from rising sea levels in 
the world, concluded that whilst the environment was addressed indirectly in a number of 
areas “the portfolio during 2000–5 does little to directly address environmental concerns.”  
The evaluation concluded that this should change with a new focus on climate change in 
the country programme.109 The assessment of DFID’s work in Rwanda was even more 
damning with the conclusion that DFID’s “attention for environmental management, a key 
issue in densely populated and severely eroded Rwanda, has been minimal”.110 And as in 
other countries the consultants were critical of the minimal arrangement for monitoring 
and evaluation which has resulted in little hard evidence to support assessments of 
programme outcomes. In Malawi “Very few DFID interventions in Malawi have either an 
environmental focus or any mainstreaming of environmental issues”.111 In Lesotho the only 
analysis was that “Environment has not figured strongly”.112 Interestingly, an assessment of 
Bolivia’s country programme for 2000-2004 concluded that the environment had lost 
ground in recent years:  

Natural resources and the environment were a major focus of the DFID programme 
in the late 1990s. As in DFID more widely, the environment has since dropped down 
the agenda within the Bolivia programme.113 

126. The conclusions of the recent evaluations of DFID country programmes could not 
be more damning. They demonstrate DFID’s failure to implement a coherent approach 
to integrating the environment on the ground. They also clearly show that 
environmental screening has been allowed to become nothing more than a poorly 
drafted paper exercise. The situation as stands is a tragic waste of both resources and 
opportunities that has got to change quickly. 

 

 
108 DFID, Evaluation of DFID Country Programmes: Country study Ghana 2000 – 2005, March 2005 

109 DFID, Evaluation of DFID Country Programmes: Country Study Bangladesh 2000 – 2005, May 2006 

110 DFID, Evaluation of DFID Country Programmes: Country StudyRwanda 2000 -2005 January 2006 

111 DFID, Evaluation of DFID Country Programmes: Country Study Malawi 2000-2005 April 2006 

112 DFID, Evaluation of DFID Country Programmes: Country Study Lesotho 2000-2004 May 2005 

113 DFID, Evaluation of DFID Country Programmes: Country StudyBolivia 2000-2004 January 2005 



52     

 

 

An Environment Strategy 

 
127. DFID published an evaluation study of its approach to the environment in 2000 which 
concluded that “the environment had become the forgotten cornerstone of sustainable 
development”. It also found a gap between the high policy priority attached by DFID to 
environmental issues and what has actually been delivered in terms of positive 
environmental impact. The environment as a potential development opportunity (rather 
than a risk to be minimised and mitigated) had not been fully mainstreamed. Little if 
anything appears to have changed in the last six years.114 

128.  It has become clear during the course of our inquiry that DFID does not have 
comprehensive approach to the environment. The historical work on environmental issues 
has been sidelined on the mistaken assumption that it does not have a sufficient poverty 
reduction focus. A significant proportion of the environmental expertise that existed 
within DFID has been lost over the last few years. The department’s structural changes 
have resulted in the loss of a voice at senior level and in a central policy unit for sustainable 
development that appears to have little influence on other areas of DFID’s work. There are 
clear problems with direct budgetary support that have yet to be addressed. The 
decentralised structure and loss of expertise at country level has resulted in DFID’s 
environmental policy and research having little impact in practice. The environmental 
screening process is in the most part meaningless and has little influence on how projects 
are carried out. Instead the prominence given to the environment is very much dependent 
on the structure and expertise available at country level, and therefore haphazard. The 
picture as we found it can be described as nothing but a shambles. 

129. To its credit DFID has to some degree accepted that there need to be changes and is 
carrying out no less than three reviews on environmental issues:  senior departmental 
structures; advisory skills and environmental screening. This however is not enough. The 
fact that there are three separate reviews underway, plus a mapping exercise of donor 
environmental activity in Africa, rather than one single overarching assessment of how the 
environment functions within DFID reflects our concerns that there is no comprehensive 
strategy on its integration into the broad range of DFID’s activities. 

130. Our only conclusion can only be that there needs to be an urgent assessment of 
DFID’s overall approach to environment, encompassing policy, implementation, and 
assessment, monitoring and reporting. This must be carried out at a senior level and 
have the full weight of support of senior management. In addition, we call on DFID to 
produce an environment strategy, together with a clear implementation plan, covering 
the same areas. This must make clear the importance of the environment as a cross-
cutting issue and cover all areas of DFID’s work comprehensively. DFID should also 
report to Parliament on a regular basis on the environmental impacts of its activities as 

 
114 DFID , Evaluation Report Ev626: Environmental Evaluation Synthesis Study - Environmental: Mainstreamed or 

Sidelined?,January 2000 http://www.dfid.gov.uk/aboutdfid/performance/files/ev626.pdf  
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part of its duties under the International Development (Reporting and Transparency) 
Act 2006. 

European Court of Auditors Report 

131. The EU has a duty to ensure environmental protection is incorporated into all its 
activities, including external aid. This particular aspect has recently been examined by the 
European Court of Auditors, which published a Special Report on the Environmental 
Aspects of the Commission's Development Cooperation on 16 July 2006.115  The report 
highlights the need for environmental protection to be an essential component of 
development objectives. It goes on to conclude that the Commission needs a clear and 
comprehensive environment strategy for its development aid; that not enough has been 
done to mainstream the environment into budgetary support; and calls for adequate 
management arrangements to ensure the environment is properly mainstreamed, 
including improving capacity and introducing proper system for assessing environmental 
performance. 

132.  What is striking about the Auditors’ report is how it mirrors many of the concerns we 
have expressed in our own report about DFID’s work and, more generally, about how the 
environment sits within development.  This demonstrates that this is not a problem limited 
to the UK’s approach to development. One could conclude that over recent years the 
general understanding of the urgent need to incorporate the environment into 
development has rapidly outstripped the capacity, and possibly the will, to do so. Our 
conclusions in this Report, together with the similar findings of the European Court of 
Auditors on EU development aid, need to be addressed both at national and EU level. 
We would hope to see the UK Government and Commission learning from each other 
how best to address the issues and co-operating wherever possible to ensure effective 
and coherent policy. 

The White Paper 

133. DFID published its White Paper, Eliminating World Poverty: Making governance work 
for the poor, in July 2006 shortly before the publication of this Report. During our inquiry 
we were told, by the Minister, that that White Paper would demonstrate further the 
Department’s intent in the areas of sustainability, and by officials that the issue of 
sustainability was being increasingly talked about within the department as a result of the 
forthcoming White Paper.116 We therefore held some hope that many of the areas that we 
have expressed concern about in this report would be addressed in the White Paper. We 
have been thoroughly disappointed.  

134. There is little if anything new within the document with regard to sustainability. Yet 
again it acknowledges some of the problems that exist but fails to set out how to address 

 
115 European Court Auditors, Special Report No 6/2006, The environmental aspects of the Commission's development 

cooperation, 16 July 2006.http://www.eca.europa.eu/audit_reports/special_reports/docs/2006/rs06_06en.pdf  
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them. It reiterates what DFID has already acknowledged elsewhere, that use of natural 
resources, including agriculture and water, needs to be sustainable but makes no 
commitments, as we have already highlighted, to ensure this. It makes some commitment 
to focus on clean energy, although this is mainly through the existing Energy Investment 
Framework. It highlights climate change with an exclusive focus, yet again, on assisting 
developing countries to adapt to its impacts. There is little acknowledgment of how vital 
the environment is to poverty reduction for the most poor. There is no mention of the 
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, the need to respect environmental limits as 
development occurs, or the impacts of growth on climate change. The White Paper is 
another missed opportunity for DFID to make the environment as central to its work 
as it has made clear it should be in many of its policy documents and in evidence to us. 
In his first White Paper speech the Secretary of State called the idea that developing 
countries can pursue growth and worry about environmental sustainability later a 
myth. Yet again it appears his Department has shown little willingness to apply these 
fine words to how it functions. 

Conclusion 

135. DFID is regarded as a world leader and innovator in many areas. It now has a firm 
focus on poverty reduction, no longer ties aid and has abandoned economic conditionality; 
all of which we very much welcome. It has also produced extensive and very valuable 
research in many areas, including the environment. What we would like to see in the 
future is DFID taking the lead internationally, as it has with conditionality, on 
integrating the environment into development. Many of the instruments DFID needs for 
achieving this are already in place. All that is required is for these to be deployed more 
effectively. There is a better understanding, in some parts of the department at least, of 
what the priorities are; there is existing international dialogue through the Poverty and 
Environment Partnership; the Department already has the internal structures and 
procedures that—if functioning properly and appropriately staffed—could make DFID’s 
impact on the ground both significant and consistent. What is needed more than 
anything is the urgent recognition throughout the Department that the environment is 
vital to sustainable development and the will at senior level to ensure this is now 
translated into working practice.   
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) 

Goals and Targets (from the Millennium Declaration Indicators for Monitoring progress 

GOAL 1: ERADICATE EXTREME POVERTY AND HUNGER 

1. Proportion of population below $1 (PPP) per day1 

2. Poverty gap ratio [incidence x depth of poverty] 

Target 1: Halve, between 1990 and 2001, the 
proportion of people whose income is less than one 
dollar a day 

3. Share of poorest quintile in national consumption 

4. Prevalence of underweight children under-five 
years of age 

Target 2: Halve, between 1990 and 20015, the 
proportion of people who suffer from hunger 

5. Proportion of population below minimum level of 
dietary energy consumption. 

GOAL 2: ACHIEVE UNIVERSAL PRIMARY EDUCATION 

6. Net enrolment ratio in primary education 

7. Proportion of pupils starting grade 1 who reach 
grade 5. 

Target 3: Ensure that, by 2015, the proportion of 
people who suffer from hunger 

8. Literacy rate of 15-24 years-old. 

GOAL 3: PROMOTE GENER EQUALITY AND EMPOWER WOMEN 

9. Ratios of girls to boys in primary, secondary and 
tertiary education 

10. Ratio of literate females to males of 15-24 year-olds 

11. Share of women in wage employment in the non-
agricultural sector 

Target 4: Eliminate gender disparity in primary and 
secondary education preferably by 2005 and to all levels 
of education no later than 2015 

12. Proportion of seats held by women in national 
parliament  

GOAL 4: REDUCE CHILD MORTALITY 

13. Under-five mortality rate 

14. Infant mortality rate 

Target 5: Reduce by two-thirds, between 1990 and 
2015, the under-five mortality rate 

15. Proportion of 1 year-old children immunised 
against measles 

GOAL 5: IMPROVE MATERNAL HEALTH 
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Goals and Targets (from the Millennium Declaration Indicators for Monitoring progress 

16. Maternal mortality ratio Target 6: Reduce by three-quarters, between 1990 and 
20015, the maternal mortality ratio 

17. Proportion of births attended by skills health 
personnel 

GOAL 6: COMBATT HIV/AIDS, MALARIA AND OTHER DISEASES 

18. HIV prevalence among 15-24 year old pregnant 
women2 

19. Condom use rate of the contraceptive prevalence 
rate 

Target 7: Have halted by 2015 and begun to reverse the 
spread of HIV/AIDS 

20. Number of children orphaned by HIV/AIDS3 

21. Prevalence and death rates associated with malaria 

22. Proportion of population in malaria risk areas 
using effective malaria prevention and treatment 
measures4 

23. Prevalence and death rates associated with 
tuberculosis 

Target 8: Have halted by 2015 and begun to reverse the 
incidence of malaria and other major diseases 

24. Proportion of tuberculosis cases detected and 
cured under directly observed treatment short 
course (DOTS) 

GOAL 7: ENSURE ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY 

25. Proportion of land area covered by forest 

26. Ratio of area protected to maintain biological 
diversity to surface area 

27. Energy use (kg oil equivalent) per $1 GDP (PPP) 

28. Carbon dioxide emissions (per capita) and 
consumption of ozone-depleting CFCs (ODP tons) 

Target 9: Integrate the principles of sustainable 
development into country policies and programmes 
and reverse the loss of environmental resources 

29. Proportion of population using solid fuels 
 

Target 10: Halve, by 2015, the proportion of people 
without sustainable access to safe drinking water 

30. Proportion of population with sustainable access 
to an improved water source, urban and rural 

31. Proportion of urban population with access to 
improved sanitation 

Target 11: By 2020, to have achieved a significant 
improvement in the lives of at least 100 million slum 
dwellers 

32. Proportion of households with access to secure 
tenure (owned or rented) 

GOAL 8: DEVELOP A GLOBAL PARTNERSHIP FOR DEVELOPMENT 
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Goals and Targets (from the Millennium Declaration Indicators for Monitoring progress 

Target 12: Develop further an open, rule-based, 
predictable, non-discriminatory trading and financial 
system. 
 
Includes a commitment to good governance, 
development, and poverty reduction – both nationally 
and internationally 

Some of the indicators listed below are monitored 
separately For the least developed countries (LDCs), 
Africa, landlocked countries and small island developing 
States 

33. Net ODA total and to LDCs, as percentage of 
OECD/DAC donors’ gross national income 

Target 13: Address the special needs of the least 
developed countries 
 
Includes a commitment to good governance, 
development, and poverty reduction – both nationally 
and international 

34. Proportion of total bilateral, sector-allocable ODA 
of OECD/DAC donors to basic social services 
(basic education, primary health care, nutrition, 
safe water and sanitation) 

35. Proportion of bilateral ODA of OECD/DAC 
donors that is untied 

36. ODA received in landlocked countries as 
proportion of their GNIs 

37. ODA received in small island developing States as 
proportion of their GNs 

Target 14: Address the special needs of landlocked 
countries 
 
Includes : tariff and quota free access for least 
developed countries’ exports; enhanced programme of 
debt relief for HIPC and cancellation of official bilateral 
debt, and more generous ODA for countries committed 
to poverty reduction 

Market Access 

38. Proportion of total developed country imports (by 
value and excluding arms) from developing 
countries and LDCs, admitted free of duties 

39. Average tariffs imposed by developed countries on 
agricultural products and textiles and clothing 
from developing countries 

40. Agricultural support estimate for OECD countries 
as percentage of their GDP 

41. Proportion of ODA provided to help build trade 
capacity5 

Debt sustainability 

42. Total number of countries that have reached their 
HIPC decision points and number that have 
reached their HIPC completion points 
(cumulative) 

43. Debt relief committed under HIPC initiative, US$ 

Target 15: Deal comprehensively with the debt 
problems of developing countries through national and 
international measures in order to make debt 
sustainable in the long term 

44. Debt service as a percentage of exports of goods 
and services 
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Goals and Targets (from the Millennium Declaration Indicators for Monitoring progress 

Target 16: In co-operation with developing countries, 
develop and implement strategies for decent and 
productive work for youth 

45. Unemployment rate of 15-24 year-olds, each sex 
and total6 

Target 17: In Co-operation with pharmaceutical 
companies, provide access to affordable, essential drugs 
in developing countries 

46. Proportion of population with access to affordable 
essential drugs on a sustainable basis 

47. Telephone lines and cellular subscribers per 100 
population 

Target 18: In co-operation with the private sector, 
make available the benefits of new technologies, 
especially information and communications 

48. Personal computers in use per 100 population and 
internet users per 100 population 

 Source: DFID Annual Report 

 
 
The Millennium Development Goals and targets come from the Millennium Declaration signed by 189 
countries, including 147 Heads of State, in September 2000 www.un.org/documents/ga/res/55/a55r002.pdf 
 - A/RES/55/2 
The goals and targets are inter-related and should be seen as a whole.  They represent a partnership between the 
developed countries and the developing countries determined, as the Declaration states, “to create an 
environment – at the national and global levels alike – which is conducive to development and the elimination of 
poverty” 
 
Note: Goals, targets and indicators effective September 2003 
1. For monitoring country poverty trends, indicators based on national poverty lines should be used, where 

available 
2. Amongst contraceptive methods, only condoms are effective in preventing HIV transmission. The 

contraceptive prevalence rate is also useful in tracking progress in other health, gender and poverty goals.  
Because the condom use rate is only measured amongst women in union, it will be supplemented by an 
indicator on condom use in high risk situation.  These indicators will be augmented with an indicator of 
knowledge and misconceptions regarding HIV/AIDS by 15-24 year-olds (UNICEF-WHO) 

3. To be measured by the ratio of proportion of orphans to non-orphans aged 10-14 who are attending school 
4. Prevention to be measured by the % of under 5s sleeping under insecticide treated bednets, treatment to be 

measured by % of under 5s who are appropriately treated 
5. OECD and WTO are collecting data that will be available from 2001 onwards 
6. An improved measure of the target is under development by ILO for future years. 
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Appendix 2: List Of Environmental Screening Notes (ESNs) & 
Examples 

 

Project Project Cost Duration Country Department Date 

The Climate Change Adaptation in 
Africa Research and Capacity 
Development Programme 

£24,000,000 5 years – 
commencing 
second 
quarter to 
2006 

Africa Central Research 
Department 

16/04/06 

UNICEF Angola: Support to the 
Country Programme Action Plan 
2006-08 

£3,500,000 2 years Angola DFID Southern 
Africa 

12/05/06 

Budget Support to Bangladesh Roads 
and Highways Department 
Maintenance Programme 

£120,000,000 
[40m 
DFID/80m 
Gov of 
Bangladesh] 

5 years Bangladesh DFID Bangladesh 27/06/04 

Supporting More Accountable and 
Responsive Sub-National governance 
for Improved Poverty Reduction in 
Bolivia 

£1,525,000 1.5 years Bolivia  LAD 29/06/04 

Pooled Fund for Humanitarian 
Assistance to Democratic Republic of 
Congo 

£30,000,000 12 Months DRC DFID/DRC 06/03/06 

Support to the Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Process in the Democratic 
Republic of Congo 

£1,100,000 15 months DRC Great Lakes and 
Horn Dept 

13/01/04 

Ethiopia Poverty Reduction Strategy – 
Budget Support 

£20,000,000 
(of 60m) 

2003-2005 Ethiopia DFID Ethiopia 16/03/04 

Ghana Land Administration Project: 
Institutional Reform and 
Development: Strengthening 
Customary Land Administration 

£5,620,000 May 2003-
April 2009 

Ghana DFID Ghana 16/04/04 

Ghana Poverty Reduction Budget 
Support 2006-2008 

£126,000,000 Jan 2006 to 
Dec 2008 

Ghana DFID Ghana 17/05/06 

Integration of long-lasting insecticide 
treated nets with measles 
immunization campaign in Ghana, 
2006-07 

£6,080,000 June 2006-
May 2007 

Ghana DFID Ghana 01/05/06 

UNICEF/Govt. of India – Influencing 
Social Policy in India as a 
Contribution to Achieving the 
Millennium Development Goals 

£2,000,000 
[+3m USD – 
UNICEF 
contribution] 

4 years India DFID India – MP  

West Bengal: Initial Support for £20,000,000 2 Years India DFID India  
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Project Project Cost Duration Country Department Date 

Public Sector Enterprise Reform 
(Phase 1) 

Support to Government of India for 
Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan (Universal 
Elementary Education Programme) 

£20,000,000 1 year India DFID India 17/02/04 

Emergency drought relief in Kenya £15,000,000 18 months Kenya Rural Livelihoods/ 
Emergencies 

01/03/06 

The Latin America Regional Poverty 
Reduction and Aid Effectiveness 
Programme 

£1,300,000 2006-2008 Latin 
America 
Regional 

Latin America and 
Caribbean 
Department 

18/04/06 

Pakistan Tax Administration Reform 
Project (TARP) 

£12,600,000 5 years Pakistan Western Asia 
Department 

25/10/04 

Justice Sector Development 
Programme 

£25,000,000 5 years  Sierra 
Leone 

WAD 07/05/04 

Poverty Reduction Budget Support 
Programme 2004/05 

£15,000,000 2004/05 Sierra 
Leone 

WAD 27/07/04 

Trade@Work – Regional Standards 
Programme (making trade standards 
work for the poor 

£4,000,000 4 years Southern 
Africa 

DFID Southern 
Africa 

28/03/06 

Enhancing Quality of Life in Sudan 
through Improving Health Status and 
Reducing Poverty – GOAL Sudan 

£2,310,224 1 April 2006-
31 March 
2007 

Sudan DFID Sudan 04/05/06 

Basic Services Fund (BSF) for South 
Sudan 

£17.200,000 
[up to] 

2 years Sudan Sudan Unit 02/03/06 

Sudan Common Humanitarian Fund £40,000,000 2006 calendar 
year 

Sudan Sudan Unit 02/02/06 

Oxfam: Immediate Food Security 
Support through Food for Recovery, to 
Drought Affected Communities in 
Tokar and Rural Port Sudan 
Localities, Red Sea State, Sudan 

£1,010,094 Six months Sudan Africa Division 02/07/04 

Tanzania Poverty Reduction Budget 
Support (PRBS) 2006/09 

£310,000,000 
(2006-09) 

2006-09 – 
thereafter a 
rolling 3 year 
programme 

Tanzania DFID Tanzania 03/03/06 

Uganda Poverty Reduction Budget 
Support (PRBS) 2004/05 onwards 

£145,000,000 
(2004/05-
2006/07) 

2004-05 
onwards – 
rolling 3 year 
programme 

Uganda DFID Uganda 25/11/04 

Research and Training in Tropical 
Diseases (TDR) 

£4,000,000 3 years Various Central Research 
Department 

30/01/06 

Drugs for Neglected Diseases Initiative £5,000,000 3 years Various Central Research 27/01/06 
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Project Project Cost Duration Country Department Date 

(DNDI) Department 

Zambia – Poverty Reduction Budget 
Support 

£60,000,000 3 Years Zambia DFID Zambia 14/12/04 

Also supplied: 

List of Projects with an Environmental Component 

Source: DFID 

Sample completed ESNs 

Project Title: Pooled Fund for Humanitarian Assistance to Democratic 
Republic of Congo 

  
Section A – Basic Information 
Project Title: Pooled Fund for Humanitarian Assistance to Democratic Republic of Congo 
Project Cost:  £30,000,000 
Duration:  12 months 
Country: DRC      
Department:  DFID DRC      
Lead Project/Project Officer: Yoland Bewick  
Officer responsible for environmental screening: Cate Turton 
 
Brief description of intervention:  
 
The DRC 2006 Action Plan aims to provide a framework for humanitarian and stabilisation activities in 
the DRC. Under the Action Plan 3 lines of action are envisaged: (a) saving lives; (b) building a protective 
environment; (c) promoting stability. It encompasses proposals from UN agencies and government. 
Around 330 projects have been accepted (60%) from NGOs with a total funding requirement of $681 
million.  
 
The Action Plan is based on a multisectoral needs assessment covering education, food security and 
nutrition, health, landmine action, protection, refugees and reintegration, shelter and non food items, 
water and sanitation, and coordination. Each sector or cluster will be led by a UN agency,  
 
A pooled fund has been established to take forward the first two lines of the Action Plan. The aim of the 
fund is to enhance UN capacity to respond to humanitarian crises through the provision of a flexible 
resource managed under the coordination of the UN Humanitarian Coordinator. The Fund will be used 
to respond to priority needs identified by the Coordinator within the action plan.    
 
Section B – Assessment 
Environmental issues:       
 
The environmental impact of our contribution to the pooled fund depends on the issues identified in the 
action plan, the nature of the priority projects identified by the Humanitarian Coordinator and the 
capacity of implementing agencies to adopt best practice in terms of managing and mitigating 
environmental impacts. 
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Environmental risks and impacts of the action plan will be most significantly associated with water and 
sanitation, infrastructure rehabilitation and food security projects. These comprise a significant 
proportion of the Action Plan. 
 
DFID environmental screening would normally take place on a project by project basis. In moving to an 
action plan/pooled fund approach, we are ‘delegating’ responsibility for environmental screening to UN 
OCHA – as the coordinators of the Action Plan. We therefore need to ensure that the systems and 
procedures in place for the development, implementation and monitoring of projects within the action 
plan sufficiently encompass environmental issues.   
 
It is not clear whether sufficient attention has been paid to environmental issues in the:  
a. Planning and development of projects: A number of cross cutting issues (such as gender, HIV 
AIDS) were considered in the preparation of the Action Plan but environmental issues were not explicitly 
considered 
b. Implementation of projects: It is not clear whether OCHA considered the capacity of agencies to 
mainstream environmental best practice in their activities. Attention to managing relevant environment 
issues can be highly variable within agencies even where a strong policy statement exists.  
c. Monitoring systems: monitoring mechanisms will be based around cluster working groups with 
an emphasis on standardising procedures – it will be important to incorporate environmental issues into 
these procedures.  
 
Next steps:       
 
1. DRC Environmental Adviser and programme officer to meet UN OCHA and discuss whether 
environmental issues are sufficiently incorporated into project planning, implementation and monitoring. 
 
2. Depending on the outcome of these discussions, we may consider engaging consultancy support to: 
 
• Review the environmental issues associated with the principal humanitarian intervention areas 
in the 2006 Action Plan.  Emphasis will be given to the ‘priority humanitarian projects’ as identified by the 
UN Humanitarian Coordinator. 
 
• Review environmental policy and practice of principal implementing agencies.  A synopsis 
would be prepared for each agency, including corporate policy, environmental issues associated with field 
of expertise,  the technical capacity of the agency to implement best practice and M&E arrangements. 
 
• Work with UN OCHA to ensure that Action Plan procedures for 2007 (i.e. the call for projects, 
project application guidance and M&E systems) includes reference to environmental integration; and that 
there is relevant environment expertise available to those in charge of appraising suitability of projects 
and monitoring them.  
 
Any other comments: 
A similar approach to environmental screening is being taken forward in Sudan and Ethiopia, where 
DFID is also contributing to a common fund and action plan. The Environment Adviser will follow up 
with CHASE on how lessons emerging across these 3 programmes can be taken forward and contribute to 
DFID’s corporate priority of strengthening the UN humanitarian system.  
 
Section C – Sign off 
Environment adviser: Cate Turton Date : 05/03/06 
Lead project officer: Yoland Bewick  Date:  06/03/06 
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Project Title: Tanzania Poverty Reduction Budget Support (PRBS) 2006/09 

 
FLAG I 
 
Section A – Basic Information 
Project Title:       Tanzania Poverty Reduction Budget Support (PRBS) 2006/09 
 
Project Cost:      £310 million 2006/09 
Duration:         2006/09: thereafter rolling three year programme 
Country:         Tanzania 
Department:      DFID Tanzania 
Lead Project/Project Officer:      Ian Shapiro 
Officer responsible for environmental screening:      David Howlett 
Brief description of intervention:  
Financial contribution to the Government of Tanzania in support of the National Growth and Poverty 
Reduction Plan (NSGRP), or in Kiswahili the MKUKUTA . 
 
 
Section B – Assessment 
Environmental issues:  
 
The National Environmental Policy of 1997 outlines six key environmental concerns for Tanzania: land 
degradation, deforestation, environmental pollution, loss of wildlife habitat and biodiversity, 
deterioration of aquatic ecosystems, and lack of accessible good quality water. The poor in Tanzania are 
heavily dependent on the environment both for income generation and consumption. The primary issues 
thus relate to Tanzania’s high dependence on its renewable natural resources, the close linkages between 
poverty and environment. Key poverty and environment links in Tanzania include: 
 
Livelihoods - Majority of people (rural & urban) depend upon environment and natural resources for 
their livelihoods. 
Economic growth - Main economic sectors, agriculture, tourism and mining, depend upon environment 
and natural resources (ENR). In 2000 ENR, including tourism and mining, contributed ~66% to the 
economy. 
Vulnerability - Poor are most at risk from environmental related disasters: floods, drought; pollution; and, 
land degradation. 
Health - People’s health is dependent upon a good and clean environment: safe water; sanitation; solid 
waste management; water borne diseases; and indoor air pollution is a factor in child < 5 yr mortality. 
Water – Essential for domestic use, agriculture, energy and environmental services. 
Energy – Essential for growth – main source is wood and charcoal but present management is leading to 
deforestation. Hydro power provides significant proportion of electricity needs but is dependent upon 
management of catchments to maintain supplies. 
Governance - Access and control over ENR resources impacts on peoples’ livelihoods 
Conflict - Abundance and scarcity of natural resources as triggers/fuels for conflict e.g. gold - commercial 
mines and artisanal mines; land/water - agriculturalists vs pastoralists. 
 
Tanzania Government and the environment 
 
The Government stated aim (National Environmental Policy of 1997) is to ensure environmental 
sustainability, security and equitable use of resources for sustaining the livelihoods of the present and 
future generations; raising public awareness and understanding of links between environment and 
development; promoting individual and community participation in environmental action; promoting 
international cooperation on the environment agenda; and, expanding Tanzania’s participation and 
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contribution to relevant environmental bilateral, regional and global organisations and programs, 
including implementation of treaties. Over the last 3 years the Government has delivered a number of key 
environmental actions to achieve this aim, these are summarised below together with remaining 
challenges. 
 
Environmental Management Act 
In December 2002, the Cabinet approved an Institutional and Legal Framework for Environmental 
Management Program (ILFEMP), which led to the passing of the Environmental Management Act (No 20 
of 2004). This act provides the legal basis for environmental protection, Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA), Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), cross-sectoral coordination on 
environment, and integration of environment management into local government planning processes. 
The Division of Environment in the Vice President’s Office (VPO) and the National Environmental 
Management Council (NEMC) remain the lead agencies for implementing the EA efforts, while sector 
ministries and local government have specific responsibilities on environmental management. 
 
Environment Working Group 
The Government established an Environmental Working Group (EWG) in 2004 as a forum for discussion 
on environmental policy and the interface with civil society, academia, development partners and 
Government Ministries. The development partners are presently represented on the EWG by technical 
staff from UNDP, DANIDA, EC and the World Bank. This forum is convened by the Government 
monthly. 
 
MKUKUTA and environment 
The MKUKUTA highlights the important role of natural resources and environment to combat poverty. 
Environment and natural resources management have been mainstreamed in the document, with strong 
emphasis on the role of natural resources for income generation, reducing vulnerability of the poor to 
environmental risks, the importance of good governance, and the need to emphasize local involvement 
and participation. An underlying principle of the MKUKUTA is on sustainability and there are 
environmental targets under all three clusters ; 14% of the targets directly or indirectly relate to 
environment and natural resources management. There are further environmental interventions under 
other targets. This is a significant improvement on the first PRS. 
 
Budget and Monitoring 
Environment has also been addressed in the Public Expenditure Review (PER) and the Medium Term 
Expenditure Framework (MTEF). Initial poverty-environment indicators have been included in the 
poverty monitoring system and a major study has recently been completed which will lead to the 
strengthening of environment indicators in the Poverty Monitoring System (PMS). These indicators will 
be used to monitor progress towards the millennium development targets, including those under MDG 7 
on environmental sustainability. 
 
Growth and the environment 
An environment study on growth was undertaken as part of the development of the Country Economic 
Memorandum (CEM) between the Government and the World Bank. The final CEM includes a section 
on the contribution of environment and natural resources to growth and the need for their sustainable 
management. A report on economic instruments was commissioned by Government, and is being used to 
develop economic instruments as part of the implementation of EMA. 
 
Environmental governance 
The Government has highlighted environmental governance as an issue to be addressed, and has recently 
taken action to halt illegal logging. While the Government has sound policies and strategies for forestry, 
fisheries and wildlife use, it has recognised it is important to increase the speed of their implementation to 
make impacts on reducing poverty and halt the degradation of natural resources. Actions on this are 
included in the MKUKUTA. Similarly in the use of non-renewable resources the there is a need to 
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strengthen the control and regulation of small scale and large scale mining to mitigate any adverse social 
and environmental impacts. 
 
Climate change 
Tanzania already experiences vulnerability to existing weather patterns (droughts and floods) and work is 
already taking place on mitigation measures to these existing risks. The Government recognises the need 
to plan for adaptation to climate change where predictions are that these risks will increase. It is 
developing a national plan of adaptation and the MKUKUTA includes targets on reducing vulnerability 
and interventions on this. Further action will be required and the Government is setting up a series of 
activities, including a conference on implications on climate for Tanzania. 
 
Water and Sanitation 
The Government of Tanzania’s own figures for water coverage show an increase in urban water supply 
coverage from 67% in 1990 to 73% in 2004, and in rural water supply coverage from 43% in 1990 to 53% 
in 2004.  These figures are in line with the level of progress that would be required to meet the water 
millennium development target (MDT). However, past performance is no guarantee that Tanzania will 
actually meet the water MDT. The aggregate figures also mask considerable differences across regions and 
districts.  The Tanzania National Bureau of Statistics (2002) put access to basic sanitation at 87% in both 
rural and urban areas, however little progress has been made in the last decade.  Cholera remains endemic 
and piped sewerage systems cover less than 20% of urban households.  Sanitation at public institutions, 
particularly schools and hospitals, often does not meet basic government guidelines. 
 
Next steps 
The Government is now planning to develop and implement a capacity building programme to 
strengthen institutions on environmental management, to implement the MKUKUTA environment 
interventions, and to comply with commitments under multilateral environment agreements (MEAs), 
including climate change, to which Tanzania is a signatory. Further important actions planned include: 
 
o The integration of environmental issues into local and sector plans and budgets to achieve 
MKUKUTA targets and MEA commitments, including the preparation of guidelines on mainstreaming 
environment for the implementation of the MKUKUTA and development of public expenditure reviews 
on environment under the new PER process. 
o The development and implementation of environmental economic and fiscal instruments. 
o The development of waste management and pollution control strategies and to put these in 
place. 
o The full implementation of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) processes. 
o The strengthening of the poverty and environmental monitoring systems, and preparation of 
state of environment report, and development of environmental awareness and information programmes. 
 
Development partners and the environment 
 
Development partner architecture 
Development Partners Group (DPG), attended monthly by Heads of Development, is the focal point for 
sharing of information and monitoring of environmental issues at a senior level by development partners. 
Under this there is a sub group on environment presently chaired by DANIDA, with 11 other donor 
members. This group is the principal technical forum for environmental discussion amongst donors. 
However. it is the stated objective of DPG environment sub-group to work towards the establishment of a 
single group on the environment chaired by Government, and in this regard it is already working closely 
with the EWG. DFID as member of the DPG is kept up to date on environmental issues through technical 
briefs provided by the sub group. For example briefs were prepared in 2005 on environmental 
governance, and a study on environment and growth commissioned by the World Bank highlighted the 
impacts of weak environmental governance on the loss of revenue and livelihood opportunities for poor. 
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Poverty Reduction Budget Support (PRBS): 
Disbursement of direct budget support itself has no direct environmental impact but is a fully fungible 
contribution to financing the GoT budget. It is therefore impossible to distinguish the environment 
impact of DFID’s PRBS from the impact of GoT expenditure as a whole. Therefore the focus has to be on 
how government addresses environmental issues. 
 
In the original Performance Assessment Framework for the Poverty Reduction Strategy Credit (PRSC) 
and PRBS the World Bank and government included actions on the environment. These were used by 
other donors to monitor their budget support. The DPG sub group on the environment has been working 
with Government Environment Working Group on how environment is addressed under the new 
Performance Assessment Framework and the Joint Assistance Strategy (JAS). 
 
The PRSC/PRBS support Government’s efforts on environment through a three-pronged strategy 
involving (a) mainstreaming of environmental concerns into the poverty reduction process, the budget 
process, and sectoral policies; (b) improved understanding of poverty-environment linkages, and options 
for reducing vulnerability of the poor; and (c) strengthened institutional capacity to integrate 
environmental assessment (EA) procedures into sectoral strategies and policies and specific activities at 
the district and local level.  
 
The use of the PRSC as a proxy for development partners’ review of environmental progress is an interim 
measure as the Environment Management Act sets out clearly that the annual State of the Environment 
Report (the first being completed in March 06) will provide annual monitorable indicators which partners 
can utilize. These will also feed into the poverty-environment indicators of the PMS which will be 
monitored by DFID. 
 
Next steps:  
 
Through the leadership of the DPG sub group on environment (presently chaired by Danida) and our 
membership of the PRBS and DPG forum we will support the actions by Government summarised in the 
previous section. Specifically DFID will: 
o Participate in a dialogue through the DPG on how environmental management and 
sustainability issues are being addressed, and specifically DFID will in meetings with the development 
partners on PRSC/PRBS reviews check that the donors leading on environment have reviewed progress 
with GoT against agreed environmental actions as noted in the new PAF and/or in the PRSC. 
o Through the head of DFID Tanzania, continue to access environmental briefing through the 
DPG meetings, and monitor progress towards the creation of a single group on the environment chaired 
by Government as part of the overall changes to singe working groups as part of the JAS . 
o Monitor progress on the JAS such that under division of labour a sufficient core group of donors 
maintains their technical competence and expertise on environment management to work with 
Government. 
o As part of its routine work with Government and partners on the development and 
strengthening of the PMS, monitor progress on the inclusion of poverty-environment indicators in the 
PMS. 
o Work within the DPG governance group on ensuring links with DPG environment group for 
joint work on environmental governance where appropriate. 
o Work with the British High Commission (BHC) to ensure consistent UK engagement on 
environmental governance. 
Any other comments:  
 
Section C – Sign off 
Environment adviser: David Howlett Date : 3 Feb 2006 
 
Lead project officer: Ian Shapiro    Date:  3 Feb 2006 
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Project Title:   Uganda Poverty Reduction Budget Support (PRBS) 2004/05 
onwards 

Section A – Basic Information 
Project Title:        
Uganda Poverty Reduction Budget Support (PRBS) 2004/05 onwards 
Project Cost:      £145m 2004/05-2006/07 (£40m in 2004/05) 
Duration:           2004/05 onwards: rolling three year prgramme 
Country:            Uganda 
Department:      DFID Uganda 
Lead Project/Project Officer:      Jonathan Beynon 
Officer responsible for environmental screening:      Tim Sumner 
Brief description of intervention:       
PRBS to enhance GoU institutional and financial capacity to implement the PEAP (Poverty Reduction 
Action Plan) and reduce poverty  
 
Section B – Assessment 
Environmental issues:       
In terms of progress towards MDG 7 on environmental sustainability, Uganda is making variable 
progress.  While it is currently on track to achieve Target 10 on safe access to water, the same cannot be 
said for Targets 9 and 11 or the WSSD 2002 additional target relating to sanitation.  
 
Disbursement of direct Budget Support itself has no direct environmental impact but is a fully fungible 
significant contribution to financing of the GOU budget. It is therefore impossible to distinguish the 
environmental impact of DFID PRBS from the impact of GOU expenditure as a whole.  Ensuring that 
Government systems are capable to address issues of environmental sustainability is essential for budget 
support donors given sustainable development as a core principle in their development assistance.   The I-
CAP risk assessment notes the risk of short-term economic growth being pursued at the expense of 
environmental sustainability. 
 
Economic growth is at the heart of GoU strategy to tackle poverty.  Uganda’s aspired annual growth rate 
projections are predicated on quality, abundance and sound management of the natural resource base, 
given that growth is largely driven from agriculture.  This is likely to continue for some time, even with a 
transformation policy to diversify and develop other economic sectors.   One of the core pillars of the Plan 
for Modernisation of Agriculture (PMA) is focused on Sustainable Use and Management of Natural 
Resources. There are linkages between growth, poverty and environment that could threaten the 
sustainability of these growth rates.  Areas of concern include: 
• forest destruction, soil erosion, land degradation, pest diseases and water pollution having a 
severe detrimental impact on yields of export crops such as coffee, bananas and fish; 
• if availability of water and fuelwood decreases, the poor must spend more time and effort in 
meeting daily needs rather than in productive activities; 
• sustainability of current exploitation patterns of Lake Victoria, a critical regional resource, 
regarding the key economic services provides (agriculture, fisheries, transport and hydro-power etc). 
• inadequate and inequitable access to and management of natural resources is an important factor 
which increases tensions and conflict between cattle herders and agriculturalists, for example, in the 
Karamajong area 
• the overall net impact of climate change may impose further constrain Uganda’s development 
path if predicted adverse impacts on water resource distribution and absolute agricultural productivity. 
 
Uganda participatory poverty assessments have revealed the importance to the poor of a clean and safe 
environment where they have access to its resources, and its relevance to achieving human development 
objectives of the PEAP.  Effective action on environmental health issues, especially sanitation and hygiene 
and indoor air pollution, can yield significant health benefits with the implications for the wellbeing of the 
poor and their ability to take advantage of economic and education opportunities.  
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Natural resources are critical to the rural vulnerable and those operating at a subsistence level.  These 
resources, particularly common property resources, provide a key safety net for the poor during times of 
hardship, and are an integral part of their coping strategies.  Degradation or constraints in access typically 
disproportionately affect the poor.   
 
Overall the PEAP demonstrates awareness of these key environmental issues, but meaningful action of 
such cross cutting issues remains a significant challenge.  DFID and other donors will need to monitor 
and engage on GoU’s own environmental management policies and capabilities in relation to the PEAP 
and associated GoU expenditure.  Many ENR issues relate to maintaining public goods where a strong 
and appropriate government role, adequately resourced is vital.  GoU policy for decentralisation offers 
opportunities for improved environmental management but also poses considerable challenges.  
  
Environment and Natural Resource (ENR) institutions represent a diverse range of actors and a complex 
‘sector’. Overall management of the sector is weak. The recent PMA review (October 2004) identified slow 
progress overall in implementing work relating to the pillar on sustainable use of natural resources. The 
sector is significantly disadvantaged in terms of the level of intra-sector coordination and its capacity for 
effective engagement in national budget dialogue and allocation processes. This presents a challenge in 
ensuring adequate funding to ENR institutions, particularly so given the absence so far of an ENR SWAP 
(although GoU is committed to this).  Transition from traditional project modality towards a sectoral 
approach will require support and careful management. With its history of support on environment and 
natural resources, DFID, together with the WB, is seen to have a lead role in the sector.    
 
Next steps:       
 
In collaboration with other donors, DFID will contribute to providing support to the GoU to help ensure 
that environmental sustainability is an integral part of PEAP implementation and national policy 
dialogue, in particular through the development of an ENR SWAP and the integration of ENR into PMA 
implementation and investments, and into District level development planning. 
 
In the context of DFID commitment to donor coherence and harmonisation and the UJAS, DFID will 
seek to strengthen and exploit donor coordination and collaboration on ENR issues, working through the 
Donor Sub-Group on Environment.  DFID support to non-state stakeholders to have voice in policy 
dialogue and monitoring of policy implementation will embrace ENR actors.    
  
Support for improved analysis and pilots to inform policy options and decisions will be included in the 
above work with partners in such as areas as:  
- role of ENR in growth and costs of environmental degradation and cost/benefit analysis of 
investment in improved ENR management 
- sustainability of current management and extraction patterns and monitoring of these patterns   
- Environmental burden of disease study 
- Relationship between ENR & rural taxation and revenue capture  
 
DFID financing may involve application of non-direct budget support modalities such as limited basket 
funding and Strategic Funds.  
 
Any other comments:       
 
Section C – Sign off 
Environment adviser: Tim Sumner      
Date : 25/11/04 
Lead project officer:      Date:      
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Project Title:      Zambia – Poverty Reduction Budget Support 

 
Section A – Basic Information 
Project Title:       Zambia – Poverty Reduction Budget Support 
 
Project Cost:       £60 million 
 
Duration:            3 Years 
 
Country:             Zambia 
 
Department:       DFID Zambia 
 
Lead Project/Project Officer:      Chris Murgatroyd 
 
Officer responsible for environmental screening:       
 
Brief description of intervention:. The purpose of the proposed budget support is to support the 
government of Zambia implement its Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper aimed at ensuring economic 
growth and poverty reduction.  
 
 
Section B – Assessment 
Environmental issues:  
There are no direct adverse or beneficial environmental impacts resulting from this project. However, 
there are maybe an indirect beneficial impact. Restoration of macroeconomic stability and growth will 
increase resources available for priority areas identified in the Zambian Government PRSP which 
recognises the environment as a cross-cutting issue.    
 
Next steps:  
 
Any other comments:  No 
 
 
 
Section C – Sign off 
Environment adviser:  Date:  
 
Lead project officer:      Chris Murgatroyd   
Date: 14 Deecember 2004 
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Formal minutes 

Monday 24 July 2006 

Members present: 

Mr Tim Yeo, in the Chair 
 
 

Mr Martin Caton 
Mr Colin Challen 
Mr David Howarth 
 

 Mr Graham Stuart  
Joan Walley 

 

In the absence of the Chairman, Joan Walley was called to the Chair. 

The Committee deliberated. 

Draft Report (Trade, Development and Environment: the Role of DfID), proposed by the 
Chairman, brought up and read. 

Ordered, That the Chairman’s draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1 to 135 read and agreed to. 

Resolved, That the Report be the Tenth Report of  the Committee  to the House. 

Ordered, That the Appendices to the minutes of Evidence taken before the Committee be 
reported to House.  

Ordered, That the Chairman do make the Report to the House. 

The Committee further deliberated. 

 

 [Adjourned till Tuesday 10th October 2006 at 10am 
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Environmental Audit Committee: Evidence Ev 1

Oral evidence

Taken before the Environmental Audit Committee

Trade, Development and Environment Sub-Committee

on Thursday 23 March 2006

Members present:

Colin Challen, in the Chair

Ms Celia Barlow David Howarth
Mr Martin Caton Mr Edward Vaizey

Memorandum submitted by Christian Aid

Introduction

1. There are a multitude of environmental challenges facing poor communities. The most pressing of
these and the one which is at the root of many of the others is climate change.

2. Action on climate change in particular, and sustainedwork on the conservation andwise use of natural
resources in general, are bound together in the DNA of development and should not be separated.

3. Most poor people depend on their natural environment for survival and livelihood. Becausemany also
live fragile and marginal existences, any change in the nature of that environment will aVect them
profoundly. Climate change therefore impacts on poor people first and worst with many already suVering
its eVects (Up In Smoke, Working Group on Climate and Development, 2004).

4. It is also clear from climate-related disasters that women are more vulnerable to climate change than
men and from the energy dynamic in poorer communities that women stand to gain more from harnessing
renewable sources of energy (for instance, most poor people burn wood for cooking, which women are
usually obliged to spend long hours collecting).

5. But poor people also need more secure means of making a living, which means that new jobs must be
created in the countries in which they live. While this may mean more carbon emissions in the immediate
term, it can no longer be argued that growth can be achieved at the expense of the climate. The opposite is
now true. For growth to favour poor people it must, among other things, be achieved wherever possible
using clean technologies.

6. Christian Aid knows this not only through its extensive work on global economic justice, but from
decades of experience working with poor people in their own communities where sustainability and
stewardship of resources have always been the byword. The agency has long-funded projects and worked
with partner organisations that conserve water and vegetation and has learnt from poor people—the experts
on the climate writ small—about the profoundly worrying changes that are taking place.

7. Christian Aid welcomes DFID’s increasing focus on the impact of climate on poor people. But
fundamental changes in pan-Whitehall policies are needed with a major commitment to joining up across
government. Through the lens of climate change, British transport and energy policy is intrinsically
intertwined with the potential for economic growth in Africa, a truth that must be set at the heart of the UK
government’s response.

Taking Responsibility for Climate Change

8. Poor people should not be expected to be accountable for the influence humans have brought to bear
on the climate through their profligate use of fossil fuels. The lion’s share of the c380 parts per million (ppm)
of carbon dioxide—the most prolific of greenhouse gases—that currently reside in the earth’s atmosphere
have been emitted in industrialised countries.

9. In spite of the economic growth of China and India (the benefits of which to poor people are
questionable, see Ghosh, Christian Aid 2005, among other literature) it is rich countries that still emit more
greenhouse gases. In Britain, for instance, per capita carbon emissions are currently around nine tonnes per
year, compared with less than one tonne per year in Sub Saharan Africa (International Energy Agency,
2002).



3378581001 Page Type [E] 09-08-06 00:46:47 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 2 Environmental Audit Committee: Evidence

10. Since the earth’s atmosphere is a globally-shared resource, the onus in eVorts to reduce emissions is
on rich countries. It is critical that global emissions peak by 2015 and decline thereafter, but within this
context of historical and current massive inequity in the use of the atmosphere, while rich countries reduce
their emissions, poor countries must be allowed to expand theirs. This “redistribution” of pollution rights
is enshrined in the Kyoto Protocol.

11. In this regard, the UK government’s work on climate change and poverty must begin at home. In the
interests of poor people in many of the countries in which DFID spends UK taxpayers’ money on
development, the UK must champion the systematic reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. This must be
a cross-Whitehall initiative involving, inter alia, the Treasury, DEFRA, Department for Transport, the
OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister and DFID.

12. This is entirely in line with DFID’s core purpose and the UK government’s stated aim of reducing
poverty and contributing towards sustainable development. Cutting emissions in the UK will not only help
save lives and improve livelihoods in poor countries but it will also create greater atmospheric capacity for
their economic development.

Recommendations

13. The UK government, led by the Treasury, must set an annual “carbon budget” to limit the
greenhouse gases Britain can produce each year. The limit of this budget should then be reduced each year
in line with or beyond the UK’s existing goal of cutting emissions 60% by 2050.

14. An independent audit commission should also be established to monitor the reduction of emissions
according to the carbon budget.

Climate-proofing Britain’s Investments

15. If DFID accepts the impact of climate change on poor people and that climate change is itself not an
act of God but human influenced, then its spending of UK taxpayers money ought to be climate proof—
spent in a manner so as to safeguard the climate and, wherever possible, reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

16. In 2004, the review of extractive industries by the World Bank recommended a phasing out ofWorld
Bank funding for coal, oil and gas projects by 2008. A significant number of other studies (Sachs andWarner
1995, Ross 2001, Christian Aid 2003, Catholic Relief Services 2003) have identified a counter-intuitive
corrosive eVect on human and economic development of natural resource extraction, especially oil and gas.
Recent attempts to lift the oil curse by implementing flanking fiscal transparency and accountability
measures on projects such as the Chad Cameroon Pipeline appear similarly doomed (Background Briefing
for European Executive Directors on The World Bank Group’s Support for Natural Resources in Africa,
Bretton Woods Project et al, 2005).

17. With the added impact of the extraction of these resources on the environment from which they’re
taken and, through their use, on the climate, Christian Aid believes that UK development assistance should
no longer be spent—ostensibly though multilateral institutions—on such projects.

18. UK development assistance should, however, be spent on clean, sustainable development in poor
countries, both as a means of reducing emissions and the impact of climate change on poor people and of
enhancing livelihoods. Christian Aid believes that, with foresight, there will be many opportunities for poor
communities that choose to develop by harnessing renewable sources of energy. There is clearly an
opportunity for support for low-emissions small and medium-sized enterprises, which DFID already
recognises are critical in pro-poor growth.

19. Christian Aid feels there is also a major opportunity for poor communities in oV-grid renewable
energy. Rather than investing in big, infrastructural power projects, now is themoment to leap a technology
and go straight to community-scale renewable energy. DFID, through its programmes and advocacy across
government, could play a major role in encouraging this leap, which may also provide opportunities for the
UK’s renewables sector.

20. Meanwhile, British business invests heavily in carbon emitting projects in poor countries, especially
in the extractive sectors. According to Henderson’s Global Investors, while the UK is responsible for 2% of
global emissions, financing from the UK accounts for up to 15%.

21. It is clear from this that the UK, as a financial centre, is a significant player in funding climate change.
The UK government must, therefore, do everything within its power, both nationally and internationally,
to oVer incentives that discourage the flow of money towards highly polluting investments and encourage
rapid investment in renewable energy and projects with a low emissions exposure.

22. The newOperating andFinancial Review (OFR), that recently earned a reprieve after being scrapped
by the Treasury, is a step towardsmore open reporting by companies of their social and environmental risks.
But, in view of the urgency required over climate change and with increasing numbers of investors calling
for the clearer declaration of the carbon exposure of projects, the UK government must look at a number
of market-based measures to make disclosure mandatory. Climate change has identifiable costs; there is a
business case for disclosure!
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23. But disclosure must go beyond that encouraged currently through the Extractive Industries
Transparency Initiative, on whichDFID leads for theUKgovernment.While of merit, the EITI lacks teeth.
In the face of the human rights and environmental violations that so often surround such projects and
bearing in mind the climate changing impact of what is extracted, is the EITI a response of appropriate
proportion? Christian Aid believes not.

Recommendations

24. DFID must conduct a thorough review of donor support for coal, oil and gas projects (as well as
support for other natural resource sectors, such as logging, which might increase people’s insecurity),
including funding of social and environmental mitigation projects. It must draw up a timetable for its
withdrawal from any support for projects, advocate that the World Bank does the same and publish its
findings on the eVectiveness of its funding of mitigation versus the harm done by exploitation.

25. Alongside this, DFID should investigate the eYcacy of renewable energy with major new research
examining the power needs of poor communities through the lens of renewable sources of energy. It should
also back the development of community-based renewable energy and livelihood initiatives, starting with
pilot projects in Asia, Africa and Latin America to study their eYcacy.

26. The UK government must convene a panel of experts to recommend measures to make mandatory
the disclosure of the carbon emissions of projects put forward for UK stock exchange listing. This might
include more binding measures within the OFR or new listings rules or both.

27. DFID and the UK government in general must be aggressive supporters of clear, mandatory social
and environmental standards for investment, including open disclosure of carbon emissions. The EITI
should be replaced by mandatory International Financial Reporting Standards.

28. The UK’s Export Credit Guarantee Department must require disclosure of carbon emissions, must
phase out its support for projects—coal, oil, gas, power, infrastructure—with high carbon exposure and
increase support for those with zero emissions or those that attract carbon credits. There is an opportunity
for the ECGDand theUK government to lead Britain into a new era of sustainable exports and ensure poor
countries have access to appropriate technology at the same time.

Climate Change, Poor People and Growth

29. There is a common assumption of an explicit causal link between growth and poverty eradication. In
reality, this is questionable. Wealth must be more evenly distributed for poverty to be eradicated, and so
must use of the atmosphere, which will allow more scope for poor countries to develop (and to pollute) in
the short term.

30. DFID has already identified that climate change is likely to have particularly dire consequences for
poor people, not just in terms of the increased frequency and severity of climate-related disasters, but in
harming their livelihoods (DFID climate change key paper 02, undated, UNDP 1998, World Bank 2002).
In general, it is estimated that African GDP could decline by to 10% in the next 10 years due to climate
change (The Economist).

31. So-called “pro-poor growth”—economic development that occurs in sectors of importance to poor
people, particularly agriculture—is especially at risk from a changing climate (FAO 2001, Up in Smoke,
WGCCD, 2004). It is Christian Aid’s belief that any growth that is pro-poor must therefore be climate
change proofed too—in eVect, growth through clean technologies is more pro-poor and therefore must be
the focus of the UK government’s advocacy and policy on development.

32. Poor people will not all desire or be able to live the life of smallholder agriculture. Moreover, climate
change will drive people oV their land, as is already the case in particularly sensitive regions. New jobs will
be needed and, for this new pattern of economic activity to be sustainable, poor countries need a rapid but
sustainable transfer of existing renewable energy technologies. Just as many poor countries have leapt over
landline telecommunications technology and developed mobile networks only, so they must leapfrog dirty,
centralised power generation and go straight to decentralised, renewable power to energise their
development.

33. To find this Holy Grail, poor countries will need to protect fragile markets in which poor people are
most active—especially as producers in these markets are further disadvantaged by climate change—and,
conversely, to open other markets in order to import clean technology cheaply. For this, they will need a
great deal more space in trade policy making—freedom from prescriptive trade agreements and conditions
attached to agreements with the IMF.

34. In the meantime, DFID programmes must also be targeted at supporting poor people to adapt to the
impact of an already changing climate, including through adapting their businesses to withstand climate
change. Disaster risk reduction should also become an integral part of all social and economic policies
advocated for and supported by DFID.
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Recommendations

35. In championing pro-poor growth, the UK government must recognise that climate change is already
undermining poor people’s livelihoods andmust take this into account in its policy-making. This means that
UK aid cannot come with economic policy conditions attached, as has already been promised. The
International Development Act should be amended accordingly.

36. Pro-poor growth is contingent on climate change being reversed and, in the meantime, on DFID and
others supporting poor people to adapt their livelihoods as well as their lives to cope with increasingly
hostile weather.

March 2006

Witness: Mr Andrew Pendleton, Policy Manager for Environment and Development, Christian Aid, gave
evidence.

Q1 Chairman: Hello, good morning and welcome. every day. In a sense those three things are making
his livelihood much more diYcult. I suppose that isThis is our first oral evidence session of this Sub-

Committee so we are looking forward to it. I think what I mean by poverty and environment being
intrinsically bound up together in the DNA ofyour background has been more in trade than in

environment issues. I just wonder if I could start by development. If you do something that harms the
environment then you are in fact harming the causeasking you generally to what extent these two things

are balanced or whether perhaps one overrides the of poverty eradication and development.
other.
MrPendleton: I think if you take a pro-poor focus to Q2 Chairman: I think that has been recognised,
economic issues in general then what comes out very particularly in that rather seminal report Up in
strongly from that is that you cannot ignore Smoke which you refer to in your memorandum,
environmental issues. In our submission we evoke which seems to have ended the standoV between
this image that in theDNAof development you have environmental NGOs and development NGOs.
got poverty and environment bound in together. For Could I ask you how DFID has responded to that
instance, if you are, as DFID says, trying to report or if you are aware of any response at all?
encourage pro-poor growth, you have to look at the MrPendleton: I think positively. I do not think there
areas in which poor people are active economically is anything specifically in the report that DFID
speaking and, like it or not, that is still largely would find disfavour with as it were, but I think the
agriculture. If agriculture becomes unsustainable concern would be over whether the connect is there.
because of environmental issues, which is already The implication of Up in Smoke is that we respond
becoming the case in many circumstances, then their in a number of diVerent ways, that we respond in a
ability to trade and take part in trade is severely way which allows poor people to adapt their lives to
hampered. We know that the development of large- the inevitable impact of climate change. Climate
scale international trading can often have a negative change is not a single factor, climate change
impact on the environment. In a sense it is a exacerbates every other environmental problem that
dichotomy because you have got a situationwhereby poor people face and so it calls upon us to help poor
if you further harm the environment, particularly people adapt to those inevitable changes, those
thinking about climate change, then you harm the changes that we now cannot prevent anyway. I think
very people you are trying to help. I think you have it also calls upon us to help poor people and poor
to try and find a way in which the focus on growth countries more generally in a sense find a path to
does not dominate everything else and, in actual development which does not repeat the same level of
fact, you need a focus on sustainability at the same carbon emissions that we have. If you look at India
time. Let me give you an example of an individual and China, where there has been high growth and
because it often helps to think of specific people in very high growth in carbon emissions too, if that
this regard. This was somebody whom I met in the pattern is repeated in Africa and again in China and
north of Senegal, near the Senegal River, who is India in order to lift those who are still in poverty
very, very typical of the kind of people that Christian there out of poverty then you will have a problem
Aid works with worldwide. He is a farmer growing which will ultimately undermine what you are trying
rice and onions and his name is Mamadou Niang. to do. Thirdly, and this is the most important factor
He said something to me which I thought was very that I think DFID could champion acrossWhitehall
interesting. He said to me there were three things in a sense but also should be championed anyway by
making his life and his livelihood very diYcult—and all the departments that it concerns, first and
he has quite a large number of children to provide foremost, action on climate change has to take place
for—and they are the fact that under structural here because we are the polluters and historically we
adjustment programmes government withdraws have been the polluters. We are the ones that are
support and he no longer can aVord to fertilise his largely responsible for the carbon that is currently in
crops properly, that the liberalisation of trade in his the atmosphere and we are still the biggest polluters
country means that because he is already struggling certainly per capita. So I think in those three senses
to produce competitively he struggles to compete it is really important. My sense is that DFID is
with cheap imports that now come in largely from strong on the adaptation work and we do some of

that kind of work with them. It has not got toEurope, and, thirdly, he said the desert gets closer
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thinking about the mitigation work so much yet and 2050, was something that from a purely economic
point of view could not be contemplated orit is not making strong signals acrossWhitehall from

a pro-poor point of view about the need for us to countenanced and therefore we had to deal with it.
Christian Aid has been doing a lot of internal worktake action on our emissions in rich countries.
over the past year or so on trying to look at where
our programme work is essentially already lookingQ3 Chairman: What did you make of the Budget
at climate change, but I suppose the partners withstatement yesterday in reference to extra money for
which we work do not quite realise that. So thoseadaptation? It did not mention the word mitigation.
that are working on the stewardship of naturalMr Pendleton: I gather the Chancellor proposed at
resources and making sure that poor peoplethe World Bank and IMS meetings a £20 billion
conserve natural resources such as water andWorld Bank fund which I understand is about
organic fertilisers and so forth, I think that kind ofmitigation because it is essentially about how to
work is intrinsically about climate change, it is abouttransfer renewable technologies into developing
the adaptation side, it is about making sure thatcountries. From our point of view that is hugely
livelihoods are climate change proof. I do not thinkwelcome because there is another aspect to
we are latecomers to the debate anyway, but I thinkrenewable energy technologies which I think at
a lot of our work is intrinsically about this area,Christian Aid we are just starting to do quite a bit of
which I think goes back to that question aboutwork on, which is that essentially a lot of isolated,
environment and development and the fact that it isrural poor companies currently are oV grid and they
a false dichotomy; they are bound together.always have been, they have never had large-scale

electricity and so in a sense the debate about large-
scale electricity generation has not ever impacted on Q5 Chairman: In your memorandum you have been
their lives. Smaller scale renewable solutions may critical of DFID for not “climate proofing” how it
well be a very good solution to them. Almost spends taxpayers’ money. How good do you think
regardless of the climate change argument, theymay NGOs are at climate proofing how they spend their
well be the technologies that those poor donors’ money, and howwell do you thinkChristian
communities need to get energy now.What we know Aid does that?
about energy is that when it comes into a community Mr Pendleton: It is a similar answer to the same
it transforms people’s lives, it means that businesses question in the sense that what we are aware of is
can keep operating into the evening and so they can that poor people’s relationship with the natural
enhance their opportunities to make money and environment is incredibly close and that actually you
grow their businesses, and it means that particularly and I have a very close relationship with the natural
the adults can study and so you have a great leap environment but we do not realise it most of theforward in terms of literacy in those communities time, but poor people do because they are short ofbecause, of course, adults cannot study much in the water and they are exposed to increasingday. For those reasons—and they sound small but desertification or increasing flooding or increasingthey are massively important—that kind of transfer

cyclones or increasing ferocious weather patternsof technology is hugely important. I think we would
much more so than you and I. I think we are awarewelcome the proposal. The measures of the Budget
of that and we have been aware of that through ourclearly do not go far enough but it is a step in the
work and intrinsically the two things are boundright direction. Certainly the transfer of renewable
together. Our sustainable livelihoods programmesenergy and sustainability technology to poor
take account of that and our disaster mitigationcountries, if it is genuine technology transfer, is of
work takes account of that. The reason why we nowmassive importance.
have to campaign on climate change is because we
have to ensure that our supporters’ money is not

Q4 Chairman: I understand that Christian Aid is wasted and I think that is why we are a part of the
developing its policy work on climate change. It Stop Climate Chaos coalition, it is that it is really
seems a little late in the day. We have been well important for us to say loud and clear that the
aware of the connections since Rio in 1992. Why do problem is created by us and so we must look to us
you think Christian Aid is only now developing its for the solution. The reason why Christian Aid is a
climate change policies? campaigning organisation anyway essentially is not
Mr Pendleton: First of all, I would not necessarily because we want to be politically a pain in the neck,
agree that we are only now doing that. The very first it is because we want to advocate on behalf of poor
piece of work that I wrote when I walked through people in order to try and shift the structures and
the door of Christian Aid in 2000 was a report called systems that keep them poor otherwise we could be
Unnatural Disasters where we identified—and I open to claims that we are wasting supporters’
think we were the first development agency to do money. That is a very critical part of what we do and
so—the link between the increasing frequency and that is why we are now stepping up our action with
ferocity of disasters that we were facing and that we others on climate change.
were responding to with climate change, and we
made that link largely because the UNIPCC under

Q6 Chairman: A good part of your funding is spentother pieces of work, including work from the
on grants overseas. Do you have things likeinsurance industry, made us able to do so and able
environmental impact assessments when you areto begin to cost that as well. We said that the

spiraling cost, something like $6 trillion going up to giving a grant to some project?
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Mr Pendleton: I think the honest answer to that focus on macroeconomic growth being the issue
question is no, we are not at that stage yet, but we are over other growth in sectors may be important to
moving much more towards that. What I would say poor people.
is that as a part of trying to help our partners draw
the links between their work and climate change it is
critical that we do climate proof our investments, we Q8 Mr Vaizey: We could have a huge ding-dong
very much see them as our investments, which goes about the nature of global capitalism, but I will focus
back to that point about the fact that this is a critical on your relationship with DFID instead. You have
argument for development agencies because we need worked with DFID now for almost 30 years. I just
to climate proof the investments that we are making wondered whether you could talk about your
with our supporters’ money. relationship with DFID and, in particular, what

benefit you think DFID gets from working with
Christian Aid.Q7 Chairman: In your memorandum, paragraph 9,
Mr Pendleton: Christian Aid is one of the agenciesit says, “In spite of the economic growth of China
that has PPA and I think that is a developmentand India (the benefits of which to poor people are
which we view as hugely positive because we feel it isquestionable . . . ”. Could you just expand on why
a recognition of the positive work that Christian Aidthose benefits of economic growth are questionable
does. Christian Aid now has a five-year strategicin India and China?
framework which says what we will do and how weMr Pendleton: The link between poverty reduction
will be judged by what we do over the next five yearsand economic growth is unproven. There is a very
and that identifies six diVerent areas. The PPA isgood New Economics Foundation report which I
essentially a recognition that DFID supports thatreference in thememorandum and I urge you to take
strategic framework in particular areas. They area look at and which eVectively says that for every

$100 of economic growth only 60 cents goes to poor specifically interested in HIV and in our ability to
people. There is a relationship but it is a very distant mobilise particularly church agencies in developing
one and so in economic terms, that makes economic countries which are hugely important for
growth a very ineYcient way to tackle poverty. That development. So it is a recognition of the fact we are
is not to say you do not need economic growth an ecumenical agency, a recognition of the
because obviously economic growth brings development work that we do and it is a recognition
investment and without it investors will not invest, of the fact that we can add huge value—it is worth
so you do need a modicum of economic growth. roughly £5 million a year—to that, because we bring
There are two factors: the first one is that it is supporters’ money into that and we bring in other
ineYcient in terms of tackling poverty and so just as money and so in a sense we match and raise the £5
important if not more so are means for million DFID gets. Overall I think it is probably
redistributing the benefits of economic growth; and enormously good value, but it represents a
the second—and this goes back to the point about partnership too. It is a recognition of the fact that we
climate change being fundamentally harming poor share aims and values about tackling poverty with
people—is that if economic growth is achieved at the DFID.
expense of the planet then poor people will
ultimately suVer. If your aim in growing economies
is to tackle poverty, if you do so at the expense of the Q9 Mr Vaizey: What happens when you have some
environment you will undermine your eVorts. I disagreement, how do you work that out? Howthink what we need to be very clear on is that while micromanaged are you?growth is important it is not the be all and end all. I

Mr Pendleton: I do not think we are micromanagedthink the problem and, I suppose, the
in relation to the PPA. We have a responsibility todisappointment with DFID is that while much of
report against what we have said we will do for thewhat it does in its programme is very much along the
PPA. The PPA is not attached to particularlines of whatwe do andwe share objectives, the over-
programme objectives, but we obviously are obligedfocus on economic growth has been thee main way
to be accountable for the spending of that money. Iin which one tackles poverty and I think it is a
think that is quite detached from our campaigningproblem and that is disappointing and that is
and public advocacy work. For instance, we weresomething that we need to challenge. I thinkwhat we
quite critical of some of DFID’s work in Andhraalso need to do is to get over this idea that
Pradesh last year and that did bring a degree ofdevelopment agencies like Christian Aid are anti
disagreement, we had quite a big debate with DFIDgrowth and anti business. We are hugely pro
over that and we have a number of times in the pastbusiness, but we are pro a kind of business which is
over specific policy issues. The fact that we have apro-poor. Poor people are business people largely,
close funding relationship and share objectives withthey are involved in business on a daily basis, but
DFID does not mean that we cannot disagree andtheir businesses are being whacked by a number of
sometimes fall out over specific policy issues. I thinkfactors and they are the sort of factors that
Christian Aid is quite a determined agency becauseMamadou Niang talked about because he is
we have a fairly clear set of valueswhichmeanwe areessentially a businessman. I think we need to focus
obliged to speak out on behalf of poor people and toon what kind of growth is good for development,
be provocative in order to try and challenge thewhich is why I would applaudDFID’s focus on pro-

poor growth but then question, therefore, where the structures and systems.
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Q10 Mr Vaizey: If you consider specifically the intrinsically linked to the issue of climate change and
I think we would want to say that about DFID’senvironment andDFID’s focus on the environment,
work too.the sort of impression we are getting as a Sub-

Committee is that DFID’s interest in the
environment peaked a few years ago and then it

Q12 Mr Vaizey: Is one of the problems that thepretty much dropped oV. Is that your impression? Millennium Development Goals do not have theWhat pressure can you bring to bear on DFID as it environment as one of their key goals?
were to move the environment back up the agenda? Mr Pendleton: I suppose so, although if you look at
Mr Pendleton: I think we can bring two areas of the MDGs through a climate change lens then you
pressure to bear on DFID which we can always get some pretty scary projections. I was looking at a
bring, which is in a sense we have a good day-to-day piece of research that I do not cite in our
relationship with DFID oYcials through the PPA, memorandum by Martin Perry, who is one of the
but recently we took part in a National Audit OYce UNIPCC,which begins tomake projections in terms
audit of the PPA process and we looked at all the of human development for the diVerent IPCC
diVerent relationships we have with DFID and they scenarios on temperature rises.What he is essentially
are many fold, over many diVerent issues and so we saying is that some of the areas that theMDGs cover
have that day-to-day dialogue with DFID. My like malaria are going to rise dramatically with the
argument about advocacy for change is that it never worst case and the middle case scenarios. In a sense
works unless you have that element of public what climate change does, as it does in all areas of
pressure that organisations like Christian Aid can development, is take us further away from our goals.
bring to bear on a situation. We have an enormous We only ever see theMDGs as a useful set of targets
amount of very vocal supporters across the country by which to measure things and no more than that
and we have a good dialogue with DFID where we because, let us face it, in terms of our aspirations,
can urge a greater focus on issues that we think are they are not ambitious enough and then climate
important, in this case the environment. Secondly, change is something that is going to take us further
what we can do through our own public advocacy away. Of course there is MDG7 which does focus to
and through networks like Stop Climate Chaos and a certain extent on the environment. I suppose there
the Working Group on Climate Change and is an argument for an MDG that focuses on climate
Development that produced Up in Smoke is an change, but for us the usefulness of the MDGs is as

ameasure of howwe are progressing. I supposewhatadvocate in a more public sense for change within
we can say is that climate change will take us furtherDFID and for connections in Whitehall, which is
away from many of the human health andreally critical on this issue because, as I say, the first
development aspects of the MDGs.and most important activity that needs to take place

is a reduction in carbon emissions in the UK.

Q13 Mr Vaizey: DFID has 18 environmental staV

out of almost 3,000 staV. Its budget is going toQ11 Mr Vaizey: You are seen primarily as a increase dramatically over the next few years. Dodevelopment NGO rather than an environmental you think it will be able to absorb those increases
NGO. Do you find your dialogue with DFID is and perhaps redirect them towards environmental
more on development issues? Do you think DFID aims?
could benefit more if you placed a greater emphasis Mr Pendleton: I think we would like to see a greater
on the environment in your dialogue with DFID? emphasis on the environment and development in
Mr Pendleton: I think now we are and that is being DFID. In development circles in general the
greeted extremely warmly. In fact, I have had arguments about sustainability and sustainable
encouragement not just from DFID oYcials but livelihoods have become unfashionable in recent
oYcials across Whitehall in general and ministers years. We have always felt at Christian Aid, because
and secretaries of state on that issue because I think of the nature of the work and because of the fact that
they welcome the slightly late arrival in some we are connected to very grass-roots sustainable
respects of development agencies into the debate livelihoods programmes through our partners
specifically about climate change, but bundled into overseas, that that was a bit of a problem and a bit
that are all the environmental issues that I have of an issue. I think what we would like to see is not
mentioned. It is obviously critical that we have that just more capacity in DFID on the environment but
dialogue now.We have had an emerging dialogue on better linkages between the environment,
the environment, for instance, over disaster sustainability, development and climate change. I
mitigation and we are running a five-year research think what we see in our work with DFID on
programme for DFID at the moment at Christian disaster prevention and mitigation is that it is good,
Aid looking at six pilot countries, including but there are not the linkages between that and the
Bangladesh and Malawi, on disaster preparedness. need to act on the changing climate which, frankly,
While again, just as I was saying about our partners, if you do not do again you are wasting your time and
we may not always have connected up the issues of money. So I think there is a very strong argument for
environment and development and climate change, DFIDbeing two things, havingmore capacity on the
I think we have essentially been there and we have environment in relation to its own work and the
been having that dialogue already. What we want to work of its partner organisations like Christian Aid

and also in terms of advocacy, because DFID couldsay about our own work now is that it has to be
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play a really important role in advocating for action there are positives and negatives. If you are working
on climate change in the UK on behalf of poor with a government that is co-operative and is worthy
people. and capable and has the capacity to deal with DBS

it has the benefit of rationalising aid and allowing
government to spend development assistance on itsQ14MrVaizey:What aboutDFID climate proofing
key priorities as agreed with a group of donors andits own programmes? Have you got examples of
so itmakes the situation simpler.Where it is negativewhere you think DFID could and should be doing
is—and this is not necessarily environmentallymore?
related—that sometimes I think donors can use it asMr Pendleton: I will be honest, as I am not a
an opportunity to gang up a little bit onprogramme person, and say I do not have that. I
governments and to force through certain changesthink the disaster prevention point I have just
which may not be in their interests. There was anmentioned is relevant. I thinkDFID really does need
example about a government procurementto question investment in large scale energy projects
agreement that I came across in Ghana, which hadwhich are carbon emitting. It is a point we have
been a precondition of the launch ofDBS, whichwasmade before about the impact of some of those
fine apart from the fact that it had an equalprojects on poor people which, if you look at the

evidence, is pretty roundly negative. If you add the treatment clause in it which meant that the
climate change argument to that, so I am talking government of Ghana, after that law had been
about some big oil and gas exploration projects, enacted, then had to give equal treatment to foreign
there is a very strong argument which says those companies and government procurement as it would
projects will happen anyway because international to local companies and in our view that is a bit of a
investors are interested in those. Apart from oVering problem in terms of encouraging the development of
guarantees and assurances from public agencies, capacity in local companies. There is an opportunity
there is no real reason why public agencies should be through DBS to set some environmental objectives
involved in those. Public money in a sense, if you within developing country governments and I
take the climate change focus in particular but also suppose that is an aspect of condition setting in a soft
the poverty focus, is not well spent. I would also sense that we would not have toomuch of a problem
question the mitigation projects that DFID does with given that the environment can sometimes,
around those programmes in that they need to be against all the other priorities that developing
evaluated. They could be very valuable in the sense country governments often have to deal with, be
that they could help poor people achieve their rights low.
in those situations, but they could be negative if they
are simply about sugaring the pill.

Q17 Mr Caton: Is that not the problem, that direct
budgetary support is moving away fromQ15 Mr Vaizey: So you think DFID is receptive to
conditionality for very good reasons? Does that notchange and is listening to your arguments. Do you
limit our ability to climate proof the project thatthink if you came back here in five years’ time you
we support?would be able to say there had been a real change
Mr Pendleton:What you have to be careful of within culture?
DBS and where it is a significant weakness is thatMr Pendleton: If I came back here in five years’ time
DBS spending by developing country governmentsand there had been no progress both from DFID
runs the risk of not being accountable enough to civiland other government departments on doing the
society in those countries. So I think the insistenceessential thing in climate change, which is
should be, if DBS is to be the way forward, that aadvocating in the UK for changes so that we do not
proportion at least goes to civil society and aemit so much carbon, then I would be hugely
proportion to monitoring the spending ofdisappointed. I think the increasing alliance of
development assistance through giving directdevelopment and environment agencies through
budgetary support to governments. We have gotStop Climate Chaos, the Working Group on
partners like the Integrated Social DevelopmentClimate Change and Development, the BOND
Centre in Accra in Ghana who are doing directDevelopment and Environment Group and so on is

extremely important and I hope that that will mean budget support monitoring and that is a key part of
that in a sense Government has the mandate to do their programme work now. If DBS is going to be a
that and that DFID feels strong enough in success then civil society needs to monitor it. Yes, I
government to say this is an issue of poverty and we think you are right, it can make certain policy
cannot ignore it. objectives of donors more diYcult to achieve.

Development assistance in general should not
necessarily be about the policy objectives of donorsQ16 Mr Caton: Aid and development funding from
and that is where the conditionality debate has beengovernments and multilateral organisations is
problematic in the past. There are certain conditionsincreasingly provided as direct budgetary support
that need to be set and they are that the money isbased on poverty reduction strategies. Is that the
spent as agreed. I think what needs to be done is thatright approach?
donor governments need to set those environmentalMr Pendleton: There are positives and negatives
objectives at the start so that if there is an agreementabout DBS. I would stress again that I am not the
about that and the condition is that the money isexpert on DBS, but I did have a chat with some of

those who are at Christian Aid and I think they feel spent as agreed then that needs to be seen to be done.
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Q18 Mr Caton: You say “if” DBS is the way Q20MrCaton:Hand-in-handwith your reservation
about economic growth is almost a direct oppositionforward. Does that imply that you think perhaps

more focused project funding would be a better way to trade liberalisation as a way of helping
development. DFID obviously takes a diVerentforward, particularly to enable us to protect the

environment? view. In your experience in Christian Aid have you
seen benefits of trade liberalisation as well as theMrPendleton: I think we have always felt that where
downside that you very convincingly gave us withthere are suYciently strong civil society
the example of a particular farmer earlier?organisations in developing countries DBS should

not be given at the exclusion of givingmoney directly Mr Pendleton:Of course. Christian Aid is in essence
neither pro nor anti liberalisation. Tradeto the kind of partner organisations that we work

with. liberalisation is a policy tool that governments can
use in their trade policy in diVerent ways at diVerent
times, the climate change debate being a very good

Q19 Mr Caton: Enthusiasm for budgetary support example. If you decide as a developing country
at the moment tends to go hand-in-hand with government to grow your renewable energy sector
encouraging macroeconomic growth to achieve rapidly and you are a non-producer of renewable
poverty reduction. Could you expand on your energy technologies, you would be utterly insane to
reservations about macroeconomic growth being so place high import tariVs on imports of the things
essential? that you need to do that. If you are a developing
MrPendleton: It is really important to look at pieces country that chooses to specialise in the
of work like the New Economics Foundation work development of computer technology you would be
because it simply states a cold economic fact, which insane to place high tariVs on the imports of the
is that for a lot of economic eVort, which is costly to things that you need. However, if you develop a very
the environment, you get very little poverty successful domestic industry by working through
reduction. While we would want to encourage liberalising certain aspects of your import regime
investment in developing countries, what is then you might want in the future, in order to help
increasingly important to us as an agency is looking the development of that industry, to raise tariVs in
at what resources already exist in a developing certain areas. Where I think import liberalisation
country and looking at how developing countries has been particularly damaging is in the areas that
can mobilise those. In a sense, is investment in its are most important to poor people such as
purest sense in developing countries the most agriculture. If you have got a large glut of
important thing or is the way developing country agriculture commodities already on the market
governments regulate that investment the most which are cheap because they are subsidised at
important thing? For instance, if a company from source and then you are forced, as was the case in
Britain goes into a developing country to invest and many developing countries, by the structural
demands a very low tax regime in order to do so, is adjustment to lower your import tariVs it is pretty
that good value for money for that developing obvious what is going to happen and it has
country? Does that undermine the value of that happened, it has harmed the livelihoods of poor
investment? I think you have to look at things in the people. All we are saying in essence—and it is always
round. What Christian Aid is beginning to do is to my aim to try and take the ideology out of this
try and analyse investments. We have had an debate and look at the practicalities—is that
analysis on foreign investment hitherto which has liberalisation is a tool which can be both a positive
been about the social and environmental impact of and negative thing. If it is used in the right place at
that foreign investment andwe have looked at things the right time it makes sense. If it is used in the wrong
like oil projects where there have been negative place at the wrong time it can be disastrous for poor
impacts, but we are increasingly trying to look at the people and it has been.
fiscal element of that, to say what is the value of this
investment to the developing country? Of course

Q21MrCaton:You have been very critical of DFIDthey bring money and jobs and therefore may
when it comes to their trade and developmentcontribute to macroeconomic growth, but what do
policies in the past. What are your main concerns,they take away? If they are not paying a suYcient
and have things changed in the last year?amount of tax and if they are also avoiding the

payment of tax through that process, which very Mr Pendleton: The rhetoric has certainly changed
across government and in DFID on tradeoften happens, by making transfers through tax

havens then is the value of that investment a good liberalisation because I think the rhetoric has moved
from liberalisation is inherently a good thingone? Aside from the argument about economic

growth per se onwhich I think it is fair to say the jury because the textbooks tell us it is to we must be
careful about how liberalisation is undertaken and itis out at the very least, you also have to look at the

story behind economic growth in a sense. So what must be sequenced. I think the problem with the
sequencing argument and in a sense the problemreally is the value?Howmuchmoney does stay in the

country? At the end of the day that is the critical with a lot of trade agreements is that they straitjacket
developing countries. If your aim through thefactor and it is not the GDP growth on the table, it

is how much money stays in that country. Capital development of trade and through eventual
liberalisation is to tackle poverty then I think whatflight is increasing from developing countries at an

alarming rate and that is something that deserves you need to take account of is that the import tariVs
may take a kind of zigzag, so they may go up andour focus.
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down. Our fear is that through being strong which is that we are here to tackle poverty, but what
we are also becoming increasingly clear about is thatadvocates, as DFID is, for things like agreements at

the WTO and to a certain extent an Economic if you tackle poverty at the expense of the
environment and particularly in a way which furtherPartnership Agreement between the EU and

African, Caribbean and Pacific countries, it does not harms the climate then you will undermine your
eVorts. So I think it is really important for us to taketake account of the fact that if you put countries in

a straitjacket of a trade agreement then they are account of those two facts, but I do not think that
changes in many respects the priorities for our work,going to struggle to be able to invoke the trade

policies that they need to do in the interests of their which is about trying to sustain people’s livelihoods,
people who are at the very bottom of the ladder ofdevelopment and so again it goes back to that

argument which I think has been heard particularly humanity and whose livelihoods are very fragile and
very vulnerable to any kind of change and requirein DFID and the rhetoric has moved but I am not

sure that policy has necessarilymoved to follow that. constant help and assistance at the moment. What
we do not want to do is to be doing that forever. As
we always say, we are an organisation thatQ22 Mr Caton: Do you think trade liberalisation in
essentially wants to go out of business.We do not seedeveloping countries is going to have an impact on
that happening any time soon. Essentially if we areclimate change and emissions?
to give our supporters good value for money we doMr Pendleton: When you overlay the increasing
need to take account of climate change, but I thinkcarbon emissions in countries like India and China
we need to be careful about how that sometimesmayover their economic growth you get a kind of echo
skew our priorities too.in a sense and carbon emissions go up as economic

growth goes up. In a sense the kernel of truth at its
heart with the climate change debate is that we really Q25 Mr Caton: Looking at agriculture, there are
do not have a choice over this. The fact that I have significant climate change impacts due to the use of
questioned growth from the basis of a poverty air freight, added water use, water pollution and yet
eradication point of view --- I hasten to add that that intensive agricultural production for export is
does not make us anti growth, it means that we need argued by some, including our Government, as vital
to question growth for growth’s sake. Just creating for poverty reduction. What is your position on
economic growth does not tackle poverty. Then I that?
think you need to add in the further change of MrPendleton:My position is that it is probably not.
climate growth and carbon emissions and what you It can be in some circumstances. What poor people
need to do at the very least is to begin to ensure that need probably more than anything else is jobs and
development is clean in developing countries. That things that give jobs to poor people is obviously a
means not just making sure that African countries good thing. Our view of large scale intensive export
that are at a low stage of economic development and orientated agriculture is that it is largely a richman’s
are not growing very much at the moment are game in developing countries and does not touch the
providedwith thewherewithal, the resources and the lives ofmany poor people and then you are back into
financing to begin to do their development on a clean the economic growth argument and again you have
path but that also India and China are strongly to decide whether or not you think growth is a good
supported and encouraged to do so, I think that is thing for poverty reduction in and of itself. I think
critical. There are still an awful lot of poor people in our reaction to that is not necessarily, but you
India and China in spite of their economic growth cannot be unequivocal on that because, of course, it
and if we are to make those people less poor then we may do in certain circumstances and good kinds of
have to do that in a waywhich does not further harm large scale projects where people’s human rights and
their environment. China and India are also highly labour standards are set reasonably high can provide
sensitive in terms of their ecology and the poor good livelihoods for poor people, so I do not think
people that live in the most vulnerable parts of the we would rule it out. The issue for us is very much
country are the ones—and they are largely the about how you secure people’s livelihoods who are
poorest people in those countries—who are once very much below that level and who are subsisting
again going to get whacked by that if we are not on their own or who are not even landowners and
careful. work as day labourers or whatever or, increasingly

in the informal sector, when they go to cities, how
Q23 Mr Caton:We are told that changes in land use you secure their livelihoods and begin to move them
are responsible for between 20 and 30% ofmanmade up the economic and employment ladder in a sense.
carbon emissions and that most of this is in the I think for us the game is very much about the value
developing world. Is this something Christian Aid with which I suppose smaller scale, domestically
has looked at? generated entrepreneurship might be nurtured. One
Mr Pendleton: No. of the things we are looking at in the whole

investment argument—and we are working with
people like the Co-operative Bank on this at theQ24 Mr Caton: Do you think you might be looking
moment—is how investors here capitalise small scaleat it?
projects in developing countries which have a muchMr Pendleton: It is certainly something we need to
clearer demonstrable benefit for poor people, areconsider. What we have to be careful of in the
much more pro-poor and will also have a muchclimate change debate is that we do not have our

priorities skewed. We are clear about our priorities, gentler impact on the environment, because theywill
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be working through organisations perhaps like us because I think we have to raise the issue of climate
change at the WTO and raise the issue of trade inwhere we have got years of experience with our
COPMOP.partners of the sustainable use of natural resources

in the production of agricultural crops and it is a
Q27Chairman: InUK terms do you seeDFID’s roletough one because the Co-operative Bank, for
as being key to that?instance, invests its south focused development
Mr Pendleton: It is key to that because DFID has amoney in things like World Bank bonds at the
presence at both and so it is key to making thosemoment. Our argument is that if you are in IFC linkages. What I cannot say because I do not knowbonds you are not necessarily benefiting poor is whether you have the same staV going to each, I

people. Sowe areworkingwith theCo-op andwe are suspect not and whether if you do not there is a good
just about to make a joint announcement with them linkage within DFID about those staV talking to
about the fact that they will no longer invest in IFC each other. What I know from Christian Aid, a big
bonds, and we will probably do a joint conference organisation, is that thatmaywell not take place and
with them later this year looking at how to invest in that would be a very good thing because I do not
the things that poor people are doing so you can think those two agendas can be divorced from one
encourage that kind of business-led development, another.
private sector-led development, but in a domestic,

Q28 Chairman: Is it diVerent NGOs that cover eachsmall scale sense rather than in this big growth,
or do NGOs like Christian Aid try to be there atforeign investment-led way.
both? How would the NGO world try to make this
linkage?
Mr Pendleton: We were not in Montreal. We haveQ26 Chairman: Last year we had two major
been at COP Summits before. We nearly alwaysconferences, one in Hong Kong and the other in
have a presence at G8 Summits. Obviously bothMontreal. Do you think these conferences occurred
climate and development were linked at the G8in two parallel universes? Was there any connection
Summit in Gleneagles and because of that focus onthat you could perceive between them that was quite
trade we have had a presence at WTO Summits inclearly being made by the UK Government?
recent years. There is a linkage and there is a linkageMr Pendleton: Not as far as I can see. There is a
because we have much smaller resources, there arereticence at the WTO to take on the climate change fewer people and so the people that tend to do those

and environment debate. It is there, there is a things, such as myself, are one and the same.
committee within the WTO that considers it but not
from the point of view of how environment/climate Q29 Chairman: Andrew, thank you very much for
change applications might ultimately be trade your evidence this morning which has been very
restricting because, of course, the WTO is about helpful and comprehensive.
removing things which are trade restricting. There is Mr Pendleton: Thank you very much for asking us

to come along.a disconnect there and I think that is important

Memorandum submitted by WWF-UK

Summary

DFID have had a strong history of leadership on environment and development, most notably in the run
up to the World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg in 2002. The high regard of DFID
that was held by other donors meant that at that timeDFIDwas in an extremely strong position to influence
and shape the way in which both bilateral and multi-lateral donors addressed poverty/environment issues.

However,WWF is extremely concerned that environmental sustainability has significantly dropped down
the list of DFID’s priorities during the last two years, with indications that current policy and practice at
DFID will continue this trend. This is demonstrated by:

— lack of leadership on environment and a reduction in capacity to address environment across
DFID;

— recommendations from extremely good reports on environment produced by DFID over the past
five years have not been implemented;

— DFID policies often do not directly promote sustainable development, and there is inconsistent
application across divisions in DFID. In some cases, notably the extractive industries, DFID
positions undermine sustainable development and poverty reduction objectives;

— DFIDhave taken a step backwards on environmental screening.What were once progressive, pro-
active guidelines have been changed, with screening only now taking place once a programme has
been developed, pushing environment into being seen as a risk rather than an opportunity;
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— lack of transparency in aid spending throughmultilateral funding agencies. There is little scope for
social or environmental impact assessment of funds directed through these increasingly dominant
funding routes; and

— theWhite Paper consultation has put a greater emphasis on rapid economic growth to bring rapid
poverty reduction. While the Secretary of State recognises that environmental sustainability is an
issue given the model DFID is pursuing, WWF questions whether DFID has the capacity and
appropriate screening systems to ensure that both the opportunities and risks that environment
presents to economic growth can be addressed within its work.

WWF believes that DFID could and should lead the international aid community on sustainable
development and the environmental imperative underpinning it, but this will require a change of motivation
and political will from the top.

1. Introduction

1.1 WWFwelcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to this Inquiry. WWF is the only environmental
organisation to hold a Partnership Programme Agreement with DFID, and as such we are in a strong
position to comment onDFID’s record and achievements on trade, development and environment. WWF’s
work is truly worldwide, with oYces inmore than 50 countries. Our field of experience across the developing
world rangeswidely, including programmes for example on freshwater, biodiversity, climate change, forests,
trade and energy. We work in partnership across the globe with civil society, national governments and
multi-national agencies towards our goal to build a future in which humans live in harmony with nature.

2. DFID’S Approach to Sustainable Development

HowdoesDFID incorporate sustainability generally and environmental issues in particular into its work.
Does the unique definition of sustainable development in the 2002 International Development Act have
implications for the environment?

2.1 DFID’s historical advantage on development and environment is being eroded.

2.2 Historically, DFID has been a leading agent of change in the InternationalDevelopment community.
In the run-up to Johannesburg Summit DFID’s goals were to achieve a better understanding of, and
support for:

(i) the principles of sustainable development; and

(ii) environment as an entry point for poverty elimination.

DFID has pushed a pro poor agenda (supporting actions which are aimed directly at helping poor
people), the livelihoods approach to development and supported the most comprehensive analysis of
Participatory Poverty Assessments. DFID:

— led the way amongst the donor community on developing understanding and promotion of the
linkages between the poverty and the environment and was seen by other bilateral donors as the
leaders on this issue;

— catalysed the formation of the Poverty Environment Partnership which has worked to harmonise
approaches to addressing poverty/environment issues across bi-lateral donors;

— facilitated joint policy positions across the donor community on key environment/development
issues eg linking poverty reduction and environmental management; climate change and increase
vulnerability of people and nations; and

— led the way amongst the donor community through developing an environmental screening system
that ensured that both environmental opportunities and risks were considered at the initial
planning stage of DFID’s programmes.

2.3 The previous White Paper (2000) Eliminating World Poverty: Making Globalisation Work for the
Poor, stated that environment was an important element of sustainable development and good
environmental management could contribute to poverty reduction.

2.4 The high regard of DFID that was held by other donors meant that DFIDwas in an extremely strong
position to influence and shape the way in which both bilateral and multi-lateral donors addressed poverty/
environment issues. However, as this memorandum demonstrates, WWF is extremely concerned that
environmental sustainability has significantly dropped down DFID’s priorities during the last two years.

2.5 Recommendation:WWFbelieves that DFID could and should lead the international aid community
on sustainable development and the environmental imperative underpinning it, but this will require a change
of motivation and political will from the highest level.
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Sustainable development action plan

How significant a document is DFID’s Sustainable Development Action Plan? It includes plans to pilot
“greener” country assistance strategies by 2007. What should this process entail?

2.6 The Sustainable Development Action Plan is very weak in comparison with previously published
DFID documentation on the environment and development links.

2.7 While the Action Plan is very welcome, WWF is concerned that it is not strong enough to make a
significant diVerence in how DFID performs on sustainable development. DFID has previously stated for
example, “Economic development depends on the environment”, “Sound management of a country’s
natural capital provides a solid foundation for long term economic growth”, “Two of the greatest global
challenges are the elimination of poverty and the reversal of environmental degradation. These challenges
are inextricably linked”. Now it is all about “balancing the economic, social and environmental aspects
according to the priorities and circumstances of each country.” The report gives guidance to “encourage”
environmental assessment, rather than requiring it. The report is focused on risk and mitigating potential
environmental impacts rather than the opportunities for sustainable development.WWFbelieves that every
action that DFID takes in pursuit of development should be sustainable.

2.8 On water and sanitation, the Action Plan is missing references to the World Summit for Sustainable
Development (WSSD) commitment of supporting integrated water resource management plans. This is a
DFID responsibility. There is no suggested measurement under the action “using our EU presidency to
enhance eVectiveness of EU Water Initiative”. In the list of international sustainable development
commitments, both access to energy and forest law enforcement and governance are also missing.

2.9 In addition, the Action Plan does not consider the role DFID plays with other donors and, in
particular, their role vis-à-vis European Union aid. This is surprising as 25 per cent of DFID spending goes
through theEuropeanCommission, and in light of the recent agreement on common approaches ofMember
States and Commission via the “European Consensus”. The latter highlights the EU treaty objective to
promote sustainable development and its legal obligations to integrate environment in all policies, as well
as ensure coherence.

2.10 In terms of “greener country assistance strategies” there is also an objective and a process in place
to have a common framework for Country Strategy Papers amongst EU donors. It includes the requirement
for an environmental assessment alongside the political, social and economic assessments in the main body
of the document and a country environmental profile as an annex. The use of strategic environmental
assessments of agreed donor plans—whether through budget support or sector support—can also be a tool
for environmental integration.

2.11 Recommendation: DFID should have a stronger and more progressive Action Plan on Sustainable
Development, which is in line with strategies under development in the EU.

3. DFID’S Environmental Work in Practice

Implementation of good environmental practice

As a department that is focused on a long term goal, poverty reduction, is suYcient account taken of
environmental limits—and the need for development to respect these—when implementing policy? Is there
recognition within DFID of the long term impacts aid spending can have on natural resources, including
biodiversity, and climate change? Is spending directed accordingly?

3.1 DFID has not taken advice from their own divisions on environment and natural resources.

3.2 There is concern that recent advice on biodiversity has not yet been adopted. There was a substantial
piece of work (approximately four to five years ago) undertaken by DFID that led to the production of two
reports: “Diversity not Adversity: Sustaining Livelihoods with Biodiversity”; and “Living oV Biodiversity”.
There is no evidence that any of the recommendations in these reports were taken up by DFID. To date,
there is no indication that they have been incorporated into any of DFID’s mainstream thinking. WWF
hopes these recommendations will be considered again when the new post of biodiversity policy oYcer is
instated at DFID.

3.3 There have been a number of joint papers with other agencies eg World Bank (WB), UNDP, EC.
These include “Linking Poverty Reduction and Environmental Management”, “Policy Challenges and
Opportunities” (World Bank), and “Poverty and Climate Change”’ (UNDP, 10 plus agencies signed up to
this document). Again the uptake of recommendations from these reports has been weak.

3.4 Regarding climate change, DFID commissioned somework to analyse risk to its investments in terms
of climate change impacts and this has led to a decision to “climate proof” future investments. As later
examples in this memorandum indicate, the application of this position is very inconsistent across DFID
divisions.
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3.5 DFID invested in developing guidelines on how to integrate poverty/environment issues into the
design of participatory poverty assessments (a research tool that is used to seek the views of the poor in the
development of some national Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers).WWF is not aware that these guidelines
were ever published. There was no implementation of the guidelines in target countries.

3.6 Recommendation: DFID should re-visit the recommendations of its own research from the past five
years, and resource new research on the long term impacts of its development strategy.

DFID’s environmental expertise and capacity

Is there suYcient level of expertise within DFID and country oYces on environmental issues?

3.7 DFID have reduced leadership and capacity on environment.

3.8 WWF is concerned about the leadership on environment at DFID. For DFID to integrate
environment across programmes eVectively, there needs to be strong leadership and direction from the top.
In 2003, the Chief Environmental Adviser post at DFID was created, and then abolished six months later.
DFID Ministers have promised that a Head of Profession Environment post is to be recruited (lower than
the Chief Advisor post, but still senior). WWF recommends that this post should be filled by a motivated
environmental expert to ensure strong strategic direction on environment, and not just an administrative
civil servant to manage environmental projects.

3.9 The number of environmental advisors across the DFID country and regional oYces is declining.
WWF has been told that the environment is being integrated across other posts in countries e.g. livelihoods
advisors, with no relevant expertise, have environment added to their portfolio, and also that countries are
not requesting environmental advisors. There is a concern that by so called “integrating” environment in
this way the outcome could mean that environment is actually reduced in importance, and that the expertise
and capacity to address environmental issues is significantly reduced.

3.10 When questioned on staYng recently, the Development Minister, Gareth Thomas MP, answered
that the Gershon Review restricts the numbers of DFID’s staV levels. Another argument given by DFID
for the reduction in environmental capacity has been that their area of expertise is health and education,
and there are other donors who are best placed to work on the environment agenda. This raises a number
of questions, such as:

— Is DFID saying that in the interests of donor harmonization, others should take the lead on
environment or that environment is not a comparative advantage area for DFID?

— When and how has this debate happened, andwas there cross-governmental or other consultation?

— Who has this expertise and are they taking a global overview of this, so as to ensure that
environment doesn’t get dropped oV the development agenda of all agencies.

3.11 With the DFID budget set to increase significantly over the next five years much of this increase will
have to be spent by external bodies. The emphasis on environment will be to look at the multi-lateral system
and see where it could be improved to best deliver for the environment. In other words, how could theWorld
Bank, EU, Asia Development Bank etc, be reformed for better performance. WWF believe that DFIDmay
struggle to influence these organisations given that its investment in developing thinking around poverty/
environment linkages has been reduced and they are no longer perceived as leaders in this area. For example
DFID had to hire a consult to review the environmental aspects of the recently revised IFC Safeguards, due
to lack of internal capacity.

3.12 DFID used to provide training so that all staV had a basic understanding of environmental issues,
especially on environmental screening. This was part ofDFID’s overall training programme for staV. WWF
believe this has nowbeen dropped. It should be re-instated given themove to reduce environmental expertise
within the organisation.

3.13 Recommendation: Increased capacity on the environment is required, including senior level
representation, if DFID is to maintain its lead and achieve its own goals on sustainable development..

Environmental Screening

How extensively and eVectively is environmental screening of projects applied?

3.14 Environmental screening is compulsory for projects of over £1million spend, including budget
support. This is good. However, we have concern that DFID is largely using this as a check list at the end
of project development to minimise or deflect any potential environmental risk. There is very little
transparency as to how this is done. Are the screenings done early enough? Are they made public? How do
they tackle trade-oVs in terms of pro-poor growth and environmental degradation?

3.15 It would be much more eVective if screening was used as an upstream tool, as was in previous
practice, during the design phase to ensure integration and to look at positive environmental opportunities.
We know that DFID have recently undertaken a review of their environmental screening, and a report
should be available soon. It would be useful if this report could be made public.
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3.16 WWF was told by the Development Minister that the use of screening means that DFID is
“mainstreaming” environment across programmes. Since the screening process is used mainly as a risk
mitigation tool, it is far from mainstreaming the environment.

3.17 Recommendation: DFID should return to the positive, pro-active approach to the environment,
which sees environment as an asset to be used and cared for, not as a threat.

MDGs and Biodiversity

How is DFID’s work to achieve the Millennium Development Goals integrated with the targets on fisheries
and biodiversity also agreed at the World Summit for Sustainable Development?

3.18 DEFRA takes the lead on biodiversity.

3.19 The lead is taken byDEFRAon both these issues, according toWSSD implementation plan for UK
Government and DEFRA also has PSA targets on these two issues. However, clearly fisheries is an issue
for livelihoods and poverty reduction, sustainable natural resource use and environmental governance. On
biodiversity, theUKGovernment has signed up to the 2010 target for halting biodiversity loss and EU plans
(“Roadmap to 2010”). This includes the need for coherence of external policies, such as trade and
agriculture, and strengthening support to biodiversity conservation in EU economic and development
assistance.

3.20 DFID leads on theGlobal Environment Facility which provides funding for some of themultilateral
environmental agreements, including the Convention on Biological Diversity.

3.21 Recommendation: DFID should be more pro-active in making the links between biodiversity and
development, and work closely with DEFRA to achieve this aim.

White Paper and growth agenda

How should environment, development and equity be integrated in the proposedWhite Paper? Is a pro-poor,
pro-environment development agenda possible and, if so, what should be its focus?

3.22 Historically DFID has been a leading change agent in the international development community.
DFID has pushed a pro poor agenda, the livelihoods approach to development and supported the most
comprehensive analysis of Participatory Poverty Assessments. Poor people, through all this, consistently
highlight the importance of the environment for health, security, hygienic surroundings, safe energy, safe
housing, and access to food security and agricultural production resources. DFID’s soon to be released
environmental position paper supports this further. However, these important linkages are not strongly
represented in the White Paper Consultation Document. The consultation also fails to openly support the
UK Government’s Sustainable Development Strategy—a country-wide and cross-Whitehall endorsed
strategy.

3.23 Rt Hon Hilary Benn MP, the Secretary of State for DFID, in his White Paper speeches, has made
severalmajor environmental concessions including; “it’s amyth that developing countries can go for growth
and worry about environmental sustainability later on . . .” and that “we in the industrialized world [need
to] reduce our carbon emissions and other unsustainable use of resources, if we are to stay within globally
sustainable limits”. Nevertheless, DFID’s commitment to the environment through capacity and resources
has declined.

3.24 The Government’s current poverty reduction agenda, reflected in the White Paper Consultation
Document, is principally focussed on macro-economic growth measured by Gross Domestic Product
(GDP). This simplistic focus on growth and GDP as the means to alleviate poverty, fails to incorporate
environmental concerns, recognise quality and types of growth, the inequitable and unsustainable nature of
economic growth and the failings of “trickle down” development. Poverty eradication depends on
increasing the volume and productivity of the real “assets” available to the poor (including natural, man-
made, social and human), not only increasing a monetary measure such as GDP (Gross Domestic Product)
to the country’s economy. GDP fails to reflect inequality or the condition of the world’s natural life-support
systems upon which life depends.

Recommendations

3.25 TheWhite Paper process is an opportunity for the UKGovernment and specifically DFID to drive
positive action to eradicate poverty and ensure environmental sustainability in tandem and to demonstrate
commitment to sustainable development.

3.26 Measure poverty diVerently, not by GDP, but by a basket of indicators including the health of
nation’s natural resources, disparities in wealth distribution and an individual’s ability to deal with
vulnerability and survive disaster.
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4. DFID Working with Others

How does DFID coordinate with recipient governments, other bilateral donors and NGOs on environmental
matters? Is there consistency or extensive variation from one country to another?

4.1 DFID needs to take a consistent lead on international initiatives on development and environment.

4.2 There are some good examples of where DFID has taken the lead in eVective international initiatives
on development and environment. For example, DFID has taken a lead role within the Poverty and
Environment Partnership (PEP) from the beginning, this is an informal group of donor agencies working
to improve understanding and disseminate information on poverty and environment linkages. DFID has
also had an important role in the OECD Development and Assistance Committee (DAC) environment
working group and taking forwardwork inDACon the use of Strategic Environmental Assessments. DFID
is also funding joint UNDP/UNEP on the ground work on poverty and environment. WWFwelcome these
initiatives, and would like some reassurance that DFID will continue their lead on these initiatives despite
their reduced emphasis on the environment.

Opportunity with EU

4.3 DFID is unclear on its role on sustainable development in the European Union. The Sustainable
Development Action Plan and environment position paper do not mention the EU even though 25% of
funds is currently spent through the European Commission, including the European Development Fund
(EDF). The newEuropeanConsensus, adopted during theUKPresidency lastNovember, clearly underlines
the importance of environmental sustainability, the multi-dimensional aspects of poverty, and the role of
sustainable natural resource use in Europe’s development policy. There is also a proposal for a Thematic
Programme on environment, sustainable use of natural resources and energy to support multilateral
approaches to global environmental challenges and a recognition that environmental integration to date
within geographic aid instruments (country and regional spending) has been weak and must be
strengthened. WWF is calling for ministers to support a strong and well funded environmental Thematic
Programme.

Positive examples of DFID engagement with national governments

4.4 Where DFID has had a dedicated environmental adviser is has been able to develop strong
relationships with government and civil society. This has led to increased dialogue between government and
civil society resulting in sustainable development being incorporated into key government planning
processes such as Poverty Reduction Strategies.

4.5 Two good examples of working in this way, can be seen in DFID’s work in Ghana and Tanzania. In
Ghana, DFIDhas workedwith the national government, other bi-lateral donors and civil society to develop
an understanding of the importance of sustainable development to achieving Ghana’s growth targets. It did
this through supporting an economic assessment of the sustainability of growth which is dependent upon
renewable natural resources. The findings of this study has awakened the Ghanian Treasury to the
importance of investing in sound management of the environment if it wants to achieve its economic vision.
The impact of this has been that the GhanianMinister of Finance has requested that a budget statement on
natural resources be prepared for the 2006 budget preparations. Additionally, there is now a natural
resources consultant in Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning who is providing support and
assistance on new ways of better managing natural resources within the budget.

4.6 While in Tanzania, DFID in partnership withUNDP placed a technical adviser in the Vice Presidents
OYce to support the TanzanianGovernment in the revision of its PovertyReduction Strategy Paper (PRSP)
and, in particular, to ensure that environment/poverty issues were integrated. The adviser worked to support
a process that brought together government, civil society and the private sector actors to identify and
champion the key environment and poverty issues of importance to Tanzania. The impact of this has been
that environmental sustainability is strongly embedded in theMKUKUTA—Tanzania’s National Strategy
for Growth and Poverty Reduction. There is increasing government recognition of how the sustainable use
of natural resources can help Tanzania achieve its poverty reduction targets.

4.7 These are both examples of the innovative approaches thatDFID has taken to addressing sustainable
development. However, it has relied on individuals and has lacked a consistent approach across the
organisation. It is unclear how the lessons learned from these are being extended to other areas of DFID’s
work. We hope that in the forthcoming workshop on Integrating Environment into Country Led Planning
Processes, DFID will make a commitment to building on these innovative areas of work.

4.8 Recommendation: DFID must be more consistent in its support for international environmental
initiatives, and learn from good experience in the field.
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Coherence across Whitehall

How eVectively doesDFIDworkwith other departments such asDTI andDEFRA to ensure policy coherence
for development across Government, in relation to WTO and trade in particular?

4.9 DFID has identified the development of the private sector in poor countries as a key strategy in
meeting theMillenniumDevelopment Goals (MDGs). The 2005 DFID paper on “working with the private
sector to eliminate poverty” stresses the role of small scale business in reducing poverty at local level and
the importance of improving the investment climate in developing countries. This perspective was echoed
again byRtHonHilary BennMP in hisWhite Paper speech on January 19th 2006, when he stated that a key
factor in promoting growth is “getting conditions right for the private sector and improving the investment
climate”.

4.10 What is largely missing from the DFID paper on working with the private sector is the recognition
that most of the corporate driving forces behind global trade take little account of social or environmental
factors. Instead their primary and legally mandated job in society is to deliver short term shareholder value
returns. To make trade work eVectively for the poor, there needs to be a coherent approach, right across
government, which helps to shape the conditions under which national and global markets operate, taking
both social and environmental concerns into account.

4.11 DFID is leading the British Government’s fight against poverty. Yet DFID has not examined what
role it can play in ensuring that companies are given an enabling environment within which to act
responsibly. Such a role would need to recognise that companies cannot act alone to become sustainable,
and that often government will need to adjust the market to address market mechanism failures.

4.12 DFID has shown a willingness to act appropriately in this respect in a few key sectors, as evidenced
by their involvement in the Extractives Industry Transparency Initiative (EITI), and support for EU-wide
legislation on forestry, Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade (FLEGT), and their chairing of
the OECD taskforce on Strategic Environmental Assessment. In his White Paper speech on 23 February
2006 on “Development beyond Aid” Rt Hon Hilary Benn MP stated that, with respect to the EITI, “we
should be looking to apply its lessons to other sectors such as fishing or construction or forests or public
procurement”. This approach would be strongly welcomed.

4.13 However, there are also many cases where DFID’s past achievements and future success will be
undermined by the activities of other parts of the UK Government. These inconsistencies need to be
recognised and dealt with. A good example of this is the Export Credit Guarantee Department. Over the
last two financial years this department has provided loans for projects in a number of areas that could
undermine DFID’s objectives. The UK ECGD is currently consulting on whether it should give a loan to
the Sakhalin II oil and gas project in Far East Russia a project which WWF has identified as having major
negative impacts on the local community and the environment. Despite chairing the OECD Development
Assistance Committee (DAC) taskforce on Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), and the Rt Hon
Hilary Benn MP stating to a select committee in November 2003 that it would be helpful to apply this tool
to future projects of this scale, DFID has not spoken out about the lack of an SEA for Sakhalin. DFID
should be cautioned against UK public money being used to fund phase II of this project.

4.14 The 2005 report “Pumping Poverty” by PlatformResearch highlighted the social and environmental
impacts of the oil industry in developing countries. The report also highlights the contradictions between
DFID’s objectives and it’s ongoing support to the oil industry both bilaterally and through multilateral
bodies such as the World Bank. In 2005, DFID provided opposition to many of the key recommendations
in the Extractive Industry Review which would have pushed the World Bank to become more accountable
for support to the oil sector. Hilary Benn’s recent speech indicated that the G8 had asked “the World Bank
and other development banks to look at how to increase public and private investment in cleaner technology
on a major scale—in the order of billions of dollars a year,” yet DFID is still backing hydrocarbons.

Funding through multilateral institutions

4.15 A significant percentage of DFID funds are channelled through multilateral institutions (a trend
likely to increase in the future). These institutions themselves often utilise further institutional layers such as
Financial Intermediaries (FIs) to distribute funds (World Resources Institute report Lending through FIs—
Environmental and Social Challenges, 2005). As a result multilateral development banks (MDBs) can be
indirectly supporting high impact activities such as mining or forestry, without the mainstream safeguards
being applied. This loophole means that a growing proportion of MDB distribution of funds, especially
aimed at micro-finance and SMEs, hasminimal or no oversight. DFID needs to close this loophole and take
action to ensure that all use of financial intermediaries is subject to the same rigour of assessment of social
and environmental impacts as other investments. To achieve this DFID will need to play a role in building
capacity in FIs to align their investments with sustainable development.
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Recognising and maximising opportunities

4.16 DFID and other parts of the UK Government often perceive the “environment” only in terms of
threats to development. However, a more useful way to perceive the situation would be to acknowledge that
we are facing a number of global challenges and that some of these (eg conflict and governance, climate
change, poverty) have an environmental dimension. Some of these global challenges present significant
threat, but also some present significant opportunities. Trade and private sector investment are critical
instruments in respect of promoting good development, based on equitable and sustainable patterns of
local growth

4.17 As a starting point the UK government needs to encourage a trade debate that extends beyond a
simple focus on cutting export subsidies or extending market access for exports from developing countries
(critical though these things are). There needs to be an understanding that the challenges implicit in the
statement by Hilary Benn that “developing countries cannot go for growth and worry about environmental
sustainability later on” (White Paper speech, 23 February 2006) cannot be simply fixed through the more
thorough application of market policies. While continuing to work for the removal of unfair agricultural
subsidies, the UK Government should also work within international trade policy forums to recognise and
promote financial incentives as mechanisms for supporting the transition to more sustainable production
of goods and services for developing country export.

4.18 As a positive example, the UK Government could pursue a policy of procurement that demanded
preferential access for “green” goods and services (eg low energy technology) sourced from developing
countries. In doing so, we would be helping to move developing countries “up the value-chain”—assisting
in the development of growth premised on the export of sustainable goods and services; a double win. This is
an area of the global marketplace that is poised to grow exponentially as wemove to a low-carbon economy.

4.19 The UK Government also needs to recognise the increasing role of emerging economies in
determining the future trajectories of the poorest country economies. For instance, the challenge of Chinese
investment in sub-Saharan Africa should be viewed in light of the UK’s continued capacity to influence
sustainable trade and investment policies on the part of large emerging economies. This can be achieved
through:

— The UK’s influence in bilateral, regional and multilateral trade negotiations;

— The UK’s role as an important source of investment flows to emerging economies where we are
investing in businesses which subsequently invest in LDCs ;

— The role of the UK as an important market for goods from economies like China that are often
manufactured from materials sourced in LDCs; and

— The influence of the UK in the EU, a bloc which has vastly increased influence in the same areas
listed above.

4.20 The current rise in the corporate sector responsibility debate provides an excellent opportunity for
DFID to pursue its development agenda through activity in the UK. DFID needs to work across
Government to promote a recognition that the pursuit of sustainable development will require government
to adjust market mechanism failures through strong clear leadership of fiscal incentives, regulation and
adjustments to trade tariVs and barriers.

Recommendations

4.21 DFID should engage with the Treasury, and other departments, to shape public procurement
strategies which support the emergence of more sustainable and socially responsible businesses in emerging
countries such as China.

4.22 DFID should not support any project finance for mega-projects that have not been subject to a
strategic environmental assessment, and should promote this position across the UK Export Credit
Guarantee Department and Multilateral Development Banks.

4.23 The UK Government should not support public finance lending to carbon intensive projects,
inconsistent with international policy commitments.

4.24 DFID should expand its work on transparency to include disclosure of investment contracts.

4.25 DFID should ensure that any development funding delivered through MDBs and/or financial
intermediaries should be subject to the same level of scrutiny and rigour with respect to assessment of social
and environmental impacts as any other investment of aid funding. This can be achieved using guidelines
recently developed as best practice by WWF and Banktrack.

4.26 DFID must lead the UK Government in becoming far more engaged with the CSR debate, in an
active and sophisticated manner. The planned DTI international framework for CSR with NGOs will
strengthen cross departmental alignment on this issue and DFID should actively engage with this
instrument.

4.27 The UK Government should pursue a policy of procurement that demands preferential access for
“green” goods and services (eg low energy technology) sourced from developing countries.
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4.28 The UK Government should develop a cross developmental strategy to ensure that it consistently
uses its influence to promote sustainable trade and investment policies in emerging economies, especially
with regard to China’s future investment in sub-Saharan Africa.

5. Agriculture and Fisheries

The inquiry will focus on agriculture, in its widest sense, and the use of natural resources to examine the
implications of development. For example, in view of its recently published policy paper on agriculture should
DFID be doing more to promote the role of sustainable agriculture in rural development and address the
environmental implications of intensive agriculture? What has been learnt from past experience in agricultural
development, particularly in Asia? What role do fisheries have in DFID’s development work and how is it
ensuring sustainability of what is a widely threatened resource? What work is being done to harness the value
of natural resources sustainably for the benefit of the poor?

5.1 The DFID strategy sees agriculture development in areas with the greatest potential as a driver of
wider economic development that in turn will alleviate poverty. This approach is based on a model of
agriculture that is intensive and trade driven and onewhich could abandon themost disadvantaged. It hopes
to repeat the growth in productivity seen in the “green revolution” and relies on the trickle-down eVect of
wealth generation.

5.2 Intensive agriculture has lead to some of the major environmental threats facing the world today:

— It accounts for 30% of climate change emissions;

— It accounts for 70% of human water use;

— It causes major loss of habitat and biodiversity in south-east Asia and Latin America;

— It is a major source of nitrogen eutrophication of freshwater and marine environments
threatening fisheries.

5.3 Trade driven agriculture benefits companies and economies in developed and emerging countries,
more than the developing world. Despite massively increased levels of global trade in agriculture in recent
decades livelihoods in developing countries, even when they are sources of traded commodities, have
declined. Within countries the divergence of incomes between those sections of society that have been able
to exploit opportunities and those that have not has also grown.

5.4 The poorest tend to be the ones living in areas with least potential for greater production under
intensified farming systems and also the ones most dependent on the environment to underpin their
livelihoods. The threat of focussing eVorts on areas that have the greatest potential is not only that the
poorest will be left behind but also that they will be forced into damaging the environment in order to
survive.

5.5 Additionally, the remarkable expansion in productivity seen in past decades was based on the use of
inputs producedwith abundant and cheap non-renewable energy. Considering the rapidly increasing energy
prices and climate change implications of increased fuel consumption, it must be questioned whether a
similar model of expansion can be promoted in the coming decades.

Recommendations

5.6 DFID should assess the wider sustainability implications of promoting a trade driven intensive
agriculture model of development.

5.7 DFID should support a range of policy and market driven mandatory and voluntary approaches to
reducing the resource use and environmental impacts of agriculture.

March 2006

Witnesses:Mr Dominic White, Government Aid Agency Manager, Mr Toby Quantrill, PPA Development
OYce, and Ms Sally Nicholson, EU-International Relations, WWF European Policy OYce, WWF-UK,
gave evidence.

Q30 Chairman: Good morning and welcome. I development in international terms is a true one.
wonder if I could start by asking you, as an Like Christian Aid we also think it is a false
environmental organisation, if you could give us a dichotomy. The way we like to look at it is in terms
quick summary of your interest and concerns about of a set of global challenges that we are facing. We
development issues. believe that there are a number of global challenges

out there and climate change is obviously one ofMr Quantrill:Andrew has done quite a good job for
them, but there are others such as governance issues,us in answering that to some extent. We do not
conflict and security issues and so on. Many of theserecognise the stand-oV that you mentioned with
global challenges have an environmental aspect torespect to the Up in Smoke report. We do not feel

that the distinction between environment and them, eg poverty, as has been verywell articulated by
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Andrew. From a WWF perspective, we feel that in You cannot achieve poverty reduction without the
other aspects which include environmentalterms of natural resource management, ecosystems
sustainability.health and so on in the areas in which we have

expertise, we can bring that expertise to bear on
these much bigger challenges, but there does need to

Q32 Chairman: You are an environmentalbe a coherent and co-ordinated approach to tackling
organisation that receives funding from DFID.these challenges. We need to work in partnership Could you explain how that came about and what itwith development agencies, with governments and is for?

so on in a way that allows us to find common Mr White: WWF has been working with DFIDground, to negotiate where there is dialogue needed, when it was the Overseas Development
to find a compromise if necessary and to move Administration, since 1986 and was a recipient of its
forward on some of these issues which are urgent. Joint Funding Scheme. It was in 2000 when DFID

developed the Partnership Programme Agreements
which, as Andrew explained, is very much based
around common strategic aims and objectives whereQ31 Chairman: I hear what you say. Obviously the
DFID identified the role of civil society inNGOs are working on Make Poverty History, but
environmental management for the purposes ofthe consistent message that came out to the public
development and poverty reduction. Objectiveswas just about poverty reduction, I cannot recall any
shared by DFID and the WWF form the basis ofsignificant message about the environment creeping
that strategic partnership.into that and that has perhaps spawned Stop

Climate Chaos to try and replicate that for the
environment. That does suggest to me that Q33Chairman:Are you involved because ofDFID’s
combating poverty is still always going to be a more commitment to the environment or simply because
emotive pull on people. Do you share that view? they have not got the capacity? As we have already
Mr Quantrill: I guess with large campaigns such as heard, they have 18 environmental staV out of nearly
Make Poverty History you are looking for a few 3,000. Are you being brought on to fill a gap?
simple messages, but I do not believe that the MrWhite: I hope it is not seen like that. This is not a
agencies involved in that would have excluded service delivery agreement where we have to deliver
environment from their thinking on poverty just that certain outcomes that DFID are not able to do. It is
they needed very specific areas they could campaign more established around working through civil
on. Certainly Stop Climate Chaos is now showing society as a strategic development mechanism in
that there is a large coalition building around terms of holding governments to account in-country
climate change. There are other such coalitions in and, of course, for the poorest who depend on the
existence, for instance the Corporate Responsibility environment directly the organisation of civil society
(CORE) Coalition which involves both to advocate their needs in terms of environmental
environmental and development-type agencies, management that underpins their development
there is the Trade Justice Movement and there are prospects is critical. So the support of WWF as a
very strong coalitions building up around civil society organisation in developing countries
management of freshwater resources. I would also and empowering and working with local civil society
draw attention to the fact that in terms of the White groups is what underpins the principle in the
Paper consultation that is going on at the moment, Partnership ProgrammeAgreements that DFID has
the Development and Environment Group of with the UK civil society organisations. I do not see
BOND (the British Overseas NGOs for it as a stopgap for DFID or an excuse for DFID in
Development) has brought together a single input to that sense.
that consultation. We have got an input that will be
going in very soon, I can give you copies if you are

Q34 Chairman: Presumably you would like to seeinterested1, to which we have 36 signatories,
them employing a lot more environmental staV.covering both environmental and development
MrWhite: I think it is imperative and I do not thinkagencies, including people like Oxfam, NEF,
they can ignore that fact. We are still hoping thatourselves, RSPBand awhole range of others.We are
they fulfil their commitment to replace corefinding consensus, which is not to say there is not
environmental capacity (Head of Professiondialogue required, but on key issues we would see
Environment). If, as we anticipate, the budget forthat there is consensus.
DFID increases dramatically in the near future,

Ms Nicholson: Last year the World Summit on the which is expected, then we would have serious
MillenniumDeclaration happened where clearly the concerns that they would be able to deliver the
environment and development were brought development that is required in terms of
together very strongly. A sustainable environment sustainability without some more environmental
was a large part of the whole development chapter expertise to underpin some of their core policies and
and the UK Government were there with other programming.
donors and many other countries from around the
world bringing together the importance of delivering

Q35 Chairman: How closely do you thinkon the Millennium Development Goals holistically.
environment and development NGOs are now
working together? It seems to me, even from the1 http://www.bond.org.uk/wgroups/environment/index.html
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evidence from Christian Aid, that there now seems and Environmental Management, a multi-agency
paper with UNDP, World Bank and the Europeanto be far more of a crossover even internally on these

things. Is that how you see it? Commission, for example. There is nothing at fault
in this document in terms of the understanding of theMr Quantrill: That is definitely how we would

perceive it. We are starting to articulate our thinking discourse on the environment and its imperative for
development, butwhat we do not see is the follow-upin terms of global challenges rather than in terms of

aid development as an ordinary environment issue. in terms of action that carries that forward. Similarly
with an evaluation that DFID had in 2000I have mentioned the fact that we are able to work

together on the submission to DFID’s White Paper (Environment: Mainstreamed or Sidelined), looking
at whether they had mainstreamed environmentprocess. That is not to say there are not areas where

further dialogue is needed. Climate change is driving within DFID, there were a whole series of
recommendations. We agree with all of these, butthat, but climate change is not the entirety of that

debate. Climate change exacerbates existing issues. again they have not really been acted upon. Their
environmental screening guide has beenLet us take water resource allocation and the

management of resources especially trans- downplayed and perhaps diluted in terms of how
well that is utilised within DFID recently, as well asboundary, that is going to become a more and more

critical issue. It already is and it will continue to be a whole range of excellent papers on climate change
and adaptation, poverty and the environment,so. If climate change patterns evolve then it is more

and more likely that that will become a source of biodiversity et cetera. All of that we absolutely
commend DFID for producing and articulating. Ipotential conflict and so there needs to be increasing

investment in managing that. The governance of think the answer to why, therefore, we do not see the
follow-up is somewhat more complex, and it comesnatural resources can actually be quite a strong

force, both economically an improvement and for back to perhaps some fundamental failings in
corporate governance in DFID in terms of the factreducing conflict.
that there is no senior director within DFID
responsible for the environment. You see excellentQ36 Chairman: To what extent do you think that
support for a number of these issues coming fromthis message is beginning to resonate with your
the ministerial team, but not necessarily carriedmembers having to start oV with all of the UK
through the department wholesale. We need somepopulation because in the past development has
senior level responsibility for answering andalways been about something overseas, usually the
responding to environmental concerns, we needOverseas Development Agency and that sort of
some performance measures in place that allowthing? Are you telling your members that we have to
DFID and incentivise DFID to keep environment intake tough measures here to do with a global
mind and respond to monitoring and performanceproblem?
against those measures; so representation in PSA orMr Quantrill: Yes, WWF is stepping up its work on
service delivery agreements would be welcomed insustainable consumption production processes in
terms of having a reference point to checkDFID on.the UK as well as internationally, so we are taking
Environment is a cross-cutting issue, it is incrediblythat message to our members and beyond to the
complex because you are dealing with extremelypublic more and more strongly. It is evident in the
complex systems and you cannot measure progresswork that we do, in the messages that we put out.
on environment as tidily as you can measureThere is a lot more work to be done, but we are
maternal mortality or the number of inoculations orcertainly already working hard on that. We perceive
some other health or social data which is morethere are two sides to a development process, there
readily available. That is not an excuse, however, tois the international side, what happens out there, but
not tackle some fundamental issues arounddevelopment starts at home and you have to deal
environmental management. We feel that withoutwith consumption issues if you are going to deal with
this corporate acknowledgement in terms of seniorpoverty issues. We are one of the agencies that are
management representation, performance measuresworking on both sides of that equation.
and therefore the impetus that that would generate
to bring in environmental capacity that is available

Q37DavidHowarth:Canwe ask you some questions to all country oYces as well as the policy division
about your view of DFID, especially its policy and regional divisions—within DFIDUK is critical.
implementation. You said that DFID does a lot of It is not acceptable that Latin America, West Asia,
good studies andwe have a list of about nine of them South Africa, the Middle East have no dedicated
to about February of this year, and a lot of good environment advisory capacity, and we really have
recommendations come out but not very much to ask DFID quite hard, which we do, how can you
seems to happen. Can you give us some examples of actually continue with the sustainable development
that sort of recommendation and perhaps say why pathways that you are pursuing without actually
you think the policy words did not become real having some expertise thatmight be able to highlight
actions? the opportunities as well as, obviously, some of the
Mr White: There are a number of examples and we risks of certain development interventions which
have always been very complimentary of DFID’s they are proposing.
ability to produce excellent analysis of the issues,
debate and discussion around environmental Q38 David Howarth: Can we try and tease out some
matters. One of the most significant reports that it of those diVerent candidates for causing what is

going on? We have also noticed the fact that therecently put forward was Linking Poverty Reduction
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Secretary of State makes excellent speeches, but not national government, representing environmental
interests and concerns in development, the bilateralmuch happens even as a consequence of those.

Presumably, the point about the organisation of the agencies do not necessarily respond to that either.
What we would like to see is approaches fromdepartment has been put to the Secretary of State, so

I was wondering what your impression is about bilateral agencies, and DFID particularly, which
start addressing that disparity and strengthening thewhether this is a problem of political will or whether

it is a problem of resources, that more expertise is ministries in government which have these cross-
cutting agendas in particular, and strengtheningneeded that cannot be found in existing budgets?
them so that they can start addressing the disparityMrWhite:You are quite right, ministers have made
between investment for environmental aspects ofexcellent speeches on the linkages between
growth as well.environment and development and we applaud that.

Probably what we would see, I think, is that within
the department’s structures if there are priorities Q40 David Howarth: When you say in your memo
that DFID have to make when reducing the staV that the environment is not a strong suit, not a forte
cadre they are defaulting to a prioritisation which of DFID, that applies to other governments in other
does not bring environment into that mix. Without parts of the world aswell; it seems thewhole business
senior lever representation and staV responsible for of interaction is one where the environment is not at
that at the high level, there is no one to actually the table.
uphold the necessity to keep the environment Ms Nicholson: It is very, very often the environment
capacity within the DFID policies, programmes department within governments that is the weakest
and staV. department, has the weakest voice, because the
MsNicholson: If I can add to that, they did, a couple environment is not necessarily costed into the
of years ago, announce that they would be national accounts and therefore it can often be
appointing a chief environmental adviser and made sidelined. Clearly, this has shown up very much in
a quite fanfare about it in terms of (I quote) “we the poverty reduction strategy papers whereby
recognise how important environment is to our governments have decided on their priorities, which
work, to continuing development of poverty are often very short term and of course completely
eradication”, and within six months that post had right in terms of achieving health targets, food
disappeared. It seems to be very strange, as if they security targets, poverty alleviating targets and it is
had actually done it, within six months they had much easier in a political sense to think about
actually measured environmental sustainability. It achieving those things and sending the money for
seems tome that there are verymixedmessages, both that than possibly some of the longer term
to the staV within DFID, I would have thought, as environmental trade-oVs that might occur because
well as to recipient countries and as well as to other that is going to be further down the line.
agencies with whom they work.

Q41 Chairman: The last of the nine documents that
David mentioned was DFID’s approach to theQ39 David Howarth: Is there a problem about
environment, published in February of this year.cascading down the concept of sustainable
What is your view of that document?development as containing both poverty and
Mr White: There was consultation on theenvironmental aspects? What do you think the
development of that document through the BONDSecretary of State and the department mean by
network and I must say we feel that earlier drafts,sustainable development and is there in fact a gap
perhaps, more strongly represented some of thebetween the two?
issues that were necessary to be addressed. It is stillMrWhite: The Secretary of State in a number of his
a very good articulation of a lot of those issues andrecent speeches leading the White Paper
DFID have shown a lot of good intent in the textconsultation has constantly underlined and
that they have presented.We are anxious that, ratherunderscored the link between the two and that you
like a lot of these past documents that have comecannot pursue macro-economic growth strategies
through which have articulated the discussionand pick up environmental issues later, it is not a
around environmental development, it will go thewin-win situation. I have every confidence that the
sameway as that whichwe described before. There isSecretary of State actually understands that and is
very little capacity to really see through some of theconvinced about the necessity for sustainable
commitments made in that document and if this isdevelopment that includes that type of analysis. I
upheld in their policy on environment then,would not question necessarily that the Department
unfortunately, we do not hold out much hope thatdoes not agree with him, it comes back to this more
actually they are going to be able to implement halffundamental issue, almost cultural issue, and when
of what they say in that paper as well.you are pursuing increasingly direct budget support

strategies which tend to follow and support the
general growth agenda, often in countries the Q42 David Howarth: On that there is a view, as you
ministries responsible for environmental issues and have just mentioned, that through the progressive
management are not strong ministries and they are draft document even that document seems to be
not really having a strong voice at the table of their watering down the environmental commitment. Do
government and therefore are not picked up in you think that is a conscious decision or do you
bilateral development discussions in the same way. think it might even be taking into account the

problem of implementation that we have beenTherefore, without that voice coming through from
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talking about and that perhaps they are just being well-being within ecological limits, so it is something
that is a cross-cutting commitment. Clearly, DFIDmore realistic about what they can achieve, given

their past record? should not be doing any development that is not
sustainable and I think there are good examples toMr White: Which may be cart before the horse,

because what we need is the firm commitment in the look at, perhaps, in other countries, for example
Sweden, where they have legislation which promotesnarrative about what is required (to achieve

sustainable development) and then the capacity to coherence across government so that they are
integrating the environment into all of their policiesfollow suit. Not “we cannot have any staV because

we have got number cuts and therefore we cannot do and they have a separate unit reporting to the prime
minister on this. There are other examples one candevelopment properly because of the staYng issue”;

they need to say this is how we need to achieve look at on the way to do it, but whether it requires
rewriting the International Development Act, I amdevelopment sustainably and therefore we need the

staV capacity and competence to follow that. I not sure.
would hope it was not for that reason that it appears Mr Quantrill: As we have already heard from
to be somewhat diluted. Christian Aid there is consensus among the

development agencies and I do not think there is any
reason why the existing Millennium DevelopmentQ43 David Howarth: It would be absurd if it were.
Goals should not include an emphasis onMr White: It would.
environment because we see the two things are so
closely linked.What we would like to see, perhaps, isQ44 David Howarth: Just going back to the point
DFID acknowledging that more strongly and moreabout how to get the environment at the heart of
publicly, bringing the development lens as it were topolicy-making within DFID, what can be done?
a number of other debates around trade and so on.You have mentioned an appointment at director
For instance, climate change was a big one where welevel, what other change in structure and policy
saw, from our perspective, listening to Radio 4 acould be carried out to bring the environment into
public fallout between DTI and Defra over climatethe heart of government decision-making?
change butwe did not hearDFID’s voice on that, yetMr White: Within DFID I have described some of
they of all departments in government should bethe internal issues which I think could be addressed
representing the voice of the poor, the people whoto at least ensure that DFIDwas not just making the
are going to get hit by climate change. Where wasright policies on paper but also being able to follow
their voice on that? In terms of what they should bethem through in terms of having the expertise and
doing, publicly linking these issues in the public’scapacity to do so. In national countries where
mind more and more would be good, and they areenvironment is weak often it is an extremely diYcult
going to see the NGO community, the civil society,challenge because of course you are dealing with
doing that increasingly and they need to startministries that preside over the management of a lot
thinking how they are going to be taking that stepof extensive natural resources which have intrinsic
themselves.values which are easily mismanaged, and often these

ministries are subject to quite a lot of corruption as
well. The Government’s issues around Q47 David Howarth: Can I just bring us back to
environmental resource management are extremely another specific example of a backward step that you
challenging and underpin, for example, the whole have mentioned and that is environmental
development dilemma in the Congo which is screening, the million pounds plus projects that are
actually largely down to fighting over natural screened for their environmental eVects and
resources. The conflict issue that arises from the guidance issued. You mentioned that this seems to
natural resource base does not lend itself very easily have gone backwards, that it seems to have
to delivering development work through those increasingly become a bolt-on project. Can I just ask
ministries which are embroiled in the conflict you to comment first of all whether that is a correct
surrounding the management of these resources. interpretation and, secondly, why it has happened?

Is this yet another example of the requirements
Q45 David Howarth:What about domestically here, appearing to DFID to be too onerous and therefore
is there a problem with, for example, the 2002 Act the aspirations have been reduced to meet what they
whichmakes poverty reduction the aim and does not think are realistic possibilities?
seem to mention anything else, or with the Mr White: DFID set out a pretty comprehensive
Millennium Development Goals themselves? Does guide to environmental screening which was
there have to be a public announcement of a change designed to be addressed up-front at the beginning
in direction, something firmer than just ministerial of what they call concept note stage in the design of
speeches that might help? programmes and projects that they were getting
Ms Nicholson: The Act does talk about promoting involved with. What we do understand now—and it
sustainable development but it does not go on to is diYcult for us to have a full picture of this—is that
define it. the screening is seen very much as a tick box exercise

and in fact has been branded by some of the internal
staV as an environmental screaming exercise, whichQ46 David Howarth: That is a problem.
I think somewhat reflects the misunderstanding andMs Nicholson: Clearly the UK Government has
the discomfort that traditional economists mayrecently done a revised sustainable development

strategy and has defined it, that it is about human have, for example, with having to consider someone
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else’s agenda. The thing about cross-cutting issues is Q50 Ms Barlow: You have been critical of DFID’s
increased focus on rapid economic growth as a waythat everyone has to consider the environment,

human rights or governance agenda you cannot get of ensuring rapid poverty reduction. Can you go into
some more details?away from them. What we now believe is that there

is a tick-box exercise which people see as a hoop that Mr Quantrill: I think we would echo quite a bit of
they have to jump through at the end of the process, what Christian Aid has already highlighted, that we
very much feeling that it is in line with risk are not opposed to economic growth per se; we
management and having to consider that thing recognise that most of the poorest countries in the
called environment at the end of the process, rather world desperately need increased economic growth
than looking at the positive opportunities that the if they are going to be able to meet even the most
environment may present to a development strategy basic human rights of their people. What we are
which could actually lead to a muchmore long term, worried about is perhaps the potential
sustainable solution for the poorest, developing contradictions between a single-minded focus on

macro-economic growth and some of theitself around environmental limits and considering
environmental imperatives that we perceive. Whatthe safeguards but also being able to develop
we are looking for is answers as to how some of thesustainably from that. There is the question again,
extremely strong rhetoric around the need for extrawhy is it not being seen? To be fair, we are aware that
sustainable growth coming out from the Secretary ofDFID are in the middle of a screening review, to
State is going to be put into practice; our worry islook at the screening process and see how they could
given the staYng issues, given the current mindsetperhaps strengthen and improve it, we hope. We are
perhaps of elements of DFID, they will do what theynot sure what the outcome of that review will be but
know how to do best which is creating the economicwe would hope that they are able to reinstate the
growth at state level and perhaps not be in a positionimportance of it in terms of DFID developing long
to be able to ensure that that growth is properlyterm sustainable developments. In terms of why
distributed, such that it can actually cause povertythere is this perception, I suppose some of it just
reduction and ensure also that it takes account of thecomes back to personal beliefs and priorities within
environmental issues. Just to give a couple ofthe department that actually environment can be
examples, we talked about the fact that DFID is notdealt with later.
investing in the capacity of environmental ministries
in countries necessarily, yet governance of natural

Q48 Chairman: Is the view still held—and a lot of it resources can drive economic growth and it can
was denounced as inappropriate—that if you have drive growth that is far more equitable and
development then you can do the environment at a sustainable. For instance, a recent report from the
later stage, which is very old-fashioned. Do you OECD on illegal and unregulated fishing showed
think that is still an important ideological position that sub-Saharan Africa is losing over a billion
within the department? dollars a year as a result of illegal fishing oV their
MrWhite:Unfortunately, that may well be the case. coast. A huge amount of catch has been taken out of
The Secretary of State does not think that, he has those countries as a result of, essentially, weak
underlined that several times in his recent speeches governance and weak capacity to manage those
for theWhite Paper. So perhaps there is that disjoint resources appropriately, and also international
in that view and that we do not have a department issues. I was reading in the Financial Times a couple
that perhaps follows some of the thinking of the of days ago that water allocation and poor water
Secretary of State in that respect. management governance globally is costing 1% of

estimated global GDP estimated. Huge amounts of
money have been taken out, all of which could be

Q49David Howarth: The final point, youmentioned used for paying for education, health and so on. If
the individual country oYces and the lack of any you miss that environmental aspect and miss the
expertise in a wide range of them. Would it be a opportunity to develop the capacity tomanage these
solution to have regional expertise, would that be an resources appropriately, you are missing an
adequate compromise, if each individual country opportunity to promote macro-economic growth
had someone at least inputting environmental but also to turn economic growth into equitable and
concerns on a regular basis across a number of sustainable growth which is obviously what we say
diVerent categories? we need.
Mr Quantrill: Perhaps you need to look at the type
of development that is being proposed and see where

Q51 Ms Barlow: What about trade-oVs betweenis the volume of eVort required and being taken by
growth and environmental degradation? Is that aDFID, whether it is on a country basis or on a
concern to DFID?regional basis. What we do not want to do is just

stretch the environmental expertise so far through Mr Quantrill: There always needs to be an open
dialogue. There are not necessarily the trade-oVsany region that they are actually not able to do the

right job properly, and highlight opportunities as that people seem to think, most people would say
that the trade-oV debate is held on the assumptionwell as safeguards in terms of the development and

interventions that are being pursued. Thatmay help, that environment is a barrier to development, a
barrier to growth, but I hope we have demonstratedcertainly where we have got regions where DFID

does not have any capacity at all, but I would not that we do not believe that is the case, it can actually
be a promoter of growth, a promoter ofnecessarily say that is the only way to look at it.
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development. In most cases that trade-oV is or reduction in support for these large-scale
programmes is matched by additional resources forprobably a false assumption, but where there are

potential trade-oVs—and there are some out there investing in alternatives, alternative economics and
alternative energy sources. That would be our clear2that we ourselves are debating—the important thing

is that you bring both issues to the table and you position, but we would like to see a much closer
scrutiny of the way in which these programmes arehave suYcient capacity of analysis and data to make

the right and informed choices, and that those planned and I think the strategic environmental
assessments would be a part of that.choices are beingmade by the countries that have the

greatest stake in them. That is why we emphasise the
importance of developing the capacity of countries Q54 Chairman: I am just wondering if you can you
to get their analysis right, understand their own mention one or two examples which illustrate this
wealth in terms ofwhatwealth they hold in their own issue, perhaps on fossil fuels?
natural resources, how they govern that wealth and Mr Quantrill: The one that I know we are working
how that wealth can create growth. When they have on at the moment would be Sakhalin, the oil
that benefit you can have that dialogue and decisions programme, but beyond that I would not want to go
need to be made locally, but we are confident that into detail in particular.
those decisions would then become potentially quite Ms Nicholson: There was a case called the BTC—
diVerent from the ones that you have talked about again I cannot remember what it stands for—which
taking. is the construction of a pipeline across the Caucuses
Ms Nicholson: You can use strategic environmental and Turkey which clearly had DFID support but
assessments which help create a discussion and a clearly the proper safeguards have not been put in
transparent, open decision made because people are place, both environmental and social. We were very
informed about the diVerent options, the very short concerned about their support for that which
term options and the long term options. seemed to kind of go ahead without a proper public

dialogue. The World Bank had an extractive
industries review which was a stakeholder/expertQ52 Ms Barlow: Do you think that DFID is
process that was set up, rather like the Worldengaging in that dialogue eVectively?
Commission on dams, to look at what the WorldMs Nicholson: We believe that certainly they have
Bank should do about extractive industries in thebeen promoting the use of strategic environmental
future in terms of investment, and we were surprisedassessments very strongly at the international level
that DFIDwere not beingmuch stronger in terms ofwith other donors, at the OECD level; it is not clear
pushing for theWorld Bank to be investing far moreto me how they are currently being used within
in renewable technology and energy eYciency butDFID, their environment policy paper suggests that
were still suggesting that the World Bank shouldthat is a tool that is encouraged—which is the word
continue, almost business as usual, in terms ofthat is used—but I have not seen on the website an
hydrocarbons.example of how it has been used, an SEA on a

particular policy or programme. In fact, under EU
recommendations, EU law, SEAs are required for Q55 Ms Barlow: Staying with the extractive
large governmental projects, so this is something industries, do you think DFID’s position on these
that DFID has been encouraging but it is again industries is aVected by other government
something that does not seem happening within the departments such as the DTI?
department. MsNicholson: It possibly could be, but we should be

looking at a holistic government approach, and
going back to the climate change issue, as well as ourQ53 Ms Barlow: Can I move on to DFID’s position
own mitigation here, the thing that we should beon the extractive industries? You have been quite
investing in is clean energy because we have acritical of this but can you go into more detail?
responsibility in terms of the energy that we areMr Quantrill: It is not my specific area, but we
investing in and promoting now. The Export Creditcertainly are concerned that DFID has been
Guarantee Department, for example, which is veryinvolved in funding, whether directly or through
much part of theGovernment, any support it shouldmultilateral agencies, large scale extractive
be giving should be for sustainable programmes. Atprogrammes that are contradictory to its position on
the moment they have a target of 20% or somethingclimate change potentially and also are
to actually ring fence for clean renewables, but Icontradictory to its goals in terms of development
think everything that they should do should be alongand poverty reduction. There is a very good report
these lines and for all of international credit finance.which I would recommend to you entitled Pumping

Poverty by Plan B which again has got quite a large
buy-in from a coalition of diVerent agencies; that Q56 Ms Barlow: You have talked about the eVects
highlights the fact that often these large scale of climate on the poor in particular earlier. Do you
programmes, while on paper may look to be think there is a clear distinction by DFID on how it
economically positive, the overwhelming impact on factors climate into its work, in that it is happy to
poverty, on people’s lives at the local level is accept the need to adapt against climate change but
negative. If we are going to be talking about a appears unwilling to accept the need to minimise
withdrawal from funding and support for such those eVects which you have spoken to so far?
things we do need to be looking at alternatives, we
recognise that, so it is important that anywithdrawal 2 Witness addition: long-term
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Mr Quantrill: Are you talking about mitigation existing large emerging economies rather than into
the very low income countries, but it is a mechanismissues in terms of action?
which could be given more attention in that respect.

Q57 Ms Barlow: Minimise the climate impacts on
the poor, as you have mentioned, on the very people Q59 Ms Barlow: Finally, there is a very strong

emphasis within DFID on the importance ofthat you are trying to help,minimise really the eVects
of how it spends its money. Do you think this is fair? liberalising trade for poverty alleviation, but there is

quite a wide spread of perception that tradeMr Quantrill: Yes, at the moment there is a very
strong rhetoric of adaptation, but we are also seeing liberalisation will have a significant detrimental

eVect on the poor that you have mentioned,strong acknowledgement in recent speeches by the
Secretary of State that there is a responsibility from particularly in developing countries and also on the

environment. Is wholesale liberalisation a bluntus with respect to consumption; we have seen that,
he has acknowledged that, we would like to see how instrument from the point of view of DFID and

contradictory really to its focus on alleviatingthat gets turned into a set of policies. I have talked
about the voice within government; we would like to poverty? How would you estimate the eVects that

this could have on the environment?see DFID, for instance, leading internally on its own
carbon budgets, becoming a carbon neutral Mr Quantrill: There are certainly question marks

over the pursuit of liberalisation as a bluntorganisation, which would no doubt be a big thing.
It should also be, for instance, pushing on instrument. We share the interest in the NEF report

and that whole way of thinking that Christian AidGovernment procurement policy; Defra has done a
lot of work on greening the public procurement has articulated, we would also be looking at that

because there is a big environmental perspective topolicy, but there is a role there for DFID to start
talking in terms of making public procurement that argument that the promotion of macro-

economic growth alone is (a) not a particularlypolicy a road to sustainable development as well, so
also bring that aspect into the dialogue there and it eYcient way of producing poverty reduction; and (b)

potentially by the time you get anywhere near thecould be a very big push in terms of helping to
develop green technology in developing countries type of poverty reduction we are looking for, you

would have had a huge impact on the environmentand so on; for instance, not just saying you need to
make your procurement policy green, but saying we if you go down that road. So you do have to take that

into account and I give an example of an area ofshould be prioritising procurement from developing
countries. That should put out a strong message and concern: if you were to remove subsidies that

allowed a massive investment flow into commercialcould be seen as a strong approach. There are a
number of ways in which they could push that agricultural production—and we are doing a lot of

work on thirsty crops, on highwater use crops acrossagenda locally as well as in the international
programme. the UK—if there was a massive expansion of those

crops, that could have huge impacts on downstream
users in areas where those crops are invested inQ58 Ms Barlow: Is there any interest as far as you
upstream. You have to look at those issues beforehave seen in energy policy as one of those areas, for
you go down that road, not to say that removal ofexample, is there enough emphasis on renewable and
subsidies is not the right thing to do, but just thaton small scale solutions?
those issues need to be taken into account and theMr Quantrill: They are working in this area but we
countries involved need to have the data andwould like to see a lot more. One thing I would like
capacity to make that analysis and to make theirto flag up is the opportunity created by the clean
own decisions about how they want to pursuedevelopment mechanism under the Kyoto Protocol,
liberalisation—and we would probably share Makeand we think DFID are not paying anywhere near
Poverty History and so on around no forcedenough attention to the opportunity that poses as a
liberalisation. The important thing is that that wholedevelopmentmechanism. At themoment it is seen as
process involves the right information, the rightan oVset mechanism within carbon emission
analysis.trading, but it could actually, if it was tweaked in the
MsNicholson:Certainly it is to dowith thinking thatright way and given the right set of standards,
trade is a tool—whether it is sustainablebecome a very powerful mechanism for the kind of
development or poverty alleviation or economicdevelopment initiatives in terms of renewable
growth—and how it is used. There is not necessarilyenergy, but we are not seeing that. From WWF’s
a one size fits all thing, but we do need to think veryperspective we promote the gold standard in respect
much again about sustainability impact assessmentsof these types of projects that can be invested in
which is a legal requirement in terms of the ECwhichunder the clean developmentmechanism; we see that
does have competency on trade.Defra has taken that up in terms of its own voluntary

carbon oVsetting, but we would like to see DFID
push that, for the gold standard or something like it Q60 Chairman:A significant amount of DFID aid is

spent through multilateral bodies like the Worldto become part of a set of compliance policies. There
are potentially hundreds of millions of pounds of Bank and the EU. Do you think they are any better

at incorporating environmental concerns?investment flows going into clean technology. At the
moment that is largely a wasted opportunity, it is Ms Nicholson: There is not a perfect solution,

unfortunately, and I do think with something likegoing into awhole variety of projects,many ofwhich
we would be quite dubious about, and largely into environment, which is a cross-cutting issue, the
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Department of Trade will say we will put all our management and energy. That is going to be looking
at particular things they could do in terms ofmoney through them and we know the environment

will be taken care of, it is something that every donor promoting the millennium development goal on
sustainability, looking at things which cannot bein every country needs to think about in terms of

development. The World Bank does have some dealt with necessarily at a country level, and where
these things are shared resources. Very often, theyenvironmental and social safeguards, of course, and

they have been at times promoted as being very good are global challenges, and they need to be dealt with
in a very co-operative inter-regional, or intra-practice, but the question is the practice; when they

are put into practice, do they happen? The EU most regional manner. If you think about something like
illegal logging and timber resources, the forest lawrecently during the UK presidency came out with

something called the European Consensus which is enforcement governance and trade issue, which I am
sure you are familiar with, it might be about advisinga review of the EU development policy—which they

have not done for five years or more—which points Russia on trade between Russia and China in the
EU, looking at consumers, looking at producers,very strongly to the need to integrate natural

resources management into development policy as looking at forests which are natural resources of
importance to countries, to regions and ultimately towell as to look at particular issues where there are

global and environmental challenges, where the EU the planet, so it cannot be just dealt with at a country
level. The EU thematic is therefore one way,as a whole, Member States and the Commission

together, can look at how they canmake a diVerence perhaps, to promote environmental issues on the
development stage.in terms of climate change or illegal logging or

fisheries management, or good water management.
It is a question of working together with others to Q62 Chairman: Do you think there is any sense of
ensure that the environment principles and urgency in these multilateral organisations to deal
standards are the best, the use of good with climate change—in the World Bank, the IMF,
environmental tools such as strategic environmental the EU for that matter—and is DFID bringing any
assessments, and I think the use of, say, the 25% that sense of urgency that you might be aware of into
DFID currently spends through the EU should those arenas?
equally be scrutinised by the EU Court of Auditors Ms Nicholson: In my experience of working with
to look at how the environment has been treated DFID for a good many years now I have seen them
within that.We should not just assume that that is in certainly bring that sense of urgency, I have seen
place, you have got your safeguards in place so that themwork at EU level, I have seen themwork atUN
is all right, we should continue—Members of level in terms of really pushing for some of these
Parliament, ourselves, watchdogs—to ensure that things. For example, before the World Summit in
the environment is considered properly within the Johannesburg one of their real priorities was to
development agenda. DFIDhas done an awful lot in make sure that MDG 7 on environmental
terms of how important environmental sustainability was not ignored but was brought back
sustainability is to poverty reduction and we would into the debate, they would ensure that the order of
like to see them maintain that lead in terms of other the MDGs could be treated holistically rather than
European Member States. They look to DFID in one being achieved at the expense of the other, it is
terms of its experience and its cutting edge expertise not about cherry-picking. I do think that they
on this issue. certainly have done this, I think that perhaps they

have been rather slow on climate change, it is only
very recently that they have picked this up as such anQ61 Chairman: You have called for ministers to
important issue and it has been on the global agendasupport a strong, well-funded, environmental
for much longer—after all, it is not anthematic—I am not sure what a thematic is but we
environmental issue, it is an environmental, social,are hearing about lots of strange words—within the
economic and everything else issue. I personallyEU Environmental Development Fund. Could you
have got a lot of respect and admiration for many ofgive us a bit more background on that?
the staV in DFID with whom I have worked whoMs Nicholson: Yes, it comes back to this new
have taken forward environmental issues, climatedevelopment policy that was adopted by the Council
change, forestry and water.during the UK Presidency and it includes certain

areas which the EU as a whole—Member States, the
European Parliament and the Commission—believe Q63 Chairman: Do you think the balance between
are important and cannot be always dealt with what we support through multilateral agencies and
through a country-led approach. The bulk of the through bilateral agencies is the right one as it
money of course is always going to be spent through stands?
country-led approaches on country priorities, and Ms Nicholson: There is a lot to be said for the so-
that is where environment issues may appear—in called donor harmonisation agenda at OECD level
fact there is an obligation under EU treaties to which is where the big donors are saying we cannot
mainstream the environment within those—but keep doing things separately and putting diVerent
there are certain areas like governance, like human reporting requirements, diVerent onuses on recipient
rights where they believe that these things perhaps countries. They want us to get our act together in
need to be tackled in a diVerent way by the terms of howwework together, but I think there will
environmental thematic, as it is phrased, a always be an added value in having bilateral support

as well as support going through the big UNprogramme on environment, natural resource
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23 March 2006 Mr Dominic White, Mr Toby Quantrill and Ms Sally Nicholson

agencies or theWorld Bank. I do think that we as the to one or two visionaries at the top, perhaps, or do
you think that the whole department is really allUK should continue to be pushing, whether it is at
pulling in the same direction?World Bank or UN level for the coherence of the
Mr White: They have dedicated resources to workactivities tomake themmore eVective—for example,
on global environmental assets, but they are few andGordon Brown is now on this UN panel on
I think a lot of what we see is the direct result of thosecoherence between environment, development and
individual eVorts. I do not see, necessarily, that somehuman rights across the UN system and that is
of these commitments are institutionally supportedsomething we really need to make sure we
throughout all echelons of the department, but thereencourage.
again equally supported at ministerial level.

Q66 Chairman: If that is the case and they are not
quite so influenced by the people at the top all theQ64 Chairman: Do you think the global
time, what other influences are there? Is it otherenvironmental facility is an eVective delivery tool?
departments, the Foreign OYce, people out in theMs Nicholson: I think it is a very important delivery
field? Where do the other influences come from?tool, it is mostly very eVective. Again, DFID has Ms Nicholson: They come perhaps from otherbeen very supportive ofGEF, I have seen themargue donors. We mentioned in our evidence about the

hard for replenishment of the global environment Poverty Environment Partnership which is a group
facility. Before Johannesburg they made extra of many donors; they do a lot of very interesting
voluntary contributions because they believe it is an work there in promoting the poverty and
important way forward in terms of global environment links. The influences can come from
commitments, in terms of global public goods that other countries—I know in terms of China, for
nobody is individually responsible for but where we example, to my knowledge the Chinese government
do need to work together in a co-operative fashion. particularly said in terms of our development co-
DFID has also tried to encourage the US, for operation and economic co-operation we have got
example, to wake up to its responsibilities in this plans to deal with poverty ourselves, we have a plan
respect. in place to eradicate poverty over this length of time

and we are investing in that. Where we want help,
where we want to work with other donors is in terms
of the environment, so that influence can come from

Q65 Chairman:Do you think the international push many diVerent places.
that DFID is making on these issues is the result of Chairman: That brings us to the end, so thank you
the work of just a few individuals, or is it more all verymuch for giving evidence thismorning. It has

been very useful once again. Thank you.institutional, ingrained in its very being. Is it down
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Members present:

Colin Challen, in the Chair

Ms Celia Barlow David Howarth
Mr Martin Caton

Memorandum submitted by The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB)

Summary

1. The Department for International Development (DFID) has been a global leader in sustainable
development and championed the links between development and environment—particularly in the run up
to theWorld Summit on Sustainable Development.We are however very concerned that changes since 2002
have resulted in a decline in commitment, resources and expertise to this. DFID has proven international
leadership and considerable experience in this field that should not be lost or marginalised. Furthermore,
this is an area where the UK can add considerable value to globally, as many UK institutions are
acknowledged world leaders in sustainable development, environmental science and climate change. RSPB
feels it is not too late for DFID to regain this ground and that it should build on this vital leadership role.
We believe development and environment issues will increase rather than decrease in significance—most
obviously because of climate change. Ultimately, the environment matters to the poor and so it should
matter to DFID.

2. We recommend that DFID:

(i) Drives positive action to eradicate poverty and ensure environmental sustainability in tandem.

(ii) Demonstrates commitment to sustainable development, including through consolidation of
policies addressing existing environmental concerns, operationalising their Environment Position
Paper, and targeting new resources and political will to ensure eVective environmental
mainstreaming, policy coherence and eVective support for MDG7.

(iii) Enhances and does not further damage its global leadership role in pro-poor, pro-environment,
sustainable development.

(iv) Builds on the substantial comparative advantage the UK has, and learns from and applies its own
research to regain its reputation as a world leader in sustainable development and ensuring
environmental sustainability—this is even more important in an ever more interdependent world.

(v) Have a flexible and transparent funding system that can support fragile states, sub-national
governance and local institutions, address local needs where clearly indicated and requested by the
poor, and provide additional support for oV-track MDGs.

(vi) Considers how to avoid a development path whereby individual rational decisions that are not
individually damaging, nonetheless cumulatively result in serious damage that inhibits sustainable
development.

3. We believe that a renewed focus on environmental protection and sustainable development to
eradicate poverty is urgently needed—“The long term success in meeting all of the Millennium Development
Goals depends on environmental sustainability. Without it the gains will be transitory and inequitable”
(Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005). Protecting global environmental assets for present and future
generations must take place within a context of development. Conversely, poverty eradication will be
jeopardised without sustainable use of natural resources. DFID itself realises the mutual interaction
between development and environment, but is failing to act upon it. Increasingly civil society, the scientific
community and some governments are waking up to the need to coherently address poverty and the
environment. This is the post-2005 challenge that we feel DFID needs to take most seriously.

Introduction

4. The RSPB recognises the significance of international development and trade to its sustainable
development and biodiversity objectives and works to ensure environmental sustainability is central to UK
policy and practise. We actively engage with DFID on policy issues, including through building NGO
consensus and voice via the Development and Environment of Group of BOND (British Overseas NGOs
for Development), which RSPB co-chairs. We also receive DFID funding for two poverty and biodiversity
related projects in Africa, which are being delivered in partnership with BirdLife Partners and local
communities.
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5. The RSPB is theUKPartner of BirdLife International, a network of over 100 grass-roots conservation
organisations around the world, including eighteen Partner organisations in Africa. We are currently
actively assisting BirdLife Partners in Africa, Asia and UK’s Overseas Territories with long term support
programmes, and in many countries are involved in projects on the ground, which seek to both safeguard
biodiversity and enhance people’s livelihoods. We were active participants in the 2002 World Summit on
Sustainable Development (WSSD), with two places on the UK delegation, and have been actively engaged
in its follow up through the UK, the EU and the UN Commission on Sustainable Development. We are
submitting this evidence based on our own experience, from working closely with BirdLife Partners in
developing countries, and on our strong engagement with international sustainable development policy at
national, regional and international levels.

6. This inquiry is extremely timely and welcomed. DFID has recently published its Sustainable
Development Action Plan and has just released a new Environment Position Paper. It is also leading on a
consultation for a third International Development White Paper to be focused on delivery and aid
eVectiveness. This follows an unprecedented year (2005) where both government and civil society rallied
around the global call to “Make Poverty History”.

7. The UK government’s commitment to meet the 0.7% ODA target by 2015 is one positive outcome of
this and DFID’s aid budget is set to triple. Ensuring that these resources reach the poor and deliver
sustainable development is now a crucial challenge, particularly as government staYng and technical
capacity seem set to be further reduced1 and issues such as terrorism dominate the international agenda. It
is particularly concerning to note that USAID have “abandoned the term sustainable development and now
use the phrase “transformational development’ as the goal of [their] programmes.2 DFID and the UK
Government have been a leading advocate for sustainable development and better environmental protection
globally—this needs to be applauded, supported and strengthened, not only to ensure eVective poverty
eradication but also to secure a safer and better world.

Sustainable Development and the Environment is Losing Ground in DFID

8. We are very concerned that DFID’s commitment to and regard for the environment and sustainable
development as key to poverty reduction have declined. Despite rhetoric to the contrary, DFID policy and
action often seem to suggest a “grow now and worry about environmental problems later on” approach to
development in reality. This is evidenced in many ways, including through:

(a) Recent DFID publications which fail to mention sustainable development or the environment,
such as “What are we doing to tackle world poverty? A quick guide to DFID”; theirWater Action
Plan which has little or no focus on integrated water resource management and catchment
protection; and DFID’s recent Agriculture Strategy which emphasises industrial agriculture as
route out of poverty with little regard in its policy recommendations for well recognised
environmental problems such as eutrophication, water over-abstraction, land degradation and soil
erosion etc. Even DFID’s new Environment Position Paper (2006) suggests that the environment
is at fault rather than our mismanagement of it, it states: “Environmental systems also produce
hazards that threaten development, such as floods and pollution”.

(b) The current White Paper process where contradictions abound. Hilary Benn’s first White Paper
speech, on 19 January 2006, focused on “economic growth as the means to achieve poverty
reduction”, regarding the environment as one of seven essential ingredients and a necessary
resource for growth, but conversely not as a required foundation for poverty eradication and
sustainable development. And his fifth White Paper speech, “Development beyond Aid” on 23
February 2006, fell short of fully explaining how DFID will reconcile its focus and the mantra of
“going for growth” with mitigating the eVects of climate change, for example. There has been a
clear focus on economic growth at the macro level with DFID pushing an agenda, which underlies
many of our escalating environmental problems.

(c) Whilst we appreciate that there is good environmental expertise within DFID’s Sustainable
Development Team, and hope this will continue, the overall downward trend in provision of
environmental expertise and advice across the whole of DFID is leading to a downward spiral of
capacity and eVectiveness internationally. The biodiversity advisor post in London, for example,
has been vacant for two years, although we understand is just about to be filled by the environment
advisor from Kenya—whose post we hope will be replaced in a timely manner! Feedback from
BirdLife Partners highlights that environmental interest in DFID Country OYces is closely
aligned to having a committed environmental advisor in post.

(d) The post of Chief Environmental Advisor has been lost and not been replaced as a key post within
the DFID hierarchy. A Head of Profession Environment has been created but the post has
remained vacant since April 2005 and is still not filled. We think this sends a confusing message

1 Due in part to the Gershon Review.
2 Five Debates on International Development: The US perspective, Andrew S. Natsios, Development Policy Review, 2006, 24
(2): 131–139.
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to internal staV, external stakeholders, other governments and multilateral institutions if such a
key post is not valued, and it seems unlikely that DFID will devote suYcient priority to the
environmental agenda, amidst many other priorities, without a strong internal ambassador.

(e) Despite DFID having devoted a sizeable policy resource in London to focussing on poverty-
environment issues3 andMDG7 being way oV-track, this is not complemented by practical action.
DFID has very few poverty-environment programmes on the ground. Only 2% of DFID’s
bilateral spending in 2004/5 went towards the environment, despite this being a key pillar of
sustainable development.4

(f) DFIDhas previously stated “Two of the greatest global challenges are the elimination of poverty and
the reversal of environmental degradation. These challenges are inextricably linked”. Now, DFID’s
Sustainable Development Action Plan is about “ . . . .balancing the economic, social and
environmental aspects according to the priorities and circumstances of each country.” This appears to
be a much weaker position, which ignores the environmental imperative underpinning sustainable
development.

(g) DFID’s Sustainable Development Action Plan states “DFID’s procedures and programme
guidance encourage [emphasis added] assessment to ensure that economic, social and environmental
opportunities and risks, and their interactions are identified and addressed.” and a number of tools
are highlighted. This language seems particularly weak –more commitment is clearly needed to
ensure eVective environmental mainstreaming and screening.

9. By not wanting to portray sustainable development as synonymous with or just about the
environment, and to make sustainable development relevant to macro-economists that dominate
government decision making, DFID now seems in danger of marginalising the significance of the
environment that it itself has recognised is vitally important to poverty eradication and to the poor
themselves.

10. On the ground, evidence demonstrates that the international development system is failing the
environment,5 and consequently is failing themillions of poor people whose livelihoods and security depend
on it. The UK Sustainable Development Strategy highlights that over 90% of the 1.2 billion people living
in extreme poverty depend on forests alone for some part of their livelihood. However, economic
development and population growth have led to natural forests being felled for timber, and to make way
for agricultural land or urban expansion that has rarely benefiting the poorest.

11. We believe that the parlous state of our natural systems, calls for far greater eVort, action and
resources to be devoted to delivering Millennium Development Goal 7 (ensuring environmental
sustainability). Given the scale of the problem, expressed forcefully and eloquently in DFID’s Environment
Position Paper, the resources directed towards tackling it need to be scaled up suYciently to make a
diVerence to its “oV track” status. Given DFID’s stated objective of refocusing oV trackMDG’s, we believe
it should set out more explicitly how it believes MDG7 can be put back on track, and identify what role
DFID can play in ensuring that the necessary changes aremade and adequate resources are directed towards
achieving this.

12. DFID’s current aid and development focus, and the proposed White Paper consultation, begin to
recognise the interdependence of poverty eradication and environmental sustainability but need to commit
to dealing with these issues in a coherent and integrated way. Poverty eradication depends on increasing the
volume and productivity of the real “assets” available to the poor (including natural, man-made, social and
human), not only increasing a monetary measure such as GDP (Gross Domestic Product) to the country’s
economy which fails to reflect inequality or the condition of the world’s natural life-support systems upon
which life depends.

13. Recommendation: DFIDneeds to drive positive action to eradicate poverty and ensure environmental
sustainability in tandem and to demonstrate commitment to sustainable development, including through
consolidation of policies addressing existing environmental concerns, operationalising DFID’s
Environment Position Paper, and targeting new resources and political will to ensure eVective
environmental mainstreaming, policy coherence and eVective support for MDG7.

Maintaining DFID’s International Leadership in Environment and Sustainable Development

14. Historically, DFID has been a leading change agent in the International Development community.
DFIDhas championed a pro poor agenda, the livelihoods approach to development and supported themost
comprehensive analysis of Participatory Poverty Assessments6—the latter clearly highlighting the
importance and value of environmental assets to the poor.

3 The Environment Adviser cadre is relatively large in DFID terms—over 10 people—and the Sustainable Development Team
in Policy Division is one of only five Policy Teams.

4 See Statistics in International Development for more information: http://www.dfid.gov.uk/pubs/files/sid2005/default.asp
5 Most recently backed by the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, the outcomes of the Millennium Project’s Environmental
Task Force, and the DFID-involved PEP initiative on poverty and the environment.

6 Poverty and the Environment:What the Poor say. AnAssessment of Poverty-Environment Linkages in Participatory Poverty
Assessments. Mary Ann Brocklesby; Emily Hinshelwood (2001) Published by DFID.
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15. DFID was recognised a world leader in understanding and progressing sustainable development
between the Rio and Johannesburg World Summits—this no doubt created both high expectation and
demand, but DFID and the UK government were valued for their expertise and depth of knowledge. There
is real disappointment as resources and commitments seem to have declined.

16. During this time, DFID led on understanding and promoting National Sustainable Development
Strategies (NSSDs). They produced a number of excellent and important plans and briefings, such as
“Achieving sustainability—poverty elimination and the environment” (DFID, 2000) and DFID’s Sustainable
Development Background Briefing (September, 2000), which make clear links between development and
environment and stress that “development will not be sustainable without eVective management of the
environment”. These need to be used and not forgotten.

17. The 2000 White Paper on International Development7 clearly states that: “Developing countries are
already experiencing problems of environmental degradation and exhaustion of environmental resources which
are vital to their long term development. As their economies grow, these problems will increase unless there is
a greater focus on the sustainability of their development”—although the White Paper fails to mainstream
the environment throughout the document, the chapter on ‘Global Environmental Challenges’ is even more
significant today.

18. DFID has played a leading role in the OECD, chairing the DAC-ENVIRONET and was a founder
member of the Poverty and Environment Partnership, which has worked to better address environment and
development linkages across bi-lateral donors. The PEP has recently, with DFID support, led innovative
work on poverty and environment to raise the issues up the international agenda at the 2005World Summit.
DFID has also recently commissioned research on biodiversity and poverty reduction.8 This highlights the
role biodiversity plays in underpinning ecosystem services has development policy implications at all levels
from the international to the local or community. However, without a Chief EnvironmentOYcer and strong
political leadership, the outcomes of these are likely to remain sidelined in the Sustainable Development
Team—despite the best intentions of the staV engaged there.

19. DFID has recognised, and a the Sustainable Development Team clearly still do appreciate, the
wisdom and imperative recently articulated by the UN Secretary General: “We fundamentally depend on
natural systems and resources for our existence and development. Our eVorts to defeat poverty and pursue
sustainable development will be in vain if environmental degradation and natural resource depletion continue
unabated”, and by the UN Millennium Project: “Environmental sustainability is the foundation on which
strategies for achieving all the otherMDGsmust be built, because environmental degradation is causally linked
to problems of poverty, hunger, gender inequality and health.”. This needs to be prioritised and not
marginalised in DFID London and country oYces.

20. DFID’s Environment Guide was welcome progress when published in 2003, and widely celebrated
as best practice. A full assessment of its eVectiveness is now badly needed—particularly in light of the
changing way DFID is working and the increasing push to Direct Budgets Support. A review of DFID’s
environmental screening procedures has been awaited for some time.Many problems have been highlighted
that need to be addressed, such as assessments taking place late in programmedevelopment, lack of expertise
and capacity, apathy to using the Guide and its tools, etc. Parts of DFID therefore recognise that there are
problems in ensuring that the environmental impacts of its other policies and programmes are understood
and that there is a need for appropriate changes.

21. We feel the environment will only increase in importance in the coming years—particularly given the
oV track status of MDG7 and increasing concern about global issues such as climate change. Ensuring
equity, accountability and sustainability will be necessary to meeting the global challenges we face—DFID
is well placed to lead this challenge as long as its current expertise and resource base linked to the
environment and sustainable development are not further eroded.

22. We believe two pressing challenges for international development are:

(i) The need for better recognition of the system-level impacts of environmental degradation that can
put national and international eVorts to reduce poverty in jeopardy. Climate change is the most
obvious example, but the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment highlights that ecosystem
degradation should be viewed in the same light.

(ii) Addressing the cumulative eVects of individual actions, such as logging and land conversion,
which are rational at the individual or local level but which collectively result in huge
environmental problems (eg the mass conversion of rainforest to palm oil in Indonesia9 or the loss
of downstream water because of actions taken upstream). There is currently a huge governance
failing around planning as well as a funding gap to oVer long term sustainable alternatives (or
compensation) to oV-set short term profitable conversion (often asset stripping) and help conserve
and sustainably manage important ecosystems.

7 Eliminating world poverty: making globalisation work for the poor,White Paper on International Development, HMG2000.
8 Biodiversity and Poverty Reduction: the importance of biodiversity for ecosystem services’, UNEP-WCMC, January 2006.
9 Donald, PF 2004. Biodiversity impacts of some agricultural commodity production systems. Conservation Biology, 18:17–38.
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23. Recommendation: DFID should enhance and not further damage its global leadership role in pro-
poor, pro-environment, sustainable development. It should build on the substantial comparative advantage
it still has and learn from and apply its own research to maintain and live up its reputation as a world
leader—which is even more important in our ever more interdependent world.

Aid Effectiveness and Good Governance—Mainstreaming the Environment

24. The way in which DFID spends money—the “aid modalities”—have changed radically under the
present government. The fundamental reason for this is a change in development thinking, shared by most
other leading agencies including theWorld Bank and the EuropeanCommission. This new paradigm argues
that aid will be most eVective in countries where governments are accountable to their people, focused on
poverty reduction, and suYciently well organised to implement their plans and programmes eVectively.
Therefore aid should be used to support such countries or to support change in other countries so that they
can move towards this model (ie building eVective states).

25. Moving away from the largely discredited projects and programmes approach, DFID’s preferred aid
modality is becoming the provision of ‘Direct Budget Support’ (DBS)—putting cash straight into
government budgets—to those countries that have clear and eVective poverty reduction programmes and
meet (limited) criteria of good governance and democracy. In 2004–05 this amounted to 11% of DFID
expenditure, up from 8.6% the previous year.

26. The shift to DBS places the onus on recipient countries to set their own priorities—to date
environmental concerns have not been well represented in most Poverty Reduction Strategies Plans.10

Meeting MDG7 (Target 9) through DBS puts increased importance on good governance and participatory
decision-making that listens to the voices of the poor and marginalised (including indigenous people) and
addresses power imbalances within governments that often marginalise weaker departments such as those
dealing with the environment. DFID’s Sustainable Development Team has recognised there is an issue here.
There is aGreenGlobe network andDFID co-hosted workshop on integrating environmental management
into Country-led development planning and implementation being held in London on 23 March 2006, but
more need to be done.

27. The majority of DFID expenditure still goes through more traditional channels including
programmes directed at specific objectives. However, most of these are extremely large in scope and are
undertaken by consortia managed by large consultancy firms. Having environmental matters written into
terms and conditions, the early and eVective use of screening, safeguard and continual assessment tools (eg
SEA, EIA) become crucial under this model of working.

28. Nearly half of DFID expenditure goes through multilateral channels (contributions to the European
Commission, World Bank, UN Agencies etc).11 How these institutions take environmental sustainability
into account therefore hasmajor implications. Concerns also include howDFIDwill hold them accountable
for the wise and eVective utilisation of DFID and UK taxpayer money—to ensure it both reaches the poor
and supports sustainable development. This should be an issue that is taken up, including by the National
Audit OYce. DFID has been commended for it’s commitment to “no financial conditionality”, and for its
Environment Guide with relevant tools and safeguards to ensure environmental sustainability—DFID
should not fund multilateral institutions that are without such commitments, and should be proactive in
reforming their positions to ensure environmental sustaibility and accountability to the poor.

29. Recommendation: DFID should have a flexible and transparent funding system that can support
fragile states, sub-national governance and local institutions, address local needs where clearly indicated and
requested by the poor, and provide additional support for oV-track MDGs.

March 2006

10 Bojo, J, K Green, S Kishore, S Pilapitiya and R Reddy. 2004. Environment in Poverty Reduction Strategies and Poverty
Reduction Support Credits. World Bank Environment Department Paper No 102. Washington DC World Bank.

11 See Statistics in International Development for more information: http://www.dfid.gov.uk/pubs/files/sid2005/default.asp



3378581006 Page Type [E] 09-08-06 00:46:47 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 34 Environmental Audit Committee: Evidence

Witnesses: Dr Mark Avery, Director of Conservation, and Ms Joanna Phillips, Head of Trade and
Development, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB), gave evidence.

Q67 Chairman: I would like to welcome you both Dr Avery:We attended the World Summit; we sent
a few staV there. I think World Summit was a stephere this morning. We are very grateful that you
forward and certainly I think it helped the world tocould make it. Can I ask you, to start oV with—to
address environment issues and development issuesgive us some background as to why you, what seems
together. I think DFID has realised that; although Ito me to be basically a sort of UK-focused
suppose our worry is we are not totally sure whetherorganisation, are getting so involved in development
DFIDhas completely got thatmessage. Our concernissues now; why does that really fall within your
about DFID would be not about what it says,remit?
because, many of the things that DFID says, theDr Avery: I am very happy to do that. The RSPB
current Secretary of State says all the right things, Ispends about 10% of our money on conservation
think, about the environment and sustainablework outside the UK, so that is about £6 million a
development and I think he has a higheryear. We do that because there are 10,000 species of
environmental profile than some of his predecessors,birds in the world and 1,000 of them are threatened
so it is not what DFID says at a high level, it is whatwith global extinction;most of themoccur outside of
DFID does. We would say as well that thethe UK. The cause of those potential extinctions,
sustainable development team within DFID is awhich apply obviously to wildlife across the board,
pretty strong team, but we would have some doubtsnot just birds, is basically the way we are living on
about whether those staV have enough clout tomakethis planet, the way that our species lives
sure that the messages which came out of the Worldunsustainably. There are six billion people on the
Summit are fully integrated into everything thatplanet; we use about 55% of the renewable water
DFID does. I think some environmental staV withinresources of the planet each year, humans consume DFID, and there are fewer of them now than thereabout 40% of all the photosynthetic activity of the used to be, would feel that they are fighting a bit of

planet. The population is going to increase to nine an uphill battle to get some of the linkages between
billion by the end of this century and that is what the environment and development made within
causes problems for the environment, which has DFID. One of the big things which did come out of
knock-on eVects for people but causes the high level the World Summit was the fact that economic
of extinction that we are experiencing at the growth alone cannot be the answer, cannot be a
moment. If all six billion of us lived with the same sustainable answer to the world’s problems. We
resource use as Americans, we would need three would be concerned that DFID’s management
planets to support ourselves already, so the future board seems to be dominated pretty much by
does not look that great, unless we can find a way to economists with a background in the IMF and the
reduce consumption in the so-called developed World Bank. That, I think, is valuable experience
world and help poorer parts of the world reduce but it is diYcult for us to see where the
poverty, but reduce poverty in ways which lead to environmental champions are within the
more sustainable existence on this planet. Clearly, management board of DFID and that may have
DFID’s role in being a UK department which helps given rise to what we see as an unfortunate emphasis
to reduce poverty across the world is an important on GDP, increasing GDP as a way of reducing
way that the UK influences that whole agenda and poverty rather than a wholly rounded, sustainable

development approach. The Millennium Summitso we engage actively with DFID. It is not the
did come up with Millennium Development Goalsgovernment department with which we have most to
and the environment is one of those goals; ensuringdo, because, as you say, most of our work is within
environmental sustainability is Millenniumthe UK, but we have regular meetings with
DevelopmentGoal number seven, so it is in there butministers, with oYcials, we respond to consultations
whether it is tied absolutely into all the others in theand we attempt to influence what DFID is doing on
way that it should be we are not entirely sure. I thinkthe world stage.
the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment summarised
this quite well, and I will quote; the Millennium

Q68 Chairman: Is that mainly in environmental Ecosystem Assessment said: “The long-term success
areas, or development; is it across the board? inmeeting all of theMillenniumDevelopmentGoals
Dr Avery: I suppose you would say it is mainly in depends on environmental sustainability.Without it
environmental areas, but we would see the the gains will be transitory and inequitable” and we
environment and development as being absolutely very much believe that. Our worry is that it is true

but the important phrase there is “long-term.”inextricably linked, or they should be. I suppose one
Long-term success in reducing world poverty,of our worries aboutDFID is whether those linkages
increasing the standards of living of people in poorerare made within DFID strongly enough.
parts of the world, does depend on linking the
environment to poverty alleviation in the long term,

Q69 Ms Barlow: You have highlighted the World but the temptation is always to ignore the
Summit for Sustainable Development and you have environment and longer-term issues in the short
said it is the focus for a great deal of work from term, and we are a bit worried that DFID has lost
DFID. Could the same be said of yourselves? Was focus on that real link between a good environment
theWSSD the catalyst whichwas needed bymany to and alleviating poverty.
link environment and development, not just here but
internationally?
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Q70 Chairman: You mentioned the Summit’s last few years. That does not seem to coincide very
well with the messages coming out of the Worldproduction of these eight Millennium Development

Goals; do you think environmental sustainability, Summit, that environmental sustainability has to be
threaded through the whole of poverty alleviation,which is number seven on that list, is prominent

enough? Perhaps I can ask a little supplementary to and it does not chime very well with the very good
words that the Secretary of State says about thethat, whether you think that what we understand by

‘environmental sustainability’ is adequately defined environment. When you look at how many people
there are with an environmental training in DFIDby the UK Government?
able to try to influence their policies from within,Dr Avery: Is it prominent enough, well, it is there, it
there are far fewer now than there were even a fewis in the list; it is up to individual governments to
years ago, and that seems a mismatch between themake sure that they give it the prominence it
external rhetoric and what is happening within thedeserves. Agreeing with the Millennium Ecosystem
Department.Assessment, we would say that producing a healthy

environment is essential to producing a healthy Ms Phillips: That is particularly the case in the
future for people and that meeting the other country and I think that there are good
Millennium Development Goals has to be based, environmental advisers and there are good
long term, on environmental sustainability. Do you livelihoods advisers, economic advisers, natural
want to come in on that, Jo? livelihoods advisers, but increasingly they are being
Ms Phillips: I think one of the concerns is that it is asked to cover a range of issues which perhaps they
very diYcult to see MDG7 as just one of the Goals, do not have the capacity, the time or the expertise
whereas how you do things, how you meet the other to address.
Millennium Development Goals, has a major
impact on environmental sustainability and there is

Q72 Ms Barlow: Do you have any figures for thenot necessarily a clear framework to ensure that all
cutback, the Gershon saving, or whatever?of the Goals are met coherently and simultaneously.
Dr Avery: We believe that there were some 34We recognise that is a challenge but it is also an
environment advisers in 2004 and there are 18 today,essential component which needs to be addressed. I
which is a pretty dramatic reduction in two years,think, in terms of how the environment has been
and there are various posts which have not beendefined or is recognised, there are conceptual
filled or, to our eyes, have been downgraded withinproblems, particularly with people perhaps who do
DFID.not have environment as a key component of their

training. It is not helped necessarily by shortening
environment to environmental protection, for Q73 Chairman: We are just about to become
example, because that tends to put it in a box which inquorate for a little while because one of our
can alienate a lot of people. Really what we are members has been delayed in traYc and another of
talking about is, yes, environmental protection, as our members has to go into the House, I think, for a
one aspect, but also looking at the sustainable use of short while.We have got twominutes, and then Iwill
environment, looking at the opportunities the have to interrupt the proceedings whilst we wait to
environment provides for development but also at become quorate again. I apologise for that, in
the challenges and threats, but not focusing wholly advance. It is one of the vagaries of a one-line whip
on those threats, so there are issues of chemicals, day. Just to return to the Millennium Developmentthere are issues of climate change, biodiversity loss, Goals, one question I would like to ask you is aboutlots of issues that are core to development concerns. the trade-oV between the various Goals. It seems to

me, looking at the complete list, that many of the
others, excluding number seven, you can put veryQ71 Ms Barlow: You mentioned a lack of training.
clear figures on. If you want to reduce childWould you say this lack of training in environmental
mortality you can put a figure on it and then you canissues goes all the way through DFID, or is it
see whether you have met that or not. Promotingparticularly in the field of this problem, is it in the
gender equality and other things also might bechoice of projects as well as in the field, or is it just
quantifiable. “Ensure environmental sustainability”in the choice of projects?
seems to me to be pretty vague, and if we look atMsPhillips: I would find that diYcult to answer. I do
issues such as biodiversity and climate change eithernot know enough about training programmes in
it is a huge challenge or it is diYcult actually to pinDFID. I have heard it said that there is a need for
down what we mean by maintaining biodiversity, isbetter training to ensure that environment is seen as
it saving so many species, or whatever? I do nota core competency throughout DFID but
know if anybody has actually put their finger on it,particularly in senior management. That is
have they?particularly important in country oYces, where

often it is the personal interest of the lead oYcer in Dr Avery: I think, at the World Summit, it was
environmental issues which results in them being agreed that one of the targets ought to be to slow the
addressed, rather than it being an actual core loss of biodiversity by 2010, and, within the EU and
competency across the board, so it happens onmore its work across the world, the EU has agreed to try
of an ad hoc basis. to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2010. I think it is

true to say though that because there is a lot ofDr Avery: Another point we made in our evidence
was that the number of environmental advisers in biodiversity out there it is quite diYcult to measure

it.DFID has been reduced very dramatically over the
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Q74 Chairman: We do not really know how much people more diYcult; so developing good but simple
indicators of how much of that ecosystem servicesbiodiversity there is, do we, because we see all the

time that there is a whole new species, particularly in has been lost, and is being lost, would be a good way
to measure the loss of biodiversity. The messagethe oceans, for example, areas we have not explored,

so we cannot actually define it? from the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment is that
we are trashing the planet, that we are living on theDr Avery: I think we could come close enough to

measuring it and I think the approach which has planet in a way which is not remotely sustainable
and that the eVects of a loss of ecosystems andbeen developed in—

Chairman: I am afraid we are now inquorate. species is going to be felt most severely by many of
the poorest people on this planet and it will make

There followed a short break from their life more andmore diYcult. In terms of the way
10.30 am to 10.39 am. that DFID has picked up the messages from the

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, generally I
Q75 Chairman: We are back in business after that think it would be true to say that the world has not
period of contemplation. Following on from that picked up the messages as well as it should have
last question, I was asking about the trade-oVs done, and that may be because the messages are so
between the MDGs and that specific one on depressing and suggest such huge problems that we
sustainable environments. I guess, helping that are facing. We would say that DFID has made a lot
process along and giving us a greater edge to of reference to the Millennium Ecosystem
understanding the sustainable environments issue, Assessment in what it has said and in their written
the United Nations Millennium Ecosystem material, so there are plenty of signs that they are
Assessment has now been published and I wonder aware of the implications, but we would have some
what your view would be on what may be the most worries about whether the true messages really have
important outcomes of that for the environment and struck a chord with DFID. The examples we would
for development? give on that would be that we believe DFID’s focus
DrAvery: I am happy to comment on that. If I could on economic growth for poverty reduction kind of
just go back and finish the answer I was giving, with misses the point, it misses the point that, long term,
the extra time for thought that we were given. You we need to move towards environmental
were asking about how diYcult it is actually to sustainability, not just increased economic growth.
measure biodiversity and biodiversity loss well, and The fact that DFID has reduced its funding for
I think there are several approaches to that. One, I environmental projects is worrying, because it
think that we could learn the lesson that economists suggests, again, that type of approach has lost
teach us, that they use very simple indicators, so we favour over the last few years. As we said before, we
talk about, in the UK, for example, the FTSE 100 do not see much evidence that the environment is
Index. I do not really have any understanding of absolutely a part of DFID’s thinking in everything it
what that means but we hear it on the radio every does. The reduction in the number of environmental
day and it has gone either up or down, and this is advisers, which we have mentioned already, sends
good or bad. Biologists need to develop indicators a absolutely the wrong signal, if DFID is taking
bit like that, which are simple but meaningful account of Millennium Development Goal number
indicators of what is happening, and that has been seven. To some extent, I think the fact that the
done in the UK. There is a ‘quality of life’ indicator environmental issue most talked about by DFID
based actually on birds, but it would not have to be these days is climate change is good but it is worrying
on birds, andGovernment publishes the results each at the same time. I think generally we are moving
year on whether that index has gone up or down.We towards a position where climate change is seen as
need a similar approach to the world’s biodiversity, almost synonymous with environmental problems
so that each year we can have a measure of whether and that the big issues of habitat destruction, which
there is more or less biodiversity in the world and get will havemassive impacts on wildlife and people, are
an understanding of the causes of that. I think there being sidelined slightly. That is not to say that the
is a role forDFID in this, in that it is not very clear at RSPB is uninterested in climate change, we believe it
the moment which UK government department has is a massive problem, but it is becoming the only
responsibility for trying to meet that goal outside of thing that people talk about when they talk about
the UK. Because it is the seventh Millennium the environment, and there is a sign of that in the
Development Goal, it would make sense if that way that DFID addresses the Millennium
responsibility was given to DFID and I think that Ecosystem Assessment tool.
would help them have a more rounded
environmental view. Also I think that indicators of

Q76 Chairman: Do you think that last year’s Makebiodiversity loss ought not to be just about numbers
Poverty History campaign actually made it moreof species and extinction but they ought to try to
diYcult for DFID to take a holistic view ofmeasure what are called ecosystem services. Which
environment and development issues?comes on to theMillennium EcosystemAssessment,
Ms Phillips: I think that Make Poverty History wasnot just the fact that we should not be losing species,
a necessary and vital campaign to raise poverty upbecause it is a ridiculous way to live on this planet,
the public and political agenda. I think, potentially,but if we destroy ecosystems then we are destroying
we could have done more to mainstreamthe life support system for many people on this
environment through themessages but, interestinglyplanet. By chopping down rainforests we will create

floods, soil erosion and actuallymake the life of poor now, in the post-MPH phase, environment and how
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to address environmental concerns is becoming a lot governance systems, so you need not only direct
budget support but other aid fundingmechanisms tomore prominent and is being seen as more the issue
be able to balance that.of today. I think we are seeing that in a joint

submission that we have just made to the DFID
White Paper consultation, where we have a number Q78 Mr Caton: With the direct funding support
of major development NGOs putting their name to though, completely agreeing with what you are
a joint development and environment statement, saying about needing to tie the environment in there,
which says these issues have to be addressed have we not got a problem, because DFID, for very
coherently and simultaneously, it is not an either/or good reasons, is reluctant to go back to
situation. Really it is a false dichotomy to think you conditionality, as I say, for very good, historical
can do development and then fix the environment reasons? Do we need to re-open the idea of
later; you cannot do that. Going back to the conditionality, to talk about environmental
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment and developing conditionality, because otherwise some of these
countries, I think one of the key issues is in helping thirdworld countriesmay not give it the priority that
developing countries, supporting them, to we would want to see?
understand, recognise and value what their natural Ms Phillips: I think often there is a misconception,
asset base is, so they do know where their natural when we talk about no conditionality, that we mean
wealth lies and then can manage that and use that no discussion at all of the basic premise under which
sustainably and appropriately. The work that the money is going to spent. What DFID has signed up
World Bank has been doing on the Wealth of to is no financial policy conditionality which relates
Nations, the work that the World Resources back to the problems associated with the structural
Institute has done most recently, all is pushing in funds, etc. DFID is verymuch supportive of creating
that direction. The move that DFID has shifted eVective states and what we need to be supporting

are accountability mechanisms within the spendingtowards, I think, rightly, in really supporting in-
of resources that are agreed between the recipientcountry demands, means that has to work more
country and the donor countries to ensure thateVectively and more eYciently so that developing
money is spent well and eVectively. Personally I feelcountries themselves are able to manage their
that probably it is wrong to call that ‘conditionality’.natural resources well.
There needs to be some accountability, and I think
as long as it is a fair contract agreed between

Q77 Mr Caton: We have started touching on the partners then that can help towards ensuring that
next subject we want to focus on, which is money is being spent eVectively and ultimately is
development funding. Poverty Reduction reaching the poor.
Strategies, direct budgetary support, are becoming
increasingly important, in terms of development

Q79Mr Caton: The deal between partners when onefunding. Do I take it, from what you have just said,
of them is the donor and the other is the recipient isMs Phillips, that the RSPB supports that direction
not an equal one, is it? I am just thinking of how itof travel?
would be viewed by the governments of developingMs Phillips: On the whole, supporting states to countries, whether we call it ‘conditionality’ or not,

become self-suYcient andmore eVective, I think, has if we are trying to tie in what some, at least, might
to be welcomed. I think the concern is that there is perceive aswestern priorities. Do you see there could
not a ‘one size fits all’ situation and direct budget be a problem there?
support is not going to be appropriate in all Ms Phillips: I think it is very important to recognise
situations. Direct budget support has to be there, and DFID and others have shown, that a lot
underpinned by ensuring good governance and that of western priorities, if you are talking about the
includes ensuring environmental governance as well, environment, are vitally important to the poor. A
and I think that is where some of the shortcomings responsibility of DFID is to ensure that the voice of
in the system could lie, potentially. It is supporting the poor is heard, and having open, democratic,
that move to have strong in-country capacity to transparent processes and ensuring that civil society
address governance issues across the board and to is engaged in the setting of strategic priorities and
ensure that large pot of money that direct budget targets can help ensure that happens.
support means is spent in a way which delivers DrAvery: I think you are absolutely right to say that
sustainable development. I think, on top of direct this is diYcult and I think DFID is right to have
budget support, we need to recognise that is not moved away, for a long time, from the worst of a
always the case and in most developed countries colonialist approach to giving money, but if UK
there are budgets and funds to enable and support taxpayers’ money is being given to other countries to
environmental action on the ground, and we need to alleviate poverty then surely we want that to be done
make sure that there are means to support this in in the most environmentally-sustainable way rather
developing countries as well. One of the big concerns than in an unsustainable way. Although that is a
is, with the shift to direct budget support, where we diYcult route to find a way of achieving, that must
are seeing environmental resources being degraded beDFID’s responsibility, to find a way that they can
at an incredible rate, for example, forests are still justify giving UK taxpayers’ money, in a way which
being lost at an incredible rate, it does not match will enhance environmental sustainability and
necessarily with the time it takes, the sort of slow Millennium Development Goal seven, rather than

leading to a further reduction in the planet’s assets.process of building eVective governments and
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That is diYcult, but that is the route we ought to go when it comes to biodiversity loss extinction and the
impact on ecosystem services, and of course climatedown, which is why giving DFID a more formal

responsibility for meetingMillenniumDevelopment change. We cannot aVord to make those mistakes,
from a position of global responsibility, as well asGoal seven probably would help in their thinking.
supporting national governments really to address
the interests that are important to the poor.

Q80 Mr Caton: One possibly positive initiative that
you mention in your memo is a meeting held on 23

Q81 Mr Caton: Thank you. We look forward toMarch on environmental management and country-
seeing that report. You acknowledged also in yourled development planning. Was that useful, and
memo that most of DFID’s focus is still on projectwhat is going to come out of it?
funding; you highlight the fact that funding goesMs Phillips: Yes, it was very useful; it was a very
mainly to large projects managed by consultancies.open and frank discussion. It was under Chatham
Can you give us examples of these projects, and youHouse rules. There will be a report with key
imply that there is a problemwith this approach; canrecommendations. What I can give you are some of
you describe what that is?my reflections of the discussions. It was definitely
Ms Phillips: Rather than give specific examples,recognised that this is a big problem and it is shared
maybe it is useful for me to highlight DFID’s recentby many donors, including DFID, and there are no
project completion synthesis report which analyseseasy answers. I think there was a general feeling that
their projects and programmes from 2002 to 2005.environment is not being well mainstreamed, that
There, it shows that the number of projects whichthere is a need for sound information to challenge
have focused on the environment has fallen fromthe status quo and to manage challenges but also to
12% to 4% and that there is an absence of commentfind opportunities. A lot of it is about finding the
on the environment as a key cross-cutting issue. Onerelevant information that is particularly relevant to
of the problems it is diYcult to talk about how thethose that are steering the strategic decision-making
environment is addressed in specific, big projects andprocesses, so making it relevant to head economists,
programmes is that we have not seen DFID’s reviewfor example, and getting the incentives right, getting
of its environmental screening process, which we arethe arguments right. Also learning lessons from
eagerly awaiting; it would be really useful to see that.good practice but recognising that there is not ‘one
One example of major DFID support that we weresize fits all’ so looking for useful entry points, like
concerned with and unhappy with, as an example,climate change, governance, vulnerability, actually
was theNamTheun 2 dam in Laos, where we felt theto show the relevance, and working with
environmental impact assessment and social impactgovernments. As Imentioned before, there really are
assessment of that clearly showed that there werecountry-led demands, so it is about ensuring that the
serious environmental and social issues linked to it.environment ministries or departments have a voice,
Really it was focusing on short-term economic gain,have a seat at the table, and recognising that donors
which we felt was largely unsustainable and havecan have a key role in convening and in requesting
concerns that DFID are supporting issues like that.and supporting those ministries to have the right
In terms of working on big projects with largeinformation, to have that seat at the table. Many of
consultancies, which is a symptom of an increasingthe other points I have mentioned before, but they
budget and having to work eVectively to use largecame out again, that often it depends on the interest
pots of money, we have several concerns linked toof the country programme oYce head, so trying to
that. One is the loss of institutional memory andensure that they are well educated and versed about
there is a real diYculty ensuring that lessons learnedthe environmental links is important and ensuring
from experience are maintained within DFID as athat there are environmental advisers and there is
knowledge base and are taken from the field intoenvironmental adviser capacity within the donor
policy. Large consultancy projects quite oftencommunity. That does not mean necessarily that
produce a report at the end of the day, which sits onevery donor needs to have that, but within a system
a shelf and then everything which has gone into thatof donor harmonisation there needs to be a lead
is lost. Also it means thatDFID’s direct contact withdonor, there needs to be somebody who is taking
the poor is decreasing, so they are less able toresponsibility for ensuring that the environment
respond to their key constituency. A lot of DFID’smessage is being heard and listened to. That does not
reviews, including the PCR report, highlight thatmean a technical expert necessarily but it means
strong personal relationships are crucial. DFIDputssomebody who can understand the cross-cutting
a lot of focus on capacity-building and on support,nature of environment issues and the relationship it
and having ongoing relationships is vital to that.has to other sectors or other policies, and staV

shortages are increasing the risk of environment not
being addressed. Really, overall, the environmental Q82 Mr Caton: Is it the large-scale consultants that
capacity has got to be seen as a core capacity of you would like to, if not be taken completely out of
governments to manage public assets and donors the picture, have less of a role, or is it that you would
really do need to help champion that cause and share like to see smaller, more focused projects?
learning from our experiences. It can be incredibly Dr Avery: I think the former and I think we would
costly to get it wrong, and that is one of the like to see large projects, and we could give you an
perversities of GDP. It can show as a GDP increase, example of one large project which the RSPB has
where you are patching up mistakes and problems, been involved in, it might sound like a slightly self-

serving example but I think it does illustrate some ofbut some of those problems now are irreversible,
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the points that we have been trying to make. We support was possibly a knee-jerk reaction to the
problems of previous aidmodalities linked to projecthave been involved in a project in Sierra Leone

where the President of Sierra Leone stated that, and funding, etc., which do have shortcomings, but we
need to ensure that the problems with that areI am quoting here: “Our eVorts to defeat poverty

would be in vain if environmental degradation and addressed now and looked at and that DFID’s voice
and capacity on environmental issues are notnatural resource depletion continue unabated.” He

mentioned that recently RSPB reached an eroded further.
agreement with the local communities and the
Government to buy the logging concessions of the Q84 Mr Caton: You think that DFID have
Gola forest—the Gola forest is a very important recognised that they have got out of kilter, to some
rainforest in Sierra Leone—so that the forest would extent, between economics and environment.
remain in perpetuity. A trust fund is being set up for Having recognised that, is there any evidence that
this purpose and the proceeds to be used to pay for they are trying to do something about it?
the concession and for the development of the Ms Phillips: Not yet.
human communities surrounding the Gola forest. Dr Avery: No. I think our worry is that the
The President said: “For Sierra Leone this is a economists have won and that they are
unique and welcome development which helped us macroeconomists and their focus is on increasing
to conserve our forest. While we extend gratitude to GDP and the short-term fix for poverty, rather than
the RSPB, I would like to appeal to the international the long-term sustainable fix, and that would be
community to support the project as well as our worry.
environmental protection for other areas.” We are Chairman:We are going to explore this a bit further,
not giving that example to show that the RSPB is I think.
involved in this, but DFID do not have a funding
stream to which we can go to say “Would you like

Q85 David Howarth: There is another aspect of this,to be involved in this project?” and we cannot find a
going back to the specifics of how DFID is staVed,funding stream easily available anywhere else in the
and this mystery that you have raised and we areUK Government to support that type of project,
concerned about, can I raise with you the particularwhich protects biodiversity and is clearly, in the
mystery of the Chief Environmental Adviser post,words of the President of Sierra Leone, helping local
which seemed to appear, to last six months and thencommunities as well. That type of project is a big
disappear. I am just wondering whether you canproject but that appears to be oVDFID’s agenda.As
summarise for us what you think happened and whyI say, it sounds slightly self-serving but I think it is
it happened?an example of the type of big project whichwewould
Ms Phillips: The what and why it happened. DFIDlike to see DFID helping people to undertake.
had in post a very good and very strong ChiefMs Phillips: I think it is the shift between projects Environmental Adviser, who I think was verylike that, which are still necessary to major challenging to the status quo that had evolvedwithinprogrammes, which perhaps are struggling to ensure the organisation. I think it is a real shame that postyou have got that sound partnership, stakeholder was lost. I think it is vitally important that a seniorengagement which actually reaches down to the management role is focused on the environmentlocal level and has ongoing benefit and has left a agenda as a core aspect of sustainable development.really strong legacy behind, in terms of building I think, without that strong, technically competentskills and capacity. and dedicated internal ambassador who can sit at
the senior decision-making table then the issues will
be hard to keep on the table, on the agenda, and IQ83Mr Caton:You have been very complimentary,
think that, potentially, DFID’s environmentalas indeed have others in evidence they have
approach paper could be really challenging tosubmitted, to DFID’s past work on sustainable
deliver.development and environment in particular. What
Dr Avery:We do not really know why it happenedhas gone wrong; is it simply that they have halved
but the signal that it sends is most unfortunate, it isthe number of environmental specialists, is it a
unfortunate within DFID, the signal that it sends, itchange in culture, what is the diVerence now?
is unfortunate to external stakeholders, to otherMs Phillips: DFID has had a very strong
governments and international institutions. It isenvironment and sustainable development focus
probably more appropriate for you to ask DFIDthat can be applauded, and still does have a strong
why it happened, but we and I think generally theenvironment and sustainable development team and
NGO community see it as a very retrograde step andhas just published a very good environment
we can only see it as downgrading the environmentapproach position paper. I think, within DFID, the
inDFID’s thinking. If it was not supposed to do thatenvironment and sustainable development team has
then maybe DFID could explain to you why we gotlost focus. I think that has come about partly
that wrong.through the shift to direct budget support, although

DFID, I think I can say more confidently now, is
recognising that shift has strengthened the role of Q86 David Howarth:You would be very sceptical of
economists potentially at the expense of any claims that it was just a reorganisation on
environment advisers and the sustainable eYciency grounds; you see this as a way of excluding
development agenda and there is a need to redress environmental concerns from key decision-making

opportunities?that balance. I think that the move to direct budget
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Dr Avery:As I said, we cannot say what the motives would not doubt the good intentions of the Secretary
of State, but we do feel that somehow this is notwere but the eVects are that it does marginalise the

environment and that cannot be something that we joined up within DFID anymore, as much as it used
to be, and that may be where we are worrying toowould see as good. I would hope that it is something

that DFID does not see as good, but that is a much, but I think this is something that we and your
Committee ought to look at for the future. That is aquestion for them.
question forDFID really, that if they are treating the
environment seriously and if they are going to live upQ87 David Howarth: DFID now is trying to put in
to the very fine words, and I mean that, and goodplace a diVerent sort of post, Head of Profession
words from the Secretary of State in many speeches,Environment. That post was created in April of last
do they have the systems and the staV in place reallyyear but it has not been filled, it is still vacant. One
to deliver. Nobody would say that tying sustainablething for us to get clear is how that post is diVerent
development thinking and the environment intofrom theChief Environmental Adviser, what kind of
poverty alleviation is easy, it requires a lot of eVortlevel of decision-making, what task does that post
and it requires more than just fine words, it requireshave, compared with the Chief Environmental
the right staV and the right processes within theAdviser?
Department to do it. Our worry at the moment isMs Phillips: From my understanding, it sits at a
that, going forward over the next few years, whichdiVerent level of hierarchy and influence within the
are crucial for biodiversity and people in the world,organisation. It is within the Policy Division and in
DFID is not perfectly set up to deal with thosetheory has a cross-cutting role across the Policy
challenges.Division, but, asMark has said, we felt very strongly

that there was a need to have a more senior, higher-
level influence sitting side by side with the Chief Q91 David Howarth: This victory of the economists,
Economist and with the Chief Scientist. The Chief do you see that as having happened centrally or at
Scientist position was a very welcome addition, but country level, or regional level, or both?
to ensure sustainable development we feel having Dr Avery:As we have said, it is quite noticeable that
that Chief Environmental post is absolutely vital, the management board of DFID has on it several
and that needs to work not only across policy but people with World Bank, IMF, Treasury
also across the regional oYces and divisions as well. backgrounds. Clearly the senior managers’ board of
Dr Avery: The fact that post is not filled may say a department has a lot of influence and seems to be
something about how potential applicants see its feeding through, through some of the speeches made
clout within the organisation, presumably. by DFIDministers which focus on GDP growth, we

would say, to the exclusion of a rounded approach
to sustainable development.Q88 David Howarth: Precisely. It is this lack of

access, you would agree, would you not, that is part
of the problem about filling this; most people do not Q92 David Howarth: One of the things which have
feel it is senior enough? The other part of the been put to us is that obviously there are conflicting
question is, Head of Profession, there are not that priorities, there is environment, economic growth,
many environmental professionals in DFID in the and we can talk about other matters, they can be
first place, we are talking about 18 out of nearly reconciled with eVort but, in reality, that is not what
3,000. Is there any need for that sort of, I suppose, happens. You talked about this being diYcult to do;
bluntly, bureaucratic post? so is it a question simply of the line of least
MsPhillips: I think our feeling is very much that you resistance, that what oYcials do is take the easiest
need to have a technically competent individual in line to follow, and that does not include this
post to be able to make the appropriate diYcult work?
environmental links, and a bureaucratic position Dr Avery: I think we touched on this probably in an
probably is not the most eVective use of resources. earlier answer, before you joined us, but I think it is

because a truly sustainable way forward is diYcult
and has to be long term, whereas the economicQ89 David Howarth: Obviously, you would prefer
approach, increasingGDP, can be seen as a quick fixthe Chief Environmental Adviser post to come
but it is not a quick, sustainable fix to the problemsback?
of poverty around the world.Ms Phillips: Yes.

Q90 David Howarth: Perhaps connected with that is Q93DavidHowarth:DFID’s budget is rising but the
environmental influence on the way that budget isanother problem we perceive, which is the gap

between ministers’ rhetoric on the environment, spent, from what you are saying, appears to be
falling, which means that, in environmental terms,which is often very good, and what DFID does, the

events on the ground. We are trying to explore how the budget increases might even be detrimental,
environmentally. How would you sum up what youthis comes about, why it is. I wonder if you have any

thoughts about why there is this gap between the think DFID should do, to make sure that does not
happen?very good things that ministers say and then this

rather diVerent way in which DFID behaves? MsPhillips: I think it is vital that DFID updates and
reviews its environmental guide, that it getsDr Avery: It is quite diYcult to answer that, I think.

We have said already that we think the economists environmental screening processes functioning
properly; at themoment, we have heard that they arehave won with DFID; that is how it feels to us. I
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seen very much as a chore, they are not necessarily Dr Avery: I suppose one way of doing that would be
to give much greater prominence to Millenniumaddressed on time or coherently. I think partly they

are seen as an add-on rather than as providing Development Goal seven in DFID’s work andmake
sure that is seen as being the basis for DFID’s workvaluable opportunities to meeting Development

Goals eVectively. I think, in DFID’s drive to deliver in helping countries to meet the other Millennium
Development Goals. If that were the case, I thinkeVective aid, environment has to be seen,

environmental sustainability has to be seen, as a core DFID would have to reverse the haemorrhaging of
environmental staV within the Department.component of that. We need to ensure that we have

got the performance targets, the training, the
capacity in place to embed the knowledge and Q94 Chairman: Thank you very much for those

comprehensive answers and no doubt they will beunderstanding within all of DFID’s core staV and
ensure that the environment advisers have the time, very useful to our Committee.

Dr Avery: Thank you for the opportunity.the resources and the capacity to be at the table when
important decisions are being made. Chairman: Thank you.

Memorandum submitted by International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED)

Introduction to IIED

IIED is an international policy research institute, working for sustainable and equitable global
development. Set up in 1971, just before the first UN Earth Summit, IIED was a major contributor to the
Brundtland Commission of 1987, the Rio Earth Summit of 1992, andWSSD in 2002 in Johannesburg. IIED
works through a wide range of long-standing relationships with partners in the developing world—and
notably with local research groups—thereby ensuring that our policy advice and advocacy at national and
international levels is well informed by local realities. IIED’s work broadly falls into four areas: natural
resources, urban, markets and governance—all of which emphasise the links between environment and
poverty reduction.

DFID has, over the last decade, oVered international leadership in intellectual and policy terms for
integrating environment and development. Particularly well appreciated DFID contributions include:

— Promoting the sustainable livelihoods framework, which has improved understanding of themany
assets (including environmental assets) on which poverty reduction depends.

— Key documents and seminars on the links between poverty and the environment oVered at the 2002
WSSD, which have subsequently influenced most other donors.

— Supporting, and twice chairing, the OECD ENVIRONET as a way to improve environmental
harmonisation among donors on eg strategic environmental assessment.

— Catalysing the more informal Poverty Environment Partnership as a means to share learning
between donors and identify best practice on eg environmental fiscal reform.

— Designing and implementing a comprehensive “environmental screening” procedure for DFID
activities, which addresses environmental potentials as well as negative impacts—and which other
donors have copied (eg Irish and Belgian aid).

— Promoting a post-Kyoto regime that ensures a fair deal for developing countries, addresses both
mitigation and adaptation to climate change; oVering clear information; and supporting
engagement by their stakeholders in international negotiations.

— Announcing research strategies in climate change, environment/natural resources and sustainable
agriculture that will include significant involvement of Southern groups; and a science and
innovation strategy that will also help to build capacity.

However, DFID’s leadership has been less evident in responding to the environmental aspects of poverty
in specific low-income countries (LICs). There are a few eVective DFID environmental projects, eg in
Kenya, India and China. But these are in a minority amongst other kinds of activity. Moreover, there has
been no comprehensive review of DFID environmental activity—either as part of its recent environment
policy review or as a recommendation from it. Without such facts, IIED can only observe that:

— There has been no coherent, deliberate approach to ensuring good environmental information,
analysis, prioritisation and planning in country-driven approaches.

— If environment does not “come up” in discussions on country plans, it is not pursued further—
even if it might have been identified as a priority by local people in the Participatory Poverty
Assessments usually performed for country-based planning. (This point is well documented by
DFID studies).

— Existence of environmental activities tend to correlate with DFID environmental adviser presence
in-country or interest of the country oYce head.
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The Recent Publication of “DFID’s approach to the environment” (2006) is extremely welcome in view
of the imbalance between DFID’s intellectual/policy leadership and practical support to LICs. This policy
paper commits to greater attention to three key needs. IIED supports these three levels as a useful
framework, but emphasises that more needs to be done to make them operational and to engage the
geographical and multilateral divisions of DFID. Observations of gaps and recommendations follow for
each of these three areas:

1. Addressing the underlying institutional reasons for environmental problems in LICs

IIED welcomes this emphasis because it oVers potential synergies with the cross-DFID priority of
improving LIC governance. However, DFID staV need more guidance to understand how the underlying
(institutional) causes of both poverty and environmental degradation are similar, and how to design DFID
governance programmes to address both. Much more is needed if the institutional base for managing the
environment in every LIC is to be adequate:

— supporting civil society to articulate environmental concerns, to claim rights and to actively
manage the environment;

— building basic environment information capabilities that reach to the heart of LICs’ own poverty
monitoring and development planning processes; and

— strengthening the capacity of environmental authorities to make their case to treasuries, and then
to deliver eVective environmental management.

2. A commitment to supporting environmental management where this can be shown to contribute directly
to poverty reduction

IIED welcomes this commitment because it is reveals an understanding that environmental management
is a foundation for lasting development. It is neither appropriate nor eYcient for DFID to address all the
environmental issues facing LICs. Rather, DFID should concentrate on the major environmental
deprivations and hazards suVered by the poor, and/or the best environmental potentials for improving
livelihoods and economic growth.

Whilst DFIDhas contributed usefully to a number of international processes that identify the generic case
to invest in the environment for poverty reduction (eg the multi-donor Poverty Environment Partnership),
the challenge now ismaking full and specific investment cases at the country level. However, neither the PRS
planning process, nor DFID’s own country assistance strategies include adequate diagnostics or
consultations which would enable specific environmental priorities to be identified. This will also require
particular attention to investigating drivers for and against the “resource curse” atmacro level, and “poverty
traps”’ at micro level.

Finally, to give confidence to DFID country heads to invest more in the environment, it would be helpful
to draw together the lessons from DFID’s varied environmental projects—which have worked; which have
not; what the costs and benefits have been; and what has contributed to success or failure?

3. Managing environmental risks associated with development assistance

IIED welcomes acknowledgement of the environmental risks associated with development assistance.
However, DFID’s Approach to the environment gives no details of how risk management is to be achieved.
The current “environmental screening note” procedure is fine on paper, but is separate from other
procedures, is very often applied too late in the day with inadequate technical consideration of both
environmental threats and (especially) opportunities. It has tended to be applied to projects rather than to
broader programmes or policies. Thus it has become little more than one bureaucratic step, and one which
has been “pushed” by DFID environment advisers with little other “power base”—serving to reinforce
“negative” impressions of the environment, ie as a block to development plans, rather than an asset for
development. A more integrated approach to the environment is needed throughout the activity cycle.
More should be done to consult with local environmental expertise and stakeholders. Further
environmental risks arise when DFID neither listens to, nor responds to local groups that both suVer from
and understand environmental problems—thereby risking the reversibility of poverty reduction
programmes. Although in-country procedures often exist to integrate local people’s perspectives into
“country-driven” planning—such as Participatory Poverty Assessments—DFID’s promotion of, support
to and use of these procedures should be strengthened.In addition, DFID’s management board does not,
as far as we can ascertain, maintain an environmental risk profile or horizon-scanning exercise to inform
long-term development (although recent inclusion of environmental scenarios in horizon-scanning
processes for the White Paper is a very welcome innovation).

Several constraints limit the potential of DFID’s Environment Approach—many of them deriving from
the current “development model” pursued by DFID:

DFID’s Environment Approach is unlikely to be achieve more than any “bolt-on” exercise unless key
DFID policy and structural issues are addressed:
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— A larger DFID budget and limited range of aid delivery instruments. The fact that DFID’s budget
is growing rapidly tends to favour big, simple, “eYcient” development processes and relationships
with central authorities in LICs. Budget support is the epitome of this trend. Environmental assets,
environmental deprivations, environmental governance and environmental management play no
central part in such processes or the development models they aim to support. Indeed, at national
level the specificity, complexity, uncertainty and diVuse responsibilities for environment are very
diYcult to reconcile with such models. Local stakeholders (key for integrating environment into
development) and research groups (key for handling environmental uncertainties) tend to have
been marginalized by budget support approaches. DFID’s extra funds need to be accompanied by
extra responsibility to tackle the wider impacts of bigger expenditure. As a minimum, more needs
to be done to lay out the “theory of change” that underlies budget support, to assess its sensitivity
to environmental issues, and thus to incorporate environment in budget support planning and
monitoring.

— A static or reduced overall DFID staV complement, and disproportionate reduction in environmental
and natural resources skills. The reduced staV exacerbates the problems inherent in “big, simple
models” and creates internal incentives for “eYciency” that are greater than those for equity or
diversity. IIED is pleased that the HQ complement of environment advisers has been maintained
(although some policy teams eg the Urban Rural Change Team have been disbanded before their
conclusions have been fully internalised). In contrast, there have been significant and apparently
ill-planned reductions in environmental advice in geographical oYces. This may be due to a lack
of oversight of the cumulative eVects of all country oYce heads facing few incentives to employ
anybody but economists, governance advisers and administrators. This would be less of a problem
if DFID environmental advice were being replaced by eg agreements with other donors in-country
to take responsibility for (cross-donor) environmental advice, or if DFID country oYces were
better linked with in-country sources of environmental expertise such as local universities and
NGOs. There are signs thatDFID is nowbelow criticalmass in environmental advice—its advisers
are amongst the best, and eVorts should be made to retain them and place them in strategic
positions. This should be complemented (but not substituted for) by reinstatement of the in-house
environment training modules for non-environment staV.

Other major DFID-wide directions could be more promising for the environment—if there were more
active promotion and implementation of its Environment approach:

— Donor harmonisation: On the one hand, eVorts to implement the OECD Paris agenda on aid
eVectiveness are promising if they result in a more coherent and prominent cross-donor approach
to (a) taking responsibility for environmental integration; (b) coordinating environmental
activities in-country; and (c) the environmental reporting requirements of country authorities. For
example, the donor group on environment in Tanzania, coordinated by Denmark, is working
fairly well. On the other hand, eVorts at donor harmonisation can take up so much time and
political capital that attention shifts even further away from the environmental stakeholders who
are already marginalized so much in country-driven approaches.

— More development assistance delivered through multilateral institutions: It can be eVective to deliver
more aid through multilaterals such as the World Bank and the EC if, at the same time, DFID
strengthens its commitment as a shareholder to assure the highest quality in multilaterals’
environmental policy and procedures, and scrutinises their implementation. Yet the BTC oil
pipeline experience, amongst others, suggests that DFID is happy merely to defer to the
development banks, rather than to adopt a continuous improvement approach. Neither does
DFID’s new SD Action Plan attempt to address the new European Consensus on sustainable
development. With the closing of 11 years and 10 programmes of DFID’s Renewable Natural
Resources Research Strategy, there is now considerable UK expertise that could be deployed by
DFID to improve environmental integration in the activities of the multilaterals.

— Programme Partnership Agreements: PPAs are analogous to budget support, oVeringDFID away
to provide long-term, predictable supplies of flexible assistance to trusted agencies. From July
2006, IIED will join WWF so that there will be two organisations concerned with environment
that have Programme Partnership Agreements with DFID. For these “environment” PPAs to
work well, “carrots and sticks” need to be established: for DFID country/regional oYce heads to
engage with these PPAs; for the PPAs to work coherently together (and with the “development”’
PPAs); forWWF’s PPA to encourage local civil society to articulate environmental issues; and for
IIED’s PPA to oVer better information and analysis on poverty-environment links at national
level.

— Joint working with Defra and the UK Sustainable Development Strategy (SDS): There has been
recent progress in balancing DFID’s (fairly clear) international development agenda with Defra’s
international environmental agenda (which has not always been very clear in relation to local and
national environmental issues). The UK SDS appears to have oVered a good framework for a
mutual exploration and harmonisation of roles between DFID, Defra and the FCO. However,
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following the flurry of activity in preparing the SDS, this has not really been pursued very actively
beyond DFID’s production of an SD Action Plan; it is not clear how the latter commits DFID to
anything that it would otherwise not have done.

— Focus on climate change: DFID’s climate change initiatives are well appreciated (see p1). In
addition, DFID has been bold in highlighting the direct links between consumption patterns in the
North and climate-induced vulnerability in the South. There is a danger that DFID’s focus on
climate change becomes a substitute for balanced attention to the range of environmental
deprivations and hazards facing poor people—“ticking the environment box” in one step. Instead,
The links need to be clarified between climate variability/change and soil, water, biodiversity and
environmental health, etc—so that climate change becomes a useful “entry point” for
environmental action. DFID’s upcoming climate change research programme oVers potential
here.

— Focus on agriculture: Two recent DFID documents, Strategy for Research on Sustainable
Agriculture 2006—16 andPolicy Strategy “Productivity growth for poverty reduction: our approach
to agriculture”, have usefully raised the profile of agriculture and rural development. But there are
inconsistencies. The research strategy promotes a wider definition of “agriculture”, including
wildlife management, forestry, and fisheries. This is welcome, as it recognises farmers’ diverse
livelihoods and accommodates the possibility of a future where such activities function better with
each other and with environmental processes. Yet the agricultural policy adopts a narrow
definition around farming—and a commercial focus aimed principally at national economic
growth. Whilst the policy reveals valuable appreciation of the roles of value chains and market
access, rather thanmerely supply-side activities, poverty is treated as purely income-based and the
“safety net” functions of agriculture are not well addressed. The problems faced by poor people
in accessing environmental assets are not addressed as a priority; neither are the impacts of
agribusiness gaining preferential access to such assets.
In both the policy and research strategy, a narrow emphasis on farming technology is inadequate
and inconsistent with the importance of demand-side constraints and with the other natural
resource activities on which farmers depend. There is little emphasis on technology for soil and
water management, on other means to sustain the environmental asset base of agriculture, and on
approaches to minimise the energy intensity of farming technology. Finally, there is inadequate
commitment to more inclusive science and technology, including building on traditional
knowledge which has proven so eVective at working with natural processes—rather than against
them. Here, DFID’s support to the current International Assessment of Agricultural Science and
Technology for Development is to be welcomed, as it will attempt to bring together ‘scientific’ and
traditional knowledge from almost a hundred countries.

In conclusion

DFID needs to improve eVorts towards MDG7, because this is one of the most “oV-track” MDGs

IIED welcomes this inquiry by the Environmental Audit Sub-Committee and hopes that it will oVer
timely information and compelling ideas that will influence the current International Development White
Paper process. Ultimately, development is not merely a function of improved supply of finance to central
governments. Development is achieved through the accumulation and management of a portfolio of
assets—including environmental assets—in ways which improve both their productivity and the equitable
sharing of associated costs and benefits. The evidence from national MDG reporting is that MDG7
(‘Achieve environmental sustainability’) is highly oV-track, and that progress towards many other MDGs
is hindered by under- investment in environmental assets. DFID needs to benchmark—and then regularly
review and report—on its investment in MDG7 according to the three categories in its Environment
approach.

March 2006

Witnesses: Dr Camilla Toulmin, Director, and Mr Bill Vorley, Head, Sustainable Markets Group,
International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED), gave evidence.

Q95 Chairman:Good morning. It is good to see you countries and within a number of developed
here. We understand that you are a policy research countries and globally. We choose areas of research
body with a wide variety of funders, from national on which to work where we and our partners feel
governments and multilateral organisations to that we can make a shift in the way in which policy
businesses. Could you outline brieflywhat you do, as is designed or the way in which certain practices are
an organisation? carried out. We are not an academic research

institute, we are focused very much on seeing howDrToulmin:Weare a policy research institute, set up
in 1971, non-governmental; we do a mixture of research in a particular field can help achieve a shift

in thinking and a shift in the way that policy isresearch and action, linked to a range of policy
domains, both within a series of developing designed.
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Q96 Chairman: What is the important link between which is that they have got a commitment to spend
an increasingly large proportion of GDP onenvironment and development, in your view?

Dr Toulmin: We see environment, taken in its development aid while at the same time having fewer
and fewer people in the personnel establishment tobroadest sense, as being absolutely critical to any

kind of development. Environment is basically those do that, and this strong focus on the MDGs. That is
pushing the whole aid machine towards theresources on which all human life depends, it is the

soils, vegetation, air, climate, water, so those provision of direct budgetary support, government-
to-government transfers of funding, which thenresources are key, both for us in the developed world

but even more so for those in the developing world. makes it a lot more diYcult to do the sensible,
environmentally-related stuV, which happens, very
often, very much at a more local level. We see theQ97 Chairman: In your memorandum you express
dilemma that DFID faces as being to do with havingserious concerns that progress towards all the
a strong apparent commitment to environment butDevelopment Goals is being hindered by
not having the structure, being faced with aidunderinvestment in environmental assets. How big a
architecture, if you like, which actuallymakes it verydriver do you think theMDGs are forDFID and for
diYcult for that to be carried through in practice.other bodies?

Dr Toulmin: I think the MDGs have become a
hugely important driver for all development activity Q100 Chairman: Do you see any attempts to
at global and at international level. That has been a overcome that?What could be done tomakeMDG7
good thing, in lots of ways, in that they have allowed more prominent in their thinking?
development agencies to focus their mind on a clear Dr Toulmin: I think probably it requires two things.
set of targets, rather than what happened before, One is really the highest-level political support for
which was very much a kind of voguish shift of environment and sustainable development, which I
thinking fromone year to the next, so it has provided think we hear from Hilary Benn. He is extremely
these long-term Goals around which the good at emphasising the importance a sustainable
development agencies can focus. I think the environment, the huge importance of climate
drawback of theMDGs is that they tend to focus on change, in terms of achieving long-lasting
a specific set of goals that are relatively easy to development, and also as an equity issue within the
quantify, in things like health, water and education, world as a whole. I think we have got that support
whereas the environment MDG, MDG7, frankly, is at the highest level. I am not sure that you have got
a bit of a ragbag of various things, some of which the same level of support within the structure as a
actually are very diYcult to quantify. I think this whole, and I think that is evidenced by the abolition
comes back to the point that environment means of the position of the Chief Environmental Adviser.
diVerent things to diVerent people, and as a I think somehow DFID needs to be encouraged to
consequence we do not have a very clear set of goals take environment right back into its absolutely
and indicators on which we can focus. central functions as an organisation and to make

sure that this strong focus on poverty in the MDGs
has got a strong parallel track on sustainableQ98 Chairman: Are you familiar with DFID’s
development and environmental issues. You needdefinition of sustainable development and, if you
that kind of political championing within theare, do you think a lot of it is satisfactory, or
organisation, and allied with that I think you need aadequate?
bit of creativity and imagination in terms of howbestDr Toulmin: I think that all of us find definitions of
you deliver on those sorts of environmental andsustainable development unsatisfactory and
agricultural commitments. That then needs a bit ofinadequate in some ways, but they do provide an
rethinking about ways of funding, and particularlyarena in which we can argue about the relative
finding alternative routes of funding that are notimportance of short and long term, of environment
necessarily through direct budgetary supportversus broader development.
process.

Q99 Chairman: Perhaps I can rephrase the question
and ask you whether or not you think that, as far as Q101 Chairman: You have published a report

recently called The Millennium Development Goalsthe UK Government is concerned, there has been a
retreat from that famous Bruntland definition back and Conservation. One of the areas it is focusing on

is a report on the ecosystems services, a new phrasein the seventies, that DFID is going to retreat from
that very stiV challenge, in terms of the definition, I am not sure I am entirely happy with, but there we

are. Is this really the way forward, for developedthey are looking for softer definitions these days?
Dr Toulmin: I think what one tends to see is that the countries to pay for environmental goods and

services, such as carbon sequestration, in developingUK Government is very good at the rhetoric and
flagging up the importance of environmental issues, countries, or do you think it is simply a last-ditch

attempt to get the environment included in thethey are very good at producing nice documents. I
think what is less clear is the extent to which that MDGs and the development agenda as a whole?

Dr Toulmin: The work that we have been doing onapparent commitment, in terms of strategy and
policy, then gets translated into implementation. So ecosystems services shows that there are only limited

circumstances in which that kind of approach, offar as we see it, in large part that is the result of this
kind of trap, if you like, which a lot of development markets for environmental services, there only

certain circumstances in which those markets doagencies—of which DFID is emblematic—face,
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generate both good environmental benefits and therefore that this ambition to use the market in all
circumstances was too strong, that one needed togood poverty equity benefits. That is to say, this idea

that markets can produce a whole set of moderate it with other mechanisms, particularly
strengthening institutions, governance and maybe aenvironmental benefits is a much too simple

ambition. Very often what happens is that you can more regulatory approach.
get lots of environmental benefits but it is at the
expense of a lot of equity and poverty-related goals Q105 Chairman: One of the issues that you have
that you might seek to achieve. highlighted is that very often environmental goods

and services and their benefits to the most poor are
Q102 Chairman: Is that because the market is too not properly accounted for and therefore are
powerful within whatever fora we are talking about diYcult to include in such things as Poverty
here, or actually should we havemarketmechanisms Reduction Strategies. Howdo you suggest this could
nevertheless but with a much stronger framework? be addressed?
Dr Toulmin: If you take something like the Clean Dr Toulmin: I think this goes back to the question
Development Mechanism, which, as you know very about how best to engage with and support a whole
well, is oVering markets for carbon sequestration set of actors outside central government in the many
services, in cases like the CDMwhat you find is that countries in which DFID and other donors operate.
there is such a high transaction cost in getting into Many of the key environmental issues are handled
the market in the first place that I think there is only on a day-to-day basis by local people, local
one CDM project in the whole of sub-Saharan institutions, local government, local organisations,
Africa. There are economies of scale which mean and somehow DFID and other donors need to find
that a lot of smaller, poorer countries cannot get a way of being able to listen, to learn from and to
access to that market. In other cases what you find, support action at that sort of level. There are
like for markets for watershed services, is that, examples of where DFID has joined with other
unless you have got strong institutions and donors to set up funding mechanisms and support
governance systems in place, the poor communities mechanisms which do provide for that kind of
which you might have thought might benefit from lower-level set of activities. One much-quoted
these payments for watershed services in fact do not example is the infrastructure fund in Mumbai, in
gain those payments because other, more powerful India, which is a joint DFID-Swedish SIDA fund.
actors within the system are able to appropriate That sort of innovation in aid delivery, in terms of
them. Those benefits from markets do need very financial and other technical support, is something
strong institutions at local level if they are to have which I think could be followed more often. That
this beneficial equity impact. would provide a means by which the donors could

be supporting a set of institutions that government
may not have necessarily as a priority but which is aQ103 Chairman: Do you think it would be simpler
very important part of the broader civil society andand more productive perhaps simply to impose
local government infrastructure.environmental conditions on governments which

receive our budgetary support?
Dr Toulmin: Possibly, yes. My feeling is that it is Q106 Chairman: With DFID’s emphasis on
useful to explore various diVerent channels, in terms macroeconomic growth as the main way of getting
of achieving objectives. In some cases regulation people out of poverty, how do you think their
may work best, in other cases markets may work eVorts, in terms of delivering the MDGs at the very
best, in other cases some sort of mix of the two. I do local level, are being implemented; do you think they
not think you can have a hard and fast policy or are doing a reasonably good job there or should they
instrument that is going to work well in all perhaps refocus a bit more?
circumstances. Dr Toulmin: Our feeling is that more refocusing is

absolutely necessary. The third of our booklets, of
which you referred to the second, was the focus ofQ104 Chairman: Has anybody done a great deal of

research on that?We are told increasingly and I have our conference at the end of last year, called ‘How
toMake Poverty History: the Central Role of Localread one or two recent DFIDdocuments saying how

wonderful the markets are in delivering all sorts of Organisations’. What they are saying there, which
pulls together a lot of evidence from partners aroundgoodies, but a great many people, of course, take the

view that direct budgetary support with the world, is that we must find a way of
strengthening and providing not just finance but aenvironmental conditions would be far quicker. Is

there a body of evidence of which you are aware, is variety of other forms of support too. Local
government, local associations, a whole variety ofthere some of it whichDFID actually looks at before

it makes the claims for market-based mechanisms? local organisations, actually are the ones which, day
to day, will help deliver the MDGs, in practice, andDr Toulmin:We did this study a couple of years ago

of over 200 examples of ecosystem markets, called somehowwe have got to find ourway out of this trap
created by a very large amount of money goingSilver bullet or fools’ gold?, which does a review of

how these markets for ecosystems work, in a whole through a very limited funnel into central
government. Not unnaturally, central governmentsvariety of diVerent contexts. As I say, in summary,

that came up with a view that there are only limited are not that keen necessarily on dispersing a lot of
money down to local organisations, particularlycircumstances in which you get a win both for the

environment and for poverty and equity objectives, when they are not under their political control.
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There are examples as I suggested in the case of that we have had of climate change has been a very
Mumbai, there are also examples from west Africa important element of the development agenda; it has
and southern Africa where a joint donor fund is been something thatHilary Benn has been very good
made available for these more meso- and local-level at focusing on in the last few months. In terms of
initiatives. I would suggest it would be good for weaknesses, I think there is this fundamental
DFID to innovate further in that field, if indeed they mismatch between the sorts of person resources and
do want to get down to this more micro level, where aid mechanisms that you need to do good
the changes in the delivery of the MDGs, most of environmental work and the current structure and
those, actually will either happen or not happen. direction in which DFID is moving. There is a sort

of fundamental mismatch there. What you tend to
find is that there are some country programmesQ107MrCaton:As has beenmentioned, you receive
where you have got really good environmentalfunding from various countries, a number of
activity going on, but largely that is because youdiVerent countries. Which are best at integrating
have got somebody interesting and good in positionenvironment and development?

Dr Toulmin: I think none of them is perfect and none in that particular country, rather than as a result of
of them finds it easy. In fact, we have been discussing a more systematic policy, so it is patchy.
with colleagues in Denmark and in Ireland and in
DFID how to help make that integration work

Q110 Mr Caton: For what sorts of projects doesbetter. I suppose one might say that if they realise
DFID fund IIED?that there is a problem probably they are one step
Dr Toulmin: I can give you a couple of examples.ahead of those who do not realise they have got a
One has been looking at watersheds around theproblem.
world and looking at whether or not markets for
watershed services make sense in these diVerentQ108 Mr Caton: Are there any examples of
contexts. That has been going on in six diVerentparticular countries dealing with a particular issue
countries, from Asia, Africa, Latin America, andor a particular project in a way that we can all learn
coming up, as I say, with this much more mutedfrom, in terms of bringing environment and
enthusiasm for market mechanisms for achievingdevelopment together?
both environment and social goals. AnotherDr Toulmin: I think probably you could find those
example is work which was concluded recently onexamples through the OECD DAC ENVIRONET,
looking at diVerent ways of securing property rightswhich tries to build a sharing of experience and good
for poor people in Ethiopia, Ghana andpractice amongst the diVerent donor agencies, or
Mozambique, coming up again with a set ofthrough the Poverty Environment Partnership,
recommendations for how to design systems of landwhich again draws not only on donor agencies but a
registration that are most likely to benefit poorrange of UN and multilateral organisations. I
people, so a very strong policy focus.cannot pull an example out of my head just
MrVorley:There are two other, quite large projects,immediately, I am afraid.
which DFID is supporting with networks of
partners, around market governance and theQ109 Mr Caton: Fine; we will look at that. Let us
position of smaller-scale producers and agriculturethink of DFID. What are its strengths and
and food, as large supermarkets and food processorsweaknesses in this area?
move in to middle- and low-income countries andDr Toulmin: I think its strengths have been this very
how you can keep some sort of market access fornecessary integration of environment into its
smaller-scale producers in that. That is quite a largesustainable livelihoods approach, which is
project. Another one is a partnership between IIED,something which evolved over the last, I suppose,
the Natural Resources Institute and DFID to try tofive, eight years, from a situation maybe in the mid
make sure that the standards which supermarkets1990s where you had a very strong natural resource
impose here in the UK, including environmentalfocus. What they did then was to say, “A focus on
standards, do not marginalise the very producersnatural resources is fine, but we need to see how

those natural resources are drawn into an who are supposed to benefit from the ‘trade not aid’
understanding of how people make an income and agenda and this mantra of making markets work for
their livelihood strategy more broadly.” I think that the poor. This is leading DFID into very interesting
was a very strong, positive aspect of DFID’s territory, of sitting downwith Tesco, Asda,Marks&
development and focus. Another has been this Spencer, here in the UK, to see if the developmental
championing of the Poverty Environment benefit of procurement from places like Africa can
Partnership, which has been a very valuable be maximised without losing the environmental
international platform for diVerent agencies coming benefits of having a private sector standard in place.
together to share experience on some of the That is a joint venture rather than just giving IIED
diYculties of getting environment flagged up within money and saying “Get on with it.”
their own organisations. That held a really good
event at the Millennium Summit last September,

Q111 Mr Caton: You are also funded by Defra, Ireally to bring in a number of people to try to flag up
understand. What sorts of things do you do forwhere environment was central to achievement of
them; is it along the same lines, or is it completelythe MDGs, so it was good, as a high-level political

platform. I think, equally, the sort of championing diVerent?
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Mr Vorley: It has been along the same lines. That Q116 Mr Caton: Going back to funding, why does
DFID fund you and other organisations; is itprogramme of work has now finished and I am not

sure if we do get any support from Defra at the because they have not got the expertise to do the
work that you do, or is it something thatwould nevermoment.
be done in-house anyway?
Dr Toulmin: I think, in general, if you look back,Q112Mr Caton: I am referring to your 2005 Annual
since Thatcherite times there has been a shift of workReport, so it may be that it is there no longer?
from within central ministries into researchMr Vorley: Yes, that is right. Again, it was a sort of
institutes and NGOs, which might have been done,multi-stakeholder process around benchmarking
20 or 30 years ago, by staV in those centralthe private sector players in the food industry to try
ministries. I think, in part, there has been certainly ato raise standards rather than drive a race to the
shift of funding which in previous times might havebottom, whereby you would scour the world for the
been done as a core government function. I think itcheapest food with the lowest environmental and
is also because the kind of work that we do I wouldsocial standards associated with that.
hope added value, to understanding by DFID staV,Dr Toulmin: In relative terms, DFID is a far more
both at headquarters and in field oYces, contributesimportant source of funding for us than Defra.
to their understanding of some of the policy optionsDFID has been one of our principal sources.
that they face and how they can carry forward
particular areas of work more eVectively. For

Q113 Mr Caton: How much funding do you get example, we have been doing quite a lot of work on
from DFID? questions of land administration, particularly in the
Dr Toulmin: Over the last five years, I suppose we context of the Ghana programme, where DFID has
have got between 20 and 35% of our funding from got a significant investment in the work of the
DFID and that will go up next year because we have Ministry of Lands and Forests, so there is a very
got a partnership agreement withDFID now, one of direct feeding-in, in that case, to a specific body of
these PPAs. work that DFID wants to take forward.

Mr Vorley: The trick being, of course, if you do
support policy analysis and research which then isQ114 Mr Caton: Steve Bass, who is one of your
fed back into an organisation which has a high staVsenior fellows, was appointed as Chief
turnover, or does not have a large capacity to absorbEnvironmental Adviser by DFID but the post was
that, at the central or the country level, there arelost after six months. Perhaps you have a unique
problems of internalising that ,and one is inclined toinsight into what happened. Why do you think
go through repeated lesson-learning, sometimes,DFID thought it so important to appoint an adviser
would you say?and then, within six months, wanted to phase out
Dr Toulmin: Indeed, and quite often, when youthe post?
appear with a short report, people say, “Oh, well, IDr Toulmin:We were completely perplexed by that.
don’t have any time to read that.” Again, I think itWhen he was appointed back in June 2003, Steve
is this constraint on a really very limited number ofwas completely taken aback, some months later, to
people having to do a huge amount of work, andfind that position was being restructured out of
that means there is relatively little space for theexistence. I can only imagine that it was for some
reflection and thinking and questioning ofkind of general restructuring process which all
alternative routes, that really there is not very muchorganisations, for some reason or another, choose to
time for that.go through. We can all interpret it in various ways.
Mr Vorley: I think this partnership model aroundI choose to interpret it as a desire to demote
the UK retail sector could be an interesting model toenvironment within the context of DFID’s overall
look at, where rather than devolving or contractingpolicy and I think that is the interpretation most
research it is done as a joint venture between DFIDpeople gave to that particular demotion. They did
and partners; that could be quite an interestingnot demote the Chief Economic Adviser and I
way forward.interpret that to mean that economics matters a lot

more than environment, but that is my personal
interpretation. Of course, Steve came from IIED, Q117 Chairman: If I can follow up with a couple
and I suppose, to a large extent, with him now back more questions on the staYng issue, we have been
at IIED, we are the beneficiaries of that whole told a number of times of this famous number of 18
process, since he had a bit of time inDFIDwhich has environment staV out of 2,927, or something like
given him huge insights into how the organisation that. I am sure that if we ask the Minister, when he
works. He is back in IIED now, working 30% of his comes to an evidence session, the question “How do
time for DFID but the rest of the time on issues you cope with environmental issues with only 18
related to environment, MDGs and broader staV?” he is going to tell us that actually
development activity. environmental issues are integrated into everybody’s

work and that all 2,927will always be thinking about
environmental issues as part of their overall work. IfQ115 Mr Caton: That is a small benefit compared
that were the answer, how would you rate it?with a major loss, it seems to me, in what you are
Dr Toulmin: It is like all of these mainstreamingsaying?
issues, is it not? If you have a bit of that backgroundDr Toulmin: Yes, that is right. It is a private benefit

for IIED but a much larger collective loss. yourself then I think you do mainstream internally
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in that way, but I think if you come from a diVerent do not have much time for the smaller, more diVuse
but very important work around smaller-scalekind of background, particularly if you come from a

sort of mainstream economics background, it is producers and natural resources and market access.
much harder to have that sort of innate screening or
understanding of environmental issues. When you Q119Ms Barlow:You have highlighted a fewDFID
look at a particular issue or project, that is not projects which you feel are environmentally
necessarily the set of questions that you are going to eVective, particularly in India, China and Kenya.
be asking yourself. I think what most organisations Could you explain briefly what those are and why
find is that once you mainstream and get rid of the you think they are eVective?
environment experts, you get rid of gender experts, Dr Toulmin: The one in Kenya, which in fact is run
you get rid of other, more specific experts, then by an ex-IIED staV member, in fact we seem to be
actually you lose the prod and the prompt which providers of environmental advisers to DFID, is
means that people keep those issues front of mind. focused very much around trying to strengthen
Again, if most of the emphasis is going on rights over land and forests, particularly. Given that
transference of money to central budget support Kenya currently is going through this very
then these more diverse, locally-based, specific interesting process of both constitutional reform but
environmental issues just tend to get neglected. also trying to get a land reform process underway, so
Mr Vorley: Just a defence; something like that work has been trying to support the
agriculture, which has a huge environmental and consultation process within the country around how
natural resource ingredient into it, is back on the you get the rights of diVerent kinds of communities
map, fairly and squarely, in DFID, so I think it properly reflected in whatever kind of legislative
could be an overstatement to say we are down to 18, reform on land and forests and other natural
because with agriculture back in, both in research resources takes place. That is necessarily a rather
and policy, there is considerable environmental slow, consultative process and DFID has been very
analysis and policy rushing in behind that. good, I think, at persuading the Government that it

is better to go slower and to engage with a broader
set of interests than to try to rush legislation onto theQ118 Chairman: The work for which DFID funds
statute book which does not necessarily have such ayou, how is that disseminated amongstDFID’s staV;
strong buy-in from those diVerent constituents.do they get any feedback?

Dr Toulmin: It is disseminated in a variety of
Q120 Ms Barlow: Can you tell us of any otherdiVerent ways. It depends a bit on the nature of the
projects?work, but, for instance, the work that I referred to
Dr Toulmin: On the China and India fronts, thoseon watersheds, there is a lot of contact between the
were examples that a couple of colleagues came upresearch groups in each of those six countries and the
with and I do not have the chapter and verse in frontDFID oYces where that work is going on. Similarly
of me, but I would be very happy to provide thatthat is the case with the example that I gave of
for you.looking at how you can secure land rights most

eVectively. In fact, we chose those countries—
Ethiopia, Ghana and Mozambique—specifically Q121 Ms Barlow: Thank you; that would be very
because we knew there was either a strong DFID helpful. You have mentioned the need for DFID to
interest or a strong governmental interest within convert the generic case it has made for investment
those countries into which the research results might in the environment for poverty reduction into
feed. It is a bit more patchy in terms maybe of specific projects. Can you suggest how you think it
headquarters feedback. Again my impression is that should do this, how you can convert the generic need
people are incredibly hard-pushed for time, so that, to highlight the environment in poverty reduction
for instance, when we had this big conference on into a sort of specific game plan? How would you
land, in Africa, in November 2004, which brought suggest they go about that?
together more than 100 people from diVerent parts Dr Toulmin: As I say, I think it takes us back to
of the continent, including three ministers of land, trying to understand what leads to good
we did not get anybody from DFID except a part- environmental management in practice and good
time consultant. That struckme as rather surprising, environmental management which also is good for
given the importance of the land issue in the African poverty reduction and income generation for poor
continent. We did get people from the Commission groups. That then takes you back to issues to dowith
for Africa, but I was surprised not to get anybody institutions, governance, very often secure access
from DFID itself. I was told, that day there was just and property rights and a lot more locally-based sets
nobody available because of the pressure of a whole of activity. As I say, there is the example of the
set of other commitments. I think, on the Mumbai investment fund. There is the example
supermarkets front, you have been having much equally of this joint fund which has been established
more of a— in Mozambique, where again DFID and Swedish
Mr Vorley: In the headquarters, yes, but it is the SIDA have joined forces to set up what is called a
opposite way round; there, you would talk to DFID ‘land fund’whichwill support communities trying to
oYces in Kenya or Uganda and would be secure firmer rights over the lands around their
encountered by people who are interested verymuch community, and in particular help them in the
in theory and want to support the work but spend all negotiation process with foreign investors seeking

access to those resources. That kind of jointtheir time servicing the direct budgetary support and
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approach, with one or several donors, in terms of environmental issues, whether it is access to
resources or exclusion from assets. It could be thatmaking funds and other forms of technical support

available, is a route which I would strongly urge you could use the natural resource curse language
for the current state of DFID and the environment.DFID to go down. Then perhaps they could rely on

another donor somewhat more for that technical
assistance and back-up in-country if they are better Q123 Ms Barlow: You feel that, at the moment, the
equipped, in terms of available people and advisers, management board of DFID does not maintain an
whilst being able to shift this money out of their environment risk profile or carry out any horizon-
central budgetary support model and into a more scanning to inform long-term development. Do you
locally-accessible form of support. I think what think this has anything to do with the actual
everybody recognises is that it is not just money that composition of the management board, all five
counts, it is not just finance that brings development; members of which have primarily an economic and
certainly finance is useful, but finance by itself may financial background?
often bring a perverse form of development. It is DrToulmin: I think that is an inevitable consequence
only when that finance is allied to an understanding of that, yes. That said, I think it has been quite
of how you strengthen both institutional but also helpful, with theWhite Paper process, that there has
political systems at sub-national level that you have been a series of more long-term scenario planning
got some chance of development being both more exercises, which have included environmental
equitable and more sustainable. considerations within some of those scenarios. I

think that if your senior management are all
macroeconomists and if they all come from a sort ofQ122 Ms Barlow: To continue on that theme, you
World Bank/IMF school, that gives you a particulardescribe a ‘resource curse’ at macro level and a
sort of view on the world and that gives you a set of‘poverty trap’ atmicro level. Can you explain exactly
assumptions about what development is, whatwhat you mean by that?
matters and how it happens. Inevitably, if you haveDr Toulmin: I think that is again this fact that you
a diVerent composition then you are going to get ahave got, obviously, particularly in countries which
rather diVerent set of assumptions and set ofhave got the resource curse, as a result of huge
directions in which the organisation might go,amounts of revenue flow coming in at the top, highly
within the constraints of HMT saying, “You’ve gotconcentrated, and the oil and gas producers and
to spend more money with fewer people.”some of the major mineral producers, particularly

are referred to as ‘resource curse countries’, and very
Q124 Ms Barlow:You say that this reflects in actuallittle in the way of a mechanism by which ordinary
country oYces, where they face few incentives topeople can gain access to or have their views heard,
employ anyone but economists, governance advisersin terms of how the allocation of those resources
and administrators. Can you expand on that a little?takes place. The Government, with its sponsorship
DrToulmin:There has not been the sort of high-levelof the EITI, obviously is trying to help shift resource
emphasis on environment and natural resourcecurse countries towards some greater recognition of
issues and the personnel required to take thosethe need for transparency and accountability in the
forward as there has been on things like economicsuse of that money. Our feeling is, that sort of
and governance. It is just a diVerence in emphasis,redistribution and changed allocation does not come
essentially.from above, very often, it comes as a result of

stronger argument and mobilisation from people
below. That is why putting more money into Q125 David Howarth: You have mentioned
strengthening civil society groups and a whole agriculture several times, which obviously has a
variety of local-level structures, including media and large role to play in rural development and poverty
other ways in which you can hold government more reduction. I wonder whether you could summarise
firmly to account, will be essential, in terms of for us your view of how agriculture could be an
turning around the resource curse into something eVective tool for development and poverty
which does bring really positive benefits, as the case reduction?
of Botswana shows. Botswana is a very good case for Mr Vorley: I think DFID has got it right, to some
where the resource curse does not apply. If one finds extent, that focusing on agriculture as a productive
reasons for that, it is to do with political culture, it is sector, rather than as a refuge for people who cannot
to dowith the relatively small size of the country and get to the city, for instance, is a good policy push and
it is to do with a whole set of social and cultural with the emphasis on areas where you can get
factors which mean that people in power feel productivity growth. Definitely there are gaps in
responsible and accountable for their population, to there, as we point out in the submission. Doing that
a very large extent. That sort of accountability and to the exclusion of agriculture’s role in poverty
responsibility seems to be absent in a very large reduction through self-provisioning, for instance,
number of other countries. You have something to rather than growing for market, that is the role of
say on the resource curse, too. agriculture as a safety-net, when you get through
Mr Vorley: Only to make the point that DFID has economic cycles, clearly is missing from the policy
its own resource curse at the moment, which is this strategy. We also point to the fact that the natural
larger budget which is diYcult to spend, other than resource base behind agriculture, and of course
through these very centralised projects, which do not behind agriculture’s ability to deliver on sustainable

poverty reduction, soil and water conservation, fortie in very well with the very local nature of
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instance, now has gone oV the radar, after being very of their local communities, in terms of access to
high in there in the eighties and part of the nineties. water and access to land, when they see the potential
You have to be careful not to make a complete shift gains that can be made by letting a private investor
to the marketing end of agriculture without come in.
attention to the resource base. Another part that I
find missing is the issue of commodities.

Q127 David Howarth: Do you see that having aCommodities have a huge role in poverty reduction
resource depletion consequence in itself, and why isand, as you know, commodities have been through
that; is that because governments themselves are notsome drastic price declines, yet now there is so much
particularly concerned about resource depletioninterest in commodities, as providing fuel as well as
issues, and when negotiating with agribusinessfood, and I do not think we have got our brains
corporations tend to let that go by the wayside? Arearound this at all. Now that the agricultural frontier
you saying, in contrast with that, that locally-basedwill start to move again quite fast for fuel and food
organisations and people have more concern aboutproduction, how you get the sustainability message
the resource base; is that the point you are making?in there, it is really tricky. You know the WTO is a
Dr Toulmin: There is the question of equity aroundvery blunt tool for getting a sustainable commodity,
who controls and continues to gain benefit frombecause any preferential trade for commodities
those resources, which is an important issue. I thinkwhich are being grown sustainably, sets oV alarm
it is also the case that local farmers are likely to havebells of protectionism which go oV. For sustainable
a longer-term interest, very often, in those resources.commodities, dowe put all our eggs into the industry

baskets, we have got industry groups getting To be honest, people in government often may be
together to say do we have a round table on palm oil seeking a short-term gain from allowing people
or on a sustainable soya bean project. There are so access to certain key resources rather than thinking
many question-marks around this and there is so about the longer-term consequences, because that is
much danger of natural resource depletion that I not particularly of interest to them, that is not where
think it behoves DFID to invest in research here, they are going to be living and relying on for the next
really to find out what the leverage points are in generation or so. I think the other important thing
sustainable commodity production to get ahead of to say is that this term ‘commercial’ often can be a
this issue, otherwise we are going to be running bit of a minefield. In west Africa, most farming is
behind it. done by smallholders and they are thoroughly

commercial and they are fully engaged in the
market, and this idea that you contrast commercialQ126 David Howarth: Your conclusion about what
with small-scale farming and, small-scale farmers,DFID’s policy is, and DFID you say has a
they are subsistence non-commercial farmers only, iscommercial focus aimed at national economic
a false dichotomy and one which I think then leadsgrowth, which is the point we were making all along,
one to think that smallholders will never be able tobut your conclusion is, to remind you of it, “the
enable a country to develop. In practice, certainly inproblems faced by poor people in accessing
the west African context, most agriculturalenvironmental assets are not addressed as a priority;
production, most agricultural exports, have comeneither are the impacts of agribusiness gaining
from precisely that supposedly backward,preferential access to such assets.” Is that an
subsistence-oriented, smallholder sector, who haveenvironmental point or is it also a distributional
been remarkably innovative in lots of ways.point? What makes you conclude that?

Dr Toulmin: It is a bit of both. One of the things that
we feel is very important is the way in which you

Q128 David Howarth: Can we look a bit more atunderstand access to resources. Environment is as
DFID’s documents; there are two documents, themuch about institutions and governance as it is
Strategy for Sustainable Agriculture Research and itsabout anything technical, and the question of access
Agriculture Policy Paper. The Policy Paper isto resources and strengthened rights to land is
particularly interesting, I think; it mentions theessential if you are going to get agriculture playing
possible environmental impact of diVerentits role, in terms of providing incomes and
approaches to agriculture but then kind of fades outlivelihoods particularly for poorer groups. I think
and does not seem to say anything about what to dothat many African governments at the moment feel
about it. Then it goes on, and this is a statementthat they must attract urgently a lot of foreign direct
which I think struck all of us, it makes the statementinvestment, and this kind of investment promotion
that sustainable agriculture is “unlikely to driveactivity we feel occasionally to be at the expense of
productivity gains up the scale required to meetthe rights and livelihoods of poorer communities.
market demand and tackle poverty on a worldWhich is where the case of Mozambique is a
scale.” I wonder if this is a central policy point aboutparticularly interesting and important one, because
sustainable agriculture?there DFID and Swedish SIDA are coming in
Mr Vorley: There was a huge debate, as you maybehind local communities so that they can negotiate
know, in the consultation process which led up tobetter those terms on which foreigners come in and
that report. The fact that it is still in there isgain access to their land. We are worried about
shocking, because here sustainable is being equatedagribusiness being in a much stronger position in
with organic, I would assume, and, as you and Itheir negotiations with government and that

governments may not respect the rights and interests would agree, agriculture will not be sustainable if it
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does not meet the growing needs of the increasing should properly be handled at national level. I do
not think that I have any particular grumbles withpopulations and deal with the resource base. It is a

contradiction in terms. DFID’s approach to land administration and land
tenure. I would like to see just a bit more of it. There
is good work going on in support of the process inQ129 David Howarth: Yes, because it raised the

question, if it has no potential, why are they Ghana. There has been goodwork going on in South
Africa. As I say, there has been good work inspending so much money on it? The other matter

you refer to several times is land tenure. Could I give support of the process in Kenya. What I think needs
to happen is that there is greater focus on theseyou a chance just to say what your approach would

be to land tenure issues, why it is so important in diYcult political institutional issues within DFID as
a whole, because they are absolutely at the heart ofpoverty reduction and rural development, and how

you see the Government’s approach and whether it protection of property rights for poor groups and
hopes for income generation and poverty reductionis diVerent from yours?

DrToulmin:That is verymuchmy special subject, so associated with that, as well as broader
environmental management. I think there has beenyou are going to have to stop me talking, if I ramble

on. I think the whole land tenure issue, land and hesitancy perhaps within headquarters, because I
think DFID was rather traumatised by the wholeproperty rights issue, in the African context, is

particularly important at the moment, largely Zimbabwe situation. I know that, certainly in Clare
Short’s time, it had the eVect of people saying,because land is coming under increasing competition

and pressure and because, in many parts of the “Oooh, we just don’t want to go there any more,”
because obviously what happened in Zimbabwe wascontinent, there is absolutely no formal

documentation of land rights, a situation which extremely going in the wrong direction, in terms of
what one would hope for, in terms of an accountablesome people can take advantage of in order to try to

claim those assets for their own. Consequently, a process of land redistribution.
large number of governments have been thinking
about how they should try to bring a bit of order to Q130 Chairman: I will have to draw the session to a

close because we are about to lose our quorumthe whole land and property rights field and now are
thinking about whether or not they should go down again, I suspect. We do have some outstanding

questions, and we were delayed a little bit earlier insome kind of titling approach or simpler systems of
registration. Much of the work that we have done, the session, indeed before you came, so if that is okay

for us to write to you with those three or foursome of which has been with DFID support, has
been to see how you can get good lessons from questions perhaps outstanding?

Dr Toulmin: Yes, and there are one or two thingspractice on the ground, feeding into policy design
and new legislation, in many parts of the continent. that I promised to provide you with more

information on, the China and India examples.In fact, the meeting I was at in Addis, that I have just
now come back from, was an Africa Union-wide Chairman: Yes. Thank you very much for your

evidence this morning. I hope you have not got toomeeting to see how you could get all African heads
of state signing up to broad principles which would much jet-lag to deal with. It has been a fascinating

session. Thank you again.govern the way in which land and property rights
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1. Summary

The EnvironmentAgencywelcomes this opportunity to provide evidence on some of the issues surrounding
trade, environment, development and the role of theDepartment for International Development (DFID).We
argue that the time is right for a strong political commitment to development whichmore adequately responds
to environmental and resource pressures—especially climate change. We argue that environmental factors,
especially those associatedwith climate change,water resources and pollution, should receive greater emphasis
in the development agenda and spending, not least for poverty, welfare and health reasons.

A new development white paper this year combined with a £5 billion per year increase in the development
budget by 2013 creates the opportunity to support substantial additional investments in infrastructure and
institutional capacity for environmental and resource management, without compromising socially-
focussed programmes in health and education. The UK Sustainable Development Strategy envisaged a role
for the Environment Agency in delivering international sustainable development commitments and we
would welcome a stronger partnership with DFID, DEFRA and the FCO to achieve these important aims.

We organise our response in the following way in order to highlight the compelling arguments for
environment and development and set the context for our responses to the questions.

— Key points
— Environment and Development Context
— The Environment Agency role
— Answers to Questions
— Appendix: Environment Agency International Programme

2. Key Points

2.1 Environmental factors are a critical determinant of development outcomes for most of the world’s
poorest. Nearly half of the world’s six-billion people live on less than $2 per day. Three-quarters of those
poor people live in rural areas. These rural households depend overwhelmingly on natural resources for their
income and wellbeing1. The poorest describe their poverty in terms of access to water, food and fuel, rather
than their income2. The poorest are most at risk from extreme events and natural disasters, depleting water
resources, changing temperatures and the resulting impacts on food security and availability of fuel.
Environmental pressures are often compounded with unsustainable human pressures and can become a
source of conflict. Global climate change adds a further and severe level of instability and challenge. DFID
stresses the primacy of poverty reduction in addressing environmental risks:

DFID’s poverty reductionmandatemeans its primary environmental aim is to support sustainable
use of natural resources, and equitable access and benefit sharing of environmental assets for
poverty reduction3 (original emphasis).

2.2 There is a substantial need for investment in addressing the environmental dimensions of poverty. The case
for linking environmental protection and resource management to poverty reduction is very compelling—we
expand on this in section 3. The challenge is to incorporate this imperative into mainstream activities and to
ensure an appropriate share of development resources is directed towards environmental and resource
management expenditures. Leading international agencies4 give the following headline estimate.

Estimating a global budget for investments in environmental assets needed to reach poverty
reduction targets is subject to considerable uncertainty; however, the best available evidence
suggests that US$60–90 billion per year will be needed to address poverty-environment goals over
the next 10–15 years, and at least US$80 billion more per year will be needed to tackle global
climate change over the next half century.

1 United Nations Development Programme, United Nations Environment Programme, The World Bank, World Resources
Institute.World Resources 2005.

2 Department for International Development M A Brocklesby and E Hinshelwood. Poverty and the Environment: What the
Poor Say. 2001.

3 Department for International Development DFID’s approach to the environment. February 2006.
4 UNDP, UNEP, IIED, IUCN, World Resources Institute for the Poverty-Environment Partnership. Investing in
Environmental Wealth for Poverty Reduction, 2005.
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These are huge sums, and a key challenge is to ensure they are spent well, through strong institutions and
evidence-based practices. This would mean a more programmatic focus through DFID’s bilateral
investment—so that country oYces and Country Action Programmes (CAPs) would be operating within an
overarching framework. It could also mean imaginative use of the growing development budget to leverage
much greater investment through multi-lateral institutions, including development banks and the EU. This
could be done, for example, by creating concessionary finance instruments that could be blended with
lending.

2.3 Progress on climate change adaptation in developing countries may have wider benefits. Both the UN
Framework Convention on Climate Change (Articles 4.1 and 4.4) and its Kyoto Protocol (Article 10(b))
contain provisions in relation to adaptation to climate change, including co-operation and assistance for
developing countries. It is likely that further progress on reducing emissions will ultimately rely on all parties
believing the agreement is fair and commitments honoured. Though the development imperative would be
paramount, there would be important advantages to the UK’s wider interests.

2.4 There are imminent opportunities for a new approach. There are important opportunities ahead to
strengthen the approach to the environment and poverty nexus. DFID is likely to receive considerable
additional funding over the next few years and a white paper is expected later this year. These two
developments could determine new priorities and structures, and direct more resources to this area without
reducing the commitment to health and education.

2.5 UK development spending will double over the next seven years. The government has made a major
commitment to the expansion of development spending. Between 1997 and 2013, UK overseas development
assistance (ODA) will increase from 0.26% to 0.7% of national income5, amounting to a four-fold real
increase from £2.5 billion to £10.5 billion6. Much of the increase is still to come: by 2005–06, ODA
expenditure had reached £4.8 billion (0.39% GNI), meaning that in the next seven years the aid budget will
more than double in real terms, increasing by over £5 billion per year by 2013.

2.6 The new development white paper oVers the opportunity to mainstream the management of
environmental risks. It will be a major challenge to achieve the magnitude of “scaling up” implied in the
budget expansion, cost-eVectively. DFID plans a new development white paper for 2006 and this will set
important directions for the development agenda, including addressing the challenges of natural resource
depletion and climate change7. TheWhite Paper oVers an important opportunity to mainstream sustainable
development and environmental riskmanagement in theDepartment’s approach tomeeting theMillennium
DevelopmentGoals (MDGs). It should not be compartmentalised intoMDG-7, but part of themainstream
eVort to achieve the poverty objectives of MDG-1 and the health-related MDGs. A further important
challenge is to engage with the emerging powerful middle income countries—the BRICS—to attempt to
address their impacts on the environment of poorer countries, for example through natural resource
exploitation or water abstraction from international rivers.

2.7 Environmental and resource management is now rising up the development agenda, but it has yet to be
mainstreamed. DFID has recognised the important link between environmental management and
development outcomes in recent publications3, 8, 9. Though there are many worthwhile initiatives10 the
overall picture remains of an ad hoc approach until now, though with important statements of commitment
to future action11. There are several possible reasonswhy “environment” has not beenmainstreamed to date:

— Tomeet the challenge the poverty-environment nexus and respond the major system threats, such
as climate change, DFIDwill need to be well resourced with a cadre of professional environmental
and resource management advisers in the field. There is some evidence that this function has been
declining in recent years. It is likely that a stronger professional advisory function would have
enabled DFID to engage more substantially with these challenges.

— The Head OYce staV capacity to address water and environmental issues is now quite small given
the scale of the challenges and small compared to resources deployed on other aspects of policy.
There is a danger of attempting to scale up investment or developing new approaches with
insuYcient in-house capacity.

5 The UN target for oYcial development assistance, endorsed in the 1970 UN General Assembly, is 0.7% of Gross National
Income. The government committed to reach this target by 2013 in the 2004 Spending Review.

6 DFID Statistics on International Development 2005. HM Treasury Spending Reviews 2004 & 2002. Figures adjusted to real
terms at 2004–05 values. Future growth of GNI assumed to be 2.75% per year.

7 DFID Eliminating World Poverty: consultation document. 2005.
8 Department for International Development: How DFID will ensure sustainable development. 22 December 2005.
9 Speech by Secretary of State, Hilary Benn, Development beyond aid, Chatham House/BOND. 23 February 2006.
10 For example, DFID’s joint project with UNDP and government of Bangladesh to develop a Comprehensive Disaster
Management Programme with the aim “to reduce the vulnerability of people, especially the poor, to the eVects of natural,
environmental and human induced hazards to a manageable and acceptable level”.

11 For example through the International Development Act (2002); declarations atWorld Summit on Sustainable Development
(2002); the UK Sustainable Development Strategy (2005); theMillenniumDevelopment Goals related to poverty, health and
sustainable development; the G-8 Gleneagles declaration (2005).
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— The locus of responsibility for determining priorities has progressively shifted to DFID’s country
oYces, again for good reasons but again with risks. The danger is that large “system” issues like
water stress and climate change are less visible when considered from a country oYce. There may
be a case to rebalance country-level autonomy and a programmatic approach from head oYce.

— The key planning documents (country Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) and DFID
Country Assistance Plans (CAPs)) have tended to give greatest prominence to “social” aspects of
development such as health and education or to pure budget support. Environment and resource
management has been under-represented, despite the strength of support for environmental
measures in the target populations12.

2.8 As part of the eVorts to scale up the environmental agenda, DFID should invest in new human resources.
There is a danger that without relatively small expenditures on people, the very large opportunities
associated with the expansion of development resources will be lost or the funds used in a way that does not
maximise return to the MDGs and long term poverty objectives.

2.9 The Environment Agency could become a more strategic partner in international development. The
Environment Agency plays a leading role in managing water and natural resources, pollution prevention
and implementing practical sustainable development measures for England and Wales. Though we have a
small international programme (see Appendix), there could be scope to expand this, drawing on and
developing expertise within the Environment Agency. The Government’s UK Sustainable Development
Strategy recognised that the full range of the resources of Government may be needed to address the
challenge of sustainable development13.

Where appropriate in international delivery work, Government Departments will draw on the
expertise of other public bodies. For example the Environment Agency is providing technical
advice and practical support on matters such as water management, environmental governance,
regulation and enforcement.

3. Environment and Development

3.1 This section is included to give some context to our responses to the questions asked by the Sub-
Committee and to help make our argument that environmental protection and development are integrally
linked. It is not intended to be a complete discussion of the subject.

3.2 It is important to stress that environmental protection and resources management should not be seen
as distinct from the development agenda—they are integral to it. The poorest people are most likely to
depend heavily on their surrounding environment and to be most at risk from it.

As the Africa Commission put it14:

Overall, Africa’s vulnerability to climate change is high and its capacity to adapt is low. Economic
growth, poverty reduction and the achievement of the MDGs in Africa are jeopardised. More needs
to be done to enable Africa to manage climate-related risks and to build resilience to these risks.

3.3 Agriculture and food security

Crops and livestock can be destroyed by extreme events, such as heat waves, drought or heavy rainfall,
and irrigation systems can fail if rainfall patterns change. Agriculture in Sub-Saharan Africa accounts for
70% of the region’s employment and 35% of its gross national product (GNP).15 A key development
challenge is to manage the vulnerability of the poorest to environmental hazards and changes in the
environment. For example, building greater resilience and adaptability in local markets for food would
reduce impacts of extreme events, but longer term, a diVerent approach to agriculture, irrigation and
environmental management may be required.

3.4 Water resources and excessive abstraction

Water resources could become a limiting factor in development. Many water resources are not managed
sustainably. Excessive depletion threatens those that depend on them, a situation likely to be aggravated by
climate change. The availability of cheap pumps and electricity has led to a massive increase in water
abstraction. One estimate suggests that 250 km3 of water is abstracted for irrigation in India each year, but

12 Access to safe water and sanitation are consistently among the top four priorities identified in Participatory Poverty
Assessments, especially among women and girls. However, the need is often inadequately addressed in PRSPs. The World
Bank’s 2003 Benchmarking survey of 12 African countries found that the sector has not been eVectively incorporated into
PRSPs and expenditure framework processes for 10 of the countries.

13 UK Sustainable Development Strategy, Securing the Future. Chapter 7 “Ensuring it happens”. March 2005.
14 Commission for Africa, Our Common Interest: The Report of the Commission for Africa, March 2005. (para 152).
15 New Economics Foundation. The End of Development (2002).
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less than 150 km3 is replenished by rainwater16. The World Bank has found falling water tables throughout
China17 and overuse of water resources is widespread in the developing world, with one assessment
estimating that water supply is tightening in countries accounting for half the world’s population18.

This has been reflected in international obligations:

“By 2015, reduce by half the proportion of people without access to safe drinking water measured by
the proportion of population with sustainable access to an improved water source” (MDG 7,
Target 10)

“Halve by 2015 the proportion of people without access to basic sanitation” (Agreed at the World
Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD), 2002)

“All countries to develop integrated water resource management and water eYciency plans by 2005,
with support to developing countries” (WSSD, 2002)

3.5 A recent WHO report puts monetary values on some of the benefits of water and sanitation
improvements. This shows that the benefits are large—in the order of US$44 billion in Africa if everyone
had basic access to water supply and sanitation and US$22 billion if the MDGs for water and sanitation
were met. Although the costs of interventions are diYcult to quantify, WHO analysis found investments in
water and sanitation have a high rate of return, with a benefit to cost ratio of over 10 in Africa19. The
management and regulation of water abstraction, including demand-side water eYciency, is an urgent
priority. However, it is unusual to find water management having a substantial place in DFID Country
Assistance Plans.

3.6 Glaciers as water infrastructure

Much of the world relies on glaciers as natural reservoirs, storing water and balancing winter and summer
precipitation. Every major river in Asia, where half the world’s people live, originates in the glaciers of the
Himalayas, including the Indus, the Ganges, the Mekong, the Yangtze, and the Yellow river. If warmer
temperatures increase rainfall and reduce snowfall in the Himalayas, there will be more flooding during the
rainy season and less snowmelt to feed rivers during the dry season20. According to the World Glacier
Monitoring Service, the shrinkage of glaciers is well underway21:

The spectacular losses in length, area and volume of mountain glaciers during the 20th century are
a major reflection of the fact that rapid secular change in the energy balance of the earth’s surface
is taking place on a global scale.

3.7 The planning of water infrastructure, including improved end-use eYciency, to compensate for
declining glaciers or changes in the patterns of accumulation and release of water is an essential component
of the response to climate change in developing countries. Glaciers also form a natural hazard—as greater
melting can overwhelm the moraine dams holding back glacier lakes and cause highly destructive glacier
lake outburst floods (GLOFs). Appropriate engineering and drainage, combined with warnings or in the
most severe cases relocation of settlements, can mitigate the risks.

3.8 Flood risk

Increasing rainfall in some places, more severe downpours, increased glaciermelt, combinedwith reduced
natural buVering, forest loss and hardening of surfaces will increase flood risk. Sea level rise will create
progressively greater hazards to low-lying coastal areas and deltas and will require a managed retreat in
some places. A one-metre sea level rise (plausible for the present century) would inundate half the rice
cultivation land in Bangladesh22. Some developing countries will need considerable investment in flood
protection. By way of comparison, the UK has invested heavily in flood risk management—spending
approximately £600 million per year in England (2005–06)23. The programme includes flood defences, land-
use policy and warning and response systems.

16 Shah T. International Water Management Institute. 2005 cited in New Scientist, 25 February 2006.
17 World Bank, China: Agenda for Water Sector Strategy for North China. April 2001.
18 Peter H. Gleick, The World’s Water 2000–2001Washington, DC, 2000.
19 Guy Hutton and Laurence Haller, Evaluation of the Costs and Benefits of Water and Sanitation Improvements at the Global
Level.WHO. 2004.

20 Evelyne Yohe, Sizing Up the Earth’s Glaciers, NASA Earth Observatory. 22 June 2004.
21 WGMS. Glacier Mass Balance Bulletin. Bulletin No 8 (2002–03).
22 World Bank,World Development Report 1999–2000.
23 DEFRA website: Water ( Flood management ( Funding (accessed 26 February 2006) www.defra.gov.uk/environ/fcd/
policy/funding.htm
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3.9 Drought

Climate change may further complicate the challenge of managing water stress by changing long-run
patterns of precipitation and causing droughts. Changes to the frequency and severity of El Niño and La
Niña events are likely to worsen periodic severe episodes. Many developing countries are especially
vulnerable because their water systems rarely have redundancy, and many are already over exploited. An
Inter-governmental Panel on Climate Change special report summarised the responses needed24:

Various approaches are available to reduce the potential vulnerability of water systems to climate
change. Options include pricing systems, water eYciency initiatives, engineering and structural
improvements to water supply infrastructure, agriculture policies and urban planning/
management. At the national/regional level, priorities include placing greater emphasis on
integrated, cross-sectoral water resourcesmanagement, using river basins as resourcemanagement
units, and encouraging sound pricing and management practices.

3.10 Disease and health

Three of theMDGs (4, 5, 6) relate to health objectives, and these may be compromised by environmental
risks. United Nations bodies have highlighted the risks to health arising from climate change25:

— Temperature related illness and death.

— Extreme weather related health eVects.

— Air pollution eVects.

— Water and food borne diseases.

— Vector and rodent borne diseases will spread to higher latitudes and altitudes.

— EVects of food and water shortages.

— Mental, nutritional, infectious and other health eVects.

For example, the 2003 heat wave in Europe is expected to be average by 2040 and unusually cool by 2060.
Similar eVects are likely to be seen around the globe, subjecting people, livestock and crops to great heat
stress, and probably rendering some areas uninhabitable by humans.

The distribution of health impacts arising from climate change so far was set out in a WHO sponsored
study, which showed the greatest burden falling on the poorest countries.

Figure 1: Temperature rise in Africa26 and distribution of climate related mortality, showing highest impacts
in Africa27
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24 IPCC Working group II Special Report: The Regional Impacts of Climate Change: An Assessment of Vulnerability, Geneva
1997.

25 WHO, WMO, UNEP Climate Change and Human Health—Risks and Responses, 2003.
26 IPCC Climate Change 2001: Impacts, Adaptation and Vulnerability, and Synthesis Report, 2001.
27 Patz J et al. Impact of regional climate change on human health. Nature 438, 310–317 (17 Nov 2005).
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3.11 Forestry

Forest resources directly contribute to the livelihoods of 90% of the 1.2 billion people living in extreme
poverty (for example fuelwood) and indirectly support the natural environment that is essential for
agriculture and the food supplies of nearly half the population of the developing world28. Fifteen million
people earn direct income from forest products in sub-Saharan Africa, but hundreds of millions obtain a
significant share of their subsistence from forest products. More than 70% of the population of sub-saharan
Africa is rural and depends upon forests and woodlands for its livelihood. Woodlands and forests supply
approximately 60% of all energy (including industrial) used in Africa, as well as building materials and
domestic energy for about 80% of Africans and the totality of the rural population29. Forests also provide
important barrier to floods and landslides—deforestation has been responsible for many flood-related
deaths.

3.12 Fisheries

As fisheries in the North have declined, fleets from the EU, Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Russia, and
China have turned to the developing country water, for example, buying licenses to fish oV the west coast
of Africa. For impoverished countries likeMauritania and Guinea-Bissau, income from fishing licenses can
account for up to half of government revenue. However, the licences deprive local fishing fleets, exhaustion
of these fisheries is likely and the revenue temporary and unsustainable30. A key development challenge is
to manage these resources, and revenues, sustainably.

3.13 Conflict and natural resources

Conflict creates amongst the worst development outcomes. The PrimeMinister’s Strategy Unit identified
natural resources and climate change as precursors to instability and conflict31. At a local level, conflicts over
productive land—often aggravated by ethnic tensions—already exist in Nigeria, Sudan, Rwanda and Mali
and many other stressed environments in Africa and beyond32. Disagreements over the allocation of water
among countries that share river systems are likely to become a source of international political conflict. For
example, agreements made in 1929 and 1959, to allocate Nile waters among Egypt, Sudan, Tanzania and
Ethiopia are already disputed. Egypt is allocated 75% of the Nile waters at its border with Sudan33. All of
the countries involved anticipate rapid population growth over the coming decades with increased demand
for food, and hence irrigation, drinking water and other water services.

28 World Bank, Sustaining Forests. A Development Strategy 2004.
29 Barret M. Commission for Africa Background Paper: Forestry. 2004.
30 Charles Clover, The End of the Line: How Overfishing is Changing the World and What We Eat 2004.
31 PrimeMinister’s StrategyUnit, Investing inPrevention: an international strategy tomanage risks of instability and improve crisis
response. Cabinet OYce 2005.

32 Lester R Brown, Plan B 2.0: Rescuing a Planet Under Stress and a Civilization in Trouble, 2006.
33 OECD. Bridge over troubled water: linking climate change and development. 2005.



3389201001 Page Type [O] 08-08-06 19:05:30 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Environmental Audit Committee: Evidence Ev 59

3.14 The Secretary of State for Defence recently highlighted the risks of military conflict arising from
water resources and climate change34. The map of international rivers could gradually become a map of
international conflict as population and consumption pressures increase. Though military interventions
may bemore likely, they do not solve the worsening imbalances between supply and demand and addressing
the stress at source will be the essential investment in prevention of conflict.

3.15 The challenges set out in the paragraphs above are formidable and fundamental. But the approach
to date falls far short of a suYcient response. An example might be the 2005 paper on “Climate Proofing
Africa”35, for which three main recommendations were made. Though important and necessary, these fell
short of a proportionate and suYcient response:

For development planning to adapt and become “climate proofed”, however, major
improvements are needed in the following areas:

— Better monitoring and data interpretation capacity [. . .];

— Better scientific collaboration [. . .];

— Better integration of climate information and science into the development process [. . .].

4. Potential Environment Agency Role

4.1 TheAppendix sets out the EnvironmentAgency’smodest programme in international environmental
protection. On environmental and development grounds, we argue that DFID should give greater emphasis
to environmental protection and resource management than has hitherto been the case. Recent statements
suggest this is a likely direction for the new white paper.

4.2 The Environment Agency is a potentially valuable partner and source of expertise to support the
achievement of international targets. We are the leading regulator in Europe with several years experience
tackling the practical environmental issues discussed above (eg pollution from agriculture, fisheries,
integrated water resource management including implementing theWater Framework Directive, managing
flooding, managing waste and regulating industry).

4.3 The Environment Agency could continue to add value by sharing our practical experience with
fledgling environmental and water organisations to support institutional strengthening and developing
regulatory capability. We have shared some of our knowledge of environmental management with DFID
staV by running training days for environment and rural livelihood advisers, providing advice to policy
group, supporting missions in diVerent countries and recently embarking upon a major project in Kenya.
We would like to continue to develop a more strategic basis for collaboration that aims to provide longer-
term support to environmental capacity building in target countries.

5. Responses to Questions asked by the Sub-Committee

1. How does DFID incorporate sustainability generally and environmental issues in particular into its work?
Does the unique definition of sustainable development in the 2002 International Development Act have
implications for the environment?

Though there have been commitments to sustainable development and addressing environmental issues,
it is only recently that these ideas have begun to form into a mainstream strategy and only once the white
paper is complete will the direction be clear.

The International Development Act (2002) defines “sustainable development” as: any development that
is, in the opinion of the Secretary of State, prudent having regard to the likelihood of its generating lasting
benefits for the population of the country or countries in relation to which it is provided.

This definition conveys the essence of intergenerational stewardship in other definitions and should not
be a barrier providing a proper interpretation of the concept is applied. Following publication of the
government’s Sustainable Development Strategy in 2005, DFID has produced its Sustainable Development
Action Plan, in which it acknowledges the government’s vision is: “to enable all people throughout the world
to satisfy their basic needs and enjoy a better quality of life, without compromising the quality of life of future
generations” and commits to “work with developing countries and other donors to help integrate principles of
sustainable development in poverty reduction strategies”.36

34 Dr John Reid, Speech to Chatham House, 27 February 2006.
35 DFID & DEFRA, Climate proofing Africa: climate and Africa’s development challenge, 2005.
36 Department for International Development: How DFID will ensure sustainable development. 22 December 2005.
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2. As a department that is focused on a long term goal, poverty reduction, is suYcient account taken of
environmental limits—and the need for development to respect these—when implementing policy?

In many cases, environmental limits are already substantially breached and development unsustainable.
The challenge for DFID and development is to bring development back within environmental limits, not
least to support and sustain poverty reduction.

The institutions responsible for regulating the environment in developing countries are often very weak
and lack enforcement capability. We have found that there is a strong need to build capacity within these
fledgling environmental policy and regulatory organisations to enable them to better implement
environmental legislation. We are currently working with DFID in Kenya and have worked on a disaster
management project in Bangladesh, sharing our expertise to support the development of these institutions.37

3. Is there recognition within DFID of the long term impacts aid spending can have on natural resources,
including biodiversity, and climate change? is spending directed accordingly?

Much of DFID’s bilateral funding is now direct budget support and money is allocated to government
treasuries according to what has been identified in Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs). DFID staV

may work with developing country governments to support the drawing up of the PRSPs. If suYcient
attention has been paid to environmental and water sustainability then spending will be allocated
accordingly. When there is an absence of water and environmental issues, which is often the case, DFID
seems less able to direct funding towards them. Funding priorities are generally established at country level,
and it is also possible that large-scale system changes, like climate change, will be overlooked unless there
is a strong current of advice, analysis, policy and programmes from the centre.

We welcome the fact that the Secretary of State for International Development sees water as a high
priority and inMarch 2005 doubled funding for water in Africa over the next three years, but the emphasis
seems to be more on water and sanitation.38 It was very clear at the recent DFID Water Forum that less
attention so far has been given to sustainable planning and management of water resources.39

In addition good governance and building capacity of fledgling democratic institutions is emerging as a
key priority in all target countries but it is unclear how this will be funded in the future. There are also
concerns about how theUK skill base is being deployed to support capacity-building initiatives, particularly
with the change in DFID’s funding strategy, ie a reduced workforce to co-ordinate larger aid budgets.

4. Is there suYcient level of expertise within DFID and Country OYces on environmental issues?

This capacity has diminished and does not match the scale of the challenges set out above. In some
countries, eg Kenya, China and India, there are dedicated environmental advisers based in the country
oYce. This presencemeans that attention and eVort is directed towards tackling environmental and poverty
issues. Many other countries DFID work in do not have full-time dedicated, in country, environment
advisers though rural livelihood or water advisers may cover some of the remit.

There has been a general downscaling of the network of environment advisers and environmental
programmes. It is less clear where environment oYcials sit after the re-organisation of the policy division.
Some are within sustainable development group others are loosely attached to country programmes. The
high profile post ofHead of Environment Profession, which served to champion the environment, also seems
to have been subsumed. It is not clear where environmental leadership now lies.

The environmental advisers, UK-based and in country, often face significant challenges in tackling
environmental issues within development programmes or even raising the profile of environment as there
may not be specific funding for environmental projects. They often need to weave in the environment angle
to large programmes through it should be integral as a cleaner environment has an impact on health
therefore GDP. Our view is that DFID could benefit from working more strategically with other
organisations, such as the Environment Agency, to build critical mass and expertise on environment to
maximise this integration and raise its profile.

5. How extensively and eVectively is environmental screening of projects applied?

DFIDproduced a guide to environment screening in June 2003 that was intended for use in a design phase
of any DFID intervention.40 We are not aware of how eVective this has been.

6. How does DFID coordinate with recipient governments, other bilateral donors and NGOs on environmental
matters? Is there consistency or extensive variation from one country to another?

Asmentioned aboveDFIDprovides direct budget support to recipient governments. DFID sees the value
of and encourages cross donor coordination. For example in Ghana and Kenya DFID is an active

37 These observations are based on our experience of working with Kenya, Tanzania, Ghana, Bangladesh and South Africa.
More detail is outlined in the appendix.

38 DFID Press release UK to double funding for Africa Water Sanitation. 22 March 2005.
39 DFID External Water Forum Royal Geographical Society, 7 Feb 2006.
40 Environment Guide. A guide to Environmental Screening. June 2003.
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participant in cross donor co-ordination meetings on environment. DFID also provides funding directly to
some environmentalNGOs such asWWF in the formof Programme PartnershipAgreements (PPAs). These
enable NGOs to carry out further environmental sustainability work in line with DFID’s objectives.

Where there is a full time environment adviser in country, coordination between recipient governments,
other donors and NGOs seems to be more eVective. In some countries (eg Tanzania) there are some donor
initiatives to “mainstream” environment into PRSPs. But we found that, at a practical level, funding on
environment was not a priority. In neighbouring Kenya however, there is significant funding for
environmental management, for example DFID’s PEAK (Partnership for Environmental Action in Kenya)
programme in which we are directly involved.41 This inconsistency means that opportunities, where there
may be similarities across regions, for “South to South” learning are lost.

7. How significant a document is DFID’s sustainable development action plan? It includes plans to pilot
“greener” country assistance strategies by 2007. WHat should this process entail?

The SD Action Plan is important because it will convert a general commitment to a specific set of
activities. Greener country assistance strategies would take on climate change, water resources and
environmental risks—such as flood or drought.

8. How eVective so far have the existing sustainable development dialogues, such as those established with
China and India, been? Is this an approach that could be extended further?

The Sustainable Development Dialogues (SDDs) are being led by Defra. They work very closely with
other environment and sustainable development staV in DFID and FCO as their presence overseas is
invaluable. It is important that each government department is adequately resourced in this area to
maximise the benefits of working together to promote sustainable development. The SDDs are still in their
first year and a lot of initial eVort has been rightly directed into obtaining Ministerial support between the
UK and the SDD countries. In principle the SDDs should be extended further as they are a means of raising
the profile of sustainable development on overseas governments agendas and encouraging cross Whitehall
working.

The SDDs significantly emphasise cross-Whitehall co-operation and there has been success in getting
various interested groups from Defra, DTI, FCO and DFID round a table to co-ordinate eVorts. We
welcome the fact that the Environment Agency has been involved in these discussions as a potential
implementing partner. The environmental capacity building we are undertaking in South Africa, also one
of the SDD countries, funded by the FCO, is a good example of an area of work which links into the SDDs.

In China there is a full time SDD policy oYcer based in the DFID oYce and this is a good example of a
joined up approach as linkages across existing initiatives are made. There have also been collaborations on
contaminated land issues across DFID, Defra, and the Environment Agency in China. Tapping into, and
building upon, EU wide initiatives, is also important as it strengthens the UK voice. An example of this
is where the SDDs have been linking into the EU Environmental Management Cooperation Programme
in China.

As the SDDs evolve we are interested to see progress of, and be involved in where possible, practical
capacity building projects in natural resource management in China and India as well as building on our
work in South Africa.

9. How should environment, development and equity be integrated in the proposedWhite Paper? Is a pro-poor,
pro-environment development agenda possible and, if so, what should be its focus?

A pro-environment and pro-poor White Paper is both possible and essential. A key challenge for the
White Paper is to recognise the link between environmental protection and development outcomes. The
focus should be on management of resources such as water, tackling environmental risks and unsustainable
practices and adapting to climate change.

10. How is DFID’s work to achieve the millennium development goals integrated with the targets on fisheries
and biodiversity also agreed at the world summit for sustainable development?

In section 7 of the UK sustainable development strategy reference is made to which government
department is responsible for which target. Formany targets there is a lead department which needs to work
with other departments. DFID has PSA targets focussed on meeting the MDGs. The lead department for
fisheries and biodiversity, as well as forestry and other targets, is Defra. But many other government

41 Reference to this is in the Kenya Country Assistance Plan Jan 2004.
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departments are involved (FCO, DFID, ODPM, DTI, DfT). We have not been involved in the process of
monitoring international targets so we are not sure how this co-ordination and integration works in
practice.42

11. Are there any examples of where DFID policy has worked well to integrate the environment into policy and
project funding, and conversely are there any areas where this has been unsuccessful?

The PEAK programme, in Kenya, referred to earlier, is one programme that has environmental issues
for pro-poor growth as its primary focus. We have found that sharing our technical expertise with sister
organisations overseas, as well as working with WWF, under the umbrella of the PEAK programme, is a
good working model for institutional strengthening in developing countries.

Environment Agency

March 2006

APPENDIX

ENVIRONMENT AGENCY INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMME

Our international programme supports UK Government’s international priorities for sustainable
development. The UK sustainable development strategy highlights our contribution in terms of technical
advice and practical support on water management, environmental governance, regulation and
enforcement. Our international projects have to date been largely funded through the EU PHARE, DFID,
FCO and Defra funding programmes. We also participate in DTI missions in priority countries.

In Africa:

Kenya

We are working with DFID and the National Environment Management Authority (NEMA) in Kenya
on DFID’s PEAK (Pathway to Environmental Action in Kenya) programme. This aims to build
environmental governance capacity in the country over the period July 2005–July 2007. We will be helping
NEMA to develop systems and incentives of environmental compliance that facilitate pro-poor growth
strategies. Several other donors, including the EU and the World Bank are also supporting environmental
management inKenya andwewill be working within this co-ordinated framework.We undertook a scoping
study in March 2005 that identified the following outputs to be delivered over the course of the two years
specifically within the waste-water and solid waste sectors:

— Supporting NEMA with the introduction of a risk based environmental policy and regulatory
framework for delivering the Environment Management Coordination Act.

— Supporting NEMA in engaging their partners in government, industry and civil society in
delivering environmental improvements.

— Supporting NEMA in delivering environmental planning and influencing tools.

— Developing NEMA regulatory capacity through the adoption of a risk based approach to
permitting and a business planning model to resource this.

— Developing NEMA national incident management capacity.

We have recruited a project manager, based in Nairobi, to oversee the implementation of this two-year
work programme.

Budget % £305,938.00; July 2005–July 2007 funded by DFID

South Africa

— We are working with the Department for Environmental AVairs and Tourism (DEAT) on a
Foreign Commonwealth OYce (FCO) Global Opportunity Funded project—entitled the Green
Scorpions. This aims to support DEAT in the implementation of new environment legislation and
develop a framework for training Environment Management Inspectors (EMIs) across the
country. In February 2005 Agency staV attended a national enforcement symposium in South
Africa, alongside the USEPA, to assess the training needs of EMIs and assist with the drafting of
an EMI training framework. A training syllabus has now been put together and the first cohort of

42 p 187 UK’s International Priorities for Sustainable Development. Chapter 7 ENSURING IT HAPPENS, UK Sustainable
Development Strategy.
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EMIs was trained in February 2006, supported by our staV. We also attended a parallel national
enforcement conference, media conference and are supporting the training of magistrates. Other
opportunities, such as trans-frontier shipment of waste and enforcement of water pollution, are
being discussed as possible areas of expansion within the context of the UK Sustainable
Development Dialogues.

Budget approximately £180k; April 2005–Mar 2008. FCO Global Opportunities Fund

— We are partners in the Defra-led PAWS (Partnerships for Water and Sanitation) initiative, which
aims to help African countries achieve theMDG&WSSD targets in water and sanitation. We are
currently involved in a project that supports the South African Department forWater AVairs and
Forestry (DWAF) in its plans to strengthen the new catchment management agencies (CMAs) in
the country. South Africa are also going through a process of Water Allocation Reform and our
workwith them complements their thinking on how to tackle issues related to this. A scoping study
that took place in April 2005 identified key project areas to take forward as well as regular
information exchange at both a national and regional level. We have initiated an institutional
strengthening project to support DWAF in developing the CMAs, to encourage stakeholder
engagement and to include a twinning of catchments (possibly with the Ribble). The other
component is a series of workshops to share the tools, techniques and lessons learned from the
Water Framework Directive.

Budget—StaV time in kind to the value of approximately £20,000 (2005–06) PAWS cover travel and
subsistence.

Tanzania

— We have strong links with the Tanzanian National Environment Management Council (NEMC)
having hosted two of their Directors on the Commonwealth Programme (see below). During their
time in the Agency they developed the content for a series of workshops that we delivered in Dar-
Es-Salaam in February 2005 funded by the FCO. We shared our regulatory systems and
techniques and raised awareness of NEMC’s critical role in enforcing the new Environment
Management Act amongst key environmental stakeholders.

— During the above visit to Tanzania we explored withWWFUKand Tanzania the possible support
we could oVer a water resource management project in the Ruaha river basin. The river-bed has
been drying up over the past few years, largely due to unsustainable rice farming practices.

— We have also participated in an Environmental Industry Strategy Unit (EISU) DTI mission to
Tanzania and Kenya in February 2005 sharing our waste management expertise.

— Wewould like to develop a further capacity building programme inTanzania but as yet have found
no substantial funding options.

Budget: February workshops £20,000 2004–05 funded by FCO country oYce

Ghana

— We have strong links with the Ghana EPA having hosted eight senior staV on the Commonwealth
Programme. We also carried out a scoping visit in Jan 2004 and visited again in November 2005
to identify key priorities for future work. This is under discussion.

— We have also participated in a recent Environmental Industry Strategy Unit (EISU) mission to
Ghana in waste management in February 2006.

Budget—staV time in kind and part funded through Commonwealth Commission administration fees

Commonwealth Professional Fellowship Programme

— We have hosted 22 mid career professionals from sister organisations inGhana, Tanzania, Kenya,
Uganda and South Africa over four rounds of the Commonwealth programme. The
commonwealth fellows are placed with mentors within the Agency for three months, these work
placements are based around learning objectives that are relevant to their home organisation. Our
approach is to host staV from organisations which we are working with and their learning
objectives feed into longer term projects.

Budget—2005–06 % £16,950.00 Commonwealth Commission (which itself is funded through FCO and
DFID). StaV costs in kind approximately £4,800 in addition.
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In EU Accession Countries

Bulgaria

— We are undertaking a water quality project in Bulgaria working to strengthen the capacity of
Health Authorities to implement the EU directives on drinking water, bathing water and surface
water for the abstraction of drinking water. We have a full time Project Manager based in Sofia.

— Budget % September 2005–August 2006. ƒ448,705.00 % £308,321.90 EU PHARE programme

Poland, Malta, Czech Republic

— Past projects, which concluded in 2004, include the Nitrates Directive in Poland, a capacity
building/institutional strengthening project in Malta and a project on the IPPC (Integrated
Pollution Prevention Control) Directive in the Czech Republic.

— Future participation in PHARE is likely to be a project on the Water Framework Directive in
Turkey.

— We are accompanying a EISU mission to Turkey in March 2005 on Air Quality.

In Central Asia and the Caucasus

— We have recently joined the Defra led PECE initiative that aims to contribute to the protection
and improvement of the environment in the EasternEurope, Caucasus andCentralAsia (EECCA)
region. The network and projects are part funded by Defra’s Environment for Europe fund, we
have not participated significantly in any projects as yet but aim to contribute our technical
expertise to future projects in either Russia, Ukraine or Georgia.

In China and India

— We are currently exploring with Defra how we can contribute our technical expertise to the UK
government Sustainable Development Dialogues in China and India. It is likely that we will
explore priority areas with our sister organisations in both countries.

— In 2002 we participated in DFID funded work in Bangladesh to strengthen the capacity of the
Environment Ministry and mainstream climate into development activities.

March 2006

Witnesses: Mr Clive Bates, Head of Policy, Environment Agency, Dr John Seager, Head of Science
Programme and Ms Clare Twelvetrees, International Relations Manager, gave evidence.

Q131 Chairman: Good morning, thank you for environment in England and Wales. My colleagues
here aremore deeply involved in the programme, Iwillcoming this morning and agreeing to come in a little

earlier than our scheduled time of quarter past ten. ask John to comment.
Dr Seager: The way that we tend to work overseas isThank you for your memorandum as well; I am just

wondering if you could summarise for us very briefly with Government departments, so primarily with
DFID, Defra and the Foreign and Commonwealthwhy the Agency is involved in development work?

Mr Bates: Under the Environment Act we have a OYce. The way that that tends to work in-country is
that we will work with an environmental adviser, andresponsibility to advise the Government on

sustainable development; part of the Government’s an example of that is the work that we are doing
currently inKenya,which has a specific environmentalsustainable development strategy relates to

international development and the environment in adviser in the field, and we are working with that
person as a project manager.that context. We have a small international

programme and we already work with other parts of
the Government on delivering on the development Q133 Chairman: This is an area you would like toagenda and within the Agency we are regarded as an expand in I understand; howwould that bemandated?important thing because of national to global Mr Bates: There are mixed feelings about this withinlinkages—the environment is one large entity after all. the Environment Agency. Generally we would like to

do more in this area if we could resource it. There are
concerns from parts of the Agency that we alreadyQ132 Chairman: Are you able to share your expertise

with governments abroad or do you share it with have labour shortages, it is diYcult to recruit
hydrologists and so on, so notwithstanding capacityNGOs abroad, what is that international link?

Mr Bates: The amount of international work that we constraints we, along with many agencies around the
Government, would like to do more to contribute todo is not very great, it is very much a small add-on to

our core responsibilities which are to do with being a this agenda. In factHilaryBenn, the Secretaryof State,
wrote to the Prime Minister in February asking for aregulator, a service provider and adviser about the
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greater mobilisation of the public sector around the advantage of various funding streams, because we are
not specifically funded through our owngrant in aid todevelopment agenda and of course, if we can, we

would like to respond to that, but there is a degree of do this kind of work. Therefore, funding has been an
issue for us. The dialogue has been around somecaution about going too far into this simply for

practical reasons. specific funding streams, for example in Defra there is
a scheme called Partners forWater and Sanitation, the
PAWS scheme, and in the FCO there is a thing calledQ134 Chairman: Yes. The work you do in the UK to
the Global Opportunities Fund, and we are able to doprotect the environment, how does that relate exactly
work in South Africa on the basis of that.With DFIDto the environmental work that you do overseas? Are
there has been an on-going dialogue with theiryou replicating the work you do here over there?
network of environmental advisers and it has reallyMr Bates: A lot of the issues are the same, to do with
been them that have steered us to specific prioritieswater management, floods, biodiversity. We are
in-country.already the biggest regulator in Europe so what we

have is the insight that a regulator has and a lot ofwhat
developing countries are trying to do with the Q138 Chairman: Are these advisers consultants or
environment is set up thenecessary regulatory capacity people actually working for DFID?
to have good environmental management systems, Mr Seager: These are DFID staV and there is a small
and that is where we can provide some assistance. network of environmental advisers within DFID,
MsTwelvetrees: Just to pick up your point about who some of whom are in place in-country and some of
we work with, we work with sister organisations whom are in head oYce. That is really how the work
overseas rather thanNGOs in particular, although we has started, it has been quite experimental for us and it
occasionally have worked with NGOs like the World really started after the World Summit on Sustainable
Wildlife Fund in Kenya. Our international Development when we asked some questions within
programme really has spanned a few years, starting oV our ownorganisation as towhatwe could andwhatwe
by building capacity in accession countries, so with should be doing to support international development
that it is really supporting them implement the newEU on the environment, and it has grown slowly, I would
legislation. We are working with sister organisations say, since then at a rate we find sustainable, both in
who are trying to do similar things to ourselves, but at termsof ourowncapacity but also atwhichweare able
various stages of development. Within Kenya, for to attract the funds to do this kind of work.
example, it is a fledgling environment authority, based
in Nairobi, but with district oYces. We work with Q139 Chairman: Do you find that your relationship
sister organisations and we do not necessarily withDFID is a positive one that is developing by leaps
replicate, we really demonstrate some of the and bounds or is it constrained by their capacity
approaches we have to regulation—monitoring, problems? We have heard that they only have 18
compliance, enforcement—and they are able to adopt environmentally tasked staV out of 3,000.
bits and adapt, and we work with them to adapt the MrSeager:First of all I would say that we have a very
bits that are useful for them depending on the context, good relationship with the network of DFID
because obviously accession countries are a diVerent environmental advisers.We are invited to their retreats
context to developing countries. and we have carried out training sessions for them on

UK environmental practice which I think have been
Q135 Chairman: You say you have a capacity well-received, and also we work with them in-country
problem, which we have covered a bit this morning; is as well. Our relationship with the existing network of
that also true in the governments that you work with environmental advisers is really good. What we have
overseas? How bad is the situation? observed over certainly the three years that we have
Mr Bates: There is a worldwide shortage of expertise been working with DFID is that there has been a
in these things and they are very subtle and complex progressive diminution of environmental capacity
issues to deal with on the ground. There is also a lot of within the organisation andwe are continuing towork
expertise, in our case we find a lot of it tied up in the with the environmental professionals that are left there
consultancy businesses, but it is generally diYcult to and we see a role for ourselves as UK environmental
lay hands on people who are well-qualified and adviser to provide the kind of advice that DFID may
experienced in this area. need on environmental issues.

Q136 Chairman: Are the rewards greater if you are a Q140 Chairman: In your memo you have highlighted
consultant than if you are a civil servant? the need to address the environmental impacts,
Mr Bates: Yes. particularly within middle income developing
Mr Vaizey: Apart from pensions. countries, which is for us, certainly those who served

on a timber inquiry, clearly a very important issue,
sustainable timber.Howdoyou seeDFID’s role in thisQ137 Chairman: You have mentioned working with

one or two other Government departments—DFID, and how can the environmental issues in middle
income countries be addressed?FCO andDefra particularly. How did this work come

about? Do they always approach you first, or do you Mr Bates: The primary focus of our memorandum
was on the close integration between environment andapproach them?

MrSeager: It has come about through a dialoguewith well-being of the poorest people where livelihoods are
most strongly dependent upon the condition of thethose diVerent Government departments and also

looking at how the Environment Agency could take environment around them—for food, for shelter, for
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fuel, whether it is forest, fisheries, soils, whether it is the responsibility for their own poor people and
redistributing wealth, or should we be acting directlyclimate, water resources, floods, droughts and so on,

so that is where we were putting our emphasis, aligned on the poor people in middle income countries? That
is, I suppose, a strategic question that I hope will bewith DFID’s core mission which is, rightly, poverty

reduction and trying, I suppose, to articulate as best we discussed in the forthcoming White Paper, but it is
probably not one for the Environment Agency exceptcould how strong that nexus is. Therefore, it should

form a larger part than it currently does of the core to reaYrm the validity of the question, which is that
there is an environment poverty nexus, both in the verypoverty reduction objectives that DFID has under the

International Development Act. For middle income poorest countries and still in middle income countries.
The problems are slightly diVerent though.countries the issue is a little bit more subtle because if

you takeChina—Ido not know if it counts as amiddle
income country yet—things like water resources are

Q142Mr Vaizey:You hinted at what the big questionlikely to become a constraint on its growth, and there
is. What would be your perception of how well DFIDwhat a body like the Environment Agency could do
incorporates environmental issues into its work?and what DFID might want to do if it is within its
Mr Bates: Our sense is that it is shooting up thescope of priorities to deal with middle income
agenda. In 2000 DFID published a document—andcountries in this way is to provide assistance on the
this was perhaps the prevailing view at the time—institutional basis for managing the environment. By
which said we will deal with poverty first and then wedefinition amiddle income country has started to have
will look after environment, as if environment was asuYcient resources of its own to invest in its own
kind of luxury good thatwould be something you onlycapacity and to maintain its own stock of
really did once you had solved the basic povertyenvironmental assets and natural capital and manage
problem. Since the World Summit on Sustainableit; what we might be able to do usefully is to share
Development, in DFID and in the developmenttechnical knowledge and essentially institutional
community as a whole, that world view hasinsights, but in a way there is a larger question there
deteriorated and given way to a view in whichabout where the priorities for development actually
environment and poverty, basic environmentalare. Is DFID primarily to focus on the very poor and
services andassets, are fundamentally linked towelfareimproving their welfare, in which case there is a very
outcomes. Theunderstanding is growing, it has not yetstrong case for an environmental poverty programme,
been operationalised fully and if we were to say whator is it—and this is completely legitimate as well—also
should be done here, there should be more emphasisinterested in the growth and well-being in middle
on a strategy that recognises the poverty environmentincome countries, especially the large number of poor
nexus, more resources—and I think the resourcespeople that there usually are in middle income
should flow fromthe strategy,we shouldnot just countcountries, so even if the average growth rate andGDP
the number of environmental advisers—and ask whatper capita in China is growing very impressively, there
is the focus of the development agenda, is it moreare still an awful lot of very poor people andwe should
resources and then more mechanisms? DFID and thebe concerned about them.
UK Government have many diVerent mechanisms to
influence, whether it is theWorld Bank, the European
Union or the United Nations and its own bilateralQ141 Chairman: Indeed. Is there a lack of continuity,
programmes, but it must start with a much stronger,if you like, in our policy? At the moment DFID’s
strategic view that the development outcomes, the corestrategy or primary duty is to alleviate poverty as I
objectives of DFID can only be achieved with the veryunderstand, which in the poorest countries means that
poorest people by having a very strong programmethe environmental impacts of marginal improvements
around forests, fisheries, water resources, resilience ofin wealth perhaps do not have a great impact, but
systems against drought, flood, soil quality, thewhen you get to the middle income countries that is
resilience of agricultural systems, all of which arewhen the problemsmay really begin. DoesDFID then
fundamental environmental systems that providewave goodbye to the environment at that point?
wealth and income to the very poorest people.MrBates: If the focuswas on the very poorest then the

environment andpoverty link is probably the strongest
there. It is the poorest that are most dependent on the

Q143 Mr Vaizey: In a sense you have answered myenvironment and themost threatened by changes to it,
next two questions because I was going to ask youas can be seen in East Africa at the moment—there is
what evidence you would be looking for that DFIDa terrible humanitarian catastrophe there driven by was taking the environment seriously. EVectively whatenvironmental pressures. It is the same acrossmuch of you are saying, if I can paraphrase, is that DFID doesAfrica and DFID has, rightly, a very strong focus on not have an environmental strategy and you want toAfrica. With middle income countries there is a see an environmental strategy.

strategic question about is the engagement that we Mr Bates: That is not quite what I would say. A lot of
have in the development process with poor countries good work has been done in this area and what we
or with poor people? If you take a country like China must not do is regard it as if nothing has been done.
or India, they now have quite a wealthy and growing
middle class, but they still have an awful lot of very
poor people living on below a dollar a day and Q144 Mr Vaizey: I am not saying that, what I am
therefore part of the process. There the question is saying is that it should be at the core of what DFID
should our aid engagement with a middle income does.At themoment thereare goodbits happeningbut

not being brought together.country be more about them taking more
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MrBates:That is right.What hashappened really over Q148 Mr Vaizey: I would not suggest that for a
minute, I am looking for it. In your memo you put thethe last couple of years has been an acceleration in the

number and quality of insight of statements— case for a more programme based approach to
bilateral aid when it comes to the environment and IGleneagles, the World Summit on Sustainable

Development and some of the follow-upon that—that just wondered why that was and what your concerns
are about direct budgetary support when it comes tohas started to make the case for this much more

strongly. The secretary of state has made some the environment.
excellent speeches in this area and there was a MrBates:There are lots of good arguments in favour,
publication in February on DFID’s approach to the and in countries where there is the capacity, where the
environment that shows greater clarity and a focus on human rights record is good, the governance is good,
this issue. What needs to happen now is for that there is no corruption and there are good fiduciary
rhetoric, those insights and those ideas to be taken and systems then budget support and the dialogue that
turned into strategy resources and mechanisms, and goes with it is clearly a good thing to do. It does not
the ideal opportunity to do that is the White Paper apply to that many countries, but even so the broad
which is in preparation for later this year. philosophy of a country-led approach has a lot to

recommend it; it is very, very important that countries
own the development agenda albeit through a toughQ145 Mr Vaizey: You are right, there are more
and challenging dialogue. What we are concernedresources going to DFID. The chairman mentioned
about is whether a very strong country-led approachthat there are only 18 environmental specialists within
perhaps has within it systematic biases for particular3,000 DFID oYcials, so presumably you would want
types of programme which would be, I suppose, fairlyto see in the uplifting of resources to DFID quite a lot
modular, project-specific: building schools, buildingof that going towards environmental measures.
hospitals and where there is a clear governmentMrBates: The Chancellor announced last week or the
department in charge of it, it has power and authorityweek before that that the newmoney that is coming in
to set up a strategy around health and education. Forwill roughlydouble fromfive billiona year to 10billion
some of the things that we are talking about thea year by 2013 if we meet the 0.7% GNI target; that is
responsibility in the government is very diVuse, it is nota five billion per year increase. The Chancellor also
always the case that the government is as focused onannounced a big education programme out of that
poverty reduction as we would like it to be and it maymoney.Hehasbeenquite forceful that that is a priority
be that the ambiguity in the millennium developmentand that is what some of that money will be spent on,
goals does not help either—they are much clearerand a similar sort of thing could be done with the
around the social programmes than they are aroundenvironment poverty nexus. I do not think it is a
the environmental programmes, so if a country’smatter of counting the number of environmental
poverty reduction strategy papers are developed fromadvisers, it really is about the strength of the strategy
the millennium development goals there may be a biasand focus that they have. A lot of people can work on
against addressing the environmental poverty nexusenvironment: the agricultural advisers, people dealing
there. I guess our concern is that a pure country-ledwith infrastructure work on environment, but it is
approach may steer the focus of development into aabout having clarity about the maintenance and
particular direction—a very important direction:sustenance of environmental assets and how
health and education—but it may leave theseimportant those are to development outcomes, and
important environmental and poverty connectionsthen channelling the resources into that focused
rather bereft and under-resourced. Therefore, instrategy which it would be great to see emerging in the
saying a programmatic approach—I think this is whatWhite Paper.
DFIDwould call a sectoral approach—we thoughtwe
could have a bit more of a focus from the DFID, theQ146 Mr Vaizey: Should DFID not just give you a UK Government or the multilateral institution sidechunk of money and say why not set up a proper that says this is important, we want to put resourcesinternational environment agency? into this, but also at the same time having a strong,Mr Bates: I do not think that would be right at all. country-led approach about what is exactly doneDFIDowns theMDGs, it owns the poverty agenda, it within those.owns the development relationship with governments.

We are happy to help but I think they own that agenda
and they own the relationship with governments, and Q149MrVaizey:They are going in theother direction,
they have a much greater insight than we have into they are going towards more a country-led approach.
the— Mr Bates: That is again a question for the White

Paper. In some places and some countries a good,
country-led approach works, and the extremeQ147 Mr Vaizey: They could contract with you to do
examples of that, pure budget support or even debtmore of the fieldwork.
relief, there is a good case for doing that. In otherMr Bates: That is right, and to some extent our small
places where the government’s capacity is weak, theenvironmental international programmedoes that in a
objectives that are transmitted through themillenniumnascent way. It would be good to get us onto a more
development goals are vague, then you can see whystrategic footing so that we were embedded in a wider
these issues would not be addressed as much as thestrategy about environmental development as was
poverty and development outcomeswould justify, andarticulated in the White Paper, but I do not think we
therefore it needs a bit of a push from our side. Aare here looking for a grab of turf or a piece of action

as the Environment Agency. programmatic approach means that we on our side
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have clear views about what kind of things could be African countries is that there is no shortage of
done, that we havemarshalled the expertise necessary, examples of unsustainable water use practices, and in
that we have a cadre of advisers and technocrats that many cases there are some real conflicts that we have
understand what should be done, we have a observed in diVerent kinds of water uses, not only
community of interests and so on. between human uses but also the conflict between the

environment and human exploitation of the water
resource. In South Africa where we have been able toQ150 Mr Vaizey: Could I ask finally about your
come in is to get them to think about how you engagesuggestion of creating concessionary finance
stakeholders, what kind of ways you might need toinstruments, what you mean by that and an example
have a proper dialogue about those conflicts in waterof how they would work?
use and how those resources can be partitioned, whatMr Bates: A concessionary finance instrument is a
kind of pricing structures you might need—there is adiVerent way of giving a grant, it is a way of leveraging
very good example in South Africa where basicallyadditional spend through loans, so something like the
there is provision for free basic water which is a smallGlobal Environmental Facility is a concessionary
amount for all families and over and above that therefinance mechanism and this goes on all the time. If we

can blend grant finance with harder loan finance, then is a pricing tariV in relation to the use. There is a
we might be able to leverage much better number of diVerentmechanisms thatwe are looking at
environmental outcomes for the money that goes in, and working with the South Africans on and we hope
and that is something that most multilateral to continue thatwork as they roll out their programme
institutions would attempt to do and most project of catchment management agencies, which is
finances would attempt to do. something we are working very closely with them on

because, obviously, here in Europe we are rolling out
our own Water Framework Directive across 25Q151 David Howarth: You have mentioned water
Member States in Europe and there is a lot ofseveral times already, you started to talk about
reciprocal learning and experience sharing that can gohydrologists andwater and I would like to concentrate
on to help. So it is very much at that kind of level,on that area just for a while since it is an area where
developing the close, responsive relationships with theyou have got considerable expertise. I wondered to
organisations there, allowing their oYcials to comestart with how your expertise could be put to use in
over to theUK toworkwith us, to experience what wedevelopment projects abroad.

Mr Bates: I will bring John in a minute, but it is really do, allowing for our staV to go over there to workwith
because at the heart of it theproblems thatwe face here them. It is that kind of hand-holding relationship that
in the UK are similar in some ways to the problems we are trying to develop there.
that are faced everywhere. We have a certain amount
of water resources, we have abstraction, we have
diVerent users—whether it is agriculture or the power Q152 David Howarth: Clearly, you think that the UK
sector or drinking water—we have changing approach to water resourcemanagement is applicable,
precipitation, we are getting wetter winters and drier that was your starting point, to other countries. Do
summers, so we are beginning to face all these issues. you think you have persuaded DFID of that basic
We have a very strong and I think very well-organised, point?
well-engineered regulatory framework for water that Dr Seager: First of all, yes, the UK approach has got
includes Ofwat, it includes us, it includes the duties on a lot to oVer. We are not working specifically with
the water companies, and in a sense we deliver quite a DFID on water resource issues at the moment, but
good water system. I am the first to say it is far from certainly my discussions with environmental advisers
perfect, with toomany leaks and a hosepipe ban in the convince me that they are very aware of the need for
Thames, but it is not a disaster; the equivalent inAfrica sustainable water resource use management
means crops do not grow and people potentially die. approaches. They have set up a Water Forum in the
So I think we have some concepts and ideas about UK which I think has been very beneficial to bringwater that do translate to other countries. John, have together UK stakeholders and expertise on waterwe done a water—

issues, they work closely with the World WaterDrSeager:Wehave; in factwe aredoing one right now
Forum, which again is working very much at thein SouthAfrica.We are working with theDepartment
sustainable water resource use issues, so they are veryfor Water AVairs there and what we are very keen to
well aware of it. The problem they quite often find isdo is to try and change some of the focus to more
that when you actually go into the countriesintegrated solutions for water resource management.
themselves the issues around water are quite often notA lot of the emphasis in developing countries so far has
articulated in poverty reduction strategy plans, andbeen on achievement on the water and sanitation
therefore that makes it quite diYcult for DFID tomillennium development goal, and whilst that is
allocate specific funding because the countries are notimportant because obviously it improves the quality of
identifying that themselves. I think there is an issuelife for people, there are economic benefits and
there.certainly health benefits, that has to be done in a
Mr Bates: It is very political too, there are importantsustainable way and therefore I think where we can
property rights at stake. People own abstraction rightscome in as an organisation is to try and help countries
or are unwilling to give them up, so it is not ato think about what integrated water resource
straightforward technocratic issue. It might be one ofmanagement actually looks like on the ground.

Certainly our experience in South Africa and other the reasons why it does not feature as heavily as it
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might in some country-led approaches, because it response. It is worth saying that although there is a lot
brings out somevery, very thornyquestionsaboutwho of focus on climate change, even if the climate were
owns the water. absolutely stable and there was no climate change

there would still be huge environmental challenges to
face around water resources, unsustainableQ153DavidHowarth:Youmention in yourmemo the
abstraction, conflicts over abstraction from river,astonishing figures about India where more than 250
especially trans-boundary rivers, and so on. Climatekm3 of water are abstracted for irrigation but only 150

km3are being replenished, there is an enormous deficit. change just takes all those problems and makes them
That raises the question which you are getting onto as an order worse and more diYcult to deal with. In
to how you can prevent this happening in other fairness, we in the UK are only now coming to think
countries, so that as Africa develops it does not about our own response to climate change as it applies
produce the same sort of problem.You say it is not just to water resources, floods, drought and so on and it is
a technical issue. only now that we in the UK and I suppose the world
Mr Bates: It is certainly not just a technical issue and community as a whole is gearing up to address the
whilst we think there are lessons to be learned from the impact and adaptation requirements that there are for
underlying approach that we have to water resources climate change. It is not surprising that they have not
in the UK, you can only take those lessons so far. got a big embedded programme on this, but again it is
There are strong politics involved in this and in some something that would be great to see signalled as a
places there is almost no control over abstraction strategy in the White Paper.
rights and, in fact, encouragement for unsustainable
abstraction with the rise of cheap electric pumps that
farmers can just plug into groundwater or rivers which Q157 David Howarth: Coming to another big
is really causing abstraction to become quite chaotic. controversy in the water area, going back to the
It is somethingwhere the property rights are very, very millenniumdevelopment goals aboutwater, theway in
valuable and they have to be allocated very carefully, which this is being brought about in policy terms is
with good democracy and governance, no corruption often by the privatisation of water. It is enormouslyand so on. So it does present some fairly mighty controversial and NGOs say this does not work, itchallenges.

certainly does help poor people and there are
diYculties that the companies are finding themselves

Q154 David Howarth: In the absence of an eVective and people are withdrawing from privatisation
licensing systemfor abstraction, youare saying it could projects.When it comes to, specifically, water resource
be part of the whole problem. management, themanagement of catchments and that
Mr Bates:Yes, because if you do not have a licensing sort of thing, what is your view? Is privatisation ansystem or some sort of system for controlling appropriate method, or what else can be done?abstraction, some sort of system for putting a price on

Mr Bates: It is not one of those areas where we havewater, then you will reach those sorts of unsustainable
an Environment Agency view as it applies topositions that we have seen in India and China and
development, it is a little bit of a stretch for us.many developing countries, and going from where we
Obviously, we support the basic framework of waterare now into a situation where water resources are
resources management in the UK which involves a lotmanaged sustainably, with clear allocation of property
of private sector entities; the key thing about them isrights, proper pricing of the resources, suitable
that they work within a quite strongly regulatedinfrastructure for collection and distribution and
framework and they are regulated by us, themanagement of waste water—it is a huge challenge
Environment Agency, and they are also regulated byand I guess that is what we are saying here. Once you
Ofwat which has a strong influence on tariV structure,articulate that challenge, add in the climate change
on connection policy and all the rest of it, so if onewerefactor on top of it, you have got a really huge
to translate those insights it is not so much thedevelopment challenge here and it needs to be faced
ownership of the company and the assets that iswith a really strong strategic approach, it cannot just
important—and public sector companies do not havebe done in a piecemeal, ad hoc way.
a fantastic track record either—it is the regulatory and
institutional framework, it is the objectives, the legalQ155 David Howarth: The climate change challenge is
basis that those water companies, private sector orenormous for water resources, especially in poorer
public sector, operate within. There is an argument,countries.
one of themost persuasive arguments of privatisation,Mr Bates: That is right.
about separating the regulatory and political aspects
from the delivery aspects, and having delivery placedQ156 David Howarth: Do you think DFID is giving
in the hands of private sector companies whothis highest priority to reflect climate change on water
essentially do what they are told to meet objectives setresources?
by regulators and legislation, whereas in the past it hasMr Bates: Again, the statements and the thinking are
been a little bit more corporatist than blurred and inbeginning to line up around this, and it is certainly
the UK it serves us particularly well. Without wantingacknowledged and there is certainly a lot of noise
to come down pro-privatisation or anti-privatisation,about climate change in DFID at the moment, rightly
what we would say is that the emphasis should be onso. That needs to be taken and crystallised into a really
the regulatory framework and it is probably of lesserstrong strategy, backed with resources and

mechanisms that will actually deliver a sensible importance to actually own the assets.
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Q158 David Howarth:How do you see the experience demand in accession countries for us to share our
around the world? I do not know whether you take a technical expertise to help implement the EU
view on this, but what you are implying is that if you legislation, and then post the Johannesburg Summit
clarify the proper regulatory structure you are going to again working with the Government and with
get outcomes which are not necessarily desirable, but organisations like the Foreign and Commonwealth
on the other hand if you do not privatise you are going OYce who have identified that we might be a good
to get the confusion that we used to have, as you partner, for example, in South Africa to link up with
mentioned, and that does not seem desirable either. the Department of Environmental AVairs and
What are the success stories and the non-success Tourism to help build capacity on environmental
stories that you have come across? enforcement. If you look at the millennium
Mr Bates: You may be taking us a little beyond our development goals and the targets from the
competence to help theCommitteewith that one, to be Johannesburg Summit—one of them for example is
honest. The way you expressed it is right and it is clear the integrated water resource plan by 2005—some of
that a pure private sector laissez faire approach to a our expertise that we have touched on around
basic good like water where actually the distributional integrated water resource management can contribute
objectives that a governmentwould have are at least as towards, in a very small way, achievement of IWRM
important as the eYciency objectives, is not going to but also perhaps working with NGOs like Water Aid
work unless it is embedded in a strong regulatory who are also trying to adopt a community water
framework. John mentioned the tariV structure that is resource management approach, and they have asked
used in South Africa and there is a good argument for our support in developing guidelines in country, so
there for a social tariV with escalating costs for each they obviously have a big commitment towards
marginal block of water that is used; that would be a meeting some of the targets on water and sanitation in
good proformapolicy, but a private sector entity is not the MDG recognition. Around the kind of
necessarily going to determine that on its own, in its environmental governance targets which the FCO
own interests—it may do, it may not do, and that is tend to own we can make a contribution in terms of
where a government which is trying to secure wider institutional strengthening of environmentalpublic policy objectives needs to have a regulatory organisations in countries that the Foreign andframework in which those entities would work.

Commonwealth OYce has prioritised for sustainable
development. It is therefore across the board that we

Q159 David Howarth: As the final question on this, can contribute.
would you recommend to developing countries the
sort of water regulation that we have, with separation

Q161MrCaton:Where do you see the funding comingof the price regulation, the environmental regulation
from? Is it the governmental departments you areand the drinking water quality regulation—we have
already working with and have mentioned, or could itthree diVerent bodies each focused on one particular
go further than that?aspect of the policy—or would you favour the more

integrated approach? Mr Bates:We are given money for specific purposes,
Mr Bates: I would be hesitant, we would all be to provide the regulatory support for particular pieces
hesitant, to have one recommendation for all of legislation to build flood barriers and flood
circumstances and in a sense you have to take account resilience and to provide advice. As an agency we can
of the institutional structures that are already in place, only spend the money that we are granted through the
it does not necessarily work by going in with a spending agreements and so on, onwhat we have been
regulatory and institutional scorched earth policy— given it to do, so the programme that we have had so
rebuild it inour image and allwill bewell. Iwould have far has sought external funding and in the
amuchmore flexible approach, but I still think we can EnvironmentAgency there is a unit that seeks external
bring insights and we are facing problems all the time funding for this kind of work. We have found funds
about the integration of diVerent objectives. It is no from a variety of sources for doing this sort of work,
secret that the Water Framework Directive presents includingDFID but also including the FCO and some
enormous challenges to us, to get that right, so I think others as well. That is a pattern that would have to
we can bring insight but we should not just come in continue, we cannot divert money that has been given
with “This is the answer”. to us for one purpose and use it for another.
David Howarth: Thank you.

Q162 Mr Caton: You mentioned just now, MsQ160 Mr Caton: Can we go back to something we
Twelvetrees, and in your memorandum the questionhave touched on already which is your agency’s
that you are looking to develop capacity-building inpotential role in tying this together, the environment
thedevelopingworldwhere you areworking. Is that allagenda and the development agenda? You describe
that you would do, or would you see yourselves atyourself in the memorandum as a “potential valuable
some time actually managing projects?partner and source of expertise to support the
Ms Twelvetrees: We are managing a project withinachievement of international targets”.Howwould you
Kenya—and John can say a bitmore about that—andlike to see your development role grow?
we have a fulltime project manager based in KenyaMsTwelvetrees:We have talked about our capacity in
who is a staVmember and he is leading the programmeterms of the Environment Agency, we cannot just
of work capacity-building within the Nationalexpand exponentially.Our international work iswhere

we have grown from, a few years ago, quite a strong Environment Management Authority in Nairobi.
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Mr Bates:We could do an awful lot more if we could oYcers who go out and provide the expertise where
necessary. Basically what we are doing is workingwithfind the resources, not just the financial resources but

if we could find the people and we could free them up. the National Environmental Management Authority,
which is our sister environmental protection authorityWe could expand this programme quite considerably,

but we have to balance the financial and the human there, to help them to solve some of the regulatory
problems that they are now facing. For example, weresources, make sure we have the right expertise, make

sure they can cycle in and out of jobs in the UK are focusing on environmental impact assessment
methodology, waste water regulation, solid wasteEnvironment Agency. It would be a very good thing

for us, it would be very attractive to our staV and our regulation and environmental incident management,
those are the four things that we are moving forwardexperts for them to acquire that sort of experience and

that sort of perspective and to take the experience and with them on. Our approach is very much to build a
close relationship with their staV; two of their staVperspective that they have and use it in a place where

the need is obviously very great. The manner of that members have spent periods of three months with us
here in the UK, we are providing experts to work withexpansion it is too early for us to say and I suppose

Hilary Benn’s letter of 16 February to the Prime them on the ground to develop their policies and their
procedures, the guidance that they need and theMinister signalled that they want to do more of this,

and that is a good thing which we would wish to training to support that guidance. It is very much
hands-on, what does regulation actually look like onsupport. I do not think we would wish to be too

aggressively pushing it. the ground?We talked about regulation earlier on and
our experience is that a lot of these countries have the
legislation but they do not actually have muchQ163 Mr Caton: Thinking of DFID’s objectives, do
experience of operating a regulatory system. We haveyou think there is a role for you in disseminating best
a lot of experience that we can oVer to those countriespractice actually within that department?
to help them do that kind of thing in practice.Mr Bates:We have to be driven by need, whether it is

the training and insights we provide to DFID’s
environmental advisers, which is one cadre of people Q165 Mr Caton: Thank you very much, that is very

useful. You have also been working in Tanzania andthat we can work with, whether we could do more in
country or with the multilateral institutions. There are would like to continue to do so, but no longer have the

resources. Where would you look for further fundingmany possible ways we could be involved in doing this
providing we can square the resources. to carry out the work that you want to do?

Dr Seager:We are very keen—and this is something
that we have spoken to DFID about—on this notionQ164 Mr Caton: You just mentioned Kenya; can you
of (to use a jargon word) self-learning, ensuring thattell us about the PEAK project in Kenya, how it came
the benefits that accrue from these kinds ofabout and was it a Kenyan initiative or was it a donor
relationships in one country are extended to others.country initiative, and how and why did the Agency
We would be very keen to make sure that the learningget involved?
that has been done with the Kenyan environmentDr Seager: The idea was conceived back in 2002 and
agency is also extended to the Tanzanian environmentthis was at a time when there was a lot of concern in
agency because they are pretty much at the same stageKenya about land allocation in forest reserves which
of development, they have pretty much the same sortwere basically uncontrolled and there did not seem to
of needs, but because of the diVerent countries’be any way that civil society could really articulate
strategies we are unable to attract funding for a similartheir views and have an impact on what was
kind of work in Tanzania, although we did earlier onhappening. That was really the thing that triggered the
do a training programme with the NationalUK Government through DFID, and also the Dutch
Environmental Management Council there, theirGovernment was concerned about this and were
environment agency, which was a one-oV trainingprepared to commit funds to it. In 2003 there was a
programme that was funded in that case by thechange of government and an opening up of
Foreign and Commonwealth OYce. We are still verygovernment which really provided the basis then for
keen on trying to find funding mechanisms forlooking at a programme of environmental governance
extending the benefits of thework thatwe are doing onand improving capacity within Kenya, and that was
the ground, and there certainly are wider benefits to bereally how PEAK came together. It was a political
gained within the east African community and alsoopportunity coupledalsowith thepassing ofanewand
wider benefits to be gained through sharing some ofmajor piece of legislation inKenya, theEnvironmental
our work in South Africa with other parts of AfricaManagement and Co-ordination Act, which for the
too.first time provided a platform for some proper

environmental protection regulation. We were asked
to come in really as a consequence of the dialogue that Q166 Mr Caton: Do you ever see yourselves working

independently for the Government or would it alwayswe had been having with environmental advisers in
Kenya because I think they saw an opportunity for us be in partnership with a Government department?

Dr Seager: We have been very clear about ourto get involved specifically on capacity-building and
environmental compliance and regulation. That is the international programme objectives, that we are

advisers to the Government here in the UK onstrand of the project that we are working with now. It
is a separate project, we are managing that project and environmental issues and we also see ourselves as

advisers to the UK Government in its internationalwe have an Environment Agency staV member on the
ground inNairobi supported by Environment Agency sustainable development objectives. That is really the
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way that we are defining our strategy, that we are there Government is very keen on putting money into
PEAK and we will be working with them throughto support government objectives on international

development. The two areas that we feel and our DFID to make sure that that money is properly
channelled into the project.directors feel that we can add most value to are

capacity-buildingwith sister environmental protection
institutions and also support to water management Q168 Chairman: Do you see yourselves as being in

competition with environmental consultancies doingwok, those are the two areas thatwe have agreed, all of
which will be in the context of the UK Government’s similar work, or would you actually be in a position to

compete with them?international objectives.
Mr Caton: Thank you very much. Mr Bates: We have a unique role and, unlike many

other consultancies who tend to advise, we really help
from our experience on the ground, we are very muchQ167 Chairman:Does the increased demand for your

services come directly from the British Government a hands-on regulatory kind of body, and that is the
experience really that we want to share with others. Itthrough its departments, or do you receive direct

approaches from the governments of developing is not to go to these countries, do studies and write
reports which are left with the organisation, wecountries?

Mr Bates: So far this has come very much from UK actually look toworkwith those staV and to genuinely
exchange know-how on the ground with those staV.Government. We have not yet been approached

specifically by other governments to do consultancy That is really our approach and the evidence so far is
that that is beginning to work because it is the staVwork for them, and I think that would probably be

outside our remit. What I would say though is that themselves who are actually finding solutions to the
problems. We are helping them, but they are owningthere are opportunities for several donors within

countries that we areworkingwith to provide funding, the problems and it is that commitment andownership
thatwe are trying to get on the groundwith those staV.and I think in those cases, provided that the UK

Government is involved, there is no reason why we Chairman: Thank you very much for your very
thorough evidence this morning, it has been verycould not work with other donors on work that is

related to DFID’s objectives. That is actually welcome, and I amsurewewill have a very good report
as a result of it.happening at the moment in Kenya where the Dutch

Witness:DrLindaWaldman,Fellow in theKnowledge, Technology and Society team, Institute ofDevelopment
Studies, gave evidence.

Q169 Chairman: Good morning, Dr Waldman, it is Q170Chairman:Whatwouldyou identify as themajor
current trends in aid and development and does thevery good to see you this morning. Could I apologise

for the fact that at half past 11 I will have to leave and environment feature strongly enough in those trends,
would you say?at that point I will askMr Caton to continue chairing

the meeting. Could I ask you to just give us a bit of Dr Waldman: If I can answer that question from a
background about what IDS does—I hope you do not somewhat more personal perspective than from an
mind those initials. IDS perspective. From my experience the main trend

has continued to be a kind of economicmodernisationDr Waldman: Sure. IDS is the Institute for
Development Studies, it is based at the University of process within development. I would say that

environment doesnot feature very strongly in that and,Sussex and it was founded in 1966. Its overall aim is to
understand the world, to explain it and to attempt to in fact, possibly even is disadvantaged by that trend to

a large extent.influence it for the benefit of disadvantaged,
marginalised, poor people. It has threemain principles
or three main areas in which it works which are

Q171 Chairman: I think you have published researchresearch—we have a team of about 80 research
on how the environment has been incorporated intoFellows—education—we do a lot of training and
the Poverty Reduction Strategies and I think thatteaching, primarily to postgraduate students at
research has been funded by DFID, amongst others.Masters and PhD level—and communication—we

have a lot of communication programmes to Dr Waldman: Yes.
disseminate information about development, about
research around development, around ideas,

Q172 Chairman: From your experience, howexperiences, case studies and so forth. Within our
important are environmental issues to DFID?research sector we have a number of research teams

looking at diVerent issues. We have a participation Dr Waldman: That is a diYcult question for me to
answer because my relationship with DFID has beenteam that looks primarily at issues of participation in

processes of governance, in processes of development. with people in the environment sector and for those
people it has been very important. For country oYcersWe have a governance team. I am part of a team that

is called Knowledge, Technology and Society which that I have spoken to it has been very important. My
experience has not beenwithDFIDas awhole.Withinstems out of an earlier environment team looking

largely at environmental issues, sustainable the sector that I have worked with DFID I have seen
them as being very concerned about the issues andlivelihoods, dams, water, vaccines, health and so forth.
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taking it as a central role. Iwould not be able to answer other way round, they are driven by the donors.When
you say it is country-owned it genuinely is country-that question from the perspective of DFID as a

whole. owned, and being country-owned is one thing but is it
owned by that country’s government or do you think
the poorest in the country get a voice?Q173 Chairman: You may not be able to answer this
Dr Waldman: Absolutely. The answer is yes, no andfrom what you were saying. In terms of the
yes. They are intended to be country-owned butDepartment’s funding of development projects at that
because you are designing them in order to accesslevel are you able to get a picture of how important
money run by the IMF and the World Bank they arethey think the environment is?
heavily influenced by the demands of the IMF and theDr Waldman: Again, I have to specify that my
World Bank. There are Joint Strategy Assessments inexperience is selective and I do not have an overviewof
which these PRSP papers are assessed by internationalthe whole of what DFID is funding in terms of
funding institutions in order to see whether they areenvironmental programmes and issues. Certainly in
appropriate to loan money to. Yes, they are country-my experience what I have come across is a willingness
owned but what that means in practice is often a veryto fund research into environmental issues both for the
strong influence from donors andWorld Bank expertsproject I have been involved in in PRSPs, to fund
sitting on the teams that are writing these documents,follow-up research on those issues, and to try to
so quite a strong influence. In terms of who owns themunderstand the issues inmore depth. I amawarewithin
within the countries, again there is a huge discrepancyIDS there is a very large climate change programme
but it often tends to be government orientated. InwhichDFID is part of aswell.Again, I have to say that
Ghana, when we were doing research there, thewithin my experience I have come across a willingness
Ghanaian Parliament saw it as a funding documentto engage in issues, to understand issues, to fund issues
between the government and the World Bank and notand to explore issues, but I have to stress that my
muchmore than that. InVietnam,whenweweredoingexperience is limited to a segment of DFID.
research there, they were seen largely as funding
documents and as secondary to the five year and 10Q174MrVaizey:Could you tell us a bit about PRSPs.
year government plans around development.Can you tell us how they came about and what sort of

points they cover? How central are they to donor
activity in poorer countries? Q178 Mr Vaizey: So in a sense what you are saying,
Dr Waldman: PRSPs came about towards the end of and what was going to be my next question, is this is
the 1990s and they are, in a sense, a replacement for the really just a diVerent way of getting grants. Do you
Structural Adjustment Programmes which the World think that they have changed the nature of the projects
Bank and IMF advocated before PRSPs. As a result that are funded?
of increasing criticism of structural adjustment and its Dr Waldman: Many critics would say that. Many
negative eVects on poor countries, PRSPs were an critics of PRSPs would argue that these are just new
attempt to shift to a more participatory style of ways of introducing neo-liberal macroeconomic
country governance. They were an attempt to move strategies as suggested by the World Bank.
from Structural Adjustment Programmes, which were Interestingly, when I was doing my research, and that
dictated by theWorld Bank and IMF, to development was very much my starting position, some people said
programmes which are designed by the country quite strongly, “No, we do have a role in this. They
governments themselves in which not just the have opened up spaces for us. They are more country-
governments but citizens, people, have much more of owned than you are imagining them to be”. In Ghana
a vested interest and a role in determining what the and Uganda that was my experience. Yes, they are
initiatives are going to be for development, and how directed and being influence by all of those above, but
poverty will be structured. They are designed as people within those countries are starting to say, “No,
country-led and country-owned development plans. they are also ours”. In terms of environment issues, as
They are crucially important if countries wish to access I try to show in my report, they have opened up a
the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Initiative— whole series of spaces. Some of those spaces have been
HIPC. You cannot access that fund for loans without more successful in getting environmental issues on the
a PRSP or an interim PRSP. agenda and some less. Certainly within three of the

countries we researched—Uganda, Ghana and
Honduras—if something is not in a PRSP it is notQ175 Mr Vaizey: EVectively they are very central to
likely to be done. With all the constraints that I havedonor activity?
just mentioned they are still vitally important and theyDr Waldman: Absolutely. Sorry, I did not answer
have opened up some spaces to get environmentalthat part.
issues at least on to the discussion tables within
governments.Q176Mr Vaizey: They pretty much cover everything?

Dr Waldman: Yes. They are very central and they
pretty much cover everything. They are often Q179MrVaizey:What is the thinkingabout the future
produced under extremely tight pressures. of PRSPs? Are they going to stay and is that a good

thing or a bad thing?
Dr Waldman: That is a good question. They are bothQ177 Mr Vaizey: You indicated in your answer that

they are country-owned, which gives the impression in bad and good in a range ofways. They requiremassive
country investment. The energy that goes into PRSPs,eVect that they are driven by the recipient country, but

one’s instinct would be probably that actually it is the asUgandawill show, isphenomenal.Notonly are they
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produced every three years, they are reviewed every a very kind of apolitical, very easy approach to
environment. After nine years of negotiating aroundyear, there are Joint Strategy Assessments, and there

are massive bureaucratic procedures that go with environmental issues we are starting to get alternative
messages in terms of the Ugandan PRSP which isthem. I do not know if they will stay long-term in the

format that they currently are. There has been huge saying not only do poor people possibly denigrate the
environment, they might also make a positivecriticism of them; you have to invest a huge amount

into them.Ultimately one of the criticisms of PRSPs is contribution to it. Industry might make a negative
contribution, elites, often government supportersthat they become a list and you have a list of priorities,

300 items on your list, and they are not ranked and might have timber concessions and might be making
negative impacts on the environment. Only after ninehow do we then decide what is important within that.

Mr Vaizey: Cool. years of engagement are we starting to see a more
politicised message come into the Ugandan PRSPs.
We can see the same with Ghana and Vietnam, andQ180 Mr Caton: You have mentioned your work on
more so in the case of Honduras which is a slightlyhow environmental considerations are incorporated
diVerent case. Often when messages of environmentalinto PRSPs but how important is it that it should
degradation get into PRSPs they are very simplistic,happen, how well is it happening and what are the
very apolitical, very technical, and it is only throughconsequences if the environment is not in there?
a process of engagement that those messages start toDr Waldman: I will take them one at a time. How
change and we start to hear alternativeimportant is it that it should happen? There are two
understandings of what might be going on in theanswers to that. One of them is that from the donor
environment. That gets them in and gets somethingside, from the World Bank and IMF, environment is
in, but once they are in, as I was saying earlier, PRSPone of the issues that they wish to see in PRSPs but
documents are seen as a list, 300 items, and when youit is not a crucial issue, in fact it is fairly low on the
are in the ministry of finance in Ghana, Uganda orWorld Bank’s and IMF’s list of criteria and list of
Honduras, how do you choose between protectingshowing results. From in-country experience often in
the wetlands or putting up a new hospital, or betweenthe first PRSP or the interim PRSP, which usually
allowing a factory to happen or some plants to grow?comes before the PRSP, there is very little
Inevitably when we get to budgeting andenvironmental stuV. Surveys have shown that often
implementation that is where environment tends tothe first PRSP barely mentions it, if at all. Vietnam
drop oV the agenda for a whole range of reasons.had two pages on it in theirs. Often it is a fairly
Where environment does tend to come through incursory add-on. As PRSPs have evolved, and
developing countries is in small projects which areUganda is a particular case in this, so within countries
donor funded rather than in government incentives toboth government ministries involved in
push environmental issues. In Uganda environmentalenvironmental issues and NGOs and civil society
NGOs and CSOs constantly pointed to the minisculeorganisations have taken stronger and stronger
proportion of government funding that went topositions on this and have become more and more
environmental issues and said, “We don’t trust theinvolved in seeking to ensure that environmental
government to continue to support environmentalissues are in PRSPs, are maintained in PRSPs, and
issues when we move to basket funding” because thedebate is starting to happen around that. I am afraid
demands on government are so much bigger.I have forgotten the next two questions.

Q182 Chairman: Is that because the governments areQ181 Mr Caton: I think you have partly answered
always under pressure to increase trade, increasethem. How well is it working? What are the
foreign exchange and so on, that the environment isconsequences if we do not get that in there?
not seen as a mechanism for doing that even thoughDrWaldman: The best example of environment being
you could actually put a price on it?integrated into PRSPs comes fromUganda which has
Dr Waldman: Absolutely. Within all of thesenow done three PRSPs, so a nine year process. What
governments, people doing EIAs, people inwe see is a consistent sophistication of the messages
environmental protection agencies, are underand an attempt to grapple more seriously with
pressure to permit the building of factories onenvironmental issues. As a previous speaker was
wetlands or to allow anything that will increasesaying, environmental issues are often not just
country revenue, which is one of the demands of thetechnical issues, or water is not just a technical issue,
World Bank in order to allow continued HIPC relief.they are often politicised. What we tend to see in first
There is a tension between needing to meetgeneration PRSPs is a very apolitical, very neutral
environmental demands, which is low on the Worldimage of environment given. The messages that are
Bank’s and IMF’s agenda, and needing to showoften given are that the environment is being
increased country revenue, so there is that as well. Ofdegraded, better technology, better maintenance,
course, there is the very simple fact that governmentsbetter monitoring processes, better impact
have limited resources and hard choices to make and,assessments, better infrastructure will help us to stop
unfortunately, environment tends to lose out in thosethat degradation or, alternatively, the environment is
positions. In Vietnam there is a slightly diVerentbeing degraded because poor people rely on it so
scenario where, in fact, the government’s position onheavily. In a sense there are two messages. One is
environment is on of using it in order to createbetter modernisation, better infrastructure will help
economic growth for the short-term that is going tous improve the environment or we need to change

poor people’s lifestyles to improve the environment, result in environmental degradation and once we
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have economic growth then we can begin to invest Dr Waldman: It is very hard to tell because Uganda
is quite advanced in terms of PRSPs, partly becauseback into the environment. That is a slightly more

extreme model but a similar thing with the Uganda produced a national planning document
prior to the introduction of PRSPs and when PRSPsenvironment being the base for economic growth and

little more than that. were introduced it encourage the World Bank to
accept its PRSP. Uganda is the most advanced
example of PRSPs. Many of the others have not

Q183 Mr Caton: Another quick perhaps two-part developed in the same kind of way. There does seem
question, I am afraid. You have mentioned that the to be a trend in which increasing involvement in
IMF and World Bank indicate things they want to PRSPs does lead to increasing sophistication of the
see in a PRSP but is there any formal process of ways in which environmental issues are discussed, but
drawing up a PRSP and is there guidance in doing that is not always the case. In Ghana there was an
so? That is the first one. The second is, is there any interim PRSP and then a PRSP and because of the
requirement for environmental considerations to be lack of environmental issues in that it was
included? complemented with a strategic environmental
Dr Waldman: Yes, there are formal processes for assessment which did have a number of advantages.
drawing up PRSPs and they are often done with It definitely increased intergovernmental
templates, with advice and support and help from the departmental relationships, communications, an
World Bank and the IMF. Linked to that—there is awareness about environment, some civil society
a term for it which I forget oVhand—there is a action around environmental issues, but it isolated or
process of showing annually how you have met some marginalised all the alternative understandings of
of the targets within the PRSP and that is linked to environmental problems so it perpetuated a kind of
your next tranche of HIPC relief funding, so if you technical apolitical image of the environment. In
have not met certain requirements your tranche of some cases that has happened, but not always.
funding might be somewhat reduced. Yes, there are
very clear budgetary incentives to meet those

Q186 Ms Barlow: Does the actual process ofdemands and they can be conflicting. Because they
preparing PRSPs suVer from a lack of environmentalare produced by committees, they are produced very
and regulatory capacity within governments inquickly, you can have two priorities written in which
developing countries?may well be contradictory and work in opposite

ways. Dr Waldman: Yes, very much so. In fact, that
happens throughout the whole process, not just in the
preparation but in the budgeting and implementation

Q184 Mr Caton: Is the environment in there as an phases as well. What you tend to find is that
absolute requirement? environmental agencies tend to be what I call weaker
Dr Waldman: It tends to appear in PRSPs as what agencies in that they have got less funding, less
is called mainstreamed. It is supposed to feature in technical experience often, less access to donors and
all aspects of the PRSP. So if you are talking about less clout within government. We came across a
economic growth, about health, about education, you number of very clear examples where some agencies,
are supposed to have environment within it. Most of often ones that one would link to environment, such
the countries have experimented with diVerent ways as the ministry of agriculture and the ministry of land
of bringing environmental issues in. Uganda, for and forestry, were very strong departments, often
example, initially had it as an add-on approach, “We with a lot of international donors working in the
will have the world plus environment”, and then it departments providing technical expertise with
moved on to a more mainstreamed approach trying spending power often funded outside the country and
to integrate it into everything and in its most recent with prominence within government, and they were
PRSP it is both mainstreamed and a sectoral in a position to very quickly and very easily adapt
approach in its own right. There it has a very strong their plans to PRSPs. They were in a position in
environmental presence. Honduras has gone in the which they could quite easily avoid looking at the
opposite way, it started oV with a sector commission environment. Someone in Uganda from one of these
directly focused on environmental issues but with the departments said, “We do agriculture and, well,
change in government that sector commission has agriculture is about soil and soil is the environment
closed and now it is supposed to be mainstreamed. so, yes, of course we do the environment” without
Chairman: I apologise for having to leave at this taking on board any of the issues about environment
point. I propose that Mr Caton takes the chair. and poverty relationships or adjusting their plans in

any way, whereas environmental ministries wereIn the absence of the Chairman, Mr Martin Caton
often much more vulnerable and found it muchwas called to the Chair.
harder to link what they had been doing to PRSPs,
to model their plans on PRSP plans, and so on. Even
in Uganda where there is the strategic working groupQ185 Mr Caton: Just to finish oV the question I was

asking before moving to a diVerent position. It around environment, which is composed of donors,
governments, ministries and NGOs, after nine yearssounds like you are saying when you get the

environment higher up within the PRSPs it is they are still battling to model their plans and to
follow the PRSP image in certain ways. They havebecause, like you described in Uganda, there is a

maturity of experience. Is that usually the way that to develop a sector investment plan, a budgetary
plan, and it is very hard to do in environmentalit happens?
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issues, whereas in something like forestry or participate in drafting of PRSPs where civil societies
have not, so they then become responsible for makingagriculture after years of doing it these kinds of

models are much more easily done. The same when sure that civil societies’ messages are put on the
agenda and put into PRSPs in a way that maybeyou get to negotiating around budgets. Here you

have a kind of circular eVect. Because environment should not be their responsibility, that should be civil
societies’ responsibility.agents are seen as weaker coming into the

negotiations they are less able to adapt their plans to
PRSPs, they get less money and that reinforces their Q189 Ms Barlow: You concluded that “the decision
slightly weaker, slightly marginalised status. The of donors to support basket funding may, in the long
stronger environment agencies find it much easier and term, undermine eVorts on environmental
are far more able to simply continue business as usual regeneration”. Can you explain a bit more about
with slight deference to environmental issues without that?
really addressing them. Dr Waldman: Yes. That comes largely from

experiences in Uganda where, as I was saying earlier,
a lot of environmental projects, development projects,Q187 Ms Barlow: It sounds like there is a lack of will

to improve capacity, would you agree with that? Is happen to be small projects funded directly by
donors. There is a trend away from that and a trendthere any way in which capacity could be improved?

Dr Waldman: It is linked to the question around much more towards basket funding where all money
goes to governments and governments allocateprioritising government expenditures. Within

governments there may be some lack of will but I funding. In Uganda a miniscule proportion of PRSP
funding goes toward environmental projects,would be reluctant to phrase it simply like that

because certainly with NGOs and civil society there absolutely miniscule. Everyone within the
environment domain in Uganda argues that this is ais quite a strong movement to build capacity and to

engage with environmental issues. Even within reflection of a lack of government prioritisation on
environmental issues. The problem with basketenvironment departments within governments you

might have a strong awareness of capacity problems, funding is that environmental ministries,
environmental programmes, will have to complementwanting to engage more, wanting to be more

involved, but within governments as a whole their needs to the other PRSP projects and in the light
of weaker ministries, weaker sectors, they find itenvironment agents are often marginalised and they

are not seen as priorities. harder to do. Also, it is far more likely that
government spending will prioritise industrialisation
or programmes that are going to show immediateQ188 Ms Barlow: How could that be improved, do
returns whereas environmental sustainability andyou think?
environment and poverty relationships are veryDrWaldman:We were suggesting a number of things
diYcult issues to deal with and they do not show veryin our research. One was to formalise the relationship
quick returns which make them hard to include inbetween civil societies and government agencies in
PRSP projects because governments need to showPRSPs, not just in participation. Participation in
quick results as well.PRSPs is often at the invitation of the government

and the government has no obligation to respond if
it does not take up people’s comments or points or Q190 Ms Barlow: You identified in your report that

the inclusion of the environment in PRSPs does notcriticisms or suggestions. What a lot of NGOs were
finding was they would be very proactive in necessarily translate into action to address specific

environmental issues. Where this happens shouldproducing material for the PRSPs and they would
put in a submission but whether their submission donors focus on improving capacity to ensure

delivery or should they provide direct programmemade it into the PRSP or in an altered form they were
never sure and they had no comeback. There was no- support to individual environmental projects?

Dr Waldman: The danger is that with basket fundingone they could go to and say, “Why were our
suggestions not taken up?” One of the things we are their direct programme support is likely to fall away.

Again, the concessions idea suggested earlier thissuggesting is trying to think of ways in which we can
establish more of a partnership between government morning might be a way round that. Part of the

problem is it is very hard to give a one-answer-fits-and civil societies and one that includes notions of
accountability and responsibility on both sides. That all-scenarios suggestion. Ghana and Uganda use their

sector-wide approaches to planning in quite diVerentonly partially answers the question on capacity.
Another thing that we felt in terms of answering the ways. In Uganda it will mean that all funding for

environmental budgets should be directed throughquestion on capacity was investing more in terms of
donor support and technical expertise with government and come out of basket funding. In

Ghana it is used to top-up government funding, soenvironmental agencies along the lines as was being
spoken about this morning. There is a careful line if a sector feels they have a particular project they

want to do and they cannot do it out of theirthat donors have to tread because they have to be
very careful not to take over the role of government government funding because they do not have

enough, they can meet up with donors, develop aministries or of civil societies and NGOs. They have
to play a fairly careful role of providing support but plan, present it to government and say, “We would

like to accept this additional funding in order to runnot taking over the position completely. That is
something that in Uganda donors have had some this project”. It partly depends on how the

governments have structured their budgets and theirdiYculty with because they have been encouraged to
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finances and their arrangements for using funding. resources to take up control. In Uganda, the one
example of beach management units is of aCertainly at the time when we were doing our

research Uganda would not have been open to that decentralised environmental programme which has
been complemented with legislation and civil societykind of possibility and with all funding directed

through basket funding there was a strong likelihood involvement. Legislation has been put in place giving
people rights to control their environment, to developthat many small projects, some of which have been

fairly successful, would be likely to close. The one we it, to access the resources and any profits generated
from those resources. When we were looking at thatlooked at was beach management units which were

very successful in Uganda but whose initial funding project it looked like a very successful model and
informal feedback from the department of fisheries,did not come from the government, it came from

international donors, and that arrangement would from the NGOs in Uganda showed increased fish
stock, better natural resources, improvement inhave to change under basket funding. At the time we

were doing our research there was no guarantee that natural resources; it showed local people participating
in governance procedures in ways that they foundfunding relinquished from individual projects would

come back through basket funding. interesting and exciting and felt that their voice was
also being heard in government; it showed more
women being involved in development proceduresQ191 Ms Barlow: To continue with the issue of

basket funding, previous witnesses have highlighted and gaining a better voice, but we did also come
across isolated cases of some people being excludedthe problems of giving budgetary aid direct to

government and that undermines local government from the programme and even within that
programme there are dangers one would need toand local projects, NGOs, et cetera, and those local

organisations are frequently the organisations which caution against it being usurped by the more elite
within that community in the future.best improve the lives of the poor, for example, and

you seem to be agreeing with that. Can you expand
on that? Q192 Ms Barlow: Finally, do you think there is much

support within the development arena for a moveDr Waldman: I was talking about the messages, the
way in which we see environmental issues and how away from budgetary support when attempting to

address specific areas, such as the environment? ArePRSPs tend to have either technical or apolitical
notions around the environment. Many of the any calls for this approach coming from any area?

Dr Waldman: I think there is a very strong awarenessalternative understandings of environment coming
from local people, from NGOs, from civil society that budget support may come with diYculties and

may pose new challenges to what is already a veryorganisations, are much more around understanding
the politics that happen with environmental issues or diYcult area. I do not think I have heard any calls

to move away from it but I have heard peoplewith environmental resources. In many cases that we
looked at, definitely in Honduras, Uganda and discussing ways of trying to modify it to protect

certain areas or ways of trying to influence it inGhana, and to some extent in Vietnam, the
alternative messages were calling for more certain ways. I do know that DFID is starting a new

research project right now which is going to look atdecentralisation. Again, decentralisation cannot be
oVered as a standard stock answer, as “You can have environment issues in relation to budget support and

how those might be integrated and how that is goingdecentralisation and that is going to solve the
problem”. In diVerent countries decentralisation has to work. That is a very new research project that is

about to be initiated and which should show somemeant diVerent things. In Honduras, in fact,
decentralisation has led to an impasse where very interesting results and help us in terms of

thinking further about these issues.decentralisation is envisaged in the PRSP as moving
from centralised government ministries to Mr Caton: Thank you, Dr Waldman. Unless

colleagues have any further questions you havedecentralised government ministries and allowing
local people very limited access to resources. That has answered everything we wanted to put to you today.

Can I thank you for your evidence, it has been very,resulted in a huge tension between centralised and
localised ministries with the one not wanting to very useful and I am sure you will see it reflected in

our report. Thank you.relinquish control and the other not having the

Memorandum submitted by The Institute of Development Studies (IDS)

ENVIRONMENT, POLITICS, AND POVERTY: LESSONS FROM A REVIEW OF PRSP
STAKEHOLDER PERSPECTIVES

Introduction

1. This submission is made by Dr Linda Waldman, of the Knowledge, Technology and Science Group,
Institute of Development Studies (IDS), University of Sussex. Established in 1966, IDS is one of the world’s
leading centres for the latest thinking on development. Over the last decade, members of the Group have
undertaken an extensive body of research on environmental, livelihood and development policy issues
frequently in partnership with a wide range of research bodies, government departments and civil society
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organizations based in both developed and developing countries. One aspect of this work concerned the
project entitled Environment, Politics and Poverty: Lessons from a Review of PRSP Stakeholder
Perspectives. This research, on the integration of environmental considerations into Poverty Reduction
Strategy Papers (PRSPs), aimed to contribute to the debate on pro-poor development and environmental
issues in order to improve poor people’s livelihoods and to contribute towards the sustainable use of natural
resources while also informing aid relationships promoted by the PRSP approach. This research examined
the processes associated with the incorporation of environmental issues into PRSPs in Ghana, Honduras,
Vietnam and Uganda.

2. This research project was initiated and conceptualised in the framework of the Poverty Environment
Partnership (PEP), an informal network of around 30 donor- and non-governmental organizations that
works on strengthening the nexus between poverty reduction and environmental protection in development
cooperation. Within the PEP, the Canadian International Development Agency, the Department for
International Development (UK) and the German Technical Cooperation Agency funded andmanaged the
research process. The researchwas conducted by the Institute ofDevelopment Studies, in collaborationwith
national and international consultants.

3. PRSPs are national policy documents seeking to ensure economic and financial growth and poverty
reduction. They are required by the IMF and the World Bank in order for a country to apply for debt relief
under the Heavily Indebted Poor Country (HIPC) Initiative. They are intended to be country-produced and
country-owned, and should be designed using participatory principles that include a range of domestic
stakeholders, such as civil society organisations, poor people, rural farmers, as well as external development
partners such as international donors and the World Bank. Although PRSPs are intended to replace the
former Structural Adjustment Programme, critics argue that they actually reinforce the application of neo-
liberal economic policies and increase poverty.

Research Findings

4. This report examines the processes associated with the incorporation of environmental issues into
Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) in Ghana, Honduras, Uganda, and Vietnam. It argues that
environmental resources have generally been regarded as neutral resources that have existed since time
immemorial. In examining the mainstreaming of environmental issues in PRSPs, the research noted many
instances of inclusion. However, this is highly selective: there is a tendency for PRSPs to reproduce
narratives that seek technical solutions and to exclude those that draw attention to politicized aspects of the
environment. PRSP narratives project an illusion of natural resources that require better management and
enhanced legislation to ensure that poor people benefit, while overlooking highly political struggles over
environmental control and rights to resources. In Uganda and Honduras, there is some evidence of the
incorporation of more “political” narratives that begin to address questions of resource access and the
particular relationship between civil society and government. This incorporation reflects the nature of PRSP
participation in these countries, which has provided some, albeit limited, opportunity for civil society
organizations to question government policy.

5. In all four countries, the PRSP process of mainstreaming environmental issues has provided a range
of opportunities to donors, government agencies, and civil society. In Vietnam: the inclusion of
environmental issues in the Comprehensive Poverty Reduction and Growth Strategy (CPRGS) appears to
have been driven by donor influence and government concern. There is only limited NGO participation
related to environmental issues. The media has, however, played a proactive role in creating public
awareness of environmentalıpoverty linkages and placing pressure on the government of Vietnam to address
instances of extreme environmental degradation. In addition, the process of developing national planning
documents has modestly increased the profile of environmentalıpoverty linkages in government circles. In
Ghana: participation for environmental NGOs and government agencies was limited in the Ghana Poverty
Reduction Strategy (GPRS) but enhanced through the Strategic EnvironmentalAssessment. There has been
some participation by civil society, but people who voice alternative narratives and are critical of the state
have generally been excluded. In Uganda: the first Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP) dealt with
environmental issues in a similar manner to Vietnam’s Interim PRSP and Ghana’s GPRS. Subsequent
developments led to a stronger environmental component in the 2000 PEAP, with grass-roots consultation
and NGO advocacy. The 2004 PEAP demonstrates strong mobilization around environmental issues but,
as in Vietnam, this relies on donor support and partnerships with government and environmental
stakeholders. In Honduras: strong civil society concern about environmental and resource management
issues has been driven by previous environmental disasters, especially HurricaneMitch in 1998. Civil society
and government agencies participated through the “sector commissions” and pushed environmental issues.
The new government (elected in 2002) has, however, decided to close the environmental sector commission
(and others) in order to focus the country’s development strategy on a limited number of sector wide
approaches (or SWAps). The PRSP commitment to environmental improvements has thus been largely
overlooked.

6. In all four countries examined, PRSPs have also created new possibilities for environmental issues to
be seriously considered by policy-makers within government. In particular, “weaker” ministries and
environmental NGOs have benefited. In most instances, however, donor support is required to ensure that
environmental issues receive continued attention once the PRSP consultation and drafting processes are
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complete. Despite creating new possibilities, these participatory mechanisms for decision-making are still
far from perfect. More needs to be done to enhance relations across sectors and ministries within
government. In particular, a focus on decentralization and further case-by-case examination of what this
entails is necessary for sustained implementation of PRSP policy.

7. All four countries’ PRSP documents do, to diVerent degrees, address environmental issues. The
process of mainstreaming environmental issues has experienced several constraints, such as: exclusion from
drafting processes, exclusion from or marginalization during financial processes, and changing government
priorities. This hinders the translation of PRSP environmental priorities into implementation programs.
Generally speaking, government spending on environmental issues receives low prioritization, especially
when evaluated against other development “priorities” such as macro-economic growth and
industrialization. For this reason, the decision of donors to support basket funding may, in the long term,
undermine eVorts at environmental regeneration.

8. Monitoring environmental degradation has also hindered mainstreaming attempts with citizens in all
four countries expressing doubts over government institutions’ capacities and resources to monitor and
implement environmental regulation. Government institutional capacity has, however, to be understood in
the context of broader political arrangements: particularly a lack of public confidence in general government
capacities; political bias and corruption, the distribution of resources as political favours, elite ownership,
and the marginalization of local stakeholders.

9. This report thus argues that, in general, the rhetoric of participation allows PRSPs to gloss over the
reasons why certain people are poor and why environmental areas are being degraded. This neglect of basic
political and economic fundamentals and the failure to deal with inequality undermines both economic
development and poverty reduction initiatives. Opening up PRSPs to deliberation over questions
concerning rights, ownership, and control suggests that PRSPs might have to ask diVerent questions about
environmental resources. Rather than exploring what the environmental problems are (primarily in relation
to poor people but not as defined by them), such an exercise would explore diVerent definitions of
environmental problems and would seek to mediate between various diVerent sets of vested interest—
between extractive industries, people who live on the land, traditional leaders, the government, and so on—
seeking to find ways of working together to mutually benefit from and protect natural resources. Such an
approach would suggest that, ultimately, new types of participation may have to be considered. These may
include forms of participation that legally enshrine citizens’ opportunities to engage in PRSPs and to express
their concerns, coupled with the formalization of governments’ responsibilities to address these concerns.

PRSP Lessons, Key Next Steps, and Future Implementation

10. The nature of PRSP participation is generally not one of equal responsibility: Civil society
stakeholders and other participants are “invited” into various “spaces” fromwhich they attempt to influence
government policy. The responsibility of producing the PRSP falls, inevitably, to a government task force
or ministry. CSOs may be deeply committed to these issues, but they do not have the responsibility to see
the project through. When excluded from certain processes, or when their submissions are not taken
seriously, there is little they can do to alter the situation. There are no formal arrangements governing
participation. In some countries, CSOs can try to lobby members of parliament but, in the end, they have
no formal systems of recourse that could force government policy-makers and planners to engage seriously
with them. The limits of civil society participation, NGO involvement, and stakeholder contributions are
ultimately defined by governments which are “obliged” to demonstrate country ownership, participation,
and partnerships with civil society and international donors in order to receive donor funding and, in
particular, Heavily Indebted Poor Country Initiative support. Because legislators facilitate a link between
poor voters in their constituencies and the high levels of policy-making in government, it is important that
their capacity to articulate their electorates’ interests in environmental/poverty agendas be developed. In
Ghana, traditional leaders expressed dissatisfaction with parliamentarians’ role in the GPRS. As they
themselves are barred from participating in politics and cannot attend parliamentary sessions, the only way
to exercise political power is through members of parliament. However, these members of parliament have
not mobilized around the GPRS or around environmentalıpoverty linkages. In Uganda, there are demands
that the PEAP should be tabled in Parliament for endorsement.

Recommendation 1: Strengthen the role of parliaments in relation to PRSPs: Opportunities for eVective
representation should be explored, possibly through increased legislation which may assist members of
parliament to challenge unfair deprivations. Because of the infrastructural limitations experienced by
parliaments, strengthening their role in the PRSP process will involve institutional and financial support, in
addition to finding ways of increasing parliamentarians’ awareness and knowledge of
environmentıpoverty linkages.

11. PRSP prioritization of environmental issues does not prevent exclusions at other stages of
government policy processes: Environmental priorities in the PRSPs do not automatically translate into
programs for addressing environmental issues. Instead, although environmental issues and actors receive
attention in PRSPs where theymay be identified as a “priority”, they are excluded from other processes such
as budgetary decision-making. When it comes to implementation, environmental planning issues tend to
suVer when evaluated against other development “priorities”. Foreign investment, extractive industries, and
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industrialization are frequently seen as more important, at least in the short term, than environmental
considerations. Similarly, government expenditure is generally directed toward more pressing concerns,
leaving the implementation of environmental issues to specific donor-supported projects. For this reason,
the decision of donors to support basket funding may, in the long term, undermine eVorts at environmental
regeneration. One means of addressing this is to enhance responsibility between governments and civil
society. In conjunction with Recommendation 1, this calls for exploring ways of developing responsibility
between governments and civil society, moving from a partnership of participation to one of accountability.

Recommendation 2: Explore ways of moving from civil society “participation” to civil society
partnerships with government: The manner in which NGOs and civil society interact with government
should be restructured to enhance government accountability (to showwhat happens to PRSP submissions)
and to create opportunities for non-state actors to participate in assessing budget priorities. As
demonstrated in the case of Uganda’s BMUs, one means of doing this is to encourage increased
decentralization of natural resources in conjunction with formalized community responsibility for the
management of natural resources and formalized access to the benefits accrued.

12. Participatory mechanisms create (limited) opportunities for weak government ministries, but
exonerate stronger government agencies from environmental/poverty issues and responsibility:
Mainstreaming environmental issues through encouraging participatory mechanisms for decision-making
has created some possibilities for increased participation in government policy-making. This is a significant
advance in all four countries, which has facilitated more eVective partnerships between environmental
ministries or agencies and the centralized ministry responsible for producing the PRSP. PRSPs have also
created new possibilities for environmental issues to be seriously considered by policyımakers, with the
Environmental Protection Agency in Ghana, Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment in
Honduras, and the ENRS in Uganda benefiting. Despite creating new possibilities, these participatory
mechanisms for decision-making are still far from perfect. In most instances donor support is required to
ensure that environmental issues receive continued attention once the PRSP consultation and drafting
processes are complete.

In addition, participatory mechanisms have created new opportunities for “stronger” government
ministries, which have been able to draw on donors’ assistance and specialist technical knowledge in aligning
sector plans to PRSP priorities. This facilitates better access to government financial allocations, assists in
ministries’ strategic planning, and may be reinforced by the use of SWAps. However, it also means that,
although PRSPs have had downstream eVects alerting stronger ministries to the importance of
environmentalıpoverty linkages, theseministries tend to continue implementing development plans inmuch
the same fashion as before the production of PRSPs. Participation and SWAps, combined with donor
support for “strong” ministries may thus exonerate these ministries from addressing environmental
concerns in their poverty reduction plans andmay lead instead to a token reference to environmental issues.

Recommendation 3a: Explore ways in which donors can enhance environmental ministries’ role in
PRSPs: Environmental ministries tend to lack strong institutional links to which organizations such as the
agricultural or forestry ministries have access. Donor’s financial and institutional support of government
environmental ministries should, therefore, be viewed as long-term projects which extend not only to the
PRSP participation phase, but also before and after formal participation. In providing environmental
ministries with strong financial and technical support, donors can strengthen these ministries in relation to
other ministries, and reinforce their ability to inform PRSP policy processes.

Recommendation 3b: Explore ways of establishing stronger links with “stronger” government
departments in order to encourage cross-communication on environmental links to poverty reduction:
Mainstreaming environmental issues into poverty reduction will also benefit from encouraging “strong”
ministries to develop strategies deliberately aimed at using the environment to reduce poverty. It is,
therefore, necessary to explore ways in which environmental ministries can develop better institutional links
with “stronger” ministries. It is also vital to examine how these various ministries are using SWAps to
facilitate their planning and integration of their plans into PRSPs. Further knowledge of, and better
connections with, these “stronger” ministries will assist in changing these ministries’ perspective on
environmental/poverty issues and facilitate the development of cross-sectoral links. This, in turn, will assist
environmental ministries to plan development in relation to other ministries’ activities and limit the
potential for contradictory development. Greater knowledge of SWAps and of “stronger” ministries
development plans will also assist in finding ways to integrate environmentalıpoverty linkages into local-
level or district plans.

13. Government capacity to monitor environmental regulation is questionable: Mainstreaming
environmentalıpoverty linkages has to be accompanied by the regulation of resource management. In all
these countries, there are doubts about government institutions’ capacities and resources to monitor and
implement environmental regulation and to stop degradation. Governments’ abilities to monitor
environmental regulations are constrained by their bureaucratic environments, lack of capacity, and the
need to facilitate economic growth. This means that governments often find themselves in a position in
which they, in eVect, have to monitor themselves. This, coupled with corruption, political bias, and the
distribution of environmental resources to secure political support, suggests that governments are not,
generally, in the best position to monitor environmental processes. Generally, it is only in isolated incidents
that civil society andmedia have been able to force governments to address the environmental consequences
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of foreign investment or of widespread corruption. However, experience from Vietnam shows that the
media, although excluded from the PRSP process, can mobilize to generate widespread awareness of these
issues and to hold the government accountable.

Recommendation 4: Enhance media opportunities to monitor environmental regulation: As civil society
and rural communities are generally aware of these processes but are not highly influential, the media
provides an avenue for alerting governments of the need to address environmental degradation and
corruption. Providing opportunities for journalists to investigate environmental abuses, to compare
experiences across countries, and to publicise their findings in both domestic and international contexts, is
a means of addressing this problem.

14. It is crucial to examine which environmental narratives are mainstreamed for future implementation:
In addition to mainstreaming environmental issues into PRSPs, the interpretations of these environmental
narratives should be scrutinized to reveal whose perspectives are included and whose are excluded. Has a
narrow technical view of environment been used or does the PRSP broaden environmental problems to
include political issues of ownership, control, and access? Although PRSPs are the synthesis of views and
recommendations, generally they do not include alternative narratives about environmental problems. As
a result: (a) insuYcient attention is paid to inequity as a cause of poverty and of environmental degradation
while technical solutions and regulation are overemphasized; (b) this emphasis on sector-based technical
solutions reduces the possibility of adopting an integrated approach to environmental management and
poverty reduction; and (c) contentious issues relating to property rights, usufructuary rights, and
governance are generally ignored, while non-contentious environment-development narratives are included
(eg such as a desire to modernize agriculture). Opening up PRSPs to deliberate over rights, ownership, and
control suggests that PRSPs address political and economic questions about environmental resources. A
revised focus should examine the following questions—who owns or controls resources? who benefits from
the use of these resources? what are the power relations b etween the owners and the users of environmental
resources? what legal and institutional arrangements shape the use and control of environmental resources?
who defines what environmental issues are seen to be problematic? what alternative narratives exist which
question mainstream versions of environmental problems? and who determines the solutions to
“environmental problems”? Such an exercise would explore diVerent definitions of environmental problems
and hence arrive at diVerent solutions, seeking to mediate between various diVerent sets of vested interest—
between extractive industries, people who live on the land, traditional leaders, the government, and so on—
and exploring ways of working together to mutually benefit from and protect natural resources. Such an
approach would require an up-front examination of who currently benefits from environmental resources
and suggests that, ultimately, new types of participation may have to be considered. These may include
forms of participation that legally enshrine citizens’ opportunities to engage in PRSPs and to raise their
concerns, coupled with formalised governments’ responsibilities to address these concerns.

Recommendation 5: Explore alternative narratives and encourage debate over how environmental
problems and solutions are framed: Although it is not possible to widen the PRSP scope to include all
environmental—poverty narratives, the encouragement of debate over diVerent understandings of
environmental problems and solutions enables the formal airing of alternative narratives. Enhanced
exploration of diVerent and, possibly, opposed environmental narratives should facilitate the inclusion of
other, more politically nuanced, narratives and environmental solutions into PRSPs. This will require
broader-based forms of civil society participation than have been included in PRSP processes to date. A
recommendation is thus to open up opportunities for participation to a greater variety of stakeholder
groups, including the grass-roots groups forwarding alternative perspectives. This, in turn, will require
exploration of alternative hosting arrangements (in localities, or by CSOs) that enable such groups to speak
openly about their concerns, as well as mechanisms to ensure that they are fed into higher levels of debate
and drafting.

15. Decentralisation oVers good possibilities for enhancing environmental—poverty linkages:
Decentralization of environmental resources and the importance of addressing environmentalıpoverty
linkages at the local level may prove to be a crucial component for addressing the above recommendations.
It is also an important means of mainstreaming environment into PRSP policy documents and for
facilitating the implementation of environmental/poverty projects. In this regard, decentralization not only
facilitates greater involvement of local government authorities, it also has potential to increase rural people’s
involvement in PRSP policy and implementation. Environmental NGOs, civil society representatives,
traditional leaders, local authorities, and rural organisations in Honduras, Vietnam, Ghana, and Uganda
are all advocating decentralization as a means of enhancing environmentalıpoverty linkages and reducing
rural poverty. Although decentralization is addressed in many PRSPs (through the regionalization of sector
commissions, throughNGO activities, and often through government plans to decentralize), PRSPs seldom
spell out what is intended by decentralization, local authorities are not generally included in the production
of PRSP policy, and implementation is not always accompanied by the devolution of authority and control
over resources. As demonstrated in the case of Honduras, a focus on decentralization in the PRSP, the lack
of explanation about what this may be, and complications with the implementation process becomes a
potential source of conflict between localmunicipalities and centralizedministries. In contrast, theUgandan
BMUs show that successful implementation may be possible by mainstreaming environmental
considerations into regional and district development plans, developing opportunities for approaches which
crosscut sectors, and enhancing local community participation coupled with legal access to and control over
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resources. If, ultimately, the purpose ofmainstreaming of environmentalıpoverty linkages and the sustained
implementation of PRSP policy is to improve conditions for poor people at the local level and, in so doing,
to feed into national processes of growth and development, then a focus on decentralization and local-level
involvement is critical.

Recommendation 6: Assess current environmental/poverty projects at the local level while pursuing
further opportunities for crosscutting, local-level approaches: It is vital to assess country-specific, local
projects which address environmentalıpoverty linkages over an extended time frame and in more detail in
order to examine how environmental issues are being mainstreamed into local projects, what constraints
exist, and under what conditions implementation may be sustainable and successful. Indications from this
research suggest that community involvement, and access to and responsibility over resourcesmay be crucial
components of successful decentralization. Such local-level approaches and a sustained focus on
decentralization (including the devolution of authority to local authorities and communities) must be
pursued more widely across more sectors, although appropriate adaptations to context will be necessary.

April 2006
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Memorandum from nef (the new economics foundation)

Summary

We believe that DFID could be contributing to an unnecessary conflict between dealing with climate
change and eradicating poverty, by promoting a paradigm of development which increases the dependency
of developing countries on unsustainable growth in developed countries. The period since 1981, which
marks the shift to the current paradigm of development, has been characterised by a dramatic and
accelerating slowdown in the rate of poverty reduction, as social objectives have been sacrificed to achieve
faster growth, which has failed to materialise.

Just 60 cents of each $100 of per capita growth went to the poor in 1990–2001, 73% less than in 1981–90.
This means that $166 of additional production and consumption, with all the associated greenhouse gas
emissions, are required to achieve each $1 of poverty reduction. As a result, current global growth rates
which, to tackle climate change, will require at least a tripling of the rate of reduction in the carbon intensity
of production, are set to leave 550 million people below the “$1-a-day” line even in 2050.

nef believes that the only way to reconcile poverty eradication with our carbon constraints is to shift from
reliance on the “trickle-down” from global growth to a greater emphasis on the distribution of income at
the global level. This will mean focusing policies directly on social and environmental objectives, and
redesigning the global economic architecture to permit, foster and support such policies.

DFID, Climate Change and Development

DFID’s response to environmental concerns appears to be limited to national-level environmental
policies and programmes in developing countries (DFID, 2006). This implicitly assumes that environmental
problems arise within countries, as a result of domestic policy and institutional failures. Climate change,
however, diVers fundamentally from this paradigm. While it impacts primarily on the poorest people and
the poorest countries, it arises globally, primarily from economic activity in developed countries, and has
its roots in the global economic system.

While DFID’s potential role in direct action to limit climate change is thus limited, it plays a critical
indirect role through its influence on development policies. Here, DFID’s role is seriously
counterproductive, not only defending but actively promoting the current growth-focused, outward-
oriented model of development. In his recent article “Growth Is Good” (Benn, 2006), for example, Hilary
Benn wrote that “Economic growth is needed to achieve the goal of making poverty history . . . . Without
growth we will have little if any long-term development”, and asserted that “poor countries must trademore
and receive more foreign investment”—reflecting the view embodied in DFID’s 2000 White Paper
(DFID, 2000).

In reality, however, the growth-focused model of development creates an artificial and unnecessary
tension between poverty reduction and dealing with climate change, and actually makes the eradication of
poverty—by any reasonable definition and in any reasonable timeframe—impossible, because the scale of
growth required to eradicate poverty is incompatible with constraints on carbon emissions in any realistic
scenario for the reduction of the carbon intensity of global production; and breaching these constraints will
have a serious adverse eVect on poverty reduction.

Global Growth: the Solution or the Problem?

The rate of poverty reduction, based on the “$1-a-day” line, has slowed down dramatically over the last
25 years, from 1.4% pa in 1981–90 to 0.9% pa in 1990–96 and 0.3% pa in 1996–2001. (See Figure 1; based
on Chen and Ravallion, 2004, Table 3). This compares with an annual reduction required to meet MDG1
of 0.6% pa. At the same time, the narrowing of the average income shortfall of households below the “$1-
a-day” line slowed from 1.9% pa in 1981–90, to 0.5% pa in 1990–96, and to zero in 1996–2001. (See Figure
2; based on Chen and Ravallion, 2004, Table 5).
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Fig. 1: Rate of Reduction in "$1-a-day" Poverty, 1981-2001
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Fig. 2: Rate of Reduction in Average Income Shortfall below "$1-a-day"
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That poverty reduction in 1996–2001 should be only one-quarter of what it was in the 1980s—the “lost
decade for development”—is a major danger signal, indicating that the current economic model is failing
to reduce poverty significantly. More than two-thirds (nearly 450 million) more people were below the “$1-
a-day” line in 2001 than if the 1980s rate of poverty reduction had been sustained. (See Figure 3; based on
Chen and Ravallion, 2004, Table 3.)

This dramatic deterioration in progress in poverty reduction even since the 1980s can be seen as a product
of two factors. First, even before the post-2001 slowdown, the growth rate of the global economy fell
between the 1980s and 1990s (having already fallen dramatically in the 1970s, and further in the 1980s). (See
Figure 5, based on data from World Bank, 2006.) Second, and more importantly, the share of the “$1-a-
day” poor in the proceeds of growth also fell dramatically between the 1980s and the 1990s, both absolutely
(by three-quarters) and relative to their share in income (by three-fifths). (See Figure 6, based onWoodward
and Simms, 2006, Table 4.)
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Fig. 3: Proportion of Developing Countries' Population 
below the "$1-a-day" Poverty Line, 1981-2001
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Figure 4: Growth of Global GDP per capita, 1960-2001
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Figure 5: Share of Poor Households in the Benefits of Global 

Per Capita Growth, 1981-2001
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In other words, global growth has both slowed and become strongly anti-poor, resulting in a dramatic
slowdown in poverty reduction to barely half the rate required to achieve MDG1. We have sacrificed
measures aimed directly at social objectives such as distributional equity, poverty reduction, social
provision, health and education, in order to achieve faster global growth; but that growth has not
materialised, leaving the poor with the worst of both worlds—a rapidly declining share of an ever slower
rate of growth.

Despite slowing, however, global growth has still pushed economic activity beyond the Earth’s
environmental carrying capacity. This issue is reaching critical dimensions in terms of carbon emissions and
climate change. Despite technological optimism bordering on the Panglossian, there is no sign of the fossil
fuel intensity of production and consumption declining fast enough to oV-set our current growth rate, let
alone to achieve the minimum 60% reduction in global carbon emissions required by 2050 to avoid
irreversible climate change.

If global growth and the share of the poor in the proceeds of growth (relative to their share in incomewere
to continue indefinitely at their post-1990 rates, MDG1 would be missed by a substantial margin, 20% (177
million) more people remaining below the “$1-a-day” line than if the target were achieved.

Even in 2050, more than 550million people43 (including nearly a quarter of Africans) would remain below
the “$1-a-day” line. And, if the post-1990 rate of change of the carbon-intensity of production were also to
continue, global carbon emissions would not fall by 60% by 2050, as required, but would increase by 60%
over the same period. Achieving the 60% reduction in carbon emissions necessary to avert irreversible
climate change would require us to triple the rate of reduction in carbon use per $1 of GDP, from 1.5% pa44

to 4.5% pa.

In other words, our present (post-1990) trajectory, if maintained, will result in a simultaneous failure to
meet MDG1, to eradicate poverty even by 2050, or to avoid catastrophic and irreversible climate change.

This problemwould become considerablymore acute if onewere to consider a poverty line consistent with
a tenable interpretation of human rights standards, such as the right to child survival established under the
UN Convention on the Rights of the Child. Households living at the “$1-a-day” line are estimated to have
a typical child mortality rate in the order of one in six to one in 12, compared with one in 140 for the
population of developed countries, and in at least one case (Niger) more than one in three, while a third to
half of surviving children at this income level are stunted (Woodward and Simms, 2006, based onWagstaV,
2003, Table 2). Edward (2006), for example, proposes an “ethical poverty line”, based on life expectancy,
between $2.70 and $3.90 per day at purchasing power parity.

What Needs to be Done?

This is a fundamental problem, and simply throwing the global economy into reverse gear is not a
solution. Through their dominant role in international economic organisations—not merely the IMF and
World Bank,where they have amajority of the votes, but also theGATT (Watkins, 1992) andWTO (Jawara
and Kwa, 2004)—the governments of the developed countries have for the last quarter century increasingly
used their overwhelming political and economic dominance to create an ever greater dependency of
developing countries on economic growth in the North. To end this growth without relieving this
dependency would therefore be little short of disastrous in terms of its human impact.

Rectifying the situation therefore needs to be a phased process, beginning with a deliberate process of
rolling back the dependency which has thus been created. This will, of course, limit the acceleration of
progress which can be made towards tackling climate change, which in turn means both that the end-point
of this process will need to be more ambitious, and that the roll-back of dependency needs to be begun and
to proceed as quickly as possible.

The first step is to stop pressure on developing countries to open their economies further (“no forced
liberalisation”, a key demand of the make Poverty History campaign), whether through PRSPs, WTO
Agreements or bilateral trade and investment agreements. This would require, inter alia, changes in the
advice given by IMF and World Bank staV in relation to PRSPs; a major revision of the PRSP
“Sourcebook” (Klugman (ed), 2002); suspension of developing countries’ obligations under the WTO
Agreements (restoring their discretion over their trade and other policies), further negotiations on trade in
services under the GATS Agreement, and negotiations on bilateral trade and investment agreements; and
replacing the Doha RoundWTO negotiations with a process directed to the reorientation of trade rules and
policies in line with themoral imperative of poverty eradication and the urgent practical necessity of tackling
climate change.

Beyond this, there is a need for a fundamental review of the current outward-oriented model of
development, which depends disproportionately on foreign capital for investment and the global market for
demand. After 25 years, it is apparent that this has failed the great majority of developing countries,
particularly in terms of poverty reduction—still more clearly than the import-substituting industrialisation
of the 1960s and 1970s, whose failure was the rationale for the present model.

43 Based on extrapolation of the World Bank’s forecast population growth rate for developing countries (1.2% pa).
44 Estimated from World Bank (2006) and Marland and Boden (2005).
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The imposition of a global economic model driven by neo-liberal ideology and commercial interests, and
its continuation long after it has clearly failed to serve the interests of themajority of the world’s population,
is largely a result of an abject failure in the system of global economic governance. The decision-making
structures of the IMF and the World Bank give the majority of votes (and the de facto right to appoint the
heads of both institutions) to the developed country governments on matters whose impact is felt
overwhelmingly by the five-sixths of the world’s population who live in developing countries. These
structures date back to the foundation of these institutions during the colonial era, when their role was also
directed primarily to the developed countries.

While the WTO’s constitution is, in principle, more democratic, the real locus of decision-making lies
place outside this process, in unoYcial “green room” and “Mini-Ministerial” meetings, which are
consistently used by developed country governments to abuse their political and economic power, and in
“confessional” processes which contravene basic principles of democracy, transparency and accountability.

An alternative model should learn from the failings both of the current neo-liberal/outward-oriented
model and the interventionist/import-substituting industrialisation model. It should focus on:

— measures aimed directly at increasing the real incomes of poor households (eg, income generation,
agricultural extension, employment generation, “self-targeting” subsidies)—rather than reliance
on “trickle-down”, either at the national level, as in the ISI model, or at the global level, as in the
neo-liberal model;

— expanding supply and demand in parallel, at the local, national and regional levels, encouraging
production of the goods whose demand will be increased by poverty reduction, and fostering
forward and backward linkages in production—rather than relying on the global market as a
bottomless pit into which unlimited supplies of a relatively narrow range of commodities can be
supplied, or developing industries which depend critically on imported inputs, and on increasing
incomes at the top of distribution for demand;

— strengthening the government revenue base and harnessing and retaining local resources for
investment—rather than removing constraints on capital flight, tolerating tax avoidance,
promoting tax competition, and relying on untenably high rates of return to attract and retain
private capital in the face of economic and political instability, and on an inadequate, vulnerable
and insecure supply of oYcial capital;

— supporting and promoting the provision of universal public health services and education, free at
the point of delivery, rather than encouraging “cost recovery” and parallel commercial markets;

— developing a collaborative model of the global economy, rather than a competitive model in which
the success of some economies comes at the expense of, and arguably depends on, the failure of
others;

— increasingNorth-South transfers financed by a system of global taxation, with greater pooling and
automaticity, rather than dependence on a discretionary systemwhich results in chronic shortfalls
(eg, from the 0.7% commitment made in 1970) while perpetuating neocolonial control of
developing countries through direct and indirect policy conditionality and the entrenchment of
dependency and clientelistic North-South relations; and

— fundamental reform of the anachronistic institutional framework of the system of global economic
governance, to allow collective decision-making in the collective long-term interest, through
mechanisms consistent with standards of democracy, accountability and transparency which
would be considered appropriate at the national level.

What Should DFID Do?

DFID should

— stop promoting the current outward-oriented neo-liberal approach to development;

— actively investigate possible changes its existing aid programme and its procedures to promote the
country-level approaches proposed above, for example:

— increasing local and regional procurement;

— using local economy multipliers in project design and appraisal;

— designing income generation programmes to meet the additional demand they create by
increasing incomes; and

— shifting support from exports to the production of basic goods for local consumption);

— seek an urgent and objective review of the Doha Round WTO negotiations in terms of their
consistency with global needs for poverty reduction and the reduction of carbon emissions, and a
suspension of developing countries’ obligations under existing WTO Agreements and of
negotiations oVers and requests under the GATS Agreements;

— investigate the consistency of policies promulgated by other UK government departments (eg on
immigration and domestic energy policies) with the needs of developing countries and the global
environment, and press for changes where necessary;
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— develop a strategy, in collaborationwith civil society organisations, to promote a shift of the global
economic system in the directions outlined above;

— use its disproportionate power and influence within the international system to push strongly and
proactively for:
— a fundamental reform of the system of global economic governance;
— changes in the policies, programmes and operations of the international financial

institutions; and
— a comprehensive renegotiation of the existing WTO Agreements, through genuinely

democratic processes, to prioritise social and environmental objectives.

March 2006

References

Benn (2006) “Growth Is Good”. http://www.guardian.co.uk/comment/story/0,,1705954,00.html

Chen. Shaohua and Martin Ravallion (2004) “How have the World’s Poorest Fared since the Early
1980s?”World Bank Research Observer 19(2):141–169.

DFID (2000) “Eliminating World Poverty: Making Globalisation Work for the Poor—White Paper on
International Development”. Department for International Development, London, December.
http://www.dfid.gov.uk/pubs/files/whitepaper2000.pdf

DFID (2006) “DFID’s Approach to the Environment”. Department for International Development,
London, February. http://www.dfid.gov.uk/pubs/files/approach-environment.pdf

Edward, Peter (2006) “The Ethical Poverty Line: a Moral Quantification of Absolute Poverty”. Third
World Quarterly 27(2):377–393.

Jawara, Fatoumata andAileenKwa (2004)Behind the Scenes at theWTO: the RealWorld of International
Trade Negotiations—Lessons from Cancun. London: Zed Books.

Klugman, Jeni (ed) (2002)A Sourcebook for Poverty Reduction Strategies. WashingtonDC:World Bank.

Marland, Gregg and Tom Boden (2005) Global CO2 Emissions from Fossil-Fuel Burning, Cement
Manufacture, and Gas Flaring: 1751–2002. Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Center (CDIAC), Oak
Ridge, Tennessee. http://cdiac.esd.ornl.gov/ftp/ndp030/global.1751–2002.ems

WagstaV, Adam (2003) “Child Health on a Dollar a Day: Some Tentative Cross-Country Comparisons”.
Social Science and Medicine 57:1529–1538.

Watkins, Kevin (1992) Fixing the Rules: North-South Issues in International Trade and the GATTUruguay
Round. London: Catholic Institute for International Relations.

Woodward, David and Andrew Simms (2006) Growth Isn’t Working: the Unequal Distribution of benefits
and Costs from Economic Growth. Rethinking Poverty, No 1, nef (the New Economics Foundation),
London. http://www.neweconomics.org/gen/z–sys–publicationdetail.aspx?pid%219

World Bank (2006)World Development Indicators Online. www.worldbank.org

Witnesses:MrAndrew Simms, Policy and Communications Director, andMrDavidWoodward,Head, New
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Q193 Chairman: Good morning Mr Simms and Mr on the environmental agenda while I was working
with the development organisations, that many ofWoodward. It is nice to see you this morning on this

small but select inquiry. Can I begin by starting a these hard-won-targets, which were to do with
tackling hunger, improving health, the full range ofdiscussion on the Up in Smoke reports published in

2004–05. Can you briefly explain the impetus of development concerns, were seriously under threat
by even the most modest projections for what wasthose reports and whether they were clearly led by

development or the Environmental Agenda going to happen with climate change. If, for
example, you took some of the least food secureinitially?

Mr Simms: The background to them is partly my places in the world, like sub-Saharan Africa, where
at least 70% of the workforce is dependent uponown personal background. I spent many years

working for a range of the UK’s overseas rain-fed agriculture and even the modest projections
for climate change show a persistent drying in thatdevelopment agencies, like Christian Aid, Oxfam

and even the World Development Movement which part of the world making food insecure people even
less secure, it struck me that unless the developmentyou are going to hear from later. The original

impetus came from looking over the last decade at community as a whole started to take climate change
seriously, all of those hard-won-gains at the localthe series ofUnitedNations’ conferences whichwere

the painful gathering together of some hard-won- level in terms of immediate development projects,
but also in terms of the aspirations to meet thetargets to tackle international poverty and poverty

eradication. It occurred to me, because I had an eye international development targets, were seriously
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under risk. I am understating it when I say seriously an unavoidable confluence of interest and that it was
in the interests of all these organisations to work outunder risk. It does not take a very intelligent person

to see that many of those gains would simply be a common line, which they did in the series of policy
points that are outlined in the introduction to bothblown away by even one or a few extreme weather

events. I thought it was important to try andmap on the Up in Smoke reports.
to our ambitions for tackling international poverty a
serious and realistic understanding of what the likely Q195 Chairman: The challenges that you have
impacts of climate change were going to be, and that outlined in the reports are about mitigation,
we should be now applying a test to all our adaptation to climate change and how to design a
development policies and our development projects new model of progress and development which is
of whether or not we are increasing or decreasing climate proof and climate friendly. Obviously we
people’s likely vulnerability to an increasingly harsh have to learn how to adapt, change is taking place
and unpredictable climate, and all the upheaval already, so I wonder about the challenge of this new
which that suggested. It struck me that if we did ask model of progress and development, how diYcult is
that simple question of whether or not you are that going to be?
increasing or decreasing people’s vulnerability to an Mr Simms: Sorry, was that how diYcult is it going
increasingly harsh climate, some of the things that to be?
we were doing on the international development
scene might no longer make sense. We got together

Q196 Chairman: How diYcult it is to get people toa group of the largest environment and development
accept a new model because we are clearly stillorganisations with the explicit intention of it being
working with a fairly standard model ofdevelopment-led, led by the major development
development?organisations and not the environmental
Mr Simms: It is probably important at that point toorganisations, so that they could come to the issue
say that there is a significant diVerence between theon their own terms and with their own
vision of development which filters down from theunderstanding. That group of organisations met for
international financial institutions, like the Worlda year to a year and a half before they produced their
Bank, the IMF, and even from the level of bilateralfirst Up in Smoke report, which was a general
donors, and sometimes the vision of developmentoverview of the development scene with insights
which is held at the local and community level indrawn from their practical project experience in the
developing countries. I often think thatwhenwe talkfield. It carried a foreword from the head of the
about that vision of development which will be moreIntergovernmental Panel on Climate Change,
climate-resilient as well as climate proof and climateRajendra Pachauri, who was also deeply concerned
friendly, there is very little clash between that andthat there was an under-representation of
the kind of community-driven, community-leddevelopment skills and expertise in the international
development which focuses on meeting people’sclimate negotiations. He was delighted to see that
most important basic needs first and foremost beforethe development organisations were coming on
considerations of supplying the wider globalboard and looking at what the likely impacts of what
markets. Many of the things you would do toclimate change were going to be.
develop a climate-proof and climate-friendly
development model are entirely in tune with what,
perhaps, my colleague David and I wouldQ194 Chairman: Would you say that the previous
understand as good development, they are abouttensions between developments NGOs and the
giving people secure livelihoods and goodenvironmental NGOs have been overcome
livelihoods where they live. If there is a clash, thesomewhat in the reports?
clash occurs between a vision of development whichMr Simms:Absolutely. I think it is a very important
has neither sensitised itself to the unavoidable fact ofissue, and it stems back to the earliest days of the
climate change nor sensitised itself to what has beeninternational scene getting its act together at the
happening over the last couple of decades in theEarth Summit in 1992. It is slightly ironic that that
global economy in terms of delivering what it iswas the United Nations’ Conference on
meant to deliver for some of the poorest peopleEnvironment and Development, and, if anything, I
living in some of the most vulnerable developingthink over the subsequent decade the two
countries.constituencies drifted apart as people became

evermore specialised and focused on their particular
subject areas and the necessary coherence of Q197 Chairman:Towhat extent do you thinkDFID
environment and development policies seemed to has taken on board this smaller scale or community-
fall apart. The first year or year and a half of the based standard development? They seem now to be
group of agencies meeting was to talk through some focusing on direct budgetary support to
of those perceived tensions to see whether they were Government, for example. Is that really conducive
real or not. It certainly came out in discussions to the kind of development that you are positing?
around energy, energy policy and the use of fossil Mr Simms: I think possibly the biggest problem
fuels, and it came out in terms of the conservation occurs because DFID operates within the context of
objectives that one might ascribe to some of the a development model which is not set here in theUK
more traditional and, perhaps, more conservative of but is set by a kind of elite consensus amongst
the environmental organisations. Refreshingly, international institutions and is in pursuit of an

economic model which has not been working. Thatfrom a fairly early stage, it was seen that there was
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is not to say that within DFID there are not some financial liberalisation has gone ahead, and the
countries have removed capital controls, againvery clever and very bright people who do

understand good community-led development. I under IMF and World Bank programmes in
particular, there is increasing tax competition forthink the problem is that the better aspects of

DFID’s approach to development tend to be savings, to keep money in the country, and that is
exacerbated by the eVects of tax havens. There isoverruled by larger policy concerns, macro

economic policy concerns, which are not sensitised very little incentive for somebody to pay a high level
of taxes, or even a moderate level of taxes, within ato the way in which global markets have been failing

the poorest people in the last couple of decades and country if they can avoid taxation altogether by
transferring themoney oVshore into a tax haven. Allthe way in which they fly blind to the unavoidable

facts of climate change. of the key areas of taxation have thus been
progressively eroded, reducing the tax base. As we
go into that process, we face a situation where many

Q198 Chairman: Do you think that the budgetary countries in sub-Saharan Africa have less than ten%
support they give to Government is really an of GDP in tax revenues. That is seriously
appropriate approach at all? undermining the eVectiveness of the state, which in
Mr Simms: If it is okay with you, I might bring my turn is a serious constraint on development. In that
colleague in on that because this is an area where he context, I think budgetary support is a very
has expertise from working both within the necessary form of support. It is not the first best
institutions and without them. solution. The first best solution is to increase the
Mr Woodward: I think budgetary support in the ability of countries to raise their own taxes
circumstances we find ourselves in is fairly essential, domestically. But having created that situation, I
because successful development in any mode think budgetary support plays an important role in
requires an eVectively functioning state. I think that dealing with that situation and avoiding countries’
is quite a clear lesson of history. What we have seen, capacity collapsing completely.
over the last 25 years in particular, is a progressive
erosion of the financial capacity of governments,

Q199Chairman: It seems to be a recipe for continuedparticularly in the low income countries, through the
dependence, does it not?eVects of the debt crisis—in terms of taking money
Mr Woodward: Exactly.away from what resources are available to pay

interest as well as in terms of sapping the economy
Q200 Chairman: I wonder if there is any relativelyas a whole and reducing resources available—and
brief report—that is a whole new area of inquirypartly as a result of the international development
which the Committee might want look at in its latermodel that we have been pursuing. If you place
inquiries—on that particular subject that you couldyourselves in the position of a typical sub-Saharan
send us or refer us to? We would be very grateful.African country, for example, you find yourselves
MrWoodward: I will have to think about that. I amwith a large proportion of income below the poverty
not sure there is anything which brings together allline. For sub-Saharan Africa as a whole, 75% of the
of those components very eVectively.population is below the $2-a-day poverty line.

Taking money away in taxation from people who
already do not have enough to live on is not a great Q201 Chairman: Can we briefly move on to Africa
move. A lot of the production is in the subsistence and agriculture. In your Africa Report one of the
sector, which is very diYcult to tax because people main conclusions was there needs to be:
do not have the cash incomewith which to pay taxes; “ . . . dramatically increased small-scale agriculture
and a lot of it is in the informal sector where tax and an approach to farming based on maximum
collection is very complex. There is quite limited appropriate diversification”. How does this fit in
administrative capacity to raise taxes. In those with the greater emphasis being put on agricultural
circumstances, the easiest things to tax are the profits production for exports which is coming fromDFID?
of large companies, trade taxes (because you catch I notice in one of their recent reports on the benefits
the goods as they come into the country), and to the trade they cite an example of Ethiopia
savings within financial institutions. What we have growing roses for export to the European market, I
seen over the last 25 years is firstly a push towards think, which seems to me slightly incongruous.
lowering taxes on company profits, particularly in Those seem to be the things that they were prepared
terms of foreign direct investment. There is a great to laud in their report. Is that the right and
eVort to attract in foreign direct investment in order appropriate kind of thing that Ethiopians should
to promote growth. Part of that is a process of tax be doing?
competition—countries cutting tax rates, giving tax Mr Simms: There are a number of things to say
holidays, other tax incentives, often direct or indirect about them, and wemay both have something to say
subsidies, which, again, come out of the public purse on that. First of all, there are some obvious
in the form of providing infrastructure for new anomalies around the rise of luxury horticulture,
foreign investors coming in. That area of taxation partly because on a very simple level, sometimes at
has been seriously constrained. At the same time, the local level, there may be a competition for
through IMF and World Bank adjustment natural resources, there may be competition for
programmes and through WTO agreements there is access to water, and luxury horticultural products,
great pressure to reduce trade taxes, which and flowers in particular, are enormously thirsty

plants. There are other questions about the balancesubstantially reduces that area of taxation. As
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of benefits from that type of agriculture which filter developed countries in terms of its financial impact
was roughly equivalent to the scale of the leastback or do not filter back to the local community

and what the balance of benefits there is. In facing a developed country debt which we are still living
with today.future in which the resilience and the coping

strategies of these subsistence agricultural based
economies are seriously under threat, first and Q202 Chairman: You have called for Africa to be
foremost should be the circumstances in which their free from this one-size-fits-all approach to
own livelihoods can be secured. There are a number development, how do you see that change coming
of questions you would want to ask about the about? Will it be from Africa internally or does it
characteristics of an agricultural economy to have to come from outside?
identify what is going to be more resilient than Mr Woodward: To a great extent I think it is about
something else. Typically, issues of productivity are policy space. Again, over the last 25 years the extent
going to be very important because if rainfall drops of discretion which countries have over their own
productivity is threatened. We know for a fact that policies has been substantially reduced through IMF
more diverse multi-cropping systems are more and World Bank programmes, in conditionality,
productive than mono-cropping systems, and the through the dependency that has been created by the
characteristics of the export market are usually debt crisis and by its continuing eVects, by WTO
dominated, because of the kind of technology agreements and by pressure on countries to
involved, by mono-cropping systems. I think a negotiate bilateral trade and investment agreements.
vision of development based upon secure livelihoods The scope for an individual country to break with
in a subsistence agricultural economy, that the the model—unless you happen to be Venezuela and
characteristics of that economy are not those which you have large quantities of oil, that makes a big
immediately leap to mind when you think of luxury diVerence—each individual country has an incentive
horticultural products perhaps flown to Britain, et to play along with the system, and that undermines
cetera, where the benefits going back to the local the potential for solidarity among countries. One
economy are themselves questionable. There are could dream about that andmove towards solidarity
some very serious questions to be asked there about among sub-Saharan African countries to develop
what model of agriculture is going to give people the collectively an alternative approach, but as long as
most secure foundations for coping in an the system as a whole is skewing their incentives and
increasingly hostile climate. limiting their policy scope, that is going to be
Mr Woodward: Again, I want to come back to the relatively limited. One could look towards a regional
global level. In a sense, there are two diVerent issues, move in that direction, but we need to create the
one is what does it make sense for an individual conditions in which that can happen, because those
country to do, given the circumstances that we have conditions do not exist at present.
at present and the system that we have at present?
and the other is, what is the collective eVect of those

Q203 Chairman:You have also called for assistanceindividually rational actions? Within a very trade-
for Africa to leapfrog dirty developments, which Ifocused system the model which is applied is
assume is all the fossil fuels that are causing so mucheVectively assuming that the global economy is a
of the climate change problem.How can they do thatbottomless pit into which one can dump unlimited
and still develop because they do not seem, from myamounts of a relatively narrow range of products.
own personal perspective, to be getting very muchAgain, if you look at sub-Saharan Africa, there is a
assistance at all? The clean development mechanismfairly narrow range of products in which they have
is not delivering very much for them, for example.a potential comparative advantage, which largely
Mr Simms: That is right. I should put it into contextcomes down to natural resources, primary
by saying that even if it was the case that on a peragricultural commodities, and a few labour intensive
capita basis emissions in Africa, and especially sub-manufactures, such as textiles. For the individual
Saharan Africa, increased dramatically they wouldcountry, it makes sense to export more and more,
still be light years away from the level of per capitabecause that will have a relatively limited impact on
emissions that you see inmiddle income countries orthe world price. But if you apply that to an entire
the advanced industrialised economies. Emissionscontinent, or to the entire of the developing world,
from continents like Africa are not a problem in thethe eVect is to flood the world market and depress
global picture at the moment, however there areprices. Looking at, for example, cocoa producers as
countless other benefits from looking at providinga whole, if one country doubles its output it will very
the energy for development in a diVerent pattern, innearly double its export revenues. If they all double
a more decentralised pattern, in a way in whichtheir output they will probably half their export
communities have greater control over their ownrevenues because the world price will fall faster than
power supplies. There are countless reports of large-the overall production increases. What we have is a
scale grid failures and of the access to energy beingmodel of competitive development in terms of
restricted to elite and relatively small minorities inexports. It is not enough for a country to export
developing countries. Part of the call for themore, they have to increase their exports by more
leapfrogging dirty development is also a positive callthan everybody else, and by a large enough margin
for a better model in which the people who need itbeyond everybody else to oVset the price fall.
can get access to energy. Africa is rich in naturalMr Simms: I will briefly interject to say what the
energy resources, and the scope for renewables thereoutcome of those kinds of circumstances is. In the

1980s, the decline in terms of trade for the least is enormous. Perhaps only very slightly tongue in
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cheek we pointed out that the scale of subsidies Q206 David Howarth: You are saying that this
approach of prioritising export-led growth does notgoing to the fossil fuel industries just within the
work for the type of commodities that developingOECD countries at the moment was substantially
countries are going to specialise in?greater than the entire OECD’s contribution to
Mr Woodward: Exactly so. As I say, it might makebilateral aid, and that one step might be to make the
sense for one individual country, but not to do it as aresources available for developing countries to
blanket approach, which is essentially what the IMFdevelop in a climate friendly and climate proof
and the World Bank have been doing since thefashion at least equal to the scale of subsidies going
structural adjustment came in in the early 1980s.to our own domestic fossil fuel industries. There is a
They were in a position to exert some kind of co-question of resources, there is a question of roll-out
ordinating role, so as to encourage developingand there is a question which is quite similar to the
countries to act in their collective interest rather thanone in terms of making resources available through
in their individual interest, instead of which theythe agricultural extension services to small scale
pursued exactly the opposite approach. To a greatfarmers in Africa. It is not that the technology is not
extent they are still doing it 25 years on.there, in fact, the scale of innovation—I am part of

a judging panel of something called the Ashden
Sustainable Energy Awards—we are seeing at the Q207 David Howarth: You have also pointed to
local level in many African countries is incredibly some extraordinary distribution problems with the
impressive.What they lack are the resources for roll- growth-led approach. The figures you quoted, I
out. I feel energy has been the poor relation of think, in your report of Growth Isn’t Working was
development policies. Development policy agendas that only 60 cents of each $100 per capita growth

went to the poor in the 1990s, that is 0.6%, which istend to be dominated by the traditional concerns of
extraordinarily low, and that was way down fromhealth and education. It is sometimes missed that
the 73% in the 1980s. These are extraordinaryyou need energy to run all these things. I think we
figures. Can I ask you how they were arrived at andcan benefit a lot from pushing energy up the
how robust they are?Development Agenda.
MrWoodward: In terms of robustness, the first thing
to say is that poverty data are less than perfect—
more so than most economic data. There is always aQ204 Chairman: Did the World Bank’s extractive
danger in the tendency to think, “Here is a number,industries review make any diVerence or is it yet to
therefore we will believe it”. There is a degreedeliver?
approximation. The data which we used is from theMr Simms: The review itself came up with some
World Bank’s own data set, so it is the generallyquite profound recommendations whichwould have
accepted and used data. Essentially, whatwe did wasseriously changed the nature of the Bank’s energy
combine two sets of data both from theWorld Bank,lending portfolio. It was a great disappointment that
one set of data on the gross national income of thethe Bank hierarchy rejected its more ambitious
world as a whole, and we looked at how much thatproposals for phasing-out money going to dirty
increased over 1981–90 and then 1990–2001, thenweenergy industries. I think the review itself has been
looked at their POVCAL data set to see how mucha missed opportunity. It was a very good and quite the incomes of the poor, below the $1-a-day line andcomprehensive review and it is a great shame that its below the $2-a-day line, increased over the same

more important recommendations were quietly period. Then we took the increase in the incomes of
shelved. the poor households as a percentage of the overall

income in gross national income globally.

Q205DavidHowarth:Turning toDFID’s approach,
Q208 David Howarth: Is there any indication that iswhich you have been very critical of in print and in
continuing into the present decade?your submission to us. You have been talking about
Mr Woodward: It is very diYcult to tell.their outward oriented neo-liberal approach and
Unfortunately there is also a very long time lag,presumably that is the story you told about cocoa,
because of the nature of the data in the poverty data.that would be the meaning of that. Can you say a bit
I think there is a good chance it is continuing.more about that because the cocoa example must be

quite an unusual one? The conditions under which it
is true that income falls when capacity expands are Q209DavidHowarth:What hypotheses do you have
quite specific, are they not, the elasticity and so on? to explain that trend if it is the trend?
Can you talk about other sectors of the economy Mr Woodward: Again, to a great extent, it comes
and why that approach does not work? back to development paradigm that we have been
Mr Woodward: They are quite specific but they are developing over the last 25 years. In eVect, what we
specific to most primary commodities and, most have done is to step away from policies which are
particularly, tropical agricultural commodities and directly aimed at reducing poverty or providing free
also some mineral commodities like copper, for health and education services and social provision
example, which Africa has. If you have price and social protection, in order to increase economic
inelastic demand then that will be the case. That growth. We have sacrificed those distributional
applies across a large proportion of Africa’s exports concerns in order to promote growth, but at the

global level we have not seen any increase in growth.at present.
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The result is, firstly, we do not have anymore growth Q211 David Howarth: That raises a number of
diVerent points and I will take them in order. Thereand, secondly, we have a sharp reduction in the share

of that growth which is going to poor households. still needs to be change in the global economic
structures and is that not really diYcult to achieve?
You talk about the reform of global economic

Q210 David Howarth:How does your solution then structures as a necessary element of what you are
work? You looked upon a regionalisation solution, talking about, but the way these things work there
which must be a reversal of what one might call the are all sorts of vetoes that will stop that even if it is
crude globalisation policies followed by the WTO, unrealistic to expect that sort of change and we
the World Bank and IMF. How does that help? would find some way of adapting what we have got
Mr Woodward: In terms of what we are proposing, rather than just calling for a radical solution which
a great deal of it is about changing mentality. A lot is not likely to happen.
of the problem is about this fixation we have Mr Simms: Again, we will probably both say
developed with economic growth as the be all and something about that. SuYce to say, obviously
end all. The idea is “If you have more growth, you where you have got the major institutions
have more resources with which you can do what involved—David has seen this at first hand—you
you like”, but the way you get that growth is by have got to get the turkeys to vote for Christmas in
limiting what you can do with those resources. You terms of getting that change and there are, no doubt,
are always prioritising next year’s growth over major institutional blocks. In terms of whether it is
current redistribution. For me, a lot of it is about realistic to hope for that or not, I suppose I would
getting away from that fixation about growth, fall back on the notion that is it realistic to not plan
because economic growth is not in itself good. It is for the necessity of that happening because the other
good if it contributes to improving people’s lives and reality that you are left with is an entirely
remaining within our environmental means. If we unacceptable, unsupportable and environmentally
want to achieve poverty eradication, then we need to unsustainable one, so we have to try every strategy
prioritise poverty eradication and not go for in the book to get it to come about. There is often a
economic growth on the assumption that poverty belief in my sector very much that change is a
eradication will somehow come about as a by- rational policy process and I feel that we have been
product of that. On the current trends, if we continue let down on that on a number of occasions. The
with the present rate of economic growth, the challenge I accept to us is that we are going to have
present distribution of the benefits of growth and the to get far more creative in making our point and
present rate of reduction of the carbon intensity trying to get the message across because it is not
production and we go on like that until 2050, on the really working at the moment.
one hand, we will be at four times the sustainable Mr Woodward: I would agree. As you say, it is
level of carbon emissions in 2050. Instead of falling profoundly diYcult. It is the constant dilemma of
by 60% they will have increased by 60%. And, at the political reform that you have to get the changes to
same time, we will still have 550 million people, an undemocratic system through that system and
including a quarter of the population of sub- that is a slow and painful process. Having said that,
Saharan Africa, below the $1-a-day poverty line. it is a process that we have achieved at the national
The way we are going is simply not going to level, that is why we are sitting here today. But there
eradicate poverty or come anywhere near it in the are quite fundamental problems in the whole system
next 45 years, neither is it compatible with what we of global economic governance, that the IMF and
need to do in terms of climate change. Even if we the World Bank have a majority of votes coming
reduce the carbon intensity production, it is still not from the developed countries, even though the
going to be enough. If you look at the eVects of the developed countries are only one-sixth of theworld’s
oil price shocks of the 1970s and compare the rate of population and the IMF and World Bank policies
change for carbon intensity production between the hardly impact on us at all. They have far greater
1960s and the 1980s, over two decades, it was a fall impact on those five-sixths of the world’s population
of 1% per decade. If we were to double that rate of who are under-represented. In the WTO, the formal
improvement, so we do that every decade from now rules, are much more democratic but the process by
on, and to continue that indefinitely, we would still which things happen eVectively ignores the rules
be 50% above the sustainable rate of carbon completely, and most of the decisions are taken
emissions in 2050 and we would still have the behind closed doors in secret meetings with arm
problem of 550 million people in poverty. This twisting and inducements, in a process which would
technological optimism is not a solution. be regarded as scandalous at the national level. In

terms of achieving change, I think we need toMr Simms: I would underline that by saying that
every single scenario looking at the likely trajectories highlight the double standards. It is going to be a

slow process, but I think by drawing the contrastof climate change shows that we will be moving in
the direction of triggering irreversible feedback between the way in which the international

institutions operate and the basic minimummechanisms in the environment which will basically
move the problem of global warming beyond the wit standards that we expect at the country level, we can

create a pressure for real change. We would notof our political masters to do anything about it.
Every single economic scenario that I have seen at think about operating a national government system

as we operate the voting structures of the IMF andany rate of growth in the global economy pushes us
beyond that point. the World Bank where people’s votes are weighted
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according to their income.As a result,Mozambique, simply overwhelmed by our total rising levels of
consumption. There are basic laws of physics thatwhose economy has been virtually run by the IMF
you run up against when you are doing that.and theWorld Bank for the last 15 or 20 years, has a

population of about 19 million, but they have fewer
votes in the IMF and the World Bank than Iceland, Q213 David Howarth: You could have economic
with a population of 300,000 who are virtually growth in the exchange of services which produce no
unaVected. That is clearly undemocratic, and further burden on the physical environment at all?
scandalously undemocratic. Yes, it is a slow process, Mr Simms: That is theoretically possible, but it
but I think if we can highlight those double reminds me of the myth of the paper-free oYce that
standards then there is the potential for change. I we thought IT was going to deliver to us, and our
think not changing is not an option. As long as we consumption of paper has gone ever up and up and
go on in the waywe are, we are in deep, deep trouble. up. There was some research done in the
Mr Simms: It is almost as if we are prepared to Netherlands which showed that the rise of internet
accept at the international level a form of shopping, for example, had increased the burden of
governance which is perhaps more akin to pre-civil traYc on our roads. In theory these things are
war England than we are here. On a more positive possible but in practice they do not seem to happen.
note- it sounds terribly negative—perhaps there is a We need to measure what matters, I suppose. The
lot more to be made which is capable of shaming problem is, as we all know, it is a very long debate,
some of the industrialised economies into better GNP/GDP are incredibly crude indicators, they
performance by looking at some of the best practice really do not tell you very much. They tell you that
in developing countries. For example, there are when it rains you get wet, they do not tell you
substantial areas, whole islands in the Sunderbans in whether you are going to drown in a flood or
southern India, where they are committed to shifting whether you are getting enough water for the plants

to grow in your garden. I think we need far moreto 100% renewable energy and are well on the way.
intelligent indicators that give us a clearer picture ofSome of the greatest innovations in terms of running
where we are going wrong and where we are goingyour economy on clean energy lines are happening in
right. Again, no data streams are perfect and therethe developing world. There are good new stories
is an awful lot to be done to improve the quality ofout there but there are these huge blocks at the
statistics at the international level, whether it ismacro-level.
coming through theUN institutions or the Bank and
the Fund, but on the best available information we

Q212 David Howarth: On the one hand, you are know that we are already overreaching our bio-
optimistic in a way about the changing institutions capacity in a range of areas, whether it is in fisheries
but the other thing you said was you were very or in soil lost through particular forms of
pessimistic about technical change being able to agriculture, andwe need to do something about that.
solve the problem of the relationship between If we mean what we say about meeting the
economic growth and climate change. Can you say Millennium Development Goals and the new deal
a bit more about that because it sounds to me as if that is promised to poor countries in the global
the conclusion you want to draw from that is that economy at every single G8 Summit that I have been
convergence and contraction is not going to work to going back more than a decade, then I see
just applied to carbon, what you are calling for is economies like the UK’s like a car badly parked in a
something almost impossible to sell, which is supermarket car park taking up more than just one
convergence and contraction in terms of economic parking space. If there is going to be room for people
welfare, or at least as a first contention it would be from sub-Saharan Africa to draw in and go
fine. shopping we have got to tidy up our act and release

some space, release some environmental space, inMr Simms: I would answer that by saying I think we
order that they do have the environmental space tohave got a very easy sell because what we are selling
develop. It is also quite right to say that is an issueis a planet fit for sustaining human life.We produced
which is not restricted to our use of fossil fuels, it isanother report recently called the UK
an issue which touches many other areas of life asInterdependence Report in which we showed how
well.Britain’s dependence for its lifestyle relied upon

importing increasingly large amounts of very real
resources from the rest of the world, obviously Q214 Mr Vaizey: I was going to ask what you
leaving less for other people, and this idea of living thought of Hilary Benn and Richard Laing’s
within ones means, which on a financial level we rejoinder to your Guardian article?
might take for granted, we seem to not consider in Mr Woodward: I have to say, I was not terribly
the same way environmentally. There is no doubt at convinced, which is perhaps not terribly surprising
the moment that on the best available information in the circumstances. I do not think they have fully
we are overstretching our bio-capacity certainly and addressed the issue. The issue primarily is around
the only way to solve that is at the global level. The global economic growth. If we were to adopt policies
problem is we run up against the laws of physics which seriously and directly addressed poverty, that
when we trust to technological solutions to our would almost inevitably produce growth in any case
problems, that against a backcloth of an ever- in sub-Saharan Africa. I do not have a problem with
growing global economy any increases in sub-Saharan African economies growing, the main

problem is with the model that we have, which reliestechnological eYciency or energy eYciency are
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on global economic growth for poverty reduction, savings, or anything else. Nearly half of the world’s
population is living below that level. A sixth of thebecause the links are too tenuous. EVectively, what

we have is a situation where poverty reduction is world’s population is living below half of that level
of income. That is scandalous. That is a moralseen as depending on growth in developing countries

and developing countries’ growth has been made imperative. But, at the same time, dealing with
climate change is a practical necessity. If we do notincreasingly dependent on growth in developed

countries. We have created a need for developed deal with climate change we are in serious trouble
and we are very quickly going to get into thecountries to go on growing more and more and

more, whereas—and this comes back to something situation where it becomes an irreversible process
with catastrophic consequences. Part of the reasonMr Howarth was saying—the increase in income

within developed countries is not really contributing why technology does not look like being enough is
that we have left it too long. If we had started takingto an increase in well-being. So we are not calling for

contraction and convergence in terms of well-being, serious measures ten or 20 years ago, we might have
been able to do something about it. Now, the longerbecause for the bulk of the population—something

like 80–85% of the population of the developed we leave it, the more drastic themeasures will be that
we will need to take in order to tackle the problemcountries who account for maybe half of the world’s

income—further increases in absolute income do eVectively. Again, part of the problem comes back to
the global economic governance system, that we donot contribute to an increase in well-being. We want

to increase our incomes much more for our relative not have eVective mechanisms at the global level
which allow countries to take collective decisions inincome than for absolute income; it is more about

status. If nobody had a car, having a car would be a their genuine collective interest from a long-term
perspective. If we had, then we would not have gotgreat thing, it is only because everybody has got cars

that we want three Porsches. We are on what is into this mess.
Mr Simms: I would summarise by saying thatcalled a “hedonic treadmill”. We are all trying to

increase our relative income but by doing so we all climate change in the context of development is a
diVerent order of concern to questions of health andincrease overall income, which does not leave any of

us better oV. It is getting away from that need for education which are, of course, incredibly
important, but one can argue whether a healthever faster growth in developed country economies.

In order to do that, we have to first break that budget should be increased by £10 million or £20
million or £30 million. When we are talking aboutdependency. If we just switch the global economy

into reverse gear now, without doing anything else, climate change, we are talking about averting a point
at which the problem moves beyond our wit tothat would be disastrous, because we have spent 25

years creating a dependency on growth in the control it. If you look back over the last 25 years,
some of the poorest countries in the world have beendeveloping countries. We have to create the

conditions in which that can happen. expected to go through profound re-engineering of
their economies in the face of financial debts, many
of which we would argue were dubious and as muchQ215 Mr Vaizey: When the White Paper is

published would you like to see Hilary Benn do a the fault of the lending institutions as they were of
the countries that took the loans. Now we are facedspectacular u-turn and say, “I am wrong”?

MrWoodward: I would love to, but I am not holding with a diVerent kind of debt, we are faced with an
ecological debt, and it is up to us to hold a mirror upmy breath. There is a need to recognise that we are

facing a fundamental problem here: that the way we to ourselves and ask in our farmore comfortable and
protected societies, “Are we prepared to face theare going we are not going to eradicate poverty and

we are not going to deal with climate change. level of re-engineering of our own economies to deal
with our ecological debt that we have expected someEradicating poverty is a moral imperative. The level

and depth of poverty in the world today is absolutely of the poorest countries in the world to do in the face
of far more questionable financial debt?”scandalous. Nearly half the world’s population live

below the $2-a-day line. The $2-a-day line is Chairman: Thank you very much for that very
enlightening session. We may have a couple moreequivalent to, in the UK, 19 people living on a single

minimum wage with no access to free health or questions, if we can send them in writing to you, that
would be great. Thank you very much.education, or benefits, or borrowing, or access to
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Witnesses: Mr Peter HardstaV, Head of Policy, and Mr Tim Jones, Policy Assistant, World Development
Movement, gave evidence.

Q216 Chairman: Good morning, Mr HardstaV and Mr HardstaV: To some extent. I think there are
question marks over the political eVort that the UKMr Jones. It is good to see you here this morning. If

I can start oV by asking you about the lobbying that Government has put into that. We have seen DFID
call for a review of World Bank and IMFyou have done with the Government on the issue of

conditionality. There have been some changes and I conditionality, that was welcome, that is good and it
is the first step. The reviews themselves were not verywonder what these changes are and whether they

match up to those that you have been calling for? far-reaching and came to some pretty weak
conclusions. DFID itself put in some usefulMrHardstaV: First of all, can I start oV by thanking

the Environmental Audit Committee for inviting comments on the drafts of those reviews but,
unfortunately, was not able to change them. DFIDWDM here to present oral evidence. On the issue of

conditionality, what we have seen over the past year has been more prepared to talk at the World Bank
and the IMF about the number of conditions,is a commitment from DFID, from this

Government, that it will no longer impose economic “There are too many conditions, maybe we should
reduce them”, rather than going out and saying,policy conditions, like privatisation and, trade

liberalisation, in return for UK bilateral aid.We still “Imposing economic policies, which are very
questionable at the very least, like privatisation andhave to see that implemented. Currently there are

draft guidelines for DFID country oYces that are trade liberalisation, is undemocratic, unfair and
unsuccessful, we need to change”. We have not seenbeing consulted upon. There are one or two issueswe

have with those guidelines and whether or not they that level of advocacy from this Government at the
World Bank and the IMF.potentially create loopholes within which the UK

Government might be able to revert back to
imposing these kinds of policy conditions. On the Q220 Mr Vaizey: Can you talk about the World
face of it, what we have is a very progressive policy Bank’s review of conditionality and what is going
on behalf of the UK. on there?

Mr HardstaV: The World Bank did a review of its
conditionality. We were calling for it to be aQ217Chairman:Are you convinced that it is not just

a re-branding exercise to get you oV their backs? fundamental rethink, “Let us step back and look at
the nature of conditionality.What is it for?What areMrHardstaV: In terms of the UKGovernment, this

is a significant move in the sense that it is a first we trying to achieve?” That did not happen. There
are fundamental questions about democracy, aboutmove. We have not seen another government

explicitly state that this kind of conditionality does building eVective states which conditionality cuts
across in terms of issues about parliamentarynot work, that it is not democratic and we have to

move away from it, so that is important. Obviously scrutiny of policy and Parliament’s ability to change
policy. That did not happen with the World Bankthe proof of the pudding is in the eating. We will

have to see whether or not this will be properly review, it was a fairly functional look at the number
and types of conditions. Broadly speaking, the Bankimplemented. The aid system is complicated, so

there are issues around the UK Government using concluded that they were on the right track. There
was not a fundamental rethink and, therefore, thatits aid to come in on the back of, for example,World

Bank programmes which use conditions, so, in was part of the reason which led to there not being
particularly far-reaching conclusions. The goodeVect, DFID would be supporting certain kinds of

conditionality. There are potential diYculties with thing is it is on the agenda for sure, pretty low down
it seems, and hopefully it will continue to come backit, there are potential loopholes, but what we have

seen is a government, the first one that I am aware on to the agenda, but it was not a very far-reaching
review, I am afraid.of, that has come out and said, “This is not

acceptable, we have to do something diVerent”.
Q221 Mr Vaizey: It is sort of parked for the time
being?Q218 Chairman: It is welcome but you have not yet

seen the changes in practice? MrHardstaV:The reviewwill be reviewed. They will
come back to the issue of conditionality periodicallyMr HardstaV: That is right. It is welcome that the

commitment is there and it is welcome that our but, sadly, it did not go far enough to suggest that
there needs to be significant changes in the way thatGovernment has been prepared to say these things.

The guidelines are out there, there are some the World Bank and the IMF do conditionality.
potential problems with them, we would like to see
them a bit more robust, and ultimately there are Q222 Mr Vaizey: What about the idea of direct
longer-term problems in terms of the World Bank budgetary support? Presumably that is something
and the International Monetary Fund in particular. you are quite in favour of?
I think about 40% of UK aid is going to the Mr HardstaV: As the New Economics Foundation
multilateral institutions and these institutions are suggested, the problem we have is that governments
still using conditionality. That still remains to be a have become weaker in many respects. There are
major issue. various issues that cross over here. One is

conditionality which weakens states. It eVectively
puts governments and policy making in the hands ofQ219 Chairman: Is the UK Government arguing a

case for dropping conditionality in those other others outside the country. It weakens parliaments
and states. That is a major problem. Conditionalitymultilateral institutions?
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that has been imposed, as our previous speakers a focus on growth. We want to reduce poverty;
therefore, we must do growth without ansaid, has involved trade liberalisation, investment

deregulation, and these are thingswhich result in less examination of what growth is for; what are we
trying to achieve and what are the best ways of doingmoney for the state, which have ended up making

the state more dependent on aid. A key element of that? That is a problem with the conception of
PRSPs. We must pursue a growth strategy in orderour submission to DFID’s recent White Paper was

about how do we get from dependency to self- to achieve poverty reduction when the evidence for
growth equalling poverty reduction is mixed. TheresuYciency. What are the measures that we need to

take? What is the best use of aid in doing that? are more important things we need to do or things
that are as important so, to that extent, I do notUltimatelywe do notwant to be giving countries aid.

We want them to get oV the aid treadmill. The think sustainability has been incorporated into the
PRSP process.problemwe have seen is that they have not been able

to do that because the tax revenues from countries
have been eroded and degraded. Now we see that Q227 Mr Vaizey: How do you get the environment
budgetary support is necessary. Ideally, we want to onto the agenda for developing nations? How do
be finding ways of getting countries oV budgetary you get growth or development?
support. We want a sustainable tax base in those Mr HardstaV: There was a discussion earlier about
countries. changing global institutions and it is all very

diYcult. Is there any hope? There is a key role for
Q223 Mr Vaizey: Budgetary support is simply DFID to play in being the first mover, making small
another way of giving aid. changes initially. I was sad to hear that the Secretary
MrHardstaV: Budgetary support is a necessary evil. of State is so vehement in his analysis on economic
Ideally, wewant to be getting countries away from it. growth because I think DFID could be a first mover

and reassess the nature and the relationship between
GDP as an indicator and poverty eradication andQ224 Mr Vaizey: We all would love to see these

countries self-suYcient but while they are not that is sustainability. This has to be done. We have to re-
examine this and DFID could be the one that takesthe best way of giving aid.

Mr HardstaV: It is not the only way of giving aid. that lead in the way it has done with conditionality.
No one else was doing this. DFID has re-examinedDFID is utilising various diVerent forms of project

aid as well as budget support. conditionality. That has shifted the debate on
conditionality although not in as big a way as we
would like. DFID has an influence. We are one ofQ225 Mr Vaizey: That is a new way of giving aid.
the larger donors to the World Bank. DFID is seenMr HardstaV: Relatively, but a key issue for us—
as a significant development institutionagain one of the key points we put in our submission
internationally. What DFID does has a broaderto the DFID White Paper—was about building
impact so DFID could take first moves on theseeVective states. It ties in with the whole self-
issues.What is critical would be for DFID to start tosuYciency argument but you have to have eVective
reassess issues around indicators, what we are tryinggovernment to develop. Budget support can be part
to achieve and therefore reassess what achievesof that if it is used eVectively. The problem is that
poverty eradication in a way that is sustainable andbudget support can be used in a way that
will accord will with environmental limits.undermines the creation of eVective states by

imposing policies on countries: we will give you this
cash if you doX,Y andZpolicy. That is not building Q228 David Howarth: One of your current
eVective states; that is taking decision making away campaigns is about water privatisation in particular.
from the government and parliamentarians. Yes, You had a bit of a ding-dong with DFID on this. I
budget support can be useful and at the moment it is wonder how you see DFID’s role, what it is doing
necessary. and what its philosophy is. Does DFID see

privatisation as the way to achieve better water
supply and better water sanitation and achieving theQ226 Mr Vaizey: What about getting the

environment and sustainability onto the agenda? MillenniumDevelopment Goal in this area?What is
the state of play in your debate with them?They are not part of the conditions that developed

countries impose on developing nations? Mr HardstaV: Firstly, what we all agree on is
wanting to achieve the Millennium DevelopmentMr HardstaV: What you tend to find is that

particularly with World Bank projects there are Goals. It is interesting to note that in 1977 a target
was set to achieve universal access to water andwhat is called environmental safeguards attached—

ie, we will give you X amount of money to build this sanitation. Since then we have not achieved this and
our ambitions have been recalibrated to halving theoil pipeline and you must meet these environmental

standards. In terms of budget support, I do not think proportion of people without access to water and
sanitation. The key issue is about how we do that.there are broader environmental policy conditions

attached. That is fair. I do not think we should be DFID has been involved in supporting, politically
and financially, privatisation of water andimposing environmental policy on countries

through budget support. We have not seen in sanitation. I think back to 2002 when we had Clare
Short in the House of Commons saying thatpoverty reduction strategy papers the integration of

the environment to a great degree. Mirroring what privatisation is the only way that poor countries will
get the investment they need to provide services likehas already been said by previous speakers, there is
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water, transport and so on. What this led to is a Development Goals which, to be achieved, will
focus on the private sector within DFID. What we require improvement on water and sanitation. It is
have seen over the past few years is a range of fair to say that greater priority should be put into
mechanisms created to support the private sector this but it is a balancing act.We cannot expectDFID
politically and financially. So there is conditionality. to put everything into water and sanitation. There is
Now, thankfully, we have a commitment to get rid a greater priority that could be put into this. What
of that but obviously it is still happening in the we have been arguing is we need to be looking at
World Bank and the IMF.DFID can come in on the workable, public solutions about how we spend our
back of theWorld Bank and it has done that recently own money. Essentially, it is about public money.
with Sierra Leone. The World Bank and the IMF How are we going to use public money? What is the
have demanded that water privatisation take place. best way of doing this?We have looked at a range of
DFID comes in with aid funding for a consultant to failures in privatisation in all its diVerent forms and
advise. Initially, it was for public relations as well our assessment is that we need much more political
but that seems to have been averted. We have a and financial support for eVective, workable, public
tendency to pay consultants. We are talking millions solutions.
in the aid budget to advise developing countries on
reforming their water sector and invariably these

Q230 David Howarth: Do you say the same thingconsultants are recommending privatisation. It is
about the EU and the World Bank?partly because these consultants have come out of
Mr HardstaV: Yes. Talking to colleagues in otherthe private sector and privatisation in the UK. That

is what they do. We have DFID paying for public European countries, the EU Water Initiative is
relations exercises to convince unwilling populations similarly beset by this assumption that the private
that they should support privatisation. Ultimately sector is going to deliver. There are a couple of
when it comes to private sector involvement in the important points to remember. One is that the
water and sanitation sector we have subsidies, in WDM is not anti-private sector. We talk about an
eVect. We have aid money being used to prop up the appropriate role for the private sector. We are not
companies to help to smooth their way or bail them anti all privatisation. When it comes to privatising a
out when they get into diYculties. There is a range state run beer company, you will not find us
of ways in which DFID has been involved in campaigning on the streets. It is about the
promoting, supporting and funding privatisation. appropriate role for the private sector and when we
What we have seen over the past year or so—I have looked at water and sanitation our assessment
hope—is a degree of shift, a degree of questioning of the evidence is that the appropriate role for the
with that. Our debate with DFID has, at times, been private sector is in out-sourcing from public utilities,
diYcult but what we are seeing is, I hope, a re- providing technical advice. Ultimately, the most
evaluation. We are holding a meeting in Portcullis eVective way and the cheapest way to run a water
House as we speak about workable, public solutions system—we are talking largely about urban water
to providing water and sanitation and there are systems here—is some form of public system and
many. What we have not seen and what we would there are variations.
like DFID to do is to provide political and financial
support for workable, public solutions. The key
issue to remember is that privatisation does not Q231 David Howarth: To be fair to DFID, they say
happen as a natural consequence of market forces. It they only spend five% of the relevant funds on
absolutely has to have political and financial support privatisation. Do you accept that or is that counting
in order to happen and then survive. Secondly, it in a particular way?
similarly, eVective public solutions will not happen Mr HardstaV: There are issues with the figure. For
without political and financial support. Over the example, our campaign is focused on urban water
past ten or fifteen years we have seen governments supply. That is no small issue because of the
put their eggs in the privatisation basket. We are increasing urbanisation across the developing
starting to see a shift in that because companies are world. DFID’s figure includes its funding for rural
rethinking their strategies and governments are supply in which the private sector simply has no
beginning to wonder whether we will achieve the interest. There is no money in it. There is not a hell
MDGs by assuming that the private sector can do it, of a lot of money in extending access to the poorest
because they do not have the money. The private people in cities and that is one of the problems we
sector does not have the cash to be able to do this. have encountered. The figure does not include the

money that DFID gives to multidonor initiatives.
That said, our key problem is not just about theQ229 David Howarth:Do you think DFID is giving
amount of money; it is about DFID being a firstenough priority to water in the first place, to supply
mover, its influence extending beyond just theand sanitation?
amount of money it provides in aid in diVerentMr HardstaV: There is a whole range of
forms. It is about its influence in theWorldBank andcomplementary issues out there in terms of poverty
in developing country governments. There is a realeradication. It is fair to argue that water and
role for DFID to play in being a first mover, insanitation are probably the most fundamental. If
demonstrating that there are workable, publicyou do not have eVective water and sanitation you
solutions out there and providing the political aswill not be able to go to school; your health will

suVer and so on. There are a number of Millennium well as financial support for these solutions.
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Q232 David Howarth: One thing that particularly The private sector, other than its shareholder
capital, has no more access to money and financecaught our attention was the Public Private

Infrastructure Advisory Facility. Could you tell us than the public sector but what has happened in the
private sector is that they will borrow onwhat its role is?

Mr Jones: It was originally set up towards the end of international financial markets which is relatively
more expensive money. Then they will have to paythe nineties and was the brainchild of people within

the DFID Water Energy and Minerals Department that back. They have money to pay back with higher
interest rates; they have dividends to pay to theirwho wanted to get other donors on board so they

brought in the World Bank. Since 1999 both water shareholders. All of this has to be converted into
their home currency.We have seen in the past, whereand sanitation and other utilities have funded

consultants primarily to do various bits of work on there have been currency fluctuations, the company
has seen the value of its investment in the developingthe privatisation process. That will often include

funding studies that advise on what form country fall because of the currency fluctuations. It
still has to get the money out. It still has to repatriateprivatisation should take, but it also includes things

about building consensus for reform. In lots of cases the profits and pay oV its loans in dollars orwhatever
it might be and therefore it has to raise prices for thethey will hold workshops and get journalists and

labour unions in to try and convince them that water domestic consumer. There is a key problem there for
the private sector. What these tend to result in isprivatisation is the way forward. Examples of this

are in Malawi in 2002. Such a study was done with cherry picking. When the private sector says it is
prepared to go into a country in terms of itsworkshops and now the World Bank has a project

there which is set to fund communications work to negotiations of its contract, it will cherry pick the
best countries in terms of where it might make someconvince parliamentarians and the public that water

privatisation is what is needed in the two largest money and then cherry pick the best cities. Within
cities it cherry picks the best areas where there arecities. Similarly in Zambia, a group of journalists

from Zambia were paid to have workshops with the more people who have the ability to pay and
therefore the privatisation process does not involveWorld Bank which were meant to give an objective

view of how to provide water and sanitation but the specifically extending water supply to the poorest
people and you have not dealt with the problem. Thewhole focus of the workshop was about how to

introduce the private sector. That work in Zambia problems lead to renegotiation of contracts so if the
private sector is not meeting its investment targets—was followed up by another consultant being paid to

produce a report on how to privatise water in as we have seen in cities in Latin America—they
renegotiate the contract to negotiate down theLusaka and that is now a condition of the World

Bank’s programme. PPIAF has often relatively investment targets because the private company
cannot achieve that level, or they simply fail and yousmall amounts of money involved. These

consultants might cost around $100,000–$500,000 get under-investment. This is one of the arguments
around the ejection of City Water- which involved,and that is the initial impetus to the privatisation.

The World Bank will come in later with funding of UK company Biwater—from Tanzania. It was all
about whether they met their investment targets.tens of millions of dollars but the PPIAF was set up

by DFID and still receives large amounts of funding You also get cut-oVs. The company is struggling to
make enough money so it will get cut oV for notfrom DFID.
being able to pay. Ultimately, you need government
subsidy, through aid money, loans or theQ233 David Howarth: You mentioned consultants,
government of the developing country. Publicmanufacturing consent and conditionality. Is DFID
money is needed to support and finance the privateinvolved in directly funding privatisation projects?
sector. These are the results of some key problemsMr Jones: There is one in Guyana at the moment.
that we find in private sector involvement inSevern Trent International have a management
extending water supply to the poor in developingcontract for the whole of the Guyanese water
countries.system. All of their fees are paid for by DFID and

the investment for the project is paid for either by
DFID or a few other donors such as theWorld Bank Q235 Ms Barlow:Would you say in the light of that
and the EU.Certainly that is wheremoney is directly that there were too high expectations within the
going to a private company. multinationals and within the countries in which

they operate?
Mr HardstaV: Yes. It is fair to say the expectationsQ234 Ms Barlow: To carry on with the water
were high but I also think that alongside theprivatisation issue, a lot of the companies involved
expectations was a specific political project with ahave either withdrawn or been kicked out. What
specific intention to increase the amount of waterhave been the problems?
and sanitation delivered by the private sectorMr HardstaV: There are some fundamental issues
regardless over time of the evidence of whether oraround particularly the multinational private sector
not the private sector was delivering. As we sawinvolvement in water and sanitation. The first is
particularly during the late nineties, the problemwasaround the issue of investment. There was a
increasing and there was a bit of a rethink but not aconventional wisdom—and to some extent there still
rethink to the extent that maybe it is not a very goodis—that the private sector has pots of cash lying
idea but, “We needmore donor financing to help thearound somewhere to invest in extending water

services to the poor. This simply has not happened. private sector. Essentially, we need subsidies.” I
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think there is a mental block about supporting the something the private sector cannot do. When we
talk about eYciency and the cheapest, best way topublic sector. It has to happen. There is no way we

will achieve the Millennium Development Goals get water and sanitation to the poor, as the World
Bank has shown, the private sector is no morewithout significant financial and political support

for public sector provision. The private sector does eYcient than the public sector at achieving this goal.
not have the resources to achieve the MDGs in the
next ten years. We have to start rethinking and look Q238 Ms Barlow: In terms of the public sector, you
at eVective ways to support and finance the public are saying there has to be public sector involvement
sector. on a greater scale. So far, have there been any

schemes where public sector involvement has been
extensive and successful?Q236Ms Barlow: Taking aside the public sector just

for a minute, are there any privatisation schemes MrHardstaV:There are diVerent models, if you like,
diVerent forms of public sector provision. Portothat you feel have worked well or are there any

countries where those have worked? Alegre involved quite an unusual participatory
budgeting exercise. In Savelugu in Ghana a localMr HardstaV: Senegal is sometimes used as an

example of where privatisation hasworked.We have community was given responsibility for managing
the local water supply. It was paying the nationalalso seen that this was backed by donor money so it

was not the private sector that provided the water company for its water and then it was
responsible for distribution, collecting for bills andinvestment in extending the network to the poor. It

was loans and aid. Whether or not you count that as so on. It worked well. They cut the incidence of a
rather nasty disease called guinea worma roaring success for the private sector is moot. Chile

is also an example. The World Bank’s research says significantly. In Dakar in Bangladesh a workers’
cooperative took over and in comparison to athat Chile was a pretty well functioning utility before

privatisation and there is no real evidence to suggest private company working in a similar area they did
much better. There is a range of diVerent examples.that the private sector has improved on the

trajectory that the public sector was already on. If It is not just the traditional public utility that we
might think of. There is a range of diVerent modelsyou have a well functioning public utility that is then

privatised, it is more diYcult for the private sector to out there and that is what we would call public
systems or public models. They are not profitmake a mess of it, if you like, but these are not the

critical areas. We have to try and find ways to making in the private sector but they are not
necessarily the traditional conception of a publicprovide access to water and sanitation for the

poorest people in the most diYcult areas and in utility, although there are those out there that are
run eVectively.those areas we have not seen major successes from

the private sector, I would argue.

Q239 Ms Barlow: In terms of the White Paper, what
would you like DFID to be doing about waterQ237 Ms Barlow: You have talked about cherry

picking by the privatised companies as one of the supplies for the poorest people?
Mr HardstaV: In our submission of evidence toreasons why the water needs of the poorest people

are not being addressed. Are there any other aspects DFID, what we were askingDFID to dowas to take
a step back, to re-examine development. We did notthat you can expand on? Is that the only reason?

MrHardstaV:The cherry picking goes together with go so much into the nitty gritty. We asked DFID to
look at how to achieve things like self-reliance anda process for privatisation. It starts often with

conditionality followed by a consultant or it can how to improve democracy. In that respect, in our
submission, we did not go into the detail because westart by a consultant followed by conditionality.

They have to bring in the private sector on advice to have been involved in a dialogue with DFID. What
we would like to see from DFID is firstly thethe government and at that point they have to decide

what is the best way to bring in the private sector.We commitment on increased priority in relation to
water and sanitation for sure but also a commitmentneed to increase prices to make it more attractive for

the private sector. We need to construct the contract that DFID will engage, both politically and
financially, in support for public systems. DFID hasin a way that will be attractive to the private sector.

That is where you get cherry picking and a company a private sector development department. It does
not have a public sector development department.saying, “Do not make the investment burden too

great.” Therefore donors have to come in with the We do not see institutionally within DFID at the
moment the makeup that is required to properlymoney. You then get privatisation and problems can

continue. You can get currency problems or the examine how you achieve successful government
and get successful government or public utilities andcompany naturally wants to make its profit and

therefore you get price hikes above and beyond (a) public systems. It is firstly about DFID’s own
approach to this. There needs to be some changewhat people can aVord and (b) what is necessary to

improve the system. A key issue is around being able internally. That has to be allied with clear political
and financial support from DFID for publicto reinvest your surplus. This is what we have seen in

successful public sector operations, whether that is solutions because developing country governments
are taking their steer from what they hear from thePorto Alegre which is run on participatory grounds

or cities in Malaysia. You see the public operator World Bank, from DFID and bilateral donors and
the conditionality that is imposed on them. Whatmaking a surplus and reinvesting that, extending the

network. That is eVective use of that money. That is they have heard in the past 20 years is, “You will get
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the money if you involve the private sector.” There side, DFID has produced materials emphasising the
fact that the poorest people are often criticallyneeds to be something diVerent being said. Someone
dependent on environmental resources. If youhas to start doing that and we would like to see
degrade or destroy those environmental resourcesDFID take the lead.
you will increase poverty. Poverty reduction or
improving people’s quality of life is where WDM isQ240 Ms Barlow: Is this something you have
coming from. We do not equate that with economicbrought up with DFID? If so, what was their
growth necessarily. It is fair to say that WDM likeresponse?
most, if not all, other development organisations hasMrHardstaV:This is something that we are bringing
engaged in a pretty superficial debate with DFID,up with DFID, yes. We did ask for a meeting with
the UK government and the World Bank aboutthe Secretary of State at the start of this year and that
growth. We are as guilty as anyone of talking solelyhas been turned down. We are currently trying to
about growth and we have engaged in this discourseorganise a seminar with DFID where we want to
about the policies that will achieve growth.bring over for a second time an expert in public
Obviously, we have a very diVerent conception ofwater provision from Brazil and hopefully one from
what are the best policies to achieve growth. On thatUganda.Wewant to start creating this dialoguewith
basis, we have criticised trade liberalisation, forDFID about a process in which the public sector can
example. Our objective is improvement in thework. We started this last year. It was notable that
quality of life for the poorest people in the world.although we had written this stuV down, we had
How you get that is a critical issue. Where we takewritten down examples of successful public systems,
issue with the conventional view of development isthat had not sunk in. When we asked an expert,
around the pursuit of growth as an end in itself, theAntonio Miranda, to come and talk to DFID—we
pursuit of export led development as an end in itself.arranged a meeting—about Porto Alegre as an
That is why, in our submission to DFID, weexample, it was almost a revelation: “We have not
highlighted those issues and we were suggesting thatheard about this.” I remember thinking we have there needs to be a rethink. That not only comeswritten it down, but there is nothing like face to face from our experience simply looking at issues aroundcontact. That is part of our job, to persuade DFID growth. To put it bluntly, even on traditionalmodelsthat this can work. We are trying to engage with of industrial development, you do not get rich byDFID on that very issue, that there are successful exporting low value agricultural products. That is

public sector ways of providing water. This can not a route to development and therefore the idea
work. As yet, I do not think the dialogue has reached that agriculture is the only thing that poor countries
a point where DFID are saying, “Yes, we believe we should be interested in, for example in the trade
need to do something diVerent”. There is still a bit of round, is utter fallacy. That comes from a traditional
resistance institutionally. way of looking at development. Ally that to

sustainability, to what improves the lives of the
Q241MsBarlow:Moving back to economic growth, poor, and you get a much more complex analysis
we have heard in previous sessions that there is a which also questions traditional views around
need to concentrate on environmental issues, development, around issues like export led
particularly climate change and global warming, development and using GDP as a measure of
while still continuing development. We had slightly success. The UNDP recently did some work on
diVerent evidence earlier today in terms of growth analysing the relationship betweenGDP growth and
but your focus has always been very much on poverty reduction. It is possible to have growth in
poverty reduction rather than the environment. I GDP with very little impact on poverty.
would like to briefly go into what the goals are that Chairman:Weare going to have to curtail the session
you want to see in terms of poverty reduction. at this point because the Prime Minister has his ten
MrHardstaV:WDMdoes not see poverty reduction minutes of weekly abuse so thank you very much for
completely in the abstract, in a way that it does not coming. It has been a very useful session and if we

have any further questions we will contact you.involve environmental sustainability. On the plus
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Executive Summary

1. Sustainable use and management of environmental resources is critical to poverty reduction. Poor
countries depend on environmental resources to amuch greater extent than richer countries. Environmental
wealth—natural resources—is one of the main sources of growth in developing countries, and central to the
livelihoods of poor people. The environment—and the economic growth it supports—provides jobs and
incomes, and products and services. Governments and donors, working with civil society and the private
sector, have important roles to play in addressing environment and sustainable development.

2. In February 2005, DFID published its policy paper DFID’s Approach to the Environment. The main
focus is on how environment contributes to poverty reduction and sustainable development in developing
countries, as measured by progress towards the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).

3. This memorandum describes DFID’s approach to the environment and how we work with others on
environment and sustainable development. It provides information to judge how eVectivewe have been. The
fourth section addresses agriculture and natural resource use specifically.

4. The memorandum takes into account the way in which donors have changed their approach over the
last five years—towards developing country leadership; addressing the big policy questions—particularly
around global environmental issues such as climate change; and achieving coherence of approaches and
lesson learning.

5. Headings reflect the questions posed in the Committee’s press release (with the question number
referenced). Examples of DFID’s activities are included in each section, as are examples of where DFID’s
approach has worked well or, conversely, has been unsuccessful (Question 12).

A. DFID’s Approach to the Environment

How does DFID incorporate sustainability generally and environmental issues in particular into its work? [1]

6. DFID’s aim is the elimination of poverty in poorer countries through sustainable development. Poor
people want jobs or self-employment to enable them to have a better life. For DFID, achieving economic
growth is essential for poverty reduction. This oVers the best prospect for escaping poverty. But poor people
also want the other things that environmental resources provide: better health, security and being less
vulnerable to hazards and shocks. We aim to address sustainable development’s economic, social and
environmental dimensions. Addressing all three dimensions is not always straightforward, however:
sometimes trade oVs are required.

7. We published our Policy Paper DFID’s Approach to the Environment in February 2006 (appended).
The main focus is on how environment contributes to poverty reduction and sustainable development in
developing countries, as measured by progress towards the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). The
paper describes how we integrate the environment into our work with developing countries and other
donors.
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8. The “environmental” goal isMDG7—to ensure environmental sustainability.Weak progress towards
ensuring environmental sustainability will compromise achievement of the otherMDGs and undermine our
wider investments in poverty reduction. Environmental management and sustainability contribute towards
other MDGs, for example:

MDG 1—Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger

The livelihoods and food security of many rural and urban poor people depend on ecosystems
being able to sustain a diverse range of goods and services. Good environmental management and
sustainable use of environmental and natural resources are essential for sustained economic
growth that benefits poor people.

MDG 2—Achieve universal primary education

Children, especially girls, spend much of their time collecting water and fuel-wood, reducing their
chances of going to school. Girls’ attendance is encouraged by better school sanitation.

MDG 4—Reduce child mortality

Diarrhoea and respiratory infections, major killers of under-five children, are strongly linked to
dirty water, inadequate sanitation and air pollution.

9. We have developed a number of principles for tackling environmental challenges. These principles are
applied according to circumstances and practicalities in country programmes, through work with other
donors, and in our policy and research work:

— We integrate the environment and natural resources into our work—aiming to identify
opportunities that contribute towards poverty reduction as well as addressing environmental risks;

— We support country-led approaches eg Poverty Reduction Strategies that develop capacity to
handle local, national and global environmental priorities;

— In selected countries we support local processes that encourage sustainable development and
improved capacity to manage the environment in a way that benefits poor people;

— We generate andmanage environmental information, knowledge and learning eg developing good
practice of how to improve environmental management for poverty reduction that can be used by
DFID and other donors, and funding research;

— We support developing countries to strike eVective deals through multilateral initiatives
eg international climate change negotiations; and

— We help strengthen the co-ordination of donors’ eVorts and policies on the environment for
poverty reduction, internationally and at country level.

Does the unique definition of sustainable development in the 2002 International Development Act have
implications for the environment? [1]

10. The International Development Act defines sustainable development as “any development that is, in
the opinion of the Secretary of State, prudent having regard to the likelihood of its generating lasting benefits
for the population of the country or countries in relation to which it is provided.”

11. Benefits to poor people in poor countries are the primary focus for DFID. Interventions with human
wellbeing as a central objective—but which also aim to improve the environment—are in accordance with
the Act.Many social benefits will not be “lasting” if based on unsustainable use of environmental resources,
nor will they be so if development assistance causes environmental damage.

12. DFID focuses on sustained poverty reduction, looking for environmental opportunities that are
likely to contribute to this objective, andminimising environmental risks where they are likely to undermine
the objective.

13. We have a list of things that should be excluded under theAct. These include activities which are likely
to undermine both poverty reduction objectives and environmental sustainability, such as support for
supply of fur, drugs or hazardous chemicals.

Is a pro-poor, pro-environment development agenda possible and, if so, what should be its focus? [7]

14. We think that not only is it possible, it is necessary. Poor countries depend on environmental
resources to a much greater extent than richer countries. Environmental wealth—natural resources—is one
of the main sources of growth in developing countries, and central to the livelihoods of poor people.

15. But poor people, as they point out when asked, have inadequate access to environmental assets such
as clean water, clean air, fertile land and productive plant and animal life that are essential for livelihoods
and health. The problem in many countries is the lack of ways in which poor people’s views on environment
can be heard and responded to.
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In Pakistan, through a DFID supported Participatory Poverty Assessment (using questionnaires and
interviews with poor communities) in 2003, poor people identified environmental and natural resources,
including access to land and water, and a degrading natural resource base, as one of six priority areas for
them.

16. Environmental hazards, such as floods, depletion of natural resources and pollution threaten
development. Poor people usually bear the highest costs. Global and regional environmental challenges,
particularly climate change, are making hazards worse, with adverse eVects on poverty reduction and
sustainable development.

17. At the same time we can not, and should not, deny poor countries the chance to grow their way out
of poverty. Poor countries and poor people will use more power and consume more resources and they will
need to, if they are to grow.We can help countries develop better approaches, using assets—forests, water—
more sustainably, and help them tomanage the environmental impacts of their growth. This includes better
environmental information for economic planning, and the use of more eYcient and newer technologies—
for instance, clean energy.

18. We need also to focus on the global consequences of growth, above all in the case of climate change,
because unless it is tackled there will be huge negative consequences, especially for poor countries who will
be worst aVected. Poor countries will need to increase resilience and adapt to such change so that hard won
gains in poverty reduction are not compromised.

19. Three basic approaches are required to address environmental challenges for poverty reduction and
development:

20. Direct contributions to better environmental management

We need to focus on environmental outcomes that matter most to poor people, and which are central to
achieving the MDGs. This includes, for example, improved access by poor people to environmental assets,
such as clean water and fertile land, and improved living conditions, as in urban slums. It can also include
addressing global and regional environmental challenges, most significantly climate change.

21. Tackling underlying institutional challenges

Environmental problems linked to poverty are a sign of state ineVectiveness and a result of institutional
failure. The environment needs to be integrated into development by encouraging sustainable use of natural
resources for pro-poor growth; by addressing governance of environmental assets; and by ensuring global
and regional environmental changes, such as climate change, are taken into account in development
planning.

22. Managing environmental risks

Developmental outcomes are subject to environmental risks. Assessment of short and long-term
environmental impacts is needed when making development decisions and choices, as well as during
programme implementation. This is true of donor programmes as well as development planning by
developing country governments.

In KenyaDFID supports a programme that helps poor people gain better access to natural resources such
as forests, scrub and other land, essential for making a living. We work with civil society organisations to
better enable them to represent the needs of poor communities to government and advocate improvements
in legislation to benefit poor people. The programme has resulted in greater accountability and transparency
in environmental decision making; and it has strengthened dispute resolution and worked with the judiciary
to improve understanding of environmental law. The programme is working with private sector natural
resources users to promote their more sustainable use, and to create more and better job opportunities for
poor people.

In China we helped the Yunnan provincial government to integrate environment into policies and
programmes addressing rural poverty. Our programme identified ways for poor people to better access
environmental resources, such as land and forests, as well as how provincial government environmental
management policies can be improved to ensure poor rural people benefit. The diYcultywas getting diVerent
government departments, such as environment, poverty reduction, agriculture and rural energy, to work
together.

How should environment, development and equity be integrated in the proposed White Paper? [7]

23. Environmental issues relevant to poverty reduction and development will be addressed in the White
Paper. Work on the Paper is, however, at a relatively early stage. Consultation is taking place through a
series of speeches made by the Secretary of State for International Development on diVerent themes. The
speeches and the consultation document are available on DFID’s website www.dfid.gov.uk. The
consultation period started on 19 January and closes on 7 April 2006.
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24. The Consultation Document includes the following questions: How does the environment aVect
growth; and what can the UK and other governments do to help developing countries grow their economies
while also managing the environment?

25. The Secretary of State’s speeches have referred to the importance of the environment for poverty
reduction. The speech on growth argued that environmental wealth and natural resources are a main source
of growth in developing countries and central to livelihoods of poor people. Environmental sustainability
featured as one of the seven essential components for developing country growth. In his speech on policy
coherence, the Secretary of State referred to the challenge posed to poverty reduction by the changing global
environment and the depletion of natural resources. The speech focused on the problems that will be posed
by climate change, and stated that DFID needed to ensure that developing countries were part of a global
solution; that developing countries needed assistance to access cleaner energy and support to develop
regional or sector trading schemes; and that better information about the predicted impacts of climate
change, and support for developing countries to adapt and build resilience was essential.

B. How DFID Works with Others

How does DFID coordinate with recipient governments? [4]

26. Development is more eVective and sustained when led by developing countries, and where there is
strong national “ownership” and the capacity to act. We encourage and support country-led approaches
that integrate local, national and global environmental priorities.

27. DFID country programmes work on this principle, supporting countries’ own priorities as set out in
national poverty reduction and other development strategies. In general, however, national poverty
reduction strategies have only weakly addressed environmental issues, whether at local, regional or global
level. Many less-developed countries do not take an integrated approach to considering how good
environmental management and accounting for environmental hazards lead to better development.
Authority and responsibility for environmental management is often fragmented.

28. In “fragile” states, country-led approaches are more diYcult or impossible either because
governments are unwilling or unable to tackle poverty eVectively or there are more immediately pressing
issues, such as conflict. Even here environment still needs to be integrated into programming. We may do
this through support to international and national NGOs, the private sector and the UN.

29. The role of local institutions and stakeholders is important—as drivers of and contributors to policy
change; as investors in and deliverers of environmental services; and in monitoring good environmental
management. Strengthened local voice can help ensure environment and poverty links are properly
addressed in poverty reduction strategies and other development planning.

30. We work with developing countries according to their particular circumstances, such as country
needs and the capacities and interests of other donors. This can includes managing risks from climate
change, managing natural resources for growth, improving access to water and sanitation, improving access
to energy, making links between biodiversity and poverty reduction, and tackling environmental
degradation. We focus on:

— improving governments’ abilities to better address and take a more integrated approach to
environment and development, for example by making better links between planning, finance,
sector agencies and environment stakeholders;

— enabling stakeholders such as civil society to participate in development dialogue to articulate
environmental needs and influence policy and practice; and

— ensuring coherence of approach with other donors.

31. One particular diYculty in helping develop government capacity is the often weak position of
environmental authorities. They can be strengthened to be more engaged in development planning
processes, although there is a danger of focusing too much on environment departments at the expense of
others. Successful cooperation helps improve coherence of partner government approaches.

In Tanzania, working with the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), we have helped
government to address poverty and environment together in its growth and poverty reduction strategy.
Working through the Vice President’s OYce, we supported consultations with local government and others,
and development of poverty/environment indicators for the strategy’s poverty monitoring system (PMS).

In Bangladesh we are providing £6 million over five years to support the UNDP and the Bangladesh
government to establish a Comprehensive Disaster Management Programme. This programme will help
transition from relief to risk reduction, including responding to longer-term climate risks.

Because the UK Overseas Territories are not eligible to benefit from the Global Environment Facility,
DFID has established (with the Foreign and Commonwealth OYce) an Overseas Territories Environment
Fund. The fund supports implementation of the Territories’ Environment Charters—and environmental
management more generally—in order to meet local and global objectives.
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How does DFID coordinate with other bilateral donors and NGOs on environmental matters? Is there
consistency or extensive variation from one country to another? [4]

32. As in other areas, DFID strongly supports donor harmonisation and co-ordination for
environmental management. We work with other donors at diVerent levels to develop common
understanding of links between environment, poverty reduction and development. We draw on—and
contribute to—guidance and “good practice” of the OECDDevelopment Assistance Committee Environet.
We are working with the OECD andmultilateral finance institutions to harmonise Strategic Environmental
Assessment approaches.

33. DFID is a member of the Poverty Environment Partnership (PEP). This was established in 2002 as
an informal group of bilateral agencies, multilateral agencies, research institutes and NGOs. Members
include the Danish Development Agency (DANIDA), the World Bank, the Asian Development Bank, the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the United Nations Environment Programme
(UNEP), the Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF), the International Institute for Environment and
Development (IIED) andTheWorldConservationUnion (IUCN). The partnership is a forum for exchange
of ideas and experience. It established a small working group for the 2005 World Summit to focus and co-
ordinate eVorts on raising the profile of MDG 7.

34. At country level DFID promotes co-ordination among donors to take a collective approach in
support of country-led priorities. The approach is country specific and depends on the relative interests and
capacity of the donors. In some countries there are active donor co-ordination groups. For example, in
China, we participate in the Informal Group on Environment (which also includes someNGOs). The China
programme also co-ordinates with WWF on its partnership agreement with DFID and in relation to the
UK Sustainable Development Dialogues (DEFRA led). In other cases coordination on environment is
weak, with a legacy of uncoordinated donor projects.

35. In the UK, we hold periodic meetings with the Development and Environment Group (DEG) of
NGOs, whose members include WWF, Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, Tearfund and Practical
Action. This provides opportunities to discuss key areas of DFID policy and also gather NGO input and
comments. A meeting with the DEG in February 2006 was attended by the PUSS where he presented the
Environment Policy Paper, and also heard NGO comments on development of the new White Paper.

36. DFID has Programme Partnership Agreements (PPAs) with IIED, Practical Action, WaterAid and
WWF. These agreements provide a framework for activities that contribute towards mutually agreed
objectives. For example, the partnership with WWF provides opportunities for WWF to bring their
experiences to DFID, particularly those gained at country level. The funding provided by the agreement has
supportedWWF to work with donors and civil society in Tanzania to build environmental dimensions into
the growth and poverty reduction strategy.

C. How Effective is DFID’s Approach?

As a department that is focused on a long term goal, poverty reduction, is suYcient account taken of
environmental limits—and the need for development to respect these—when implementing policy? Is there
recognition within DFID of the long term impacts aid spending can have on natural resources, including
biodiversity, and climate change? Is spending directed accordingly? [2]

37. Developing countries should not go for growth now and worry about environmental sustainability
later. However, whilst some developing countries are starting to take account of natural capital and
environmental wealth, most countries and most donors need to do more to systematically address
sustainable use of natural resource wealth. For example, biodiversity needs to be factored into poverty
reduction but in most cases its contribution is not valued correctly, predominantly as a result of undefined
property rights and lack of markets—leading to degradation of these resources.

38. DFID recognises that good environmental management and sustainable use of natural resources
underpin economic growth in developing countries. A recent study by the World Bank1 estimates that
natural capital makes up 5% of global wealth but contributes 26% of wealth in low-income countries. In
Ghana, a study carried out by DFID and the World Bank showed that renewable natural resources
(agriculture, forests, fisheries) contribute almost 50% of gross domestic product (GDP). But the costs of
environmental degradation were conservatively estimated to be at least 5.5% GDP (equivalent to about
US$ 475 million per year or one third of total ODA to Ghana) with the most significant contributors being
poor forest management and soil degradation. Ministry of Finance data suggested a wealth accumulation
rate of 25% of GDP; however assessments as part of this work conclude that this figure is closer to 15%
of GDP.

1 Where is the wealth of nations? Measuring capital for the 21st century. World Bank, Washington, 2006.
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39. The Millennium Task Force on Environmental Sustainability noted the direct factors behind
environmental problems as change in land use, over-exploitation or inappropriate exploitation of
environmental resources, invasive species, pollution and climate change. However, there are other
underlying drivers of environmental problems. Though context-specific, we recognise the importance of
addressing governance, economic and institutional capacity factors that aVect poverty reduction and relate
to the environment.

40. Climate change is exacerbating existing pressures on natural resources (eg water, forests, fish and
fertile soil). It threatens to reduce the performance and resilience of developing economies, especially those
heavily dependent on climate sensitive sectors, such as agriculture and fisheries. By 2025 more than three
billion people could be aVected by serious water shortages. We aim to help developing countries cope with
and adapt to the impact of climate change. We are following up G8 commitments to improve climate data
in Africa and develop climate risk screening procedures for donor investments. Pilot screening work is
underway in Bangladesh to learn lessons.

41. Climate change is one of the four priority areas of DFID’s Research Funding Framework. We have
commissioned work to:

— Use existing data sets to identify areas of sub-Saharan Africa where current and projected impacts
of climate variability and climate change are likely to be significant, poverty rates high, and
vulnerability to change high, over the next 10, 25 and 50 years, at sub-national level.

— Assess the feasibility of developing a decision support toolbox for priority setting, monitoring and
evaluation that can be used to assess cross-sectoral technology, policy and management
interventions aimed at improving the adaptive capacity and coping strategies of highly vulnerable
households.

42. DFID has joined a partnership agreement with the Canadian International Development Agency
(CIDA), and the International Development Research Centre (IDRC) for a five year £30 million Climate
Change Adaptation in Africa research and capacity programme, due to start in April 2006. The programme
aims to minimise the environmental impact of climate change on poverty reduction. It will also assess
strategies to protect natural resource capital.

43. With regard to climate change and energy, increased energy consumption using fossil fuels will lead
to increased greenhouse gas emissions. But energy consumption by the poorest countries makes only a small
contribution to global emissions. Poor countries need to increase energy use for economic growth, and poor
people need increased access to energy in their daily lives. Our overriding priority for energy is to increase
access, but this must be taken forward with attention to sustainability of supply and environmental impacts.

44. Following the G8 Summit at Gleneagles, wehave been working with the World Bank on the
development of a new Investment Framework to accelerate the adoption of technologies that enable cleaner,
more eYcient energy production and use.
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45. There are opportunities to expand and harness the immature markets for investment in ecosystem
services such as watershed management, biodiversity conservation and carbon sequestration. DFID has
been a main contributor to the start-up costs of the EcosystemMarket Place. This is a source of information
on emergingmarkets and payment schemes for ecosystem services, such as watershedmanagement forwater
quality, and carbon sequestration through forestation. It will provide much-needed transparency in
emerging ecosystem markets, including who is buying, who is selling and at what price. It has information
on how low-income producers and communities can benefit.

Is there suYcient level of expertise within DFID and country oYces on environmental issues? [3]

46. DFID has established the Sustainable Development Group in Policy Division to coordinate
environmental policy. The group promotes use and management of natural resources and the environment
in a way that promotes sustainable poverty reduction. This includes enabling poor people to share the
benefits of natural resources and environmental assets such as air, water, forests, minerals and energy, and
improve access to environmental services, such as water and sanitation. The group also looks at how good
environmental management enhances prospects for sustainable growth. The group comprises three teams:

47. The Environment for Sustainable Development team is concerned with the use and management of
environmental assets for poverty reduction at national and local levels. It helps DFID contribute towards
MDG 7 Target 9 to integrate principles of sustainable development into country-led development policies,
planning and programmes. The team works across UK Government, with non-governmental partners and
with international partners. It helps DFID benefit from international best practice and promotes DFID
approaches on environment, poverty reduction and development. It also promotes good practice to address
environmental risks of DFID programmes.

48. The Global Environmental Assets team is concerned with the use and management of environmental
assets that belong to everyone, not just to a local area or particular country. This includes issues such as
climate change, and international agreements on forestry, genetically modified organisms, biodiversity and
desertification. Work focuses on ensuring global assets are used in a way that benefits the poor, and on
limiting the eVects of global environmental damage, to which poor people are particularly vulnerable.

49. TheWater, Energy &Minerals team aims to influence both domestic and international policy-making
and good practice to improve access and manage water, energy and minerals for poverty reduction. It helps
DFID contribute towards achieving MDG 7 Target 10 to improve access to water and sanitation. It works
internationally, for example with theWorld Bank andEU, on policies and programmes that enable the poor
to have access to energy supplies. Work on minerals focuses both on international policies on large
extractive industries and on the protection of the livelihoods of poor people engaged in small-scale mining.

50. Our policy work on agriculture is carried out by the Renewable Natural Resources and Agriculture
team in Policy Division’s Growth and Investment Group.

51. The Sustainable Development Group is home to three groups of specialist advisers in DFID:
environment, infrastructure and livelihoods. The heads of profession support professional development of
those advisers and lead on policy in their areas.

52. A range of staV in DFIDwork on the environment. These include programmemanagers, policy team
leaders and specialist advisers with environment, livelihoods and infrastructure responsibilities. We
currently have 12 environment specialists. Another six advisers from the livelihoods and infrastructure
groups have specific environmental responsibilities, filling 18 environment posts in total. Of these, six
specialists are based in Policy Division in the Sustainable Development Group. Policy Division also houses
seven other specialists from the livelihoods advisory group working on agriculture, fisheries and forestry.

53. Twelve of the 18 specialists working on environment are based in the regional divisions. Bangladesh,
China and India oYces have country-based environment specialists; and Kenya has two programme-based
specialists. However many country programmes have either livelihoods (including agriculture and forestry)
or infrastructure advisers, who handle environmental issues in their areas—with the support of regionally-
based environment colleagues.

54. We have fewer environmental specialists working at country level, and more at policy level, than five
years ago. The environment group is small compared to, say, our economics or governance groups.We have
just embarked on a workforce planning exercise that will examine the professional skills (and skill
combinations) needed to meet business needs over the next five years. Environmental capacity will be
considered in this exercise.

How extensively and eVectively is environmental screening of projects applied? [3]

55. We operate a mandatory “environmental screening” procedure for activities and investments over
£1 million. It is used to identify and address environmental risks, including global and regional risks such
as climate change and water shortage, associated with DFID’s own programmes and activities. The
procedure is an important tool for considering environmental opportunities as well as risks.
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56. The procedure is periodically reviewed to take account of international good practice, emerging
threats such as climate change, and changing aid instruments. A review of screening in 2003 revealed some
confusion over when and how to screen. It found that whilst the majority of recorded screening notes were
completed well, there was room for improvement. An Environment Guide was published in 2003 to provide
further guidance on screening. This is available on our website http://www.dfid.gov.uk

In India, the Orissa Public Enterprise and Reform Programme is an example of where screening has been
eVective. The screening process identified opportunities to mainstream environmental issues into the
programme and to support the Orissa government in predicting and evaluating the direct and indirect
consequences of the programme on environmental sustainability. The programme prepared a Guide to
Environmental Auditing for Privatisation. All enterprises in the programme are subject to initial screening,
followed where appropriate by more detailed environmental assessments.

57. We are carrying out a further review of our screening. This will be completed by mid-2006.
Preliminary results indicate that use of the Environment Guide has further improved the screening process,
but there have been inconsistencies in application and diYculties in recording.

58. We will use the results of the review to improve guidance for environmental screening. This includes
how environmental screening is applied to new aid instruments such as budget support. In some
circumstances, a high level of screening is not always possible, in particular with rapid humanitarian
responses where the priority is to mobilise resources quickly and to save lives. We are looking at how to
improve the screening in such circumstances.

How significant a document is DFID’s Sustainable Development Action Plan? [5]

59. During preparation of the UK Sustainable Development Strategy (UK SDS) we worked with
DEFRA and other government departments to integrate international development perspectives. The
strategy was publishedMarch 2005 with a commitment that, “all central government departments and their
executive agencies will produce focused sustainable development action plans based on this strategy by
December 2005 andwill report on their actions byDecember 2006, for example in their departmental annual
reports and regularly thereafter.”

60. DFIDpublished its SustainableDevelopmentAction Plan inDecember 2005. The Plan uses guidance
published by the UK Sustainable Development Commission. It sets out the overall approach to sustainable
development in DFID, which is to balance the economic, social and environmental aspects of what we do
in developing countries according to the priorities and circumstances of each country.

61. The DFID Action Plan is not, however, new policy. Our mandate, policies and activities continue to
be governed by the InternationalDevelopmentAct, the publishedWhite Papers and our environment policy
paper. The Plan describes how we will implement DFID commitments under the UK SDS which are to:

— promote international eVorts to achieve the MDGs;

— achieve the target of putting 0.7% of the UK’s gross national income (GNI) into oYcial
development assistance (ODA);

— increase the eVectiveness of aid;

— work with developing countries and other donors to help integrate principles of sustainable
development in poverty reduction strategies;

— help developing countries to give appropriate emphasis to water and sanitation in national
development plans;

— share experiences of sustainable development with other countries;

— help developing countries adapt to climate change;

— tackle illegal, unlicensed and unregulated fishing;

— extend the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative to other countries and resources;

— support the Global Environment Facility;

— support environment projects in UK Overseas Territories; and

— lead by example by ensuring sustainability in our internal operations.

62. The Action Plan is an important tool for us to help track delivery of DFID commitments in the UK
SDS. Progress of all Action Plans will be monitored by the director-level inter-departmental Sustainable
Development ProgrammeBoard, chaired by theDEFRAPermanent Secretary, as well as by the Sustainable
Development Commission.
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The DFID Sustainable development Action Plan includes plans to pilot “greener” country assistance strategies
by 2007. What should this process entail? [5]

63. The reference to “greener” country assistance plans is in connection with action on climate change
adaptation. In 2005, the G8 agreed to put climate risk management procedures in place for donor-funded
development investments, to increase their resilience to climate change impacts. This is in line with the
recommendations of the Commission for Africa. The UK has adopted the Commission’s recommended
target of 2008. A pilot phase will be implemented between now and then, working with theWorld Bank and
other donors, to integrate climate risk management into assistance strategies for six pilot countries. We are
aiming to include three DFID country programmes in Asia and three in Africa in the pilot risk assessment,
to cover a range of climate risk and socio-economic vulnerabilities.

How eVective so far have the existing Sustainable Development Dialogues, such as those established with China
and India, been? Is this an approach that could be extended further? [6]

64. The Sustainable Development Dialogues, led by DEFRA, are at an early stage and no assessment
has yet been conducted. The Dialogues oVer a good opportunity for DFID to work with DEFRA and the
FCO (and other departments where relevant) in partnership with the governments of fast developing
countries.

65. TheDialogues are designed to strengthen bilateral ties in a range of policy areas. They aretaking place
in Brazil, China, India, Mexico and South Africa—chosen for their rapidly growing economies, their
increasing regional and global impact and influence, and the sustainability challenges they present. The
focus goes beyond poverty reduction to broader sustainable development. Mechanisms such as ministerial
and oYcial exchanges, research and working groups will be used to share experiences and help deliver
mutually-beneficial solutions.

66. DFID engagement will be driven by where we can most add value, and by the focus of our respective
country programmes. China is at the most advanced stage and DFID’s oYce has been a major partner in
designing and setting up the Dialogue. There is scope for the Dialogues to strengthen cooperation between
UK government departments. But this needs to be driven by priorities identified by partner countries
themselves. The Dialogues need time to develop and demonstrate eVectiveness before deciding if the
approach can be extended further.

How eVectively does DFID influence the work of Multilateral Development Institutions (MDIs) such as the
World Bank to ensure that environmental sustainability is taken into account? [8]

67. DFID influences the environmental performance of the MDIs as “shareholder” and board member.
With organisations such as the United Nations Development Programme and the OECD Development
Assistance Committee, we influence through technical participation and/or funding. Attribution of
influence is diYcult because dialogues are ongoing and many other governments and stakeholders are
involved. Influence over environmental issues is not always easily isolated since it is integral to wider
discussion about development eVectiveness.

68. We have had specific influence over the environmental performance of the MDIs by:

69. Developing and reviewing policies, strategic instruments and procedures

We engage on the development, review and coherence of policies, plans and procedures adopted byMDIs.
Examples include:

— The World Bank Extractive Industries Review of investments in oil, gas and mining. The
environmental implications were a major consideration in the review, and it concluded that future
investment should include adequate environmental safeguards.

— A review of International Finance Corporation (IFC) environmental and social safeguards where
DFID helped shape the new IFC Policy, Performance Standards and Guidance notes through
cross-Whitehall and multi-stakeholder consultations, including hosting dialogues between the
IFC and others, including NGOs.

70. Monitoring and review of specific projects and investments

DFIDmaintains a watch over the implementation ofMDI policies and procedures at project and country
level. We review investment proposals as a Board member of the institutions.

71. Regular engagement in forums and working groups

We participate in theMultilateral Financing Institutions TechnicalWorking Group on the Environment,
and the InternationalAssociation for Impact Assessment. This helps contribute to formative stages of policy
guidance, environmental assessment tools and other initiatives.
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How is DFID’s work to achieve theMillennium Development Goals integrated with the targets on fisheries and
biodiversity also agreed at the World Summit for Sustainable Development? [9]

72. Fisheries are important to economic growth in many developing countries, and the livelihoods of
many poor people:

— Livelihoods: the livelihoods of some 30–40 million people in Africa depend on fishing.
— Nutrition: in sub-Saharan Africa fish protein accounts for 22% of animal protein intake on

average, up to 60% in some countries.
— Revenue and foreign exchange: Global trade in fish products, which is dominated by developing

country suppliers, is greater in value terms than tea, coVee, cocoa, sugar, bananas and rubber
combined.

73. Fisheries are generally poorlymanaged and are exploited at unsustainable levels. DFIDworks closely
with DEFRA to address the World Summit on Sustainable Development fisheries targets, in particular
those related to illegal, unregulated and unreported fishing. We are supporting UK eVorts to promote
internationally agreed measures to tackle illegal fishing, ensuring that fisheries policies take the interests of
developing countries into account. Our aim is to ensure that EU Fisheries Partnership Agreements, which
underpin the EU’s access to developing countries fisheries, do not threaten sustainability and are genuinely
of advantage to developing countries.

74. On biodiversity, DFID’s main policy interest is to address biodiversity where it is known to be a
priority for poverty reduction. Biodiversity resources globally are not properly valued. Their preservation
in developing countries (other than through absolute protection) depends on them being able to generate
local and timely economic benefits. DFID is investigating the potential for generating payments for
ecosystem services.

75. DEFRA leads on the Convention for Biological Diversity (CBD), with DFID support on poverty
aspects. DFID’s objective for the CBD is to ensure that it reflects the voices and needs of poor people.

How eVective are funds directed by DFID specifically towards the Global Environmental Fund? [10]

76. TheGlobal Environmental Facility (GEF), established in 1991, is the designated financialmechanism
for the international conventions on biodiversity, climate change, persistent organic pollutants and
desertification. It provides grants and concessionary funds to help developing countries protect the global
environment. It also funds projects that protect international waters and the ozone layer. DFID has the UK
Government lead.

77. TheGEF partnership brings together theWorld Bank, specialist UN agencies such as theUNDP and
UNEP, regional development banks and NGOs. The GEF is positioning itself to work more systematically
with the private sector. It no longer simply finances stand-alone projects but aims to influence the way global
environmental issues are handled at country level. Its lending is staged and dependent on programme
performance, thereby improving the sustainability of the GEF’s operations and its environmental impact.

78. Independent evaluation suggests that for every dollar the GEF invests, it levers more than three times
as much from other sources. Since inception, the GEF has provided US$4.5 billion in grants and has
generatedUS$14.5 billion in co-financing fromother partners.DFID contributed £89.5million underGEF-
1; £85.25 million under GEF-2; and £118 million under GEF-3 (making the UK the fourth largest donor).
Negotiations for GEF-4 are ongoing.

79. The GEF has an independent monitoring and evaluation oYce, which assesses the eVectiveness of
GEF programmes and resource allocations. The oYce arranges a comprehensive external study of the
GEF’s overall performance every four years, to coincide with the GEF replenishment cycle.

80. The third overall performance study was completed in June 2005. The study found that there had
been progress in the GEF system in the past four years; stakeholders were more informed; and
implementation had improved. The GEF has achieved significant result in its biodiversity, climate change,
international waters and ozone deletion focal areas, exceeding many of its interim targets. The evaluation
considered that the GEF biodiversity programme has had notable impact on slowing or reducing the loss
of biodiversity. It considered the GEF to be well placed to deliver results in the newer focal areas of land
degradation and persistent organic pollutants.

How eVective are funds directed by DFID specifically towards the environment, for example towards achieving
Millennium Development Goal 7? [10]

81. We estimate that in 2004–05 some £65 million of our aid (including the GEF) contributed towards
improved environmental sustainability.2 This is both direct and indirect, including spending on livelihoods
and infrastructure where environmental outcomes are significant. MDG 7 includes three targets:

82. Target 9: To integrate the principles of sustainable development into country policies and
programmes, and reverse the loss of environmental resources. Target 9 is the only non-quantitative target.
It is often poorly integrated into developing country policy, implementation and reporting. The indicators

2 This does not reflect spending contributing towards all three MDG 7 targets due to the way DFID records its data.
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(forest cover, protected areas, energy sources, carbon dioxide emissions) do not directly relate to poverty
and few are routinely measured. The international community has agreed that rather than develop a
separate planning and tracking system it is better to monitor the integration of sustainable development
principles in existing processes. In most poor countries this means poverty reduction strategies.

83. Recent case studies carried out for DFID, the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA)
and theGerman technical agencyGTZ show that poverty reduction strategies have not, in themain, handled
environmental governance and management well. The World Bank has also made an assessment which
shows gradual improvement. Better handling of the environment is strongly associated with broad
participation by NGOs and poor people; and a coordinated donor approach, working closely with
developing country governments. This is supported by our own experience. More is required, including
stronger links between planning budgeting.

84. It is diYcult to assess how much DFID has contributed independently. But there are examples of
where we have been part of an eVective process leading to visible improvements in environmental capacity.
In Uganda, we helped the Ministry of Water, Land and the Environment to integrate environmental
management into the poverty reduction strategy. In Tanzania we worked with the OYce of the Vice
President to ensure that poor people’s reliance on environmental resources was addressed in the growth and
poverty reduction strategy.

85. Target 10: By 2015, reduce by half the proportion of people without access to safe drinking water and
sanitation. The target is relatively clear. However, there is no eVective measure for access to safe water
(“safety” is assumed to equate with “improved water supply” and “access” permits a two-kilometre distance
from the source; both assume reliability).

86. DFID provides around 5% of global aid for water and sanitation, accounting for about 6% of our
total bilateral aid. We published a Water Action Plan in 2005. Over three years we will double our funding
(both bilateral and multilateral) for water and sanitation in sub-Saharan Africa from £47.5 million to £95
million in 2007–08. Our principal partners are theWater and Sanitation Programme (WSP) managed by the
World Bank; the Global Water Partnership (GWP); the Water Supply Collaborative Council (WSCC); the
Joint Monitoring Programme implemented by UNICEF and theWorld Bank; andWater Aid. Evaluations
of a number of these organisations show them to be highly eVective.

87. Target 11: By 2020 achieve a significant improvement in the lives of at least 100million slum dwellers.
This target is not stretching given the predicted numbers of slum dwellers—there are presently 924 million
worldwide, and this may increase to two billion by 2030 if on current trends.

In India, DFID has been amajor contributor to slum upgrading programmes since the late 1970s, funding
major upgrading initiatives across the state of Andhra Pradesh, and in Kolkata inWest Bengal. It currently
provides financial support to a range of international initiatives including the Community-Led
Infrastructure Financing Facility, the Cities Alliance, a new commitment for the Slum Upgrading Facility,
and various World Bank projects aimed at reducing urban poverty.

How eVectively does DFID work with other departments such as DTI and DEFRA to ensure policy coherence
for development across Government, in relation to WTO and trade in particular? [11]

88. International and global environment is, in the main, the responsibility of other government
departments. In recent years there has been a significant increase in the level of inter-departmental
cooperation, for example in developing the UK Sustainable Development Strategy. DFID’s interests are
to ensure poverty and development perspectives are appropriately addressed in global environment, and to
consider how changes in the global environment impact on poor countries, for example the debate about
sustainable production and consumption in the UK.

89. Examples of where DFID has a significant interest but where others lead include:

— EU Action Plan on Forest Law Enforcement (FLEGT), where DEFRA and DFID jointly lead
on illegal logging and international trade in illegally harvested timber.

— UK approaches to international environmental governance, where FCO and DEFRA lead,
mainly made through the UN system. DEFRA lead on relations with the United Nations
Environment Programme.

— Commission for Sustainable Development, where DEFRA lead UK involvement including
reporting on the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation resulting from the 2002 World Summit
on Sustainable Development (WSSD). DFID has a major role in meeting UK commitments on
integrating environment into poverty reduction strategies and other national development plans;
and improving access to water and sanitation.

— Foreign and Commonwealth OYce (FCO) Global Opportunities Fund where DFID participates
in the programme management committee.

90. DEFRA and DFID are working closely to achieve greater policy coherence in fisheries. Currently,
this work is focused on implementing internationally agreed recommendations for addressing illegal,
unregulated and unreported (IUU) fishing; and on ensuring that EU Fisheries Partnerships Agreements
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with developing countries genuinely serve the interests of poor people in these countries. This work
complements that of DFID’s country programmes in realising the contribution of fisheries to growth eg in
Orissa State, India.

The UK’s illegal logging programme relies on close cooperation between a number of government
departments (in particular DFID, DEFRA, FCO, DTI, HM Revenues and Customs), as well as eVective
collaboration with the private sector and civil society. An external review of the illegal logging programme
in 2005 complimented this cross-departmental work. It said “the close personal links between staV in DFID
and the EU is a model to be followed by others. The role DFID has had in enabling UK Government to
influence the EU is exemplary.”

91. On agricultural trade and development in the WTO, we work closely with DEFRA and DTI. The
UK’s position is agreed acrossWhitehall andministers of all three departments, along withHMT and FCO,
have come together regularly on the Doha Development Agenda (DDA). The UK was represented at the
WTO Hong Kong meeting by ministers of the three departments. Prior to Hong Kong, Hilary Benn and
Margaret Beckett met development and environmental NGOs to discuss progress on sustainable
development in the DDA.

92. DTI and DFID have a shared PSA target on trade and development. The White Papers from 2001
and 2004 on trade and globalisation set out how we are ensuring that trade contributes to sustainable
development.

D. Agriculture and the Use of Natural Resources [13]

What is DFID doing to promote the role of sustainable agriculture in rural development?

93. Ensuring sustainability is a core principle of DFID’s new Agriculture Policy Paper. This highlights
the environmental impact of poorly planned and managed agricultural policies and incentives and the
inappropriate use of technologies. We contribute to the core budget of the United Nations Food and
Agriculture Organisation (FAO), whose activities include policy development to strengthen sustainable
livelihoods in agriculture, forestry, fisheries and livestock. Our new Strategy for Research in Sustainable
Agriculture (2006–16) will focus on research that demonstrates likely impact on improving agricultural
productivity for poverty reduction in sustainable ways.

94. DFID’s country programmes support sustainable agriculture through a combination of direct budget
support; rural livelihoods, watershed and income generation programmes; research; engagement in policy
reform dialogue; and support to other agencies. This includes:

— integrating sustainability into national agricultural strategies and sector-wide approaches (eg
Mozambique, Uganda);

— integrating sustainable natural resource management principles into implementation of Poverty
Reduction Strategy Papers (eg Ghana, Ethiopia);

— supporting institutions that address environmental issues (eg Rwanda);

— linking international research centres directly with NGO partners promoting the adoption of low
input conservation methods to improve agricultural productivity (eg Zimbabwe);

— helping farmers’ groups and other civil society organisations to deliver sustainable agriculture
extension services, for example support to 70,000 farm households in Nepal since 2003 of whom
60% are poor and excluded;

— funding local councils and village-level organisations to manage natural resources and tackle
environmental degradation through soil and water management, use of organic fertilisers and
integrated pest management (Myanmar, Cambodia);

— conducting water audits of rural livelihoods programmes (Andhra Pradesh, India) and assessing
water balances under diVerent land development and land use scenarios (Karnataka andMadhya
Pradesh, India);

— supporting policy dialogue on sustainable rural development and food security (through the
International Food Policy Research Institute in Ethiopia); and

— helping governments, producers and small enterprise networks create policy incentives for more
sustainable agriculture through market based mechanisms (eg Nicaragua).

What is DFID doing to tackle the environmental implications of intensive agriculture?

95. DFID supports the development of good agriculture policy; reversal of perverse incentives that lead
to unsustainable rates of resource extraction; appropriate use of technologies; and better soil and water
management to oVset the resource impact of productivity increases.

96. DFID works in the poorest regions of the world, few of which have achieved a high intensity of
agriculture. Many poor people are trapped in low return, low-intensity agriculture. The challenge is to
increase agricultural productivity, largely by making better use of the existing farmed area rather than



3409991003 Page Type [E] 08-08-06 19:07:02 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 114 Environmental Audit Committee: Evidence

expanding intomarginal areas where the risk of land degradation is higher. Increasing productivity will help
poor people build sustainable exits from poverty, and poor countries to kick-start broader economic growth
and diversification. In the longer term, this will reduce dependency on natural resource based activities.

97. In parts of India where agriculture has intensified we are working on cropping systems that are more
resilient to stresses like drought and pests. This has been eVective in reducing insecticide use by 56% and
increasing farmers’ net income by 74% in target areas. Also in India, DFID is promoting low input and
organic agriculture—where these systems are appropriate.

What has been learnt from past experience in agricultural development, particularly in Asia?

98. Agricultural growth in “green revolution” areas of Asia was almost invariably the precursor of
broader economic growth, enhanced food security and poverty reduction. But some areas and people were
excluded from the benefits, and resource management was frequently unsustainable. Evidence for this is
cited in the Agriculture Policy Paper.

99. In “successful” green revolution countries like India, we are helping address the accumulated
environmental impacts of the green revolution. We are also helping improve sustainable, low input
agriculture in rainfed areas with poor communities who have yet to realise and benefit from agricultural
growth.

100. InAfrica (egRwanda) andCentralAmerica (egNicaragua), our country programmes have analysed
the Asian experience to see what can be learned that is relevant to current circumstances—and to develop
appropriate responses.

What role does forestry play in DFID’s development work and how is it ensuring sustainability?

101. The UK Government recognises the importance of forests to sustainable development. They
provide livelihoods for many poor people; they conserve biodiversity; they provide significant ecosystem
services; and they are a rich resource of national development.

102. Most of the UK government’s support to conservation and better management of forests in
developing countries is provided by DFID. DEFRA and FCO also provide some support. DFID’s
contribution to forestry through bilateral programmes has averaged £18 million per year over the last five
years. Countries receiving DFID bilateral support include Brazil, Cambodia, Cameroon, Ghana, India,
Indonesia and Nepal.

103. We make substantial contributions to international forestry programmes. These include the World
Bank’s Programme on Forests (PROFOR) and theUN’s Food andAgriculture Organisation (FAO), which
hosts the multi-donor National Forest Programme Facility (NFPF). PROFOR was cited by the World
Bank at the Paris Partnersmeeting in 2004 as one of two examples of good practice of collaborative working.
DFID and other donors will continue to support PROFOR in its four main areas: finance; poverty
reduction; governance; and cross-cutting macro-economic issues. The NFPF is a long-running programme
supported by a number of donors. It provides eVective support to civil society organisations concerned with
sustainable forest management. It also supports policy reform and is having a positive impact on wider
FAO’s ways of working.

104. Much of DFID’s current work is focused on addressing the governance and market failures that
drive illegal and unsustainable logging. We work through the G8 and the EU, and other programmes
tackling forest governance, trade and corruption.3 In January, we announced a contribution of £24 million
for this work over the next five years.

105. We also work on policies, markets, and financing that favour forests and poor people. This includes
the development of market-based approaches to the provision of ecosystem services (water, biodiversity
and carbon).

In Indonesia, the Multi-stakeholder Forestry Programme, co-managed by the Indonesian Ministry of
Forestry and DFID, is supporting transparent dialogue on new forest policies between civil society,
government and business. This is achieving important governance reforms, empowering local communities,
resolving deep-seated mistrust and conflict, reducing poverty, and promoting the sustainable management
of natural resources. These local governance transformations are being supported by the work of the UK
Government and the EU Forest Law Enforcement, Governance and Trade (FLEGT) process.

In Cameroon, we support the Forest and Environment Sector Programme, a national programme
developed jointly by theCameroonGovernment, the donor community and non-government organisations.
The programme helps implement new policies of participatory and sustainable management of forest and
environmental resources. DFID will also support a multi-stakeholder governance facility that will enhance
civil society and private sector capacity to demand accountability of government and to use the
opportunities established to participate in the programme.

3 Some of this work was recently reviewed by the EAC: Sustainable Timber, HC 607-I, 2006.
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What role do fisheries play in DFID’s development work and how it is ensuring sustainability?

106. Fisheries are generally undervalued and poorly managed. Current levels of exploitation pose risks
to their sustainability. Potential social and economic benefits are not fully realised and opportunities for
reducing poverty are being missed. DFID promotes the sustainable use of fish resources in fisheries-
dependent poor communities (eg in Uganda and Bangladesh). We support the development of coherent
policies, eVective resource management models, and improving trade in fish products.

107. In the aftermath of the December 2004 tsunami, we are working with FAO, the World Bank, and
the governments of India and Tamil Nadu to develop a policy for recovery of the fisheries industry in the
Bay of Bengal. The policy will cover sustainable management and the equitable distribution of benefits to
fishing communities, in order to “build back better” systems than previously existed.

What is DFID doing to harness natural resources for the benefit of poor people? How is DFID helping to
improve access and property rights to land in specific countries?

108. Improving poor people’s access to land and property rights is a priority of DFID’s Agriculture
Policy. It is also a priority for the New African Partnership (NEPAD) Comprehensive African Agricultural
Development programme (CAADP), which we are supporting. In country programmes we are helping
develop innovative ways to improve national land administration and policy. This includes a three-year
programme with the World Bank to review and share evidence between countries and generate national
policy options. We also support the High Level Commission for Legal Empowerment of the Poor, which is
helping to focus international political attention on the issue.

109. Several of DFID’s country programmes (Uganda, Mozambique, Kenya, Rwanda, South Africa,
India, Ghana, Indonesia, Angola) have land programmes. There are also new regional initiatives to improve
access to transboundary water resources (Southern Africa).

In Uganda DFID has contributed to the development of the national land sector strategic plan and the
creation of a Land Act, and funded reform of Uganda’s outdated land registries and pilots to systematically
demarcate land. Implementation of land activities is now through support to Uganda’s Plan for the
Modernisation of Agriculture.

In Mozambique we lead a five donor consortium funding a Community Land Use Fund. This will work
in three provinces of Mozambique to help communities engage in land titling processes.

In Kenyawe have worked with other donors to a) support a consultative land policy formulation process;
b) build capacity of key local land administration bodies including local level dispute tribunals; c) lobby the
government to prevent forced evictions; and d) provide support to civil society to promote networking and
advocacy for pro poor land reforms.

In Rwanda we have supported the cross-Africa LandNet network and the development of national land
policy and the 2005 Land Law. Over the next two years, DFID will support implementation of the Land
Law, with particular emphasis on building in safeguards for poor and vulnerable people, including support
to land dispute resolution.

In South Africa our bilateral land reform programme aims to secure access to land rights in both rural
areas and informal urban settlements, with a particular focus on farm dwellers and marginalised labour
tenants in the land restitution process and strengthen post-settlement support. A complementary, multi-
donor funded but regionally owned and governed land facility will provide an additional draw-down
resource for SADC member states.

In India we are working to (a) help improve access of tribal and other marginal groups to common
property resources; (b) support land distribution and development programmes for the poor; (c) with FAO,
distribute homestead plots to the landless; and (d) engage in policy discussion on land issues with the
government and other development agencies. A new project in Orissa will develop a new state land policy
and land administration system (land titling & registration) to improve land use eYciency, reduce the cost
of land transactions, protect the rights of the poor and improve livelihoods.

In Ghana we and partners are working to support the government’s Land Administration Project.
Recognising that access to land in 80% of Ghana is controlled by a diverse range of customary tenure
systems, this project aims to improve the eVectiveness, transparency and accountability of Customary Land
Secretariats (traditional authorities). This will benefit poor people by reducing the cost of registering land
claims; cutting out excessive red tape and rent seeking; and making the land allocation process more
transparent and land rights clearer and more secure.

In Indonesia we are supporting land and governance reforms in forestry by helping civil society to
strengthen farmers’ voices, and encouraging local government to respond. By helping poor people to access
unused state land for agro-forestry production, poverty and environmental decline are being reversed:
conflict is being reduced, corruption exposed, markets are being opened, producer groups are being
strengthened, local government regulations are being reformed, old mindsets are changing.
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Annex

QUESTIONS POSED IN THE EAC PRESS RELEASE

1. How does DFID incorporate sustainability generally and environmental issues in particular into its
work. Does the unique definition of sustainable development in the 2002 International Development Act
have implications for the environment?

2. As a department that is focused on a long term goal, poverty reduction, is suYcient account taken of
environmental limits—and the need for development to respect these—when implementing policy? Is there
recognition within DFID of the long term impacts aid spending can have on natural resources, including
biodiversity, and climate change? Is spending directed accordingly?

3. Is there suYcient level of expertise within DFID and country oYces on environmental issues? How
extensively and eVectively is environmental screening of projects applied?

4. How does DFID coordinate with recipient governments, other bilateral donors and NGOs on
environmental matters? Is there consistency or extensive variation from one country to another?

5. How significant a document is DFID’s Sustainable Development on Plan? It includes plans to pilot
“greener” country assistance strategies by 2007. What should this process entail?

6. How eVective so far have the existing Sustainable Development Dialogues, such as those established
with China and India, been? Is this an approach that could be extended further?

7. How should environment, development and equity be integrated in the proposed White Paper? Is a
pro-poor, pro-environment development agenda possible and, if so, what should be its focus?

8. How eVectively does DFID influence the work of Multilateral Development Institutions such as the
World Bank to ensure that environmental sustainability is taken into account?

9. How is DFID’s work to achieve the Millennium Development Goals integrated with the targets on
fisheries and biodiversity also agreed at the World Summit for Sustainable Development?

10. How eVective are funds directed byDFID specifically towards the environment, for example funding
of the Global Environmental Fund and towards achieving Millennium Development Goal 7?

11. How eVectively does DFID work with other departments such as DTI and DEFRA to ensure policy
coherence for development across Government, in relation to WTO and trade in particular?

12. Are there any examples of where DFID policy has worked well to integrate the environment into
policy and project funding, and conversely are there any areas where this has been unsuccessful?

13. The inquiry will focus on agriculture, in its widest sense, and the use of natural resources to examine
the implications of development. For example, in view of its recently published policy paper on agriculture
shouldDFIDbe doingmore to promote the role of sustainable agriculture in rural development and address
the environmental implications of intensive agriculture? What has been learnt from past experience in
agricultural development, particularly in Asia? What role do fisheries have in DFID’s development work
and how is it ensuring sustainability of what is a widely threatened resource? What work is being done to
harness the value of natural resources sustainably for the benefit of the poor?

March 2006

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the Department for International Development

TRADE, DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT: THE ROLE OF DFID

Further Questions

1. What are the current numbers of staV in the economics and governance group?

There are currently 95 economist posts in DFID and 149 governance and conflict posts (95 governance,
15 finance/accounts and 39 conflict). Posts are a better indication of deployed capacity than staV since they
discount members of advisory groups working in non-specialist positions.

2. What Head of Profession posts, other than Environment, does DFID have? Are they currently filled?

DFID has heads of profession posts for economics, education, enterprise, environment, governance and
conflict, health, infrastructure, livelihoods, social development and statistics. All posts are filled, with the
Head of Profession for Livelihoods also being Head of Profession for Environment. Recent recruitment for
senior staV did not identify an appropriate Environment Head of Profession candidate. We are reviewing
arrangements for our advisory groups as part of a strategic workforce planning exercise; in the meantime
we are continuing current arrangements.
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DFID has three chief adviser posts: Chief Scientific Adviser; Chief Economist; and Chief Statistician. The
Chief Scientific Adviser and Chief Economist do not have any head of profession responsibilities. The Chief
Statistician is also Head of Profession for Statistics.

3. The date and reasons for the creation of the post of Chief Environment Advisor together with a summary of
responsibilities; date and reason for its subsequent abolition. Who is currently responsible for carrying out the
duties previously assigned to the Chief Environment Advisor?

Formerly, environment was the responsibility of the Chief Natural Resources Adviser, a post held by
Andrew Bennett until his retirement in May 2002. As part of the restructuring of DFID’s central policy
functions in early 2003, which involved the creation of a unified Policy Division out of the original thematic
divisions and departments, senior management reviewed arrangements for the advisory groups. It agreed
on a revised structure with chief advisers in economics, environment, health, governance and social
development. These chief advisers continued to lead their respective advisory groups. Other advisory groups
(education, enterprise, infrastructure and livelihoods) were to be led by heads of profession, reporting to
respective chief advisers. The newly created Chief Environment Adviser post was advertised in May 2003.
A selection panel chaired by aCivil Service Commissionerwith external and internalmembership sat in June
2003; Steve Bass was selected and took up post in September 2003. The core responsibilities of the post were
to oVer vision and intellectual leadership on environmental and sustainable development issues; to help
develop policies and strategies that contribute to the MDGs; and to help build long-term partnerships to
improve the coherence of the international system and its responsiveness to country-led development
processes. The post had direct professional responsibility for the environment advisers group, and for
representing the heads of profession for infrastructure and livelihoods at senior levels, across Whitehall and
internationally.

As part of the restructuring of Policy Division in May 2004 the functions of Chief Advisers and Deputy
Directors were integrated into amanagement structure to unify responsibility for delivery and policy advice.
A number of chief adviser posts (including environment, governance and health) were re-designated as
heads of profession. Steve Bass took up the post ofHead of Profession for Environment, which he continued
until March 2005, at which point he returned to the International Institute for Environment and
Development as a senior fellow. At that point his roles and responsibilities were reallocated. The Sustainable
DevelopmentGroup in PolicyDivision leads on environmental policy and knowledge sharing acrossDFID.
The acting Head of Profession for Environment is responsible for professional development, postings and
recruitment, and dialogue with management and HR on advisory capacity. Other roles and responsibilities
have been shared between teams within the Sustainable Development Group. For example, the
Environment for SustainableDevelopment team continues to support information sharing between advisers
eg through the environment group’s website. Individual topics, such as water, fisheries, biodiversity and
climate change have been taken forward by those teams responsible for each of these areas.

TheChief ScientificAdviser, though he does not have specific responsibility for areas such as environment
or health, contributes to DFID’s broader understanding of environmental issues. Since appointment he has
made specific contributions on climate change, both centrally and in country programmes. He has also led
development of a science and technology strategy and contributed to our research programmes, including
climate change in Africa (recently approved at £24 million).

DFID has provided a grant to IIED (fromApril 2005 to September 2007 and valued at £500,000) to carry
out work on strengthening delivery ofMDG7 (environmental sustainability). Thework is led by Steve Bass.
The contract provides for up to 30% of Steve Bass’ time to be available to DFID for advisory inputs,
including to the Sustainable Development Group. Recent examples of this work include assisting with the
preparation of a study to document how environment issues were integrated into Tanzania’s Poverty
Reduction Strategy, and working with Asia Division in the preparation of a consultation document on the
Environment for the Asia 2015 Conference.

4. What environmental and sustainable development training is provided to staV across DFID?

The DFID Induction training course covers a range of issues for new entrants, encompassing sessions on
all of the Millennium Development Goals (MDG), including MDG7. The e-learning induction modules
which accompany this training, include a specific section and introductory literature on MDG7.

For the past three years, DFID has provided an “introduction to poverty” course aimed at staV with no
development background. This includes examples of environment-poverty linkages, as well as other cross
cutting issues such as gender. The course is currently being revised, but will continue to include sessions on
these issues.

Environment and natural resource examples have also been integrated into existing popular courses: for
example, “economics for non-economists” covers aspects of environmental economics.

A new corporate learning and development strategy is being developed to link training more directly to
business needs and performance. A learning needs analysis project for DFID’s Policy Division is planned
for 2006–07 which will identify needs in relation to the environment and sustainable development (as well
as in areas such as gender, trade, human rights, and aid eVectiveness).
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5. What specific training on environment is provided for livelihoods and infrastructure advisers who are
responsible for environmental matters?

Many livelihood and infrastructure advisers have qualifications and/or experience relevant to the
environment. Over half of livelihoods advisers have natural resources or environment qualifications; those
covering environment posts are some of themore senior members of the group with strong natural resources
backgrounds. About a third of infrastructure advisers have environmental professional membership
(through the Institute of Water and Environmental Management).

Continued professional development (CPD) is encouraged for all advisers (in addition to CPD
requirements of professional institutions, relevant mainly to environment and infrastructure groups).
Livelihoods advisers have an online portal which covers the group’s core technical competences—this is
available to other advisers also. Modules include land and property rights, water resources management,
agriculture and pro-poor growth; furthermodules are under development including natural resources access
and management and post natural-disaster recovery.

Advisory groups organise annual retreats where training opportunities are incorporated. The 2005
SustainableDevelopmentAdvisers (ie environment, infrastructure and livelihoods) retreat included training
sessions on climate change, agricultural innovation and fragile states. We also organise lunchtime seminars
where advisers (UK based and overseas by Video Conference) can participate. This year for example we
have held seminars on environmental wealth and on the peak oil debate. A seminar was also held to help
scope the climate change and Africa research agenda. The Environment Agency have recently (since start
2006) allowed DFID participants on some of their courses for the first time. One adviser is participating in
two courses this month, both related to planning and planning inquiries.

6. How does DFID monitor and assess the implementation of its environmental policies, including
environmental screening?

Following a review of policy procedures in early 2005, changes were made to ensure greater eVectiveness
of policy development, implementation and prioritisation. All new policies in DFID (including the new
environment policy) now have an approved implementation plan which is to be tracked and reported back
on at senior level (through the Development Committee, whose purpose is to ensure that DFID’s policies
and programmes will deliver strategic priorities set by the Management Board, including PSA outcomes).

Further work is planned by the DC Secretariat together with EvaluationDepartment and PolicyDivision
to review eVectiveness to date and to recommend a system for reporting and evaluating progress.

The Environment Paper, published in February 2006, has an implementation plan which has been agreed
by DFID Top Management. The Sustainable Development Group will work with our Evaluation
Department on the monitoring of implementation. It is expected that there will be a report back to the DC
in Spring 2007 on progress.

Monitoring of environmental screening is the responsibility of business units, such as country
programmes. Internal Audit Department conduct periodic programme reviews of compliance with all
DFID procedures, including the environment screening procedure. In addition, we are carrying out a
general review of environmental screening experience over the last few years, and this will be completed by
mid-2006.

Witnesses: Ms Joanne Alston, Head of Sustainable Development Group, Mr Jim Harvey, Head of
Profession, Livelihoods and Environment, Policy Division,MrGarethMartin, Team Leader, Environment
for Sustainable Development, Policy Division, and Mr Josceline Wheatley, Team Leader, Global
Environmental Assets, Department for International Development, gave evidence.

Q242Chairman:Goodmorning. This is one of those within Joanne’s Sustainable Development Group.
Mr Wheatley: I am Jos Wheatley, leader of thedays when the witnesses outnumber the Members.

We are two Members short this morning, but I am Global Environmental Assets Team in Policy
Division within Joanne’s group.sure we shall still have a very good session. I

welcome the witnesses to the Sub-Committee.
Perhaps the witnesses could briefly introduce Q243 Chairman:We have been running this inquiry
themselves and tell us their particular roles inDFID. for a little while. DFID has come in for some praise
Ms Alston: I am Joanne Alston. I head up our for its work on policy and research in the linkages
Sustainable Development Group in the Policy between the environment and sustainability. How
Division. important do you think those linkages are?
Mr Harvey: I am Jim Harvey, Head of Profession Ms Alston: We believe that the linkages between
for the Livelihoods Advisers’ Group and the environment and poverty reduction are absolutely
Environment Advisers’ Group and I work in critical. In DFID our mandate is sustainable
Joanne’s section of the Policy Division. development and poverty reduction, which means
Mr Martin: I am Gareth Martin, Leader of our the longer term, as well as the disaster relief and

response side of our work. Our fundamental aim isEnvironment for Sustainable Development Team
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to reduce poverty in the medium and longer term. In MrMartin:Many of the countries in which we work
have poverty reduction strategies or developmentorder to do that the whole natural and

environmental resource base is fundamental. plans and often we provide support for those
strategies which have their own indicators or
monitoring indicators associated with them. That isQ244 Chairman: Has that led in recent years to a
the way that we look at general progress within thereassessment within DFID of environmental issues?
country over a period of time. Those can includeGiven that your statutory role is to address poverty,
indicators and progress milestones for thehow do the environment and sustainability now
environment.feature in DFID’s planning?

Ms Alston: The way that we approach the
environment is set out in the paper that we produced Q247 Chairman: We know from previous evidence
in February. A number of changes have taken place sessions that most people believe climate change in
over recent years in the way we have sought to particular and the other ways that we treat the
address aid and development in DFID. We have environment will lead to loss of biodiversity, water
moved from a situation where we have been fairly shortages and awhole range of inappropriate uses of
project-based, primarily with the development and natural resources. How important is it now that
support of discrete projects with the agreement of DFID’s aid is spent in a way that prevents the loss
national governments, and to some extent non- of natural resources?
governmental projects too, to an understanding or Ms Alston: This is fairly fundamental to our
belief that aid is more eVective if given in the context approaches, as you will have seen from recent
of country-led planning, strategies and financial ministerial speeches. The Secretary of State in
planning. This means that in our dialogue with preparation for our White Paper has made twogovernments we seek to look more strategically at speeches on growth and policy coherence issues,what is going on and see the linkages across diVerent which is an indication of where things are moving insectoral departments. This has also led to a change the White Paper. The Parliamentary Under-in some of our instruments and the way that we

Secretary of State, who will be speaking to you inprovide aid in DFID, some of our aid now being
two weeks’ time, has said that in this respect we aregiven as budget support. I believe that 20% of our
on a journey in highlighting these areas morebilateral aid is given as budget support. On the
thoroughly within our total aid programme at bothwhole, we try to provide sectoral support where we
country and policy level.cannot give budget support, but we use a number of
Mr Wheatley: The Secretary of State as well as theaid instruments. I start with that because it sets the
Prime Minister have made it quite clear that theyframework for the way that we have been trying to
believe climate change is one of the main challengesintegrate environment throughout DFID’s work.
to development in the future. The Secretary ofWhenwe deal at the country level, instead of looking
State has also made clear that there is a rangeat discrete environmental projects across the
of things that we need to do: to supportboard—in cases of particular need it is clear that that
publicisation of the science; to seek a global butcan provide value added in the particular country
fair solution that involves all countries; to helpand context given government, other donors, et
reduce carbon emissions in energy generation incetera—on the whole we look at how we can
developing countries; and to help countries adaptintegrate environmental concerns into broader
to the adverse eVects of climate change. That willgovernment planning in that country.
involve both integrating climate considerations
into the environmental screening and strategic

Q245 Chairman: Do you think that approach is environmental assessments that are under way at the
delivering things quickly? If you are directly funding moment and the development of new tools to work
a project presumably you can see the results almost out to what extent climate change may aVect
immediately, whereas with this integrational development assistance programmes, with thestrategy for government-led work you can see the ultimate goal of helping developing countries tolong-term benefits, but is it delivering things very look system-wide at how climate changemay impactquickly, or do you have to go through a long cultural on their work on poverty reduction. The eVects thatchange with various governments to get them to

you have listed in terms of water, biodiversity andthink in this new way?
agricultural production, and ultimately eVects asMsAlston:You are exactly right. It is a complex area
negative as having to move populations andwhich requires a medium to longer-term approach.
economic activities, have all been discussed by theIndeed, DFID’s current strategy is to develop
IPCC and are being considered by the DFID Sternlonger-term partnerships with a number of its
review and others as we speak.priority countries across Africa and Asia to deliver

developmental results but also environmental ones.
It is not always quite so obvious that we have Q248 Chairman: In your memorandum to us you
achieved a certain output in as short a period as state that international and global environment is, in
when we are doing a discrete project. the main, the responsibility of other government

departments. Given what you have just said, how
can that be the case? What are the real actions thatQ246 Chairman: When you have these outputs how
flow from your new-found, if that is what it is,would it become obvious? How do you measure the

value of the money that you are putting into it? willingness to engage with the environmental issues?
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MsAlston:AcrossWhitehall we are trying to feed in poverty. They say that something like 60 cents out of
the development country perspective to areas that every $100 flows to poorer people as a result of
are led by Defra. A lot of the environmental issues improved trade. In one of DFID’s recent
are led by Defra. We have the lead for the publications on trade I was struck by the very good
Convention to Combat Desertification and the example of the rose-growing project in Ethiopia to
Global Environmental Facility. In other areas such get people out of poverty, but is that really
as climate change and biodiversity Defra is in the sustainable? Is it more to do with trickle-down
lead, but what we can feed in is our knowledge and economics than sustainable development for
understanding of the needs of developing countries Ethiopia?
and what matters and what actually works in terms Mr Harvey: Essentially, the finding that $100 of
of development in those countries. additional growth translates into 60 cents is quite a
Mr Martin: There are particular international troubling statistic in many ways, because it is not a
activities led by other government departments. For lot of money.What it tells us is that one of ourmajor
example, Defra leads on the Commission for approaches in this area is to ensure that poor people
Sustainable Development, but many aspects of the have increasing opportunities to benefit from
activities and commitments that emerged from the growth. We think that growth is very important and
Johannesburg Summit are relevant to development is a fundamental contributor to poverty reduction.
and so we have a keen interest in that. There are We have lots of evidence about that. But the
some areas where we have a particular lead, for corollary of that is that we have to ensure that poor
example in water and sanitation. For example, people’s participation in growth increases. A lot of
whereDefra leads theUKGovernment’s interaction the work we are doing is precisely at that end of the
with that process it is verymuch with our support. A equation in order to increase the 60 cents to
CSD meeting led by Defra is to take place this week something larger. For example, we have been
but we haveDFID representation there, particularly engaged with the World Bank and other donors in a
in relation to energy which is a particular feature of major study called Operationalising Pro-Poor
the current CSD. Growth. That has looked at these issues and

identified various conditions that are more
appropriate to poor people benefiting from theQ249 Chairman: I would be interested to try to find
growth that may result from trade and otherout how you see yourselves across departments in
developments. That includes, for example,Whitehall. Perhaps you see yourselves as the voice of
involvement in and support for agriculture becausethe poor and developing world, waging
of the particularly pro-poor qualities of that activitydepartmental battles with other departments to try
and issues concerning the business and investmentto get that across and to get them to understand your
climate for poor people as well, not seeing enterpriseperspective. How do you see yourselves within
in the private sector as limited to large-scale industryWhitehall and interdepartmentally? Is that your job,
and medium enterprises but as including pooror are you really still carrying out larger
people as producers and entrepreneurs in thatdepartmental agendas from perhaps the DTI,
process. In the specific case of Ethiopia, I was in thatTreasury or wherever else?
country recently. I understand that there are aboutMsAlston: I think we have moved beyond the battle

mentality. As you know, within DFIDwe have been 50 farms involved in this exercise [i.e. export
reorganising our policy division. There was a major horticulture]. The point here is simply that Ethiopia
reorganisation in 2002 and 2003 with the aim of needs to increase its exports. We are not particularly
trying to engage with Whitehall as constructively promoting that. Some have said that DFID has a
and substantially as we could. That is the new group predilection to promoting horticultural exports. We
structure that we now have. I think we see ourselves do not. If one looks at the agriculture paper [it]
as trying to be there all the way along rather than mentions this but it also mentions that caveats that
coming in at the end and perhaps saying, “Well, did in many cases it will not be the major driver of
you take account of A, B and C and how that might pro-poor growth through agriculture. In most cases
aVect some of the poorest of the poor?” We are in at increasing internal demand is by far the most
the beginning of processes where the UK is deciding important driver of agricultural demand which
its policy on a range of diVerent areas across the will then lead to poverty reduction opportunities. I
environmental spectrum. That means that we sit at cannot comment on the particular use of roses in
meetings chaired at Number 10 or the Cabinet OYce that case [i.e. the publication referred to], but I think
across the board. For example, we were actively that it illustrates a principle rather than to say that
involved in the run-up and preparations for the G8 roses are the way forward for Ethiopia. At the other
atGleneagles.We have been involved in deciding the end of the spectrum in Ethiopia, we are a major
UK’s approach to EU policies. We have recently supporter of what is the largest productive safety
been very much involved with the Treasury in nets programme in Africa which last year reached
thinking about the energy investment framework over 5 million poor people, and this year the target
being developed by the World Bank in conjunction is over 8 million poor people. That programme
with the other regional development banks. provides cash and food to the very poorest people to
Depending on the issue, therefore, we engage. enable them to continue to participate in productive

activities. The Ethiopian Government has been very
clear that it wants to see this not just as a safety [net]Q250 Chairman: You may be aware of the NEF’s

assessment of the benefits of trade in alleviating but as a productive safety net. The sorts of
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things that that programme is tackling are: helping Ms Alston: The World Bank is quite active in that
area.communities to rehabilitate water catchments;

helping small farmers to develop micro-catchments Mr Martin: I know that IIED has done work in
looking at the value of watershed management andon their farms; reforestation; agroforestry, and so
the value that can be put on the services provided byon. That is by far the biggest thing we are doing in
watersheds. There is also the ecosystemmarket placeEthiopia, not roses, but all of them contribute and
which is a network for exchanging information onwe believe that they have some role.
the value of ecosystems to look at the growing
potential use of ecosystem services. A number of
activities are taking place in those areas. In addition,Q251 Chairman: Let us look at how central are the IUCN—the international conservation union—has

environment and sustainability issues in achieving done quite a bit of work on the value of ecosystems
the millennium development goals. How is that and the services that they provide.
reflected in the work of DFID in achieving the
MDGs?
Ms Alston: MDG7 contributes to and is Q254 David Howarth: I want to turn to questions
fundamental to the achievement of a number of about the pattern of the department’s spending, its
other MDGs. I believe that development thinkers internal organisation and staYng. As to spending,
throughout the world agree that it is quite the first obvious question to ask is: why is the
fundamental in achieving the poverty reduction and percentage of DFID’s spending on the
health goals. One can look at each goal and see the environment—it is two percent of the total—so low?
interconnections between them. I do not believe that One of the commonplaces of government is that
that is in question. expenditure is policy and policy is expenditure; you

do not have a real policy without money behind it.
What explanation is there for the fact that the
percentage of spending on the environment is soQ252 Chairman: If we look also at the millennium
low? Is there perhaps some environmental spendingecosystem assessment, although it has some
in other sectors?positives—I believe that agricultural crops are still
Ms Alston: That is the point. I think that you haveon the positive side of the balance, whereas most
been working on the figure of £65 million which wasother things seem to be in the negative—it is a very
provided in our memorandum. Calculatingominous document.Many would say, I think, that it
expenditure on particular subject areas is quite athreatens any chance of achieving the MDGs if that
tricky business. We have a system of markers thattrend continues. What work are you doing within
are focused on outputs. That is the way we calculateDFID as a result of theMEA, and how do you think
spend. The figure of £65million comes from a systemit will aVect future policy?
that is focused on the principal impacts of spending.MrMartin:Themillennium ecosystem assessment is
Therefore, that amount is spent on projects thatan important piece of work in providing a very large
have as their principal objective an environmentalvolume of information as to the state of the
impact. In our system we also have a category whichecosystems around the world. It gives a good
is about significant impact. Therefore, if one has aindication of the potential threat that poses for the
programme that seeks to achieve a number of things,achievement of poverty reduction and development.
maybe one principal goal and a number of otherI think that it can best be used as a reference
matters in a significant way, that will be markeddocument to illustrate the impacts of ecosystem
against the significant marker. We have made adegradation around the world. At the millennium
calculation that has sought to estimate the amountreview summit last year we worked with the poverty
of money that has a significant impact on theenvironment partnership, which is a group of NGOs
environment. The figure I have is £598.3 million,and other donors, to increase awareness of the links
which is a good deal more, where there arebetween poverty and the environment and raise the
significant impacts on the environment. In manyprofile at the millennium review summit. That
ways this is what we would expect given the changesincludes drawing on the results of the millennium
that have been taking place in the way we provideecosystem assessment. Part of the reason for that
bilateral aid and the change in aid instruments thatwas to ensure that the importance of the
we are using. Certainly, when I joined DFID 17environment and its management was not forgotten
years ago a good deal of its portfolio comprisedin the millennium review summit. The work that we
discrete smaller projects, but as we have moved todid with the poverty environment partnership to
country-led approach support for the povertyproduce a publication and also jointly organise a
reduction strategies and government budgets we arepanel was instrumental in raising the profile.
doing less in the discrete project mode and,
therefore, it is quite understandable that we would
have a lower direct spend. In line with our policy we

Q253 Chairman: Do you know whether anybody is seek to integrate environment into our dialogue with
doing any work to try to put a value on ecosystem governments to try to influence the poverty
services so we can try to see what gains, as it were, reduction strategies. Inmany ways, we would expect
are being made from the degradation of natural less direct attribution to environment in our aid

calculations.resources?
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Q255 David Howarth: The new figure, therefore, is Q257 David Howarth: Within the CSR process an
important aspect is the development of the publicabout 18%. I cannotwork it out inmy head. Can you
service agreements because you are developing at theprovide a few examples of projects that have a
same time both the means and the ends. Is there anysignificant impact on the environment?
prospect of developing a specific climate changeMr Martin: Water and sanitation projects, which
PSA for DFID, because at the moment it does notmay be about service delivery and would have
have one?significant broader environmental dimensions,
Mr Wheatley: A specific climate change PSA is notwould be within that category. I do not know of any
under discussion at the moment in the review ofspecific cases within that figure that I can deal with
PSAs. If one looks at climate change and the naturenow, but examples would be work that we do to
of the assistance that we need to give on clean energyprovide some general sector support within a
and adaptation and thinks of it as a system-wide,country of which the environmental dimensions
economy-wide and land use-wide issue then, comingwould be part. We may also provide some work on
from that perspective, DFID would perhaps belivelihoods which may be activities to help people’s
looking at activities that would integrate theeveryday livelihood activities on the ground. That
response to climate change rather than seek towould have an environmental dimension, which
separate it. There is a debate about the extent towould include land or water management, for
which separate pushes on particular issues areexample. Those are the sorts of activities which
eVective at mainstreaming them or eVective atwould be included. perpetuating them as an externality or something

Mr Harvey: One can also refer to in-country that is done only if it is funded separately. We would
forestry. There are two particular examples, on need to think about mainstreaming and integration
which the Committee can probably access and about whether or not a separate entity would be
information. One is the multi-stakeholder forestry helpful in that process, but debate has not been
programme in Indonesia which is working with civil joined on the subject of the PSA.
society on forest governance, but it is tackling the Ms Alston: The other element is that our work on
direct causes of forest degradation and so the climate change can in no way be separated out from
outcome is an environmental benefit. The other is the rest of government, and Defra has the lead on
the forestry programme in Ghana in which we have that. Therefore, should there be some discussion on
been involved for at least a decade. Recently, the the PSA presumably it would be a joint one.
independent external evaluation of the Ghana
programme cited the forestry work as a core success Q258 David Howarth: That is right. There is,
in the programme. Those are also matters which however, also some discussion about the
have a fairly direct environmental benefit. eVectiveness of joint PSAs and whether that is the

right way to go. Can you briefly describe how the
PSAs are developed between the Treasury and the

Q256 David Howarth: We would be interested to department?What sort of negotiation goes on?Who
know more about these projects and their takes the lead on the sort of question that you have
environmental aspects. In particular, I should like to raised? Is it you?
put a question which you may be unable to answer Ms Alston: Our Finance and Corporate Strategy
now, in which case perhaps you can write to us. Director leads on that, obviously with close support
What is the balance as between local and global of from the management board.
significant environmental impacts within that list?
The first matter you mentioned had a more local Q259 David Howarth: What kind of input do you
impact whereas the second had a slightly more have in that process within the department?
global eVect. It would be interesting to see how that Ms Alston: I do not know whether Mr Harvey was
works project by project. The department is to get a involved.
lot more money; the total budget is rising and Mr Harvey: I had no personal involvement in the
eventually it will be about £5 billion at current last one.
prices. What kind of dialogue is going on within the Ms Alston: I have not been directly involved in that.
department about how that money is to be allocated Perhaps we can get back to you on that subject.
to diVerent sorts of projects? Do you anticipate an
increase in the £598 million—which is 18%, or Q260 David Howarth: I would be very interested in
whatever it is—over the period when the budget of that, because I believe that access to decision-
the entire department is to increase, or do you making is the key to all this. Within DFID is there
anticipate a reduction? target-setting below the level of PSAs, and does it
Ms Alston: Obviously, the processes that are going work in a diVerent way? For example, can one have
on at the moment are not independent of the renewable energy targets that DFID develops itself
preparations for the comprehensive spending review even though there is no higher level target for that
that are under way. A number of zero-based reviews particular sort of activity?
are being undertaken at the moment about the Ms Alston: Certainly, Ministers make commitments
balance of our spend, for example between bilateral to certain sorts of targets: for example, the
andmultilateral, the diVerent aid agencies to be used commitment made by the Secretary of State in
and so on. I believe that it would be premature for March of last year to expand our water expenditure

in Africa. At that level targets and commitment areus to make any judgments on the outcome of those.
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made. We have divisional and internal processes set the board meet under the chairmanship of the
director-general. Members of the managementour own goals and objectives and agree those at the

management board, but, as you say, they tend to board other than the permanent secretary sit on that,
and the paper was discussed there. Out of this paperflow down from PSAs or ministerial commitments.
was developed a plan of action. That is an internal
departmental document in the preparation of whichQ261 David Howarth: In passing, you mentioned
each division has been party and has agreed to it.water. We have had a good deal of evidence about
That was therefore agreed by the developmentwater in particular in relation to the environment
committee. There is a good deal of exchange at thatagency. Can you comment on the work that is going
senior level on these issues.on in water resources, catchment management and

so on? Probably the kindest way to put the criticism
is that this does not have a very high priority. Would Q263 David Howarth: But it appears to be an up-

down triangle. The question is whether there is anyyou care to react to that kind of accusation?
MsAlston: I believe thatDFID sees integratedwater cross-cutting contact. Are there people in other

divisions with responsibility for environmentalresource management as a very important issue and
has been involved in it for some time. One of the sustainability matters whom you can contact

without going up and down the highway?diYculties here is that for some developing countries
it is a more urgent matter; for others it seems to be Ms Alston: Definitely; that is part of our regular

work. I meet very regularly fellow deputy directorsquite a distant issue. We have been primarily
involved in that through the Global Water and occasionally directors as well. My director in

charge of the policy division is meeting on a veryPartnership to which I believe the UK is the largest
donor. We attend those meetings and contribute to regular basis with her directors and raises a number

of issues.the partnership’s work. At a more local level there
are a number of examples.
MrHarvey:Again, there are individual projects. For Q264 David Howarth: If I may use the trendy phrase
example, we have a long history of watershed work “knowledge management”, how do you make sure
in India. This is one of those matters that tends to be that what you know is diVused, which I think is the
more easily tackled through an area-based correct technical term, throughout the organisation?
approach. If, therefore, one is working at a higher Ms Alston: Apart from those discussions to which
level in a country one is not necessarily doing those we just referred, there is a range of other routes to
area and catchment-based projects first hand, for ensure that knowledge goes out fromboth our policy
example in most of sub-Saharan Africa. That is why division—the work of our teams and so forth—and
we support it through the global water partnership. across the organisation. We have a responsibility in
Mr Martin: There are a couple of examples. As to Policy Division to ensure good practice is sent
the global water partnership, we have supported around the organisation, drawing on lessons from
regional partnerships around the world. Of the two both within DFID and without. We have a range of
I am familiar with, inChinawe haveworkedwith the means of doing this. We send out a number of
global water partnership, but in addition we have bulletins, guidance notes and so on to staV. These
worked with the Ministry of Water Resources to may go out to all staV on our internal intranet
look at water scarcity across that country, which is website. They also go out in the form of messages to
a big problem. There is also a water partnership in heads of oYce. We have regular advisory meetings.
central Asia where we have carried out some specific Each particular advisory group gets together once or
project activity in Kazakhstan on integrated water twice a year. Africa heads of oYce get together a
resource management. There are also a number of couple of times a year, similarly with Asia. At those
other individual examples. events we may speak or be party to some working

group around those meetings. We are not short of
dialogue across the organisation.Q262 David Howarth: I want to move on to the

question of staV and the internal organisation of the Mr Harvey: Perhaps I may also give a couple of
examples of where we have had dialogue on policydepartment. What kind of barriers within the

department do you face in getting the sustainability products that other departments have developed.
The natural disasters risk reduction policy does notagenda across to other policy divisions? We have

already heard about mainstreaming and the use the word “environment” very much, but it is
clearly in there because it recognises the cause ofdiYculty of access to the process of developing

PSAs. It does not sound as if you have a great deal environmental degradation, and also climate
change, as a precursor of natural disaster risk. Weof access to other people’s thinking in the

department. Is that not right? have an engagement in that. If one looks at the
agriculture paper, one sees that sustainability isMs Alston: That would not be correct. One should

start perhaps in practical terms with this document. addressed there. We were involved in that process.
As to the advisory networks, there are three advisoryIn the run up to the preparation and consultation for

this we were engaged at senior levels across the groups located or pegged on the sustainable
development group. The largest is the livelihoodsdepartment with the directors and deputy directors

of regional divisions and international divisions. group. Years ago it used to be called the natural
resources group, then the rural livelihoods groupThis was then taken to our development committee,

which is our overarching committee responsible for and nowwe use amore generic term.Manymembers
of that group of people have quite a strong naturalpolicy in the department at which all directors across
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resources orientation. One also has the environment whether it be on the environment or across the whole
range of eVorts. I have been a head of oYce and I seegroup itself and the infrastructure group. Again,
how staV are spread across an amazing range ofmany of those people have an environmental
complex issues in any developing country or region.interest. Therefore, the networking of those groups
I make that as a general point without I hopespreads throughout the organisation. We have
appearing to be trite or trivial. If we look also acrossprofessional development, conferences and
the development community, which means othernetworking techniques—websites or whatever—to
bilaterals and multilaterals working in a countryspread the word.
together, similarly there is a sense that we would like
more expertise in that particular group of people
who are working in that country to help theQ265 David Howarth: I move to a topic about which
government in its planning, policy implementationwe have heard a lot: the overall number of people
and so forth. But we are where we are. Although theyou have working directly in environmental areas.
budget is to increase our numbers at DFID will notThe criticism seems to be that there are very few
increase overall and so we face the challenges topeople in the department who are environmental
which you referred earlier. We sought to take stockspecialists and the capacity appears to be falling, if
of that when we developed our policy paper. Someanything. Are you in a position to do all the work
have argued that it may not be ambitious enough,that you think ought to be done?
but we have sought to describe in it what we areMr Harvey: I will speak first to the numbers. I
currently doing. In the process of preparing it we arebelieve that in our memorandum we gave some
also trying to refresh what we are doing across thefigures, and if it helps I can elaborate on them.
organisation and bring it to the attention of heads ofCurrently, there are 18 environment posts in the
oYce programme managers as well as specialistorganisation. Of those, 14—we referred to 12 in the
environmental advisers. It is important that thatmemorandum, but it is a classification issue—are
range of development professionals understandsenvironment advisers and four are advisers from
environment up to a certain level. Therefore, whenother groups, including three from livelihoods and
one is head of an oYce or programme manager or isone from infrastructure. Is it falling? In 2000 we had
responsible for a certain area one can spot to some12 environment advisers and 12 posts. In 2003 our
extent the opportunities and try to bring in therecord suggests that we had 20 posts. What has
environmentalists to take it forward. In manyhappened is that it sounds like a fall in the number
countries our whole agenda is to seek to work veryof posts from20 to 14, if one is considering the actual
closely with the rest of the donor community, and inenvironment advisers themselves. We have another
many countries we have to look across and see whosix environment advisers who are on various leaves
is best placed to take forward certain aspects ofof absence. One is working as a research manager;
environmental dialogue with the countrythree are on long-term career breaks; and a couple
government and so forth. Sometimes it is diYcultare on secondment to the European Commission
and there seems to be no environmental specialist inand, in one case, the Austrian presidency [of the
that crowd of donors; we may have to bring in aEU]. The group, therefore, has not necessarily
consultant who works with a group of us to havediminished but the number of environment advisers
discussions with government to see where there areactually working inDFID has reduced from 20 to 14
areas to which development partners need to givebut has been made up by people from other groups
more attention. We have to be pragmatic given theconcerned with the environment. These are the
number of specialists we have. That is how we seekpeople in the livelihoods and infrastructure groups
to handle it.with environmental interests, qualifications or

backgrounds who are substituting if you like. The
capacity has not diminished; we still have those Q266DavidHowarth: It sounds as if it is going to get
people. Some are not working on environment; worse. The department’s spending is rising, your
others who are working on environment would not staYng is flat and you are boxing and coxing anyway
originally have been counted. But some of those are with people from other sections. Part of the problem
shared posts, so in the case of livelihoods posts they here is that if extra spending goes in the wrong
are perhaps working half-time rather than full-time direction it will be negative and not positive for the
on environment. There has been a reduction in environment. One can imagine that if insuYcient
capacity at the country level. Very often we have environmental contents have gone into the thinking
conflated posts. Perhaps five years ago we would on development projects they may well have a
have had an infrastructure adviser, an environment negative eVect. Will you not be playing a policy
adviser and a rural livelihoods adviser, whereas now version of catch-up for the next five or six years?
in those areas we may have one or two posts rather Ms Alston: I think that we have two strands. One is
than three. In some cases it is now reduced to one the knowledge transfer and training eVort to ensure
post. That is where the change has happened. that non-environmentalists have a good
Ms Alston: Perhaps I may address the question understanding of environment. The other is some of
whether or not we have enough to do what we want the tools, processes and procedures that we have put
to do. The answer is, obviously, no, in that we would in place, including our environmental screening
say that DFID does not have suYcient staV to eVorts. Those include not just the environmental

impact assessment of discrete projects, as used to beachieve a lot of the work that it would like to do,
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the case, but consideration of our total eVort—our Mr Harvey: To cap what has just been said, it is a
specific task of the heads of profession—for all of usprogrammes and country assistance programmes—
across the division—to do the networking andand screening at a more strategic level.
spread the word.

Q267 David Howarth: My next question is perhaps Q269 David Howarth: It has been put to us
forMrHarveywho is head of profession, livelihoods by several witnesses that DFID is somehow
and environment. Our understanding was that the dominated by conventional economic thinking and
post of head of profession environment had been that more environmentally-sensitive thinking, even
vacant for a long time. What has happened? Have environmentally-sensitive economic thinking, is not
two posts been merged, or has something else the flavour of the month and has been to some
happened? degree excluded from the main stream of the

department’s policymaking.Would you like to reactMr Harvey: The situation is that de facto they are
to that? Is that your impression? If not, what is themerged for the time being while I am doing it. One
balance in policymaking between the environmentof the suite of reviews associated with the CSR’s
and conventional economic thinking?[Comprehensive Spending Review’s] zero-based
Ms Alston: One of the key parts of the ethos ofreviews and so forth is the strategic workforce
DFID is multi-disciplinary working. This takesplanning review. Its terms of reference are to look at
place very strongly both in country teams and in thethe structure of the advisory groups and heads of
centre; and it also takes place in regard to our policyprofession who will lead that. Again, it is being
work, international work and engagement withlooked at. That study will report at the end of June
multilaterals. I confess that I am an agriculturalto our human resources committee with a range of
economist by training. I worked in that field for aoptions. How that is to be handled will be tackled in
number of years before moving to management inthat process.
DFID in 1995.My sense then as now is that to be anMs Alston: In addition to the head of profession
eVective economist you need to be able tobeing responsible for both environment and
understand the range of other professionallivelihoods we also have a chief scientific adviser
disciplines up to a point. You need to understandwho will appear with our Minister in two weeks’
what they are saying or incorporate it into yourtime. Although his responsibilities are very directly work. Personally, I do not recognise that dichotomy.

in the field of science and technology within the Mr Wheatley: Essentially, I believe that DFID is a
department, he has engaged with climate, multi-disciplinary, objective team. When a well-
agriculture and rural development issues and taken evidenced case is put it prevails. There is always the
forward our work in a number of countries through diYculty of finding time in a busy organisation to
speeches and dialogue there. Ministers have decided relate a particular piece of information, but, to use
that from April 2006 environmental and climate climate change as an example, the position has
change issues will be added to his job description. changed since the IDC in 2002 said it was a priority.

It has been rising in relation to what we are doing in
the DFID and that has achieved broad recognition

Q268 David Howarth: I want to ask about the job in a relatively short space of time because eVort has
description of head of profession.Does it include the been devoted to looking at the evidence and relating
idea of spreading the word about sustainability and it in objective terms to colleagues. Colleagues have
environmental issues to the rest of the department, responded to that new challenge.
or is it focused more on what might be called an
HR role? Q270 Mr Caton: I turn to environmental screening.
Mr Harvey: Broadly speaking, it is fifty-fifty. There All your projects over £1 million require
are two sets of terms of reference, one of which is environmental screening. Who is responsible for
about managing the group, so there areHR issues as ensuring that that is done, and is it always uniformly
well as issues to do with the professional thorough and eVective?
competence, dynamics and development and Ms Alston: Responsibility for that is in the
mentoring of it. The other side is essentially engaged management chain, because this is codified in our
in the policy issues related to that theme. In terms of blue book 1. That sets out the obligatory rules,
time spent, in my own case according to the job procedures and processes within DFID. We decided
description it is about fifty-fifty. It varies a little early last year that we needed to take stock and
across the heads of profession. basically do an audit of where things had got to.

Environmental screening was introduced in 2003Ms Alston:Mr Harvey is supported in his work by
and, two years further on, we wanted to assess howthree of the teams across the policy division: the two
uniformly this was applied, its quality and itswhich are headed by my colleagues here and the
impact. That review is now ongoing and Mr Martinwater, sanitation and energy team. There is also
is overseeing it.support by a number of teams in the growth group

with which we work very closely. We have an
agricultural team there. There is also support from Q271 Mr Caton: Will the findings of that review be
the research end. There are a number of professional made public?
teams that feed into the support that is given to our Mr Martin: The findings will be available in the

middle of this year.advisers across the board.
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Q272 Mr Caton: A problem that has come across and the Millennium Summit Review to have an
international agreement that this sort of workfrom previous witnesses is that they detect that there

is almost a cultural problem within the department needed to be done specifically to screen overseas
development assistance but with the longer-termand that some of your colleagues regard

environmental screening almost as a chore or aim of helping countries themselves to mainstream
that screening into their wider economic and socialdiversion from their main function. Some of them

even describe it as “environmental screaming”. Is activities. In DFID we have begun a process of
selecting pilot countries where we will work out howthat something that is likely to come out of the

review? best to eVect screening in a way that is economically,
environmentally and socially eVective, accurate andMr Martin: One of the matters that we will be

looking at is the consistency with which replicable. We are starting in Bangladesh next
month.We are in the process of identifying five otherenvironmental screening has been done over the past

couple of years, the consistency of diVerent types of developing countries to do that.We are alsoworking
with the World Bank which has started to work inactivities and aid instruments, and, where there are

inconsistencies, to look at the reasons behind them. India in the agricultural sector. As the G8 invitation
to it outlined, our aim is very much to have theThat will include the understanding and awareness

of those who are doing the environmental screening World Bank and the multilateral development
banks work in parallel and in concert with us. It isand also where it takes place within the project

development cycle, if you like. These are the sorts of not just our bilateral spending but our multilateral
spending that is to be climate-proofed in this sense.things that we are now looking at in our review. The

objective is to determine whether we need to revise
our environmental screening process and also the Q275 Mr Caton: Do you detect a greater problem
guidance that goes with it. with multilateral spending? Are multilateral
Ms Alston: We are aware that there is some institutions less environmentally aware than DFID?
variability of quality, and we have looked at some Mr Wheatley: Each has its own character and
examples. That is why the review and the governance. In a sense, for DFID tomake a decision
recommendations flowing from it are important. to get on with this work is a matter for ourMinisters

and senior management to decide and progress will
be made. In multilateral organisations clearly weQ273 Mr Caton: You mentioned earlier that the

screening process involved your country oYces. Can also have the job of awareness raising and
persuasion, but I think that will come. Awareness isyou tell us a bit more about that? Are the country

oYces required to engage with DFID headquarters rising. It is not even; it is still patchy at this time, and
developing countries are very much in the process ofto get advice from experts on the environmental side

of things? learning to what extent climate change may be an
issue and how to deal with it. I do not say that thereMr Martin: This is a decentralised process. Where

we have DFID programmes managed from a is a resistance but that it is a more complicated
matter to convince an institution which representscountry oYce it is the responsibility of that oYce and

the programme manager to carry out the more than 100 countries than an institution which
represents the United Kingdom in the form of theenvironmental screening process. That programme

manager or those in his oYce will draw on the DFID.
Ms Alston: This is at a relatively early stageexpertise that is available there. In some instances

that includes a referral back to people in London. internationally. We are not aware of others who
have gone very far down this route. We sense thatWe have had input to some of the screening

processes, but it is a decentralised process. It there is here an opportunity to do this well and share
the results of this internationally.depends on the individual case.

Ms Alston:We have rules on delegated authority in
terms of approval, so a certain degree of approval Q276 Mr Caton: You have already mentioned the
can take place at particular levels. Heads of oYces shift in spending to budgetary support. Have you
have a certain amount and they may delegate; if it been able to assess the implications of that for the
becomes too big it comes to London and to environment and sustainability as compared with
Ministers. the earlier project approach?

Mr Martin: Some of our individual country
programmes where budget support is linked toQ274 Mr Caton: Christian Aid has criticised the

department for not climate-proofing how it spends poverty reduction strategies have looked at those
linkages and how environment is addressed withintaxpayers’ money. It has called for all development

spending to be climate-proof and climate-friendly. poverty reduction strategies. A good example is
Tanzania where we did some work with the UNDPAre you anywhere near achieving that?

Ms Alston:We fully agree with that as an ambition, to help support the integration of environmental
issues into the poverty reduction strategy. Thatbut we are nowhere near it at this point. We are

moving towards it. included looking at poverty environmental
indicators and the way that they are introduced intoMrWheatley:We are fully aware that this is an issue

that needs to be addressed, not just by the United the poverty reduction strategy. In Tanzania donors
provide poverty reduction budget support behindKingdom but the international community

generally, including developing countries. That was that poverty reduction strategy and there are
indicators within that strategy. These are very earlywhy last year we made a major eVort through G8
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days, but it is a matter of looking at the donors as a Q278 Mr Caton: Could part of achieving that be
more direct funding for environmental projects?group within that country and monitoring progress
MsAlston: There is a definite need for strengtheningagainst the poverty reduction strategy in the way
capacity in a lot of diVerent countries. We havethat budget support is used. That will include the
examples of successes where if we or other donorsenvironmental indicators that are part of the
provide strengthening of capacity in environmentalstrategies. That is one example.
departments or agencies certain links can be made.
That is one element of the story.

Q277 Mr Caton: We have had evidence from other
witnesses to suggest that poverty reduction strategy Q279 Mr Caton: The department focuses very
papers vary greatly from country to country. heavily on macro-economic growth as a means of
Clearly, there are some good examples, and you cite poverty reduction. What is the sustainable
Tanzania. There are some, however, where the development group’s view of this?
environment is nowhere near to being on the agenda. MrHarvey: The department focuses very heavily on
What is the department doing to try to spread the growth as a route to poverty reduction, but the
very best examples to other countries? definition of growth in which we are particularly

interested is pro-poor growth -growth that benefitsMs Alston: Perhaps Mr Martin could also refer to
and is detectable among poor people. I wouldour seminar on 23 March.
question the way that that comment is phrased. I doMr Martin: We had a workshop earlier this year
not think that we are concerned solely about macro-which looked at poverty reduction strategies and the
economic growth. What we are concerned about isenvironment. We brought together not just the UK
how that translates into growth among poor people.but other donors as well to look at some of the
A definition of pro-poor growth has emerged fromexperiences. Tanzania was a focal point of that
the study to which I referred earlier [theworkshop. That is part of the process of trying to
Operationalising Pro-Poor Growth Study]. That islearn from best practice what has worked well in
accepted by DFID and is the one that we usevarious countries. In Tanzania we are going to do a
operationally. That is the starting point. By the way,more in-depth case study, but that will need to be in
although I am not an economist if an economistconjunction with other donors who are also doing
from this group were here that is what he or shesome work in Tanzania. We also need to look at
would say. In terms of the way that sustainableother countries where things have worked well, but
development is engaging with that, there is ongoingperhaps not quite as well as in other instances. We
and increasing dialogue around this issue, not leasthave done some poverty reduction strategy work in
in the discussion on the forthcoming White Paper.various countries, for example in Uganda, Ghana The issue of sustainability is, therefore, beingand Pakistan. But it is not just DFID that needs to increasingly talked about within the department.

look at these experiences; we need to do it with our
development partners. For example, in working

Q280 Mr Caton: I want to turn to something onwith the poverty environment partnership group of
which we have already touched: agriculture anddonors and NGOs we would aim to take forward
poverty reduction.Youhave alreadymade clear thatthis work with other initiatives managed by the
you see agriculture and rural development asdonors. There is a UNDP poverty environment
important in the department’s poverty reductioninitiative where they will also work with the United
ambitions. In the report Africa—Up in Smoke? oneNations environment programme. They will be
of the main conclusions is that there needs to begathering good experiences. We are working with
“dramatically increased small-scale agriculture, andother donors to draw out that best practice and
an approach to farming based on maximumencourage it to be spread.
appropriate diversification”. How does that fit inMs Alston: There is no doubt that this is a very with the push for increasing agricultural productioncomplex and diYcult area. The capacity in a number for export, which has already been mentioned by the

of developing countries on environmental issues is department, the WTO and other bodies?
limited and, therefore, it is often hard to feed Mr Harvey: First, from DFID’s perspective we are
environmental issues into the core planning and not particularly pushing export agriculture. We see
budgeting of that country. That is the nub of the it as part of the solution. The agriculture policy
problem about how we as external agents can paper pays a lot of attention to the role of the
facilitate and help processes in a sense tomainstream smallholder farming sector, particularly in countries
the environment within those developing countries. at an earlier stage of development. Within that I
We also work very closely with a development would say that we pay equal attention to all forms of
eVectiveness group in policy division. The work that agriculture, depending on the context, but there
it has been doing makes it clear that there is no easy certainly is not a particular push from DFID on
fix or one aid instrument in many of these countries export horticulture or export earnings. In the
that will serve the purpose. Therefore, there is a role agriculture paper we even caution against reliance of
for diVerent forms of technical assistance and other countries on traditional exports. We talk about the
aid instruments, knowledge transfer and so on, to limitations of relying on tea, coVee and cocoa
help countries themselves strengthen their because of the market limitations. We even draw
environmental capacity and address environment in attention to the fact that the non-traditional exports

are often in quite small markets that could easily betheir mainstream planning and budgeting.
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flooded, so I do not think we have a predilection think we are agnostic on that point and do not
automatically assume that agribusiness will havethere. As to diversification, we also sponsor a lot of
negative consequences.agricultural research which inter alia includes

aspects of diversification and farming systems.Most
Q282 Mr Caton: I finish oV by asking you about anof the work that we have been sponsoring over the
apparent contradiction in two of your policypast 10 years under the renewable natural resources
statements. You have recently launched a strategyresearch strategy has been directed at smallholders,
for sustainable agriculture research and have alsosmall producers, farmers and forest users, and
published an agricultural policy paper which stateswithin that there has been considerable attention
that sustainable agriculture is “unlikely to drivepaid to diversification. In terms of what we do I
productivity gains at the scale required to meetthink that we fully support diversification among
market demand and tackle poverty on a worldsmallholders as part of the approach.
scale”. Is there a problem about the direction in
which you are going?
Mr Harvey: My interpretation is that this is anQ281 Mr Caton: I hear what you say, but I quote to
issue of definition. “Sustainable agriculture” isyou from IIED who describe the agricultural policy
[sometimes used to mean] low input, includingthat the department has adopted as having a
organic, farming. The statement in the agricultural“commercial focus aimed at national economic
policy paper suggests that low input farming, whichgrowth”, and concludes that “the problems faced by
is often equated with sustainable agriculture in thepoor people in accessing environmental assets are
scientific literature, will not have the capacity tonot addressed as a priority; neither are the impacts
deliver everything that is needed in terms ofof agribusiness gaining preferential access to such
economic growth and even food production. Theassets”. How do you respond to those comments?
title “sustainable agriculture” when used in theMr Harvey: They may be correct in saying that the
research strategy does not mean a specific set ofpolicy does not specifically address those issues. But
agricultural techniques but [implies] the notion ofin terms of access by poor people to the necessary
sustainability in agriculture. I think there is aassets to engage in this, although we do not have a
diVerence in the way that the term is used in the twostated policy on the matter we are doing a lot of documents. It is not contradictory.work on land tenure and property rights issues

which aim to address the question of access by poor Q283 Mr Caton: You are not talking about
people to productive assets to take part in environmental sustainability but agricultural
agriculture. As to the consequences of agribusiness, sustainability?
I do not think I can answer that question. I think MrHarvey: In the agricultural policy paper there is a
that there is a perception on IIED’s part that there is statement to the eVect that it is sustainability across
a gap and agribusiness will have some negative environmental, social and economic areas, so it is
eVect. On the other hand, we have observed in the not just environmental sustainability.
agriculture paper that there are positive examples of Chairman: Thank you all very much for your
agribusiness, particularly where that activity evidence. I am sure that it will be very useful to
provides opportunities for smallholders to engage in reflect upon it in preparation for our meeting with

the Minister.markets through outgrowers’ schemes, and so on. I

Memorandum submitted by The Globalisation Institute

THE PRIVATE SECTOR ANDWATER

1. The Globalisation Institute is a London-based think tank focused on trade and development with a
particular emphasis on enterprise-based solutions to poverty.

2. Some ideological opponents of markets have been running a campaign against private sector
investment and management in developing country water systems. It is important to look at the empirical
record which clearly shows that private sector investment has increased access to water in developing
countries, saving millions of lives.

3. Ninety seven per cent of all water distribution in poor countries is in the public sector. This is largely
responsible for one billion people, mainly in poor countries, not having access to clean, running water and
for 2.6 billion people lacking sanitation facilities.

4. In Chile, under the state system only 27% in rural areas had access to runningwater: now 94%do. Only
63% of urban residents under the state system had access to running water: now 99% do. Thanks to the
private sector, access to water increased in Tunja, Colombia by 10%; inGabon by almost 15%; in Cartagena,
Colombia by 26%; in Conakry, Guinea by 24% and in La Paz—El Alto, Bolivia by 10%. Corrientes,
Argentina and Cote d’Ivoire both saw increases of almost 15%.
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5. State systems serving small percentages of the population force many of the poorest in society to trek
miles in order to get clean running water. This prevents more productive work from being done. In cities,
black market sellers have sprung up. India’s black market in water has been estimated to be worth almost
$1.4 billion, Because such trading is illegal, the poor have no legal recourse if they become ill because of
dirty water.

6. Part of the transition to private sector management often involves a move to end subsidised water to
those already connected. This is mistakenly jumped upon by opponents of the private sector as a failing.
Typically, it is the wealthy who benefit from subsidised water. Because water systems are then run at a loss,
governments (struggling for funds) have no incentive to increase access.

7. Where people are not on the water network and buy from black market vendors, they typically pay 12
times what they would pay if they were on the network. Where private sector investment and management
is permitted, the poor benefit from a very dramatic price cut because they switch to getting water direct to
their homes.

8. The World Development Movement on the Today programme (21 March 2006) highlighted
Bangladesh as a very successful state-run water system. In fact, state mismanagement means the water
system in Bangladesh is laced with arsenic. As the World Health Organisation has commented, “There are
millions of people who may be aVected by drinking arsenic-rich water.” As the BBC has noted, “The
Bangladeshi Government sets the water safety level at 50 parts per million, despite the World Health
Organisation’s recommendation that contamination levels should not exceed 10 parts per million.”
According to UNICEF, “Arsenic contamination of the water is widespread in Bangladesh, and long term
exposure causes serious health problems.”

9. Private sector provision is good for public health because of increases in sanitation. Buenos Airies,
Argentina saw sanitation increase by one fifth after privatisation. In the poorest regions of the city, child
mortality fell by almost one quarter. Sanitation increased in La Paz—El Alto, Bolivia by more than 30%;
in Cartagena, Colombia by 25%. In Chile, private investment increased sewerage treatment rates 75% in a
three year period. Private sector provision also improves public health by cutting the need to store water
because of unreliability, where people often keeping the water in unsanitary conditions, causing illness.

10. Private sector management is good for the environment because wastage is cut. Increased investment
improves the infrastructure and leaks are cut. Additionally, on older systems, there is a greater financial
incentive to make repairs. Moreover, because private companies will be held legally liable for untreated
sewerage, private companies have an incentive to prevent rivers and other water sources becoming polluted.

11. The DFID approach of providing technical assistance to developing countries set up private sector
systems where they request that help is a good approach. I share the sentiment of the Secretary of State for
International Development when he said: “I find [this anti-private sector] campaign strange because it
attacks the Government for supporting developing countries in doing what they think best to improve the
lives of their people.”

12. The Institute’s report Water for Life: The case for private sector investment and management in
developing country water systems by Mischa Balen is available from www.globalisationinstitute.org

May 2006

Witness: Mr Alex Singleton, Director-General, Globalisation Institute, gave evidence.

Q284 Chairman: Good morning, Mr Singleton. I we have become much more part of the global
have read one or two of the papers published by the village. I believe that poverty reduction and
institute. Obviously, it has very strong views on the increased globalisation do go together.
benefits of globalisation. I wonder whether you
could summarise exactly what you mean by

Q285Chairman:Earlier thismorningwhile youwereglobalisation and what you think are its benefits.
here I referred to theNEF report which suggests thatMr Singleton: I think it is a strand of diVerent things
as a consequence of trade only 60 cents out of everyworking together. In part, it is caused by barriers
$100 filters down to the poor. What is yourbeing cut down, for example tariV barriers between
assessment of that view?countries, but it is also a process in which we all
Mr Singleton: I am not exactly sure how they havecommunicate more coherently on a global scale
calculated the figures, but we can see that last yearthrough the internet, technology and cheap
alone millions of people in India and China weretransport. It is a combination of things. I think that
lifted out of poverty for the first time. According toit has a great deal of potential to promote prosperity
Paul Ormerod, the economist, we have seen a worldand lift people out of poverty. I refer to the
which in the past 50 years inequality has reducedopportunity of people in developing countries to
because the Asian tigers, which were oncetrade their way out of poverty and expertise to be
desperately poor, are now relatively wealthyshared around the world. Over the past 50 years we
countries. The real problem is that some countrieshave seen the best poverty reduction that the world
are not benefiting from that globalisation process.has ever seen, and it has also taken place over a

period when barriers have been coming down and We started to see a lot of progress in India and
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China, although it is still far too small, but there are Do you envisage a big collision between the ability
of the planet to provide ecosystem services and thecountries in Africa that have not really been part of
growth in globalisation?the process and their share of world trade over the

past 25 years has declined. I think the real tragedy is Mr Singleton: I believe that the principal
responsibility for environmental protection lies withnot that globalisation somewhere is not working but
the rich countries. It is important that countries likethat people are not part of that process.
Britain, America and Japan deal with environmental
problems through research and development into

Q286 Chairman: Another part of the NEF cleaner technologies and make investment in solar
assessment was that in its view the bulk of the and so forth. I think it would bewrong to try to force
benefits of globalisation accrued to already well developing countries to put environmental issues,
developed countries. Do you agree with that? particularly global warming, at the top of their
Mr Singleton: Based on the inequality figures and agenda when for them the real problem that they
the genie coeYcient, which is the economic model face is poverty. I believe that a much better
adopted over the past 50 years, I do not think that is approach, rather than trying to tie the giving of aid
true. The genie coeYcient shows that when countries to a requirement that theymust place great emphasis
engage in globalisation they come up to the levels on environmental issues, is for us to do theR&Dand
that we are at. I think that there is a problem, on do a technology transfer where we help them to
which the institute is doing research, in treating obtain it very cheaply. If one is a poor person in rural
developing countries as mere commodity exporters. China one will not be too worried about climate or
I have been in contact with some coVee farmers in smog, for example; one will be worried about not
Peru and Costa Rica. They do not export simply being able to aVord to feed one’s children, send them
coVee beans; they do all the processing: the roasting, to school or the things to which everyone should be
packaging and placement of trade marks on the entitled. I believe that the evidence over the past 200
bagged coVee for sale around the world. I think that or 300 years is that as countries start to develop they
is a really good thing. The tragedy is that when one damage the environments insofar as cities are dirty
goes into Tesco or Sainsbury the chances are that and there is a lot of pollution, but when they become
most of the value in the coVee, apart from the stuV richer there is a greater push for environmental
which goes to the distributors and the supermarkets, protection. Voters, for example, start to think that
has gone to the packagers in Belgium, Germany or the environment matters more; there is a push for
Italy. We need to do much more to help developing environmental protection. The fact is that in
countries create their own brands and get more of London today the air is cleaner than it has been since
the value themselves. One way to help that is records began in 1585. We have to recognise that
through a kite mark or symbol which basically says when looking at developing countries. We must
that a good deal of the value of the product has gone acknowledge that when countries start to
to that developing country. It will be a kind of industrialise they will pollute. One does not see an

alternative to that, unless one tries to lock them intodevelopment product.
poverty. We need to try to help the process work
better. We need to reduce our pollution and give

Q287 Chairman: The evidence of our witnesses this them some space to do it, if you like, and also to
morning is that DFID now places more emphasis on develop the technology that allows them to use
the creation of internal markets rather than markets cleaner technologies.
that are export-led. Do you support that?
Mr Singleton: I think there is a lot of evidence to

Q289 Chairman:Do you think that the prospects ofback it up. Some of the now rich countries like the
climate change occurring faster than anticipatedUnited States did not really work on a global scale
earlier, which have now been delineated verywhen they were first developing. The United States
carefully by many scientists, put any limits at all oncreated a continental, if you like, free trade zone
growth and development?within its own borders where there was a lot of trade
Mr Singleton: I am not a climatologist. As far as Ibetween states. A northern state would import from
can see, humans have been causing a lot of climateand export to a southern state. One of the tragedies
changes, but I cannot comment on the level and thein Africa is that it is a spaghetti bowl of trade
speed atwhich it is happening. Over the next 30 yearsagreements; it is not easy to trade from Kenya to
I thinkwewill see a lot less carbon being put out. I doChad. Trade is prevented not only by formal trade
not drive a car, but I do not think that if in 30 years Ibarriers in the form of tariVs but informal trade
bought a car I would be getting one powered bybarriers which are often within countries—the road
petrol; it would probably be powered by hydrogenblock which stops one person from going to the next
or some technology of which I am unaware. We canvillage. A lot more workmust be done to bring down
clean up our environments and deal with climatethe internal barriers. In many respects that is more
change in the west in a relatively cheap manner. I doimportant than looking at things at aWTO level and
not think that there is really a problem. In 50 years’trying to get international trade going there.
time we will probably look back and think it was
bizarre that we were burning all these fossil fuels.

Q288 Chairman: You may be familiar with the Then they will probably be extremely important for
millennium ecosystem assessment of the United pharmaceuticals, for example. I think we will look

back and think this was barbaric.Nations which shows the down side of development.
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Q290 Mr Caton: In your publication 2005 and Q292 Mr Caton: How would you respond to the
argument put to the Sub-Committee last week thatBeyond you say that, “A half-century of aid has been

an almost unmitigated disaster”. What is your view the need for budgetary support is a direct
consequence of loss of income to governments inof direct aid in development?
developing countries as a result of the removal ofMr Singleton: Of course, that is the author’s view
trade barriers and increased competition?rather than mine specifically. I think that aid has

tended to be spent in a very top-down manner. It is Mr Singleton: People who argue that poor countries
are getting poorer through trade liberalisation willa learning process for everyone. I think that DFID
often bring up specific examples of people orwould be the first people to say that in the past a lot
industries. When one looks at Ghana, the case hasof aid had been spent badly on foreign policy
made that that country has suVered because its riceobjectives. If one looks at how the international
farmers are in competition internationally. Whendevelopment community spends aid it has changed
one looks at that country, for the 20 years beforesignificantly. There needs to be more emphasis on
1983 it had a fluctuating economy: some years itbottom-up approaches to aid. That could mean, for
grew and some years it was in recession. It alternatedexample, greater emphasis on micro-credit. In 2003
constantly and was in a very bad state of aVairs.the Chancellor of the Exchequer spoke about the
Every year since 1983 when it took World Bankimportance of micro-credit. I think it is
advice and began to liberalise its economy it has haddisappointing that last year—the year to make
positive economic growth. That is rather better thanpoverty history—DFID did not really place much
we even have in this country. I do not think it is aemphasis on this. Although it does spend a little bit
very convincing case that trade liberalisation hasof money, from talking to micro-credit institutions
damaged economies as a whole. There is a problem.they find it very diYcult to interact withDFID. They
Sometimes one tends to over-emphasise the eVect offind that when they are applying for funding to
the Common Agricultural Policy on AfricanDFID it is the big charities that succeed in getting it
countries. I think that we should abolish the CAPand the very small ones, which perhaps are doing the
and that will help African countries, but it will notmost innovative stuV in international development,
be an immediate advantage. The principaldo not get anything. I think that is part of the risk
beneficiaries of it would be the Brazils and others inculture. The DFID will want to watch its back. If it
the world rather than the African nations.gives money to Oxfam or Christian Aid not many

people will criticise the department, but if it gives
money to a smaller organisation, for example Q293MrCaton:What about theWorld Bank?What
Opportunity, it could blow up in its face. There is an do you think of its role and how eVective it is?
inherent aversion to risks which is damaging to the Mr Singleton: I am not a specialist on the World
poverty reduction aims of DFID. Bank. On certain matters I am very supportive.

Studies show that most of its projects seem to fail,
but I think that you would need to speak to someoneQ291 Mr Caton: Of course, in recent times the big
who is more knowledgeable on the subject.shift has been the shift to direct budgetary support.

What is your view of that?
Mr Singleton: There is somemerit in that. Often, the Q294 Mr Caton: The Globalisation Institute
project-based spending was too restrictive. I believe acknowledges in some of its publications that “many
that the move away from conditionality has governments liberalised reluctantly as part of IMF
probably been a good thing. One will not get and World Bank structural adjustment”. Why do
developing countries to do one’s agenda if they do you think they are reluctant?
not want to do it. Conditionality is a very weak tool. Mr Singleton: Countries face their own political
Developing countries will agree to do certain things pressures. If economists ran the world things would
and then they do it badly or in a minor way, or they be very diVerent but in a sense politics runs the
just do not do it and go back and say that they could world. There are vested interests and political
not do it properly because of their political pressures faced by people. When one looks at the
problems. Trying to impose certain solutions on countries that have liberalised over the past 50 years
developing countries is not the best way. I think they seem to have done quite well. There are not very
there must be minimum standards when budgetary many examples of countries that have liberalised
support is being given. Like the monetary policy 100%, but that is just the way the world is. Hong
committee, I would like to see a body that looks at Kong and Singapore to some extent are examples,
each individual country towhichDFID givesmoney but most countries go through a process of
and says, for example, that Ghana or Botswana is liberalisation that takes time. The ones that are
absorbing aid well and spending it well and so it can opened up to the world over a period of time seem to
aVord to give that aid just in the form of a cheque have done rather well.
because they will use it well. In the case of some other
countries where there is a high level of corruption
and waste and perhaps they do not share our views Q295 David Howarth: I want to talk specifically

about water privatisation. We heard a lot ofon aid eVectiveness, that committee would not write
a cheque but spend it through NGOs and more evidence about it and in themain it was critical of the

idea that water privatisation is broadly beneficiallocally, or through advice. I think that would be a
good approach. from a public point of view. You seem to be a strong
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supporter of privatisation. Can you just summarise Q297 David Howarth: You referred earlier to the
public-private partnership model with the assetsfor us how you see the benefits of privatisation
remaining in the public sector. One might perhapspanning out for developing countries?
try to overcome the regulatory problem byMr Singleton: In many respects it gives more control
maintaining ownership of the assets in the public,to systems. I think that when things are run by
but does that not have the problem that there willgovernments often the feeling within them is that
not be any particularly good long-term incentivesthey have to protect their own backs, whereas if
for infrastructure development? Therefore, one willsomething is run by a private contractor one is able
have better management of the existing assets butto point the finger and say, “This is terrible.” When
not necessarily any new ones?one looks at the empirical records for water system
Mr Singleton: Some of them are just managementprivatisations, in the vast majority of cases it seems
contracts and all the funding comes from the state.to have worked, in part because they have had good
A lot of the privatisations are bothmanagement andadvice on how to privatise the system. I should stress
investment. In that case one can have mechanisms inthat often we are not talking about British-style
the regulatory system to demand a certain amount ofprivatisation of water; we are talking more about
investment. But the important point here iswhat might be called public-private partnerships. In
increasing access. If one goes to a newBritain all the assets are owned by the private sector;
neighbourhood which has never had water suppliedin Chile it is the same system, but in amajority of the
to people’s homes one has tomake the investment ascountries where there has been so-called
the private contractor in order to increase access.privatisation it has been a public-private partnership
There seems to be a lot of investment going in.where the assets remain in the ownership of the state

and there is either a management contract to run the
Q298 David Howarth: One then needs to avoid theoperation or both a management and infrastructure
problem of cherry-picking. One needs to specify incontract in place. In its broadest sense, in the
the contracts where the new access will be; one doesmajority of the privatisations we have seen an
not just leave it to the private sector to decide that?increase in the number of people with access to water
Mr Singleton: The approach would be to specifyin their homes, and sewerage provision has gone up.
percentages of populations that needed to beIn Buenos Aires an extra 3 million people got water
supplied by certain dates. What we see in the state-as a result of privatisation and child mortality in the
provided systems is the cherry-picking to which youpoorest areas went up by a quarter. People attack
refer; it is the wealthier neighbourhoods that get it,that and say that the private companies are
often at a subsidised rate. That creates its ownprofiteering at the expense of the poor, but the
problems, because if one is delivering water toempirical record stands for itself; namely, that in the
wealthy areas at a subsidised rate one does not getmajority of cases where privatisation has occurred it
enough revenue to make further investment in otherhas been good. But I think that there is here an
neighbourhoods.important role for DFID. These are complicated

issues when one is trying to contract out and get the
Q299 David Howarth: Finally, how do you explaintendering process working correctly. One has to set
the various failures? Youmentioned the problems inup regulatory bodies in countries where there is not
Tanzania. Why is it that sometimes companiesa lot of expertise in that field. Unless one does that
become involved in these projects and find that theyone will not get the end results one wants.
fail or are thrown out by local authorities? Is the
problem that expectations are too high or they do

Q296 Mr Howarth: The Environment Agency said not understand what they are getting involved in, or
that the problem was not privatisation or not is it something more basic?
privatisation but the regulatory structure. In some Mr Singleton: Sometimes there are issues at a
places there was a regulatory structure that worked contract stage. The company is told that there are
and in others there was privatisation in a non- certain numbers of customers and there are not and
regulated structure and, therefore, there was a worse they are not able to make accurate predictions about
result. Do you agree with that analysis?What sort of how it will work out, but generally it is more political
examples would you give of good and bad cases? than anything. In Bolivia there was success. The

water systems that were run privately increasedMr Singleton: If one looks at what happened in
access by poor peoplewho had not had it before, andTanzania, the process brought a lot of investment
it was working. There was a purely political decisioninto water, but the process was not run as eVectively
to chuck Suez out from water supply.as it should have been. I do not think that the

regulatory body was as independent as perhaps it
should have been. At the end of the day, if one has Q300 David Howarth: I was going to mention Suez.
not run awater system one will not know the pitfalls. What was the basis of that political decision? If it is
The need for knowledge-sharing, therefore, is vital. working and access is being provided surely that is
Hilary Benn has had a lot of pressure put upon him popular and people will want it?
to stop giving advice to developing countries on this. Mr Singleton: It think it becomes ideological;
That would be a real tragedy because I think that political parties change, or there is a growing feeling
privatisation with no advice being given and a poor that a multi-national company is coming in and
regulatory system would simply not work; one running things and that is wrong. I am not

necessarily a political scientist, so I cannot reallywould have a lot of problems.
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comment on what causes people to do that. Why do privatisation if that is what youwant to do.We think
it is a good idea, but it is up to you. We will not trypeople support Marxism? It is a strange thing, but
to impose it on you.” I believe that that is the rightpeople do.
approach.

Q301 David Howarth: What I am trying to get at is
Q303 Chairman: Would you extend that approachthat people must have perceived some failure in
to the removal of trade barriers? If the country didorder for political actors to think that it would be a
not wish to give up a trade barrier would youpopular thing to get rid of them?
support it in that?MrSingleton: I am told that in Bolivia a lot of people
Mr Singleton: I would say two things. I think thatwho protested against the private companies did not
developing countries damage their economies by nothave water supplied by those private companies;
removing trade barriers. The special and diVerentialthey were people who were still receiving state-
treatment at the World Trade Organisation actuallyprovided water. I guess there was a certain feeling
makes a mockery of the whole idea of multilateralthat they were being left behind or they were not
trade agreements, but principally I believe thatgetting access to water. We are talking of only a
countries should liberalise unilaterally.Over the pastsmall percentage of people who were part of the decade most of the world’s liberalisation bycontract to be provided with water by the private countries like China has been unilateral; and Indiasector. Therefore, if you do not have blanket has also been liberalising unilaterally. I think thatprovision across the whole country you can have Europe should liberalise unilaterally. When oneproblems. looks at what has happened at the Doha Round,
there has been an obsessive requirement for

Q302 Chairman: What is the view of the developing countries also to liberalise at the same
Globalisation Institute of DFID’s decision to drop time as Europe. That is damaging to Europe’s
conditionality from aid? Do you think it will make economy by holding back trade liberalisation in
any practical diVerence? Europe, and we are not getting anywhere. I believe
Mr Singleton: I am supportive. I believe that that the debate very much needs to move away from
conditionality is a weak instrument to persuade the requirement for other people to liberalise in
governments to do good things. It causes a lot of order for us to do it. I support a move away from
resentment. One has to work in partnership with PeterMandelson demanding liberalisation abroad. I
developing countries rather than try to force policies think we should do it just because it is good for us
on them, even though they may be good ones. I do and other countries will follow if they want to.
not believe that a forced good policy will work well Chairman: Thank you very much for your evidence
in a country that does not want to do it. I support the this morning. It will be very useful in our

deliberations.move by DFID to say, “We will support your water
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Q304 Chairman: Can I just welcome you all to the has on the very poor. In many parts of Africa, where
inquiry. It is our final session of this inquiry, which they do not have access to, for example, oil or other
has featured very heavily on DFID. I particularly mineral resources, the natural environmental
welcome the Minister, who was an original member resources are forests [and] things such as the fishing
of the EnvironmentalAudit Committee back in 1997 facilities available through lakes or coastal waters.
for a couple of years, I think. So you will be familiar Uses of land in terms of agriculture are fundamental
with our ways and hopefully we will have a very to helping to begin to develop pathways out of
good session. I think we have you until about half poverty for our very poorest people. Some of the
past 12 at the latest this morning. Could I start by work that we have done in Ghana with the World
asking you just how the environment fits in with the Bank has sought to try to place a value on the
work of DFID? contribution of natural resources to economic
Mr Thomas:Mr Chairman, I wonder if, just before growth, andwe reckon that about 50%of the growth
I come to that, I can give a brief opening statement that is taking place in Ghana is directly attributable
to you, and then I will answer your question. Firstly, to the use of natural resources. What is also clear is
can I just introduce the two oYcials who are that environmental degradation is having a
accompanying me: Gordon Conway, who is our significant impact on economic growth, about a
Chief Scientist, and Jim Harvey, who I know the 5–10% reduction in the economic growth that could
Committee has already met, who is our Head of be achieved. So that is obviously beginning to have
Livelihoods and Environment [advisory groups]. a substantial impact on the way in which we are
Let me be clear: I welcome the Select Committee’s thinking about our programmes, both in Ghana and
inquiry, not least because my honourable friend the more generally across the Department, and I am
Secretary of State and I both recognise and indeed happy to give examples of some of the projects that
want to do more on the challenges of supporting we work. But if we are to achieve the economic
developing countries to address the issues of growth that we believe is fundamental to helping to
sustainability, particularly climate change, but lift people out of poverty, we need to make sure that
also natural resources management. I think, Mr that economic growth is done firstly in a pro-poor,
Chairman, your Committee will be aware that we sustainable way, otherwise future generations as
have been consulting on a third White Paper for the well as current generations are going to be, in a
Department, which we hope to publish some time in sense, confirmed to a life in poverty.
the summer. I believe that White Paper will
demonstrate further the Department’s intent in the

Q305 Chairman: Clearly, natural resources provideareas of sustainability which I have mentioned. At
the means to economic growth, but is that all thethe same time, we are also considering what further
environment represents?staYng and organisational challenges we have to
Mr Thomas: We need to recognise, I think, as aaddress to support the further work that we expect
Department that we have a specific legislativeto do as a result of the White Paper. I should say
mandate to concentrate on the issue of poverty, andthat, as Ministers, we specifically asked the
therefore how we help achieve the MillenniumPermanent Secretary and his management team to
Development Goals, how we help to lift people outlook at environmental capacity across the
of poverty. So you are right in the implication thatDepartment. They have set in train two reviews:
environment is obviously hugely significant in termsfirstly, one on senior structure across the
of its contribution to global public goods, and weDepartment, and a second one on advisory skills.
workwith other government departments who focusBoth are due to report shortly, and I expect there to
in particular on that global public goods dimensionbe an increase in our capacity in this area. In terms
of environment. The specific comparative advantageof the specific answer to your question, where does
that we, as a Department, bring to the table is theenvironment fit within the Department, I believe
way in which the environment impacts on the needsthat environment has a huge role within the
of the very poorest, and similarly, how the needs ofDepartment’s work, not least because, if we are to
the very poorest impact on the environment. So, forachieve a substantial reduction in poverty, we have

to recognise the impact that environmental change example, we work with DEFRA extremely closely
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through an inter-departmental group on bio- You have to do it with inorganic fertiliser but you
diversity. They obviously focus very much on the also have to do it by better soil management. One of
global public goods dimension; we feed into their the things that we are doing actually in neighbouring
work, as they do into ours. Similarly, we work very Zimbabwe, but we are hoping we can extend it to
closely with the Foreign OYce, who again have a Malawi, is what they call minimum tillage
role in arguing the case internationally around (Fault in sound recording for approximately two
protection of the environment.Again, what we bring minutes. Log shows there is missing the rest of that
to their role is the specific comparative advantage in answer, a question from Chairman, and the beginning
terms of the impact on the very poorest. of the answer from Mr Thomas)

Mr Thomas: . . . both in-country and from Head
OYce, our ability to support our country oYces andQ306Chairman:This paper,DFID’s Approach to the
internationally in negotiations the work that weEnvironment, published in February, I thought was
need to do on environment. One example, Mra fairly honest assessment of the impact of climate
Challen, that I would oVer up as an area where Ichange on your pro-poor policies, and it seems tome

that there are great gaps revealed in that document think theDepartment has done a very strong job but
in terms ofMDG7, for example. Our ability tomake where further work is necessary is around forestry,
progress in dealing with poverty seems to be greatly where I think we have helped through the European
threatened by the environmental damage that the Union to ensure that there is a very strong and
impact of growth is causing. Is this thinking going to robust forest governance process taking place
be reflected in DFID’s new approach stemming internationally. We have supported regulations
from the White Paper review? within Europe to help control better the sourcing of
Mr Thomas: Perhaps I can give a specific country timber for sale in the European Union, which has
example by way of answer to your question, Mr required a combination of ministerial lobbying and
Challen. Let me take the example of Malawi, where active support from our policy division teams at
the government has a total budget of some US $730 head oYce. Then we are working, if you like, in-
million. Donors contribute another $500 million. country with both country oYce staV and with other
That simply is not enough money to help Malawi’s donors to develop the capacity of countries such as
very poorest people address the health and Ghana, Tanzania, Indonesia, to look at their ability
education challenges, for example, that they face in- to control their own timber industry, to control the
country. Economic growth is going to be crucial if illegal logging which strips away forest cover and, if
we are going to lift the very poorest inMalawi out of you like, the global public goods side of things, but
poverty, but if we do not make sure that that which also means that the poor suVer if they dependeconomic growth takes place in a sustainable way, on forests for a living. So we have set aside some £24then the reality is the environmental degradation

million over the coming years to fund our work atwhichwill follow in thewakewill ensure that the vast
country level, and we are working very closely withmajority of the population ofMalawi stay in poverty
other donors to make sure that other donors pick upor in very poor circumstances. I think the key is to
the lead in other countries that need to do work inrecognise that economic growth on its own per se is
this area.not going to lead to protection of the environment

and help for the very poorest. What we have to do is
to make sure that the growth is sustainable and that

Q308 Chairman:Do you feel that the lessons of thiswe look at the distribution of the benefits of that
document are now beginning to really seep into theeconomic growth, because obviously, if the benefits
organisation? It is only three months old, I realise,are spread in a more equitable way, that helps to
but do you have any evidence that this is reallyprevent damage to the environment; the pressure on
making an impact?the environment is lifted to some extent, and that
Mr Thomas: The document is a publicationwill be reflected in our increasing work, which I hope
reflecting what we are doing, in that sense. Thethe White Paper will signal.
White Paper will signal our intent in terms of what
else we want to do on top of what we are alreadyQ307 Chairman: We are going to return to growth
doing. I think in the evidence session with oYcials itvery shortly. I wonder if I could direct a question to
was brought home, I hope, to the Committee thatProfessor Conway and ask you if you want to add
there is more capacity than perhaps some of youranything to that particular debate about the
other witnesses indicated in terms of our work on theinteraction between environment and development,
environment, both in terms of what our Livelihoodswhether there is a detached scientific viewwhich tells
advisers do, what our Infrastructure advisors do,us anything about how to proceed and how this
indeed, what the contribution of the Chief ScientistWhite Paper should be structured.
is to that process. So I think there aremany examplesProfessor Conway: I have just been to Malawi and
of where the Department is working on thelet me just give you examples there. There is a role
environment, but, as I say, I accept that we need tofor science and technology in creating sustainable
do more, not least because there is the opportunityeconomic growth. Just to take one example in
to do more internationally because countries areMalawi, the land is deteriorating incredibly rapidly.
beginning to seek donor assistance to do more, andThey lose about 60 kg of NPK per hectare per year;
also because Ministers have signalled that it is awe put on about 100 and something kilograms per

year, so you have got to build up that soil nutrient. political priority for us.
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Q309 Chairman: Just to press you a little bit further are going to take to continue to implement what we
on this then, you would say that you have moved on are doing on the environment. Inevitably, that will
a great deal since the DFID evaluation report in require updating in time. It is a relatively fresh
2000 concluded that “there is a gap between the document at the moment. So I would hope to
policy priority attached by DFID to environmental persuade you that a new document is not necessary
issues and what has actually been delivered in terms immediately, but I recognise we will need to keep it
of positive environmental impact”, and it went on under review, particularly if, as I believe it will, the
that “the environment as a potential development White Paper takes us forward in a number of areas
opportunity—rather than a risk to beminimised and that are reflected in the paper so far.
mitigated—has not been mainstreamed across
DFID’s bilateral funding.” That was six years ago.
You are saying that that has now completely Q313 Mr Caton: Minister, you have already
changed and that DFID has really adopted this new mentioned the role of economic growth in achieving
approach? poverty reduction and the issue of making sure the
Mr Thomas:What I would say is that we have more forests benefit from that. Has the Department a
to do,MrChallen, not least because the nature of the definition of “pro-poor growth”?
debate about environment and poverty has changed Mr Thomas: Essentially, it is growth that allows the
substantially since 2000. There is evidence of poverty very poorest to benefit, in a sense, from the economicreduction strategy papers beginning slowly to take growth that takes place, that recognises the need forgreater account of the environment, but I would not

growth to deliver livelihoods, to deliver eVectivewant to give an impression to the Committee that
support to fund health and education and otherthere has been the type of dramatic change that I
facilities, to recognise that pro-poor growth isthink we all recognise is going to be necessary in the
sustainable growth. In that sense, we recognise as along term.
Department that we need to do more, and I hope I
have given a sense of confidence that the White

Q310 Chairman: You could be confident that a Paper will address the specific issue of what else as a
future evaluation report would not then repeat those Department we are going to do in future.
criticisms?
Mr Thomas: I would be disappointed if a future
evaluation report did not recognise that there has

Q314 Mr Caton: On growth, and particularly onbeen substantial progress. I expect if that evaluation
growth in terms of GDP, we were given evidence byreport were to take place now, they would point us
the New Economics Foundation of how thein the direction of a series of other things that we
proportion of economic growth in the last 10 yearsshould do and, as I say,Ministers recognise that and
benefiting the most poor has actually been shrinkingthat is why I think the White Paper will signal our
down to only 60 cents of every $100.With your focusintention to domore in this area andwhywe have set
on poverty reduction, surely that sort of figure isup the reviews of our staYng.
totally unsatisfactory.
Mr Thomas: It is unsatisfactory. However, I wouldQ311 Chairman:Are there any particular things you
suggest that there are other elements you could lookthink that will appear in the White Paper that will
to, Mr Caton, which would paint a somewhatshow that these concerns have been addressed and
diVerent picture. If you look at the story of Vietnam,that it will be transformed into meaningful action
for example, in terms of poverty reduction, we havewithin the workings of DFID?
seen in the last decade a doubling in the size of itsMr Thomas: I am not going to tell you the detail of
economy and over roughly the same period a fall inthe White Paper now, not least because we are
poverty from three-quarters of the population in thefinalising our thinking on it but, as I said in my
late 1980s to under a third now. So substantialopening remarks, we recognise that there is an
economic growth has taken place in Vietnam and atopportunity and a need to do more in terms of
the same time has helped to deliver substantialclimate change and in terms of natural resources
poverty reduction. We know, for example, as wellmanagement, and I expect the White Paper to signal
that in recent decades, at the same time as Africa hasour intention to do more in those areas.
been growing poorer, as economic growth has been
contracting, the numbers of very poor people haveQ312 Chairman: So if we were to ask you for an
been increasing too, and there are examples fromenvironmental strategy and an implementation plan
East Asia as a region again charting the economicthat incorporated all the lessons from these diverse
growth that has taken place and also at the sameand some very successful projects that you have been
time charting the very substantial pull in povertyinvolved with, is something that you would consider
that has taken place in the region too. What I thinkfavourably?
those examples and theNewEconomics FoundationMr Thomas: It is something that we would consider.
study demonstrate is that economic growth on itsI would like to think that the environment paper that
own simply is not enough. It is how you make surewe published in February is an indication of the way
that the poor benefit, and are part of that economicin which the Department is addressing the
growth, and also that you make sure that thatenvironmental linkages to poverty reduction. We
economic growth is sustainable in anhave an implementation paper explaining and in a

sense setting out the steps that oYcials andMinisters environmental sense.
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Q315 Mr Caton: Is not the dilemma, if the New Secretary of State and myself as well as the
Management Board and as well as the broaderEconomics Foundation are anywhere near right,

that you have the option of relying on trickle-down Department, I think you would actually see a very
substantial work stream on the environment. Onefrom growth but growth has to be so huge that the

consequences for the natural environment would be asks the Management Board to look at problems
and do some broad strategic thinking for us. They doappalling, or you forget about ever getting those

people out of poverty? that extremely well. As I say, I think theDepartment
will signal its intent to do more on the environmentMr Thomas: I am not sure I see it in those terms. I

think the idea that developing countries are not in the White Paper that is coming.
going to want economic growth to take place would
be an illusion. What I think we have a responsibility Q318 Chairman: Can I just ask, have you met any
as a country to do and through my Department I resistance in the Department to this new agenda?
believe we are beginning to do it very eVectively in a MrThomas:You have within the Department on all
number of countries, albeit we have to domore, is to sorts of issues pretty robust discussions, but I think
support those countries in making sure that that there is a recognition across the Department . . .
economic growth does help the very poorest people
to be lifted out of poverty and it is done in a

Q319 Chairman: Not shouting matches though?sustainable way, because that is the only way in the
Mr Thomas: Certainly not shouting matches.long term large numbers of poor people are going to
Neither Hilary nor I have that type of personality. Ibe lifted out of poverty. So I do not see it as a
think there is a recognition across the Department,dilemma as such; I see it as a fundamental challenge.
and indeed across the Management Board and theWehave to give the developing countries the support
senior civil service as a whole, that the Departmentthey need to make sure the very poorest people in
does need to do more on climate and naturaltheir countries benefit from the economic growth
resources, and I think people are beginning tothat they need.
recognise that there are a growing number of
international opportunities to do that, and that there

Q316 Mr Caton: Can we move on to looking at is a growing recognition from the developing
DFID’s Management Board? At the moment it is country governments with whom they work that
overwhelmingly dominated by people with a World they also need to be asking donors for greater
Bank or economic background. Do you believe support in these issues. What has been quite
there is a need for greater diversity within the Board interesting just by way of example is that a couple of
so that all aspects of development are covered rather developing countries with whom we work have
than just the economic side? asked us to work on a strategic environmental
Mr Thomas: In terms of the Management Board, I assessment of their poverty reduction strategy
would expect the Management Board to be able to papers. That is a very positive move. It is, if you like,
focus in on all the challenges that the Department a start. It is not something we have yet had the
faces, not just the specifically economic challenges opportunity to extend across every poverty
that the Department has to look at, and I believe reduction strategy paper with which we engage. It
they do that. I think we have a very strong may well be that there is a place for a number of
management team. It is one of the reasons why I other donors to take a lead in particular countries,
think the Department has the strong international but it is those types of opportunities that are
reputation it does. So I do not think we need a beginning to open up, which is one of the reasons
radical change to theManagement Board. I do think why we think we need to do more and why we think
we need to look at our senior civil service structure we need to look at our capacity within the
and at the number of advisers who work on Department to support us taking advantage of those
environment issues, and that is why Hilary and opportunities.
myself have asked the Permanent Secretary and that
Management Board to review our senior structure Q320 Mr Vaizey: Is there an opportunity for you to
and our advisory skills so that we can increase our out-source some of the work to other existing
environmental capacity in the future. government agencies? We had the Environment

Agency in, andwhile they did not explicitly say “Can
we have the work?” they gave the impression theyQ317 Mr Caton: I hear what you say about the

Management Board, but if you look at the focus of are doing a little and had the capacity to do more.
Mr Thomas: I think the answer to that is maybe,this Committee’s interests and you look at the

minutes of the Management Board and the because we already use and receive advice and
support from a whole range of other organisations,Development Committee for the last two years,

environment, sustainability and climate change be they civil society organisations, be they research
institutes, etc. In the wake of the Commission forhardly feature: once, I believe, in the last year. Nor

do these issues appear high on the Committee’s Africa, a number of government departments have
looked at how they can contribute to theagenda. What does this say about the commitment

to these issues within the higher echelons of the Government’s agenda on trying to support Africa
better, so it may well be that there is a role for moreBoard?

MrThomas: I think it is a little unfair to pick out just organisations to support us in that way. We have
these reviews under way. I think it is important for ustheManagement Board to arrive at that conclusion.

I think if you were to look at the work of the to address first the question of environment capacity
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within the Department, and perhaps as part of that Q323Mr Caton: So that shift happened in April, did
we may need to look elsewhere at what other it? We have information from oYcials that up until
expertise we can bring in. I think you will be aware April your remit did not cover environment and
that we have a relationship with the IIED to take climate change.
advantage of some of the expertise that they have Professor Conway:There is a distinction between the
available to us. In future, other partnerships like that job description and the work plan. The work plan
might potentially be quite attractive. was agreed about a month ago and the work plan

has a high emphasis on agriculture, environment
and livelihoods.Q321 Mr Caton: Professor Conway, you were MrThomas:Whatwe have done is to formalise whatappointed as Chief Scientific Adviser to the
has become clear in terms of the nature of Gordon’sDepartment in 2004. How easy have you found it to
work by formally including in the work plan that weinfluence policy as an outsider and what do you
have agreed withGordon for 2006 a greater focus onthink you have achieved?
environment and climate change in particular withinProfessor Conway: I will be appearing before the that work plan. That is not a dramatic change; it isHouse of Commons Select Committee on Science more a reflection of the nature of the work streamand Technology in June. Obviously, that is where I that Gordon has been doing and how it has beenshall make a full answer to that question, but I can evolving.say in all honesty that I have been very well received

within the Department. I have excellent
relationships with the Permanent Secretary, with the Q324 Mr Caton: How is that work plan put
Management Board and with the Ministers. I meet together? Who draws it up?
them on a really regular basis. I have had Professor Conway: It is basically a dialogue between
considerable influence in whole range of areas, some myself and the Permanent Secretary, with inputs
of which are environmental, some of which are not. from others. But, just to go back, I was giving
I have been involved in issues over Tsunami with the speeches on climate change last August and was
Minister. I have been involved with the funding of working on climate change in Bangladesh last
avian flu work. Most recently, I have been working August.
a great deal on climate change. I have spent the last
year travelling; I have been to eight or nine countries

Q325 Mr Caton: Does DFID have, in your view,in the last six months. I was in Ethiopia andMalawi
firstly, the expertise, and secondly, the institutionaljust recently and in Tanzania just before that. So I
capacity to give the environment the priority that ithave worked on the ground with people in the
needs and deserves?oYces. I have been to see many projects which are in
Professor Conway: My answer is the same as thethe broadest sense environmental: the watersheds in
Minister’s. I think we are looking towardsOrissa, the forest work in the Sunderbands, I have
expanding our capacity and expanding our work.been up to the Loess plateau in China, I was recently
That is what the White Paper will signal. I think thein Tanzania on Mount Kilimanjaro, and so on. So I
biggest challenge, if you want me to put it morehave seen a lot that goes on on the ground, and I
clearly, is that when we think about thehave to say that much of this work you would not
environment, we have to think about environment innarrowly define as environmental, but it has a great
the broadest sense. We have to think aboutdeal of environmental content to it. I have been able
environment being land and water and forests andto advise, and I find that in particular the heads of
fish, and about how people utilise those. So itthe oYces overseas wantme to come back. They say,
involves environment in the narrow sense, it involves“Please come back soon. We benefit from your
livelihoods, it involves agriculture, it involves waterwords.” I think we will have to wait and see the
resources, and of course, it involves governance; youWhite Paper and what will come out of the White
cannot actually manage the environment andPaper and also when I give fuller evidence before the
natural resources unless you have decentSelect Committee on Science and Technology, but I
governance. The challenge is really to get all those tohave been very pleased with the progress.
work together, to get “joined-up government” but
within DFID, across the Department.

Q322 Mr Caton: Until April you did not have
responsibility for environment and climate change.

Q326 Mr Caton: Thinking about that, and fromIs that right?
your experience, do you perceive a willingness inProfessor Conway: No, that is not true. I have
DFID’s country oYces to mainstream theresponsibility across the whole board in terms of
environment, or is the picture varied?science and technology; anything that has a science
Professor Conway: It obviously varies from countryand technology component to it I have responsibility
to country. It is not so much about mainstreamingfor. Agriculture, environment, water, climate
the environment; it is about mainstreaming thechange is part of the work plan and has been all
diVerent components of an environmental approachalong. I am probably going to be spending rather
within a development approach. It is aboutmore time over the next few months on the inter-
sustainable development, if you like. That is a cruderelationship between agriculture, environment,
shorthand term for something that is much morelivelihoods and climate change than I have in the

past, but that is what the shift is. complicated.
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Mr Thomas: If I could in a sense as well, Mr Caton, Mr Thomas: Let me just be clear. I would expect all
our oYcials in a sense where they think strong advicejust challenge the premise behind the question, and

if I may crudely suggest that the premise behind the is needed on a particular course Ministers want to
pursue, either where they have concerns or wherequestion is that the work, in a sense, that our

countries do is the only part of the equation. One of they have suggestions, to oVer that advice. We try as
Ministers to encourage that advice to be oVered. Wethe reasons why, when we made our changes to

policy division, we set up a dedicated sustainable do not always accept it but that is the job of
Ministers, to in a sense take a view about the advicedevelopment group within the policy division with a

number of dedicated teams on specific aspects of the that we are getting. One of the advantages that we
have as a Department is the quality of our staV andenvironment there was because we recognised that

not only did we need to support our country oYces frankly, if they were shrinking violets, it would not
be very helpful to us asMinisters. I welcome the factbetter but also that there were a whole series of

international opportunities to make progress on that they are not.
environmental issues, be they influencing other
donors such as the World Bank or other bilateral Q331 Ms Barlow: I will move now to environmental
donors with whom we work, but also in screening. The Department is committed to
international negotiations, the biggest of which that environmental screening, which of course is
has made most progress most recently has been welcome, and you published guidance notes in 2003,
around forestry. There are opportunities opening up but it is only recently that you started assessing the
for similar work on fisheries. There is a dialogue eVectiveness of this process. Do you feel it fits in with
taking place with the World Bank around a clean the ethos you have stated today, which is that the
energy framework and indeed similarly with environment has a high priority in your projects?
regional development banks. So I suppose one of the MrThomas: I think environmental screening does fit
diVerences over the last five years or so has been the in with the ethos of the Department, but one of the
growth in those global opportunities to influence the reasons why a review is taking place is because we
development community as a whole as opposed to want to make sure that our performance across all
just what we do as a Department at country level our programmes where environmental screening
ourselves. takes place is of the same high quality. If I am

honest, I think some of it is patchy, and I think there
are examples where environmental screening hasQ327 Chairman: Professor Conway, when David
been done extremely well, and I am sure we will findKing said, I think last year, that concentration of
examples where it has not been done as well as it cangreenhouse gases in the atmosphere at 550 parts per
be. That is the reason for the review. What we aremillion would be politically acceptable, he was
clear on is that we want to improve the quality of thecriticised by environmentalists for confusing his
screening that we are doing. That is one of thedetached scientific opinion with what he thought
outcomes I expect to come from the review.was politically expedient. Have you had any kind of

experience of that in your role as the Department’s
Chief Scientific Adviser? Q332 Ms Barlow: Why not earlier? That is really
Professor Conway: No, I do not think I have. I what I am asking.
cannot recall any situation like that. Mr Thomas: We need to give time for processes to

take place. We need to give time for projects or for
programmes to have been tested. There are trainingQ328 Chairman: So you would give advice, purely
programmes that take place across departments indetached scientific advice, which may or may not be
the use of environmental screening techniques. Iacceptable to Ministers?
think the three-year review point which we are nowProfessor Conway: Yes.
at is a reasonable time frame. I suppose we could
have done it earlier. Some, I am sure, could argue we

Q329 Chairman: When the Government’s Chief should have done it later. The review is taking place,
Scientific Adviser said, “This is what I think is I think it is the right thing that it is taking place, and
politically expedient,” he was criticised for that. Do I hope and I believe it will help us to improve the
you think that is a thing that chief scientific advisers quality of our performance.
should be involved in?
ProfessorConway: I do not want to comment on him Q333 Ms Barlow:We have been told that the review
or on what he said but, in answer to your question, is being undertaken by untrained staV and that there
within DFID I have been very free to have a is no requirement for these staV to consult theDFID
challenging role. In fact, it has been said quite special advisers. Is this correct, and if it is correct, is
explicitly to me that I have a challenging role within this satisfactory?
DFID, and the Chief Economist has the same role. Mr Thomas: The special advisers who work to the
We use that in Development Committee, for Secretary of State I would not expect to be consulted
example, and elsewhere we frequently challenge in a review of environmental screening.No. They are
what people are saying and that is accepted and, I political appointments, they are designed to give
think, welcomed. political advice to the Secretary of State, and I do not

think they should be involved in a review of
environmental screening. I think it is quiteQ330 Mr Vaizey: Is there a recent example of you

challenging DFID? appropriate that they are not being asked in that
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way. We will see the outcome of the review and we Mr Thomas: Let me, if I may, return to the example
of forestry, where we have had a very clear ambitionas a Department will need to make some changes, I

am sure, to make sure that we learn the lessons from in terms of the international agreements that we
wanted to see, both at European level and in a seriesthat review, and I welcome that.
of regions of the world, and then at country level
supporting those international agreements beingQ334 Ms Barlow: But who is actually carrying out
implemented at ground level. We expect our staV atthe review?
country level as well as our staV in policy division toMr Harvey:We have brought in a consultant under
look for the opportunities with Ministers to moveour enabling agreement with the company that
those processes forward. On forestry, we have had aprovides back-up environmental advice, and this
series of very positive outcomes, both at Europeanperson is doing an in-depth review based on a sample
level, where we do now have a regulation—we gotsurvey approach across a whole range of ESMs,
that agreed during our presidency—to better controlusing our system, sampling from diVerent types of
the sourcing of the timber that comes into Europe,projects, diVerent divisions, and looking at the
and now at country level we have committedmoney.results, actually looking at every process. This
The European Community has committed money, aperson has also visited one country oYce, DFID
number of other donors have committed money,India, which is one of the larger programmes, to talk
andwe are dividing up the responsibility forworkingin depth about how these procedures are used and to
with the developing countries that want a voluntaryfind out exactly what are the pitfalls, what is going
partnership agreement in forestry and supportingwell, what is not going so well. That report is due
them in that process. The other example that I wouldnext month, in June, and I think it is going to give us
give you to demonstrate that we are taking aa lot of really in-depth information on how to
strategic look as well at the opportunities aroundimprove the system.
environment is that we are currently doing a
mapping exercise across Africa to look at which

Q335 Ms Barlow: Do they have an environmental donors work on environmental issues to help guide
background? us in terms of where we need to put potentially
Mr Harvey: [The consultant is] from a specialist additional support into our country oYces to enable
environmental consulting firm, one of the largest them to plug the gap within the donor community.
environmental consulting companies in Britain. The What we seek to do is more closely align our support
individual is also very familiar with DFID and our work plans in-country with those of other
procedures, having once worked as an implanted donors so that we have a joined-up approach from
contracted-in person in the Department. the international community to support the
Mr Thomas: Let me just be clear. Our special developing country. Other countries do do work on
advisers may well want to comment and give advice environment. On occasion it is appropriate for them
to Ministers on the basis of what comes out in both to take the lead on the environment, and for us to
the skills reviews that are taking place and the review take the lead in other areas. On other occasions it is
of environmental screening, but the review as such is the reverse. That is why we are doing the mapping
not going to report to them. exercise, and that will obviously help to inform the

skills mix reviews that are taking place.

Q336 Ms Barlow: You say the review may have a
challenging outcome. If it feels that the screening Q338 Ms Barlow: You just mentioned that the
process is not satisfactory, will you be able to put in environmental screening you felt in some cases was
more specialist staV at regional level, for example, good and in some cases you expected would not be.
and at country level to implement a changed By chance, we had here a couple of screening notes,
screening process, and how will this fit in with the one on Tanzania, which is five pages long, and one
Gershon review? on Zambia, which is seven lines long, and which
MrThomas: If the review is not satisfactory, then we states merely, “There are no direct adverse or
will have to make some changes to improve the beneficial environmental impacts resulting from this
environmental screening processes that we have project” despite the fact that there is a national
within the Department. On the question about environment action plan drawn up for the country.
additional staV to support that, I think that will be These two examples I think do show in some cases
something that we look at in the context of the the process is working, in others it absolutely is not.
review of advisory skills that is taking place at the Have you confidence that this review and other
moment to support the implementation of theWhite measures that you have mentioned will actually
Paper. As I indicated in my opening remarks, I improve the process in the future, particularly if, as
expect there to be an increase in environmental you say, the consultancy is only making one
capacity ultimately as a result of that process. overseas check?

Mr Thomas: I have confidence that the process that
we have started to learn the lessons from theQ337Ms Barlow:Your oYcials told us that they are
environmental screening process is the right waydoing their best to bring the attention of the heads of
forward, yes. What we will have to do is obviouslyoYce programmes to the importance of
look at what conclusions the review draws andmakeenvironment so they can spot opportunities. Is this
sure that we take on board those conclusionsnot rather a haphazard approach? Could it not be

improved? properly. At this stage, until I see the
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recommendations of the review, I am not clear what of the leading voices in preventing climate change
rather than seeing your role as more advisory andelse as a Department we would need to do. There

may well be issues around staYng, in which case I supportive?
hope they will be picked up by the staYng reviews Mr Thomas: I think we have the lead within
that are in train. Theremay be issues around training government in terms of helping developing countries
and other support that is necessary, and we will have to adapt to climate change. Absolutely.We have put
to look at those conclusions to make sure that they in place a series of measures to try to help build up,
are acted upon. But I think we have done the right for example, African capacity in this area but, as I
thing by commissioning a review and I believe we say, on the international negotiations work I think it
have the right people in place to do that review. We is right that it is DEFRA’s lead. We have a specific
will have tomake a judgment, or you as aCommittee responsibility in terms of making sure the
may want to make a judgment a year, two years on developing country angle is fed into those
from here as to whether or not the lessons from the negotiations and we have specific responsibilities in
review have been properly learned but I believe there terms of helping developing countries to make the
is the appetite to learn the lessons from that review adaptation measures that Britain can help them
and to put in place improvements. with. As I say, we are not sitting back and doing

nothing. Absolutely not. It is a very active process
that we are engaged in, but we do work very closely

Q339 Ms Barlow: Will that review be completed with other government departments.
before all the additional staYng decisions are made?
MrThomas: I am expecting it to be completed by the
end of June. Q343 Ms Barlow: The presentation that DFID gave

to HMT on 17 November last year set out very
clearly the impact climate change would have:

Q340 Ms Barlow: The staYng reviews continue? increasing numbers at risk of flood in Africa from
Mr Thomas: The staYng reviews are taking place at one million in 1990 to 70 million in 2080; up to 53%
the moment as well, so it will be able to feed into the of Overseas Development Aid in Bangladesh at risk
decisions we make on the basis of the advice we are from climate change; serious detrimental impact on
given on the staYng reviews. the ability to achieve all the Millennium

Development Goals; and in India increases in
temperature could reduce farm revenues by up to aQ341 Ms Barlow: Can I move on then to climate
quarter. Yet India’s CountryAssistance Plan, as onechange and adaptation? Obviously, development is
example, says “Slow onset disasters, particularlyinextricably linked to the impact of climate, as you
drought, are also common and environmentalyourself stated, yet in your memorandum you say
degradation is a long-term constraint to livelihoods.that international and global environment is in the
However, disasters are unlikely to have a majormain the responsibility of other government
impact on India’s overall progress on thedepartments. We obviously put this to your oYcials,
Millennium Development Goals”, which goeswho said a lot of environmental issues are led by
against your own presentation. Which is correct? IsDEFRA.Obviously, climate change is going to have
it reallyDFID’s belief that India’s progress generallya huge impact both on the department and your
towards the Millennium Development Goals inconstituents. Is this not a somewhat relaxed
particular is not going to be aVected by any of this?approach, that it is someone else’s problem?
Mr Thomas: I think in terms of India, when a hugeMr Thomas: It feels anything but relaxed. Our job is
natural disaster takes place, then clearly, there areto feed into the international leadership that
impacts on economic growth and on makingDEFRA initiates, the poverty dimension, the
progress towards the Millennium Developmentdeveloping countries’ angle of climate change, and
Goals, and we have seen that in terms of the impactto help developing countries themselves take the
of the Tsunami on the people of Ache. Did thedecisions they need to put in place the adaptation
Tsunami have amassive impact on economic growthandmitigationmeasures that theywant to. Sowe are
and progress towards the Millennium Developmentnot sitting back and relaxing while climate change is
Goals in Indonesia as a whole? I do not think it did.taking place. Absolutely not. We feed into the work
It clearly had an enormous impact on the people ofthat DEFRA does. Our approach to climate change
Aceh and on progress towards the Millenniumnegotiations are decisions that are taken at Cabinet
Development Goals in that part of Indonesia butlevel, and the Secretary of State is an active
more generally across the country I do not think itparticipant in Cabinet discussions. So we feed into
did. On India, India is a country that is making verythose processes. What my oYcials were saying and
rapid progress with a very strong system ofwhat we have said in the memorandum is right; you
government and considerable capacity at federalhave to divide up responsibility across government,
level to respond to disasters, so it did not needand DEFRA has this specific lead on the climate
anything like the level of international aid or supportchange negotiations but we feed in and support them
which had gone to the Tsunami by way ofin that process.
comparison to countries like Indonesia or some of
the countries in Africa that were aVected. So I think
that general statement is correct. What I would sayQ342 Ms Barlow: In the negotiations, yes, but in

terms of international development, should not your though, as I said in my opening remarks, is that we
recognise as a Department that we need to do morerole be louder, more strident? Should you not be one
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on the issues of climate change and natural resources damage that can occur. So this watershed
programme is one which brings togethermanagement, and that is both in countries like India

but in a whole variety of other developing countries agriculturalists, soil conservation people, and water
conservation people. It has over a dozen diVerenttoo, precisely because one of the reasons why climate

change is important is because of the impact it has agencies, both government, and NGOs and
international NGOs, all working together to helpon the very poorest people.
villages produce a more sustainable life within those
large watersheds. That is the practical example ofQ344 Ms Barlow:What about drought in particular
what these dialogues are about. We do try and workin the Indian context?
at all these diVerent levels. Obviously, wework at theMr Thomas:We have a number of programmes that
international level on agreements, we work atseek to address issues around drought, that help to
national level on producing policies and strategies,develop livelihoods programmes, be they
and then we also work in many countries on theprogrammes in Orissa or in other of the focal states
ground, working with local agencies and with localthat we have. I think theWhite Paper will provide an
people.opportunity for us to look at doing more in a

number of countries. I think the judgment that we
Q346 Ms Barlow: I know that you have just set upwill also need to make, Ms Barlow, is what other
five departments to look at how to climate-proofdonors are doing in developing countries. It may
development—is that right? But it is quite a longwaywell be that there are other donors already actively
into the life of DFID, quite a long time since Kyoto,working on environment and that we might want to
10 years since Kyoto. Can you explain why this hasconcentrate on other areas. The reverse might be the
been done now rather than several years ago?case. So the type of mapping exercise that is taking
Mr Thomas: I think what you are referring to is ourplace inAfrica in that sense I think is very important.
commitment to climate-proof our programmes inWe do need to work much more closely with other
the six pilots that we are committed to, the first ofdonors to look at where the gaps in support to a
which is going to start very shortly in Bangladesh, Ideveloping country are, and that is what we are
believe. I think it is simply a recognition that, as parttrying to do.
of making sure that economic growth is sustainable,
we need to take a much more focused look at the

Q345 Ms Barlow: Do you feel that the country climate change dimension, the risks of programmes,
oYces are suYciently aware of the impact of climate what potential impact they might have on climate
change, particularly in terms of areas such as change, and what we can do to mitigate those risks.
drought; slow-moving disasters, in other words? I think it is important that we go down that route.
Mr Thomas: I do not think you can ever have We have had environmental screening for some
enough information and support in these areas, and time, as you know from your earlier questions,
if we thought wewere in that situation, wewould not which has been in place and we think climate-
have set in train the two reviews of staYng need that proofing, if you like, takes that environmental
we have. So I would say that our country oYces, and screening on to a new level by specifically focusing
indeed the Department as a whole, do need more on one particular issue of the environmental
environment capacity and that is why we have taken challenge that developing countries face.
the decisions that we have around the staYng
reviews. One of the other things that we have done

Q347 Ms Barlow: Have you any idea when theseto try and take forward the dialogue between theUK
pilots will be finished?and a number of key developing countries is a series
MrHarvey:No. I can tell youwhen they are starting.of sustainable development dialogues which again
Basically, we are starting during this year and IDEFRA are leading on but to which we are a key
cannot tell you, actually, what the time frame is butcontributor, so there is a sustainable dialogue
I suspect these are going to be an ongoing dialogue.between the UK and India, there is between the UK
This is not something which is going to be dealtand China, and indeed a number of other of these
with quickly.very significant emerging nations, with considerable

appetite for economic growth but recognising that
that economic growth needs to be done in a Q348Ms Barlow: If they are successful, as one hopes

they will be, you would see a rolling programmesustainable way. What we are seeking to do as a
Government through sustainable development where it might be rolled out across all your areas, all

your projects eventually?dialogues is to provide advice and support for their
growth to be done in as environmentally friendly Mr Thomas: Indeed, and we would also want to try

and encourage other international institutions toand sustainable way as is possible. Gordon, would
you like to add anything on the sustainable climate-proof their work too. There is a dialogue

beginning with the World Bank to look at climate-development dialogue in India?
Professor Conway: The part of it that I saw was proofing too. I think we need to see how that

dialogue goes but there is clearly an issue aboutaround the Orissa watershed, which is actually an
excellent example of where you bring a range of regional development banks and indeed about other

donors ultimately being persuaded to climate-proofexpertise together to look at a very large area in a
place that is prone to disaster. A cyclone hit Orissa their programmes. This is a process of work that is

relatively young; it is only just getting going but wein 1998, and DFID is still helping to rebuild schools
today, seven, eight years on. That is the scale of the recognise its potential importance.
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Q349 Ms Barlow: Will it also look at emissions? Mr Thomas: They are both obvious ways for us to
spend more money: budget support where we haveMrHarvey:We hope to have procedures in place by

2008 for climate screening of programmes. confidence in the systems that are in place in country
and international institutions where we have
confidence in the way in which those internationalQ350Ms Barlow:Will they also look at emissions as
institutions operate. But again, it depends on uspart of their brief?
having a good relationship with those institutions.Mr Thomas: By definition they will have to.
We will need to track what those institutions do.
Again, part of the skills mix review is to make sure

Q351 Ms Barlow: Finally, would you welcome a that we will have the right people in place at a senior
PSA on climate change to help you focus your work enough level to be able to influence what those . . .
in that area?
Mr Thomas: Would I welcome a PSA on climate Q354 Mr Vaizey: You are happy you are going to
change to focus our work? We are still at the very have robust procedures in place to . . .
early stage of discussions with the Treasury about Mr Thomas: It is always risky for a Minister to say
the Comprehensive Spending Review and therefore absolutely. Let me say at this stage that I am
about what our PSA targets should be. PSA targets confident that we are seized of the problem that we
do not capture the full range of what a Department face and the need to have in place robust systems.
does but they do help. We have a series of Directors’ Bear in mind that budget support is not a new
Delivery Plans which seek to give specific concept and neither is working through multilateral
responsibility to specific staV for the way in which institutions. So we are familiar with the challenges,
the Department divides up work across its divisions, but you are right: the rising budget is, if you like,
so each Director’s delivery plan will focus on, for going to throw those challenges into even starker
example, meeting the Millennium Development relief.
Goals in their particular part of the world. So that is
one of the ways in which we try and capture the need

Q355 Mr Vaizey: Both you and Professor Conwayto make progress on environment. As I said earlier
have mentioned in a sense that it is very diYcult toon, we recognise the need to go further but I do think
talk about the environment as a separate issue givenwe have a substantial body of work that we have
its eVect on somuch of thework you do. Is it possiblealready been doing and which should, I hope, give
to say howmuch of the additional aid budget will gothe Committee confidence that, as aDepartment, we
on environmental measures?have not forgotten or not done anything like enough
Mr Thomas:Not at this stage, no. TheWhite Paper,on the environment to date. I think there are a series
if you like, will serve as a guide for our discussionsof opportunities opening up for us to do more and,
with the Treasury and across Government about theas I say, that is why I believe the White Paper will
outcomes we are going to get from thesignal our intent to do more.
Comprehensive Spending Review. I cannot give you
an indication of figures at this stage but I do thinkwe

Q352 Mr Vaizey: I am going to talk about aid and will be doing more.
trade. The aid budget is obviously going to rise very
dramatically over the next six or seven years. How Q356 Mr Vaizey: Do you think people are right
easy is it going to be for the Department to manage when they say giving money through direct
that increase and ensure that it is eVectively spent? budgetary support means that the environment gets
Mr Thomas: That is the biggest challenge facing the pushed down the agenda, and do you think they are
Department. There is no question about that. That right to say that one way to ensure that it maintains
is the biggest issue which the two staYng reviews are its place on the agenda is to do more work through
going to look at because, as the Committee will be project funding?
familiar with the Gershon inquiry and the Mr Thomas: I do not think it is as simple as that.
requirement on all the departments to make some There are a number of advantages to budget
staYng savings, so we have to look extremely support. One of the problems that developing
carefully at how we eVectively can spend more countries face often is the huge number of individual
money and spend more more eVectively. That is projects that there are and the huge number of
something we are very alive to. We have a particular donors that they have to deal with, and these are
responsibility, we operate in some diYcult countries that often do not have the civil service
environments, where corruption is a challenge, for capacity that we take for granted in the UK and
example, so we do have a particular responsibility to therefore we do need to try and reduce the burden on
make sure our procedures are right. That is, as I say, those developing countries of having to negotiate
one of the key things that the two reviews are and talk to donors. It is better to try and build up the
looking at: what additional capacity we need, and developing countries’ own systems rather than have
howwe need to change our staYngmix to give us the discrete projects which often have parallel systems,
skills to enable us to spend more, albeit with a and on occasions, sadly, can lead to the loss of key
reduced total head count. staV from within developing country governments

into those discrete projects. I think the danger of
budget support or the concern about budget supportQ353 Mr Vaizey: You get it through basically

channelling the money through multilateral donors would be justified if there was not also dialogue
between our country oYces and the developingand through direct budgetary support. Is that right?
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country government. What we recognise is the need Q359 Mr Vaizey: Do you think in terms of
to strengthen that dialogue on the environment. We implementation of things like NAMAs and the
do not necessarily think it is just our responsibility as service agreements and also in terms of proposals on
a government to do that. Again, this is why I say we agriculture, and what you see in trade benefits, that
need to look at what the rest of the international you might see corresponding detriment to the
community is doing in the country, to take the lead environment, that there would be increasing stress
on occasion ourselves and where others have taken on developing countries?
the lead, to come in behind them. Sometimes our Mr Thomas: [If] nothing else would have happened
staV will have particular expertise in the in terms of developing countries’ capacity to ensure
environment, and it is right that they take a lead. that that trade is sustainable. [If] nothing was done
Sometimes our country oYces will have particular to improve the ability of developing countries to
expertise in other aspects of the development regulate that trade eVectively, then yes, you are
agenda, and they are better placed to take the lead in right, that could damage the environment. So
that area. What I think is clear is that poverty as trade gradually grows, we as an international
reduction strategy papers, which are the key tool in community need to support the developing
countries for setting the priorities which budget countries to improve their ability to regulate what
support then comes in behind, have not focused as happens in their country, to make sure it is done in
much as they could do on environment. We have a a sustainable way, and through, for example, the
sense that that is beginning to change but clearly sustainable development dialogues we have got
there is a need for the international community, in going with key developing countries but also
the dialogue with developing countries, to support through tools such as the strategic environmental
them to do more. assessment, through the environmental screening,

the climate-proofing, etc, they do provide us with a
Q357 Mr Vaizey: Do you find they are willing to series of opportunities to have those discussions and
be pushed? to support the developing countries in that way.
Mr Thomas: For example, in a couple of countries,
we have worked with them on a strategic

Q360MrVaizey:Can I ask you about the Ghanaianenvironmental assessment of their poverty reduction
chicken? This is a well-known story of the Ghanaianstrategy papers. Ghana and I believe Tanzania are
chicken that was defeated by subsidised Europeantwo examples. There are two developing countries
frozen chickens. The Ghanaians tried to put tariVsthat do want to be supported and encouraged to do
on foreign chickens and then, apparently undermore on environment, and I think it is about using
pressure from the World Bank, removed thoseour experience there and rolling that experience out
tariVs. Does DFID have a view on that sort of issue,to our relationship with other developing countries,
where developing countries are trying to protectbut also to other donors so that other donors can
their basic agricultural industries but in the intereststake the lead perhaps rather than just the UK all

the time. of trade liberalisation are forced to . . .
Mr Thomas:We do, and our view is that in any sort
of negotiations, be they the negotiations aroundQ358 Mr Vaizey: Just talking about trade, what is
economic partnership agreements or be they theyour current assessment of the Doha Round? It is
negotiations around the Doha Round, we have toquite a big question.Most people think it is grinding
make sure that developing countries can sequenceto a terrible dead end.
for themselves the opening up of their markets, andMr Thomas: I think we are coming to a crisis point.
we need to recognise that their markets will need toI think by the summer we do need to have made
be opened up at a slower pace than developedsignificant progress. What is clear is that all the key
countrymarkets to them. So part of the dialogue andparticipants recognise that they need to give more
part of the contribution that DFID is making to theground, and I think most have recognised that and
international negotiations around the Doha Roundsignalled that they want to do that. What we need to
is looking at what support we can give to developingget right is the sequencing by which people show

their hand so that we can move the negotiations countries to negotiate their positions on special and
forward. What is clear from the discussions the diVerential treatment, on what constitutes a special
Prime Minister has had is that there is a willingness product, what the special safeguard mechanism
from both within the Americas, I think within the might look like. So we have funded a number of
European Community—although there are some institutions, includingUNCTAD andActionAid, to
particular diYculties within the European do work in this area, which the negotiators in
Community—but also with key developing Geneva for developing countries can use to argue
countries like Brazil and with India that they do their position more eVectively around S&DT,
want to give ground in a number of areas. You are market opening etc.
right: we are running out of time to get right the
sequencing of that, but it is something that not only

Q361 Mr Vaizey: Do you think there is a widerthe DTI, who have the UK lead, but also Peter
environmental issue in the sense that more andmoreMandelson, the Commissioner in Brussels who leads
developing countries are becoming more dependentfor the EU, are already seized of and it is something
on foreign food imports and less able to sustain theirthe Prime Minister is very much trying to support

through his conversations with other leaders. own agricultural industries?
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Mr Thomas: I think that the developing countries’ double our spend on water and sanitation and
roughly 95% of our spend is not on private andcapacity to allow their people to grow their own

crops and to develop their own agriculture in order private-related projects. The gap between what
donors and developing country governments need toto give them enough food to survive is a huge issue.

It is one that the international community needs to be spending on water and sanitation is not being
filled by the private sector at the moment and I thinkdo more work on and the number of famines that

take place and the regularity of famine in Africa is the international community as a whole faces a real
challenge about how we can get that investment . . .proof of that point. We do have a substantial

programme that looks at how we can support
agriculture in a number of countries, and I think it is Q364 Chairman: If I may interrupt, I appreciate all
right that we have that focus. The focus is on pro- that and that is not really the point of the question.
poor agriculture, how we can help the individual We are providing taxpayers’ money for the Public-
household grow the food they need to keep Private Infrastructure Advisory Facility, which
themselves alive. provides free seminars for journalists and trade

unions in the recipient countries, which no doubt
espouse the virtues of privatisation. I am notQ362 Mr Vaizey: Finally, just in terms of DFID’s

relationship with the World Bank and the IMF, you commenting on the value of that. Is it balanced with
a similar activity with free seminars for journalistshave far less emphasis on things like conditionality

and so on. Is there a tension between you and those and local trade unions espousing the virtues of
public sector investment?two organisations? Are you seeking to persuade

them that DFID’s way is a better way? Mr Thomas: I will have to get back to you on the
specifics, Mr Challen, of the particular programmeMr Thomas: One, when Hilary Benn published our

paper on conditionality in March last year we made that you are referring to. What the Department is
clear about is that there are good examples of waterclear that we were going to try to encourage the

World Bank to change its approach to privatisation and there are bad examples of water
privatisation, and it is for developing countries toconditionality too. We have had a series of

discussions with the World Bank. They have put in take the lead themselves as to whether or not they
want to privatise their water industries or not. If theyplace a number of principles which are going to

guide them in the conditions that they set. It is a bit come and ask for our assistance, then I thinkwe have
a responsibility to consider whether we shouldtoo early to say what diVerence those principles have

made but it is something that we are going to provide support or not, but I come back to Mr
Vaizey’s question: we have a clear policy oncontinue to keep a very close eye on. I think, Mr

Vaizey, if I can say, what the Committee would need additionality, we think developing countries should
take the lead in these types of questions, and we willto recognise is that we are one of a number of nations

on the board of theWorld Bank, and not every other support them to do so. Where we are asked to give
specific help, we do give that help, and I make nonation shares our view on conditionality, so we have

a job of work to continue to persuade other players apology for doing that. You have asked me a very
specific question about a particular programme, andon the board that our view is the right way. I think

the World Bank has moved in a positive direction in I will take that away and write to the Committee.
terms of the principles that it sets. We have a
continued selling job to do to other board members Q365 Ms Barlow: The Commonwealth
that it is the right way to go. Development Corporation, which is wholly owned

by you: the Chief Executive, Richard Laing, recently
wrote an article defending the role of the privateQ363 Chairman: The Public-Private Infrastructure

Advisory Facility seems to get involved in a number sector and wealth in development, in which he said,
“The rich get richer but so do the poor.” A questionof activities which perhaps go beyond providing

advice. They seem to be trying to train local in two halves really: how does this tie in with your
commitment to poverty reduction when you thinkjournalists or even trade unions to come to the view

that things like water privatisation, for example, are that some of the investments made by the CDC
include shopping centres in Nigeria, large-scalevery good things. Do you think it is going a bit

beyond its brief, using public money, £15 million, I mining, energy, smelting projects, etc? How also
does it tie in with the environmental agenda, partlythink, to engage in some of these activities?

MrThomas:MrChallen, what I have to do is to look in specific areas such as investing in palm oil in New
Guinea, but I am particularly concerned about theat the specific remit of the programme. On water

privatisation more generally, let me be clear about overall environmental impact of these large-scale
investments made by the CDC, and have you everwhat the Department’s position is on that, because I

think there have been a number of assessed the carbon footprint of their investments?
Mr Thomas: The mission of the CDC is to try andmisunderstandings about the nature of our

approach. We are very clear that more needs to be help developing countries facilitate the growth of
viable businesses in their countries throughdone to give good access to water and sanitation,

where the level of investment that is going in to responsible investment, through mobilising private
finance to help achieve economic growth and to helpdevelop people’s ability to get access to water and

sanitation is nothing like what it needs to be if we are lift poor people out of poverty. They do have a
responsible investment policy, whichwe have lookedto achieve the Millennium Development Goals.

Hilary Benn has announced our commitment to at and agreed with them and which their fund
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25 May 2006 Mr Gareth Thomas, Professor Sir Gordon Conway and Mr Jim Harvey

mangers apply. If a business in a developing country follows the World Bank’s environmental standards,
unless there are more stringent local standards inwants to set up a shopping centre, then frankly, that
place, so it has a clear environmental policy in thatis a decision for that business to take and for the
way, and if its investments help to create jobs, whichdeveloping country to decide through its land use
I believe they do, then I welcome that and I believeplanning policies whether or not it wants that
developing countries welcome that. I come back toshopping centre to be built in a particular way.
the point about what we have to do, I think, is to
support the developing countries to develop their

Q366 Ms Barlow: Why should CDC invest in it? ability to better regulate what happens in their
That is what I am saying. I think Mr Laing said an country, to improve the environmental and a variety
economy such as Nigeria has middle classes, which of other standards, health and safety standards, etc,
is going to be key to the growth of any country, so to develop the laws and develop their capacity to
why should they not have a decent shopping mall to implement those laws and follow through on those
invest in? Exactly, in building the infrastructure, but laws. Through a variety of projects we do support a
in building the infrastructure for the middle classes? range ofministries in a range of developing countries
Due to your commitment to poverty reduction, what to increase their capacity to regulate what is
exactly is the relationship that you have with CDC? happening in their own countries, and that is the way
Can you influence them to put more money into I think we have influence on a better environment.
poverty reduction, investments which will directly Chairman: I think we will have to draw the session to
aVect poverty reduction? a close now. There are one or two outstanding
Mr Thomas: In terms of the specific example you questions, if we could write to you perhaps on that
used of a shopping centre, if that shopping centre point in terms of the infrastructure issue that I raised
creates jobs for the very poorest people in Nigeria to earlier. I would just like to thank all three of you very
benefit from, then I would see that as a good thing. much for very generously giving your time this
We do not intervene in every commercial decision morning. It has been a very long session but a very
which the CDC takes, nor do I think we should. The deep and interesting one too. It has been very

helpful. Thank you again.CDC does have a clear environmental policy, it
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Written evidence
APPENDIX 1

Memorandum submitted by BioDiplomacy

Introductory Note

BioDiplomacy is an environmental consultancy established by IainOrr in 2002 after retiring from theUK
Diplomatic Service. He spent much of his career dealing with China (Consul-General, Shanghai 1987–90);
his last posting was to Accra (where he was closely involved with DfID’s work in Ghana); and his last job
was to set up and head the FCO’s Biodiversity Team—which involved him closely with environmental work
in the UK’s Overseas Territories, including negotiating in Whitehall and with the OTs the texts of the
Environment Charters. This submission is based on that experience and BioDiplomacy’s continuing
involvement in sustainable development issues, especially in China and in small islands.

Summary

DfID has a fine record of bilateral and multilateral work to reduce global poverty. However, long-term
and local environmental concerns have become a rather low priority. Smaller countries and smaller projects
fall beneath the radar screen too easily. This is markedly so inCommonwealth island states.DfID’s record in
theUK’sOverseas Territories is inconsistent.While it is to be commended for running a good environmental
programme jointly with the FCO, in some areas—the development of civil society on Ascension, the St
Helena airport project—DfID is not so good at observing its own guidelines.

DfID’s Role since 1997

1. The establishment of DfID in 1997 with its own Secretary of State was overdue. Before then, the
balance between the long-termdevelopment needs of overseas countries and shorter-termUK foreign policy
and trade objectives often meant that aid had strings attached. The growth in the UK’s development
assistance budget has been welcome. Of equal importance has been the UK’s leading role in arguing
multilaterally for debt relief and for fairer terms of trade for developing countries. Finance flows and per
capita GDP are not the best measures of overall well-being. However, every extra £ of a country’s income
that comes from a stronger trade performance is inherently more sustainable than an extra £ of overseas aid.

2. For many environmental issues—water quality (and access), pollution, degradation of soil, loss of
biodiversity, illegal logging—DfID’s move towards direct budgetary support has had two unfortunate
consequences. The first is that such problems are often not addressed directly by the departments to which
DfID provides budgetary support (eg Health). The structural threats to the health and income of poor
people which flow from degraded water systems and habitats often require a stronger environmental
component to overall country planning. It is right not to treat the environment as a distinct sector (like
Health or Education). But there needs to be a far stronger capacity by both DfID and the governments of
developing counties to assess and monitor the environmental aspects of all major development projects.

3. The second problem is that budgetary support has meant the reduction of DfID’s engagement with
smaller projects. In the past, DfID project oYcers, working in the field away from capitals, were able to
promote direct engagement with local communities, and small developmental and environmental NGOs.
That provided the “stakeholder involvement” that DfID rightly sees as being essential to the success and
sustainability of many projects and institutional reforms. Such work—often on water, pollution and
biodiversity projects—also contributes to the growth of a robust civil society, able to defend human rights
and demand good governance and access to social, economic and environmental information.

4. The policy document DfID’s approach to the Environment (February 2006) is excellent—but rather
hidden on DfID’s website. With no senior Environment Adviser (a position that was unwisely cut) to act
as advocate for the policy, it risks remaining aspirational rather than informing allDfID’swork, as it should.

Caribbean and Pacific Commonwealth Countries

5. Hardly any development assistance goes to the many small island states in the Caribbean and the
Pacific that have strong historic links with the UK. They face a range of development/environmental issues
(managing fragile coastal environments, land-based sources of marine pollution, water and energy supplies,
over-fishing, loss of forest cover, inappropriate tourist developments). In many of these areas the UK
(business, government, NGOs, academics) is a world leader. In the absence of interest from the UK, the
patterns of development are likely to be those promoted by others—Japan, China and the USA—with a
record of tying their aid closely to foreign policy and trade objectives. It is sad that DfID (and FCO) have
largely abandoned their interest in small island Commonwealth states.
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The UK’s Overseas Territories

6. DfID’s responsibilities towards the OTs are not properly understood (including by many in DfID).
These have nothing to do with DfID’s core mission to reduce global poverty. As part of UK sovereign
territory—and with roughly tenfold the variety of habitats and species of the metropolitan UK—they have
rightly been called “Fragments of Paradise”. But, while none are very poor—and some are rich in per capita
GDP—all have development needs. Their small populations and relative isolation mean that they need to
draw onUK expertise, including development expertise. On the environment, it was only in 2003 that DfID
finally honoured the undertaking in the 1999 White Paper: “the Government will provide additional
assistance through DfID to support poorer Overseas Territories in addressing global environmental
concerns. This is in part a reflection that such Overseas Territories, unlike independent developing country
states, are not eligible for funding from the Global Environment Facility.” (Partnership for Progress and
Prosperity: Britain and the Overseas Territories, March 1999 para 8.16).

7. The jointly managed FCO/DfID Overseas Territories Environment Programme (OTEP) works well.
However, there have been problems in the way DfID approaches other issues in the OTs. Two examples are
given, in both of which it is evident that when dealing with the OTs, DfID (and HMG as a whole) often
employs a strangely one-sided concept of “consultation”. No doubt it is diYcult when providing
considerable budgetary assistance to Montserrat and St Helena and the locals cause delays with ideas of
their own to avoid thinking, like a parent providing pocket money to stroppy teenagers: “ungrateful so-and-
sos”. But if the relationship is truly to be a partnership, the inclination to lay down the law should be resisted.

8. Two recent issues show DfID and FCO as poor at consultation on issues closely aVecting the
development of a small OT. First is HMG’s recent U-turn on the development of normal civil society on
Ascension, saying it did not intend to develop legislation providing right of abode (in certain circumstances)
and property rights. Both are important building blocks for the diversification of Ascension’s economy,
which will have benefits for St Helena (and thus reduce demands on DfID’s budget). Some background is
in the 15 February 2006 Adjournment debate on Ascension (Annex A). A key issue not revealed there, is
that DfID argued within Whitehall that allowing normal civil society to developing on Ascension would
create new and unacceptable contingent liabilities. Yet DfID did not communicated that judgement—or the
basis on which it was made—to the elected Island Council.

9. The proposed new airport on St Helena is the island’s single biggest development project ever. No
information on costs have yet been given (which is extraordinary, given that these will be borne by UK
taxpayers); nor has there been a public enquiry, as would be automatic in the UK. The project deserves
scrutiny from the Sub-Committee (and from the Public Accounts Committee) so that concerns expressed
in St Helena and in the UK can be properly addressed. These include:

— Whywas the option of a smaller airport (less cost and less damage to the environment) and a feeder
service from Ascension not preferred?

— Why has so little information been made public (and the UK Freedom of Information Act
disapplied in St Helena)?

— Why has no public enquiry been held?

— What estimate has been made of the increased travel costs for Saints?

— How can the optimistic projections for tourism for St Helena (with hardly any beaches and no
high-profile wildlife) be reconciled with HMG’s pessimism about tourism to Ascension (with the
best Green Turtle beaches in the Atlantic, regenerating seabird colonies, spectacular volcanic
geology and a unique introduced rainforest— Green Mountain National Park)?

— Why did DfID incorrectly advise St Helena that it would be incompatible with the UK’s
international obligations to test contract workers for the project from SouthAfrica forHIV/AIDS
(St Helena has no recorded cases)?

10. DfID has an excellent basis for its environmental work in the OTs in the principles and commitments
of the Environment Charter (negotiated with full consultation with the OTs and signed in September 2001).
The text is attached (Annex B). Overall, DfID needs to align the deployment of its financial and human
resources—in international development work and in the OTs—more closely with its own policy guidelines
on the environment and development.

May 2006

APPENDIX 2

Memorandum submitted by the British Ecological Society

1. The British Ecological Society is the learned society for the science of ecology in the UK. However,
the Society does not limit its promotion of ecology to the United Kingdom. It provides a number of grants
to support ecologists and ecology in other countries, particularly in Africa.
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2. The recent Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) stressed the importance of environmental
sustainability for achieving progress on theMillenniumDevelopmentGoals.1 The British Ecological Society
strongly believes that the Department for International Development should utilise the findings of the MA
to help integrate environmental sustainability into its development activities. In particular, the MA
developed the concept of ecosystem services to demonstrate the links between the environment and human
well-being. Ecosystem services are food, clean water, energy, medicines, climate regulation and other
benefits from ecosystems that all people depend upon, especially the poorest.

3. Making informed decisions about the ecological consequences of development decisions is crucial for
achieving both short-term progress on poverty reduction and long-term sustainable development. TheMA
found thatx60%of the ecosystem services it assessed are degraded or being used unsustainably, which often
has negative implications for human well-being. It raised the importance of minimising environmental risks
(eg flooding, landslides) and fostering ecosystem services through the better management of natural
resources.

4. DfID when producing its White Paper on International Development should utilize the concept of
ecosystem services and the findings of theMA.DfID alone and in collaborationwith otherUK departments
and organisations should help to improve the scientific capacity of developing countries which will allow
them identify and start tackling issues specific to their country. DfID should also incorporate the findings
of theMA into its research programmes. This would be extremely valuable in advancing the evidence linking
environment and human well-being.

5. The British Ecological Society recently launched the Building Capacity for Ecology Fund to provide
financial assistance to support the development of ecological societies in Africa and Eastern Europe.2 This
initiative should help enable ecological scientists to engage policymakers and the public to ensure that their
expertise is utilised in their countries.

March 2006

APPENDIX 3

Memorandum submitted by CDC

History

1. CDC was established in 1948 as the Colonial Development Corporation to develop the resources of
Britain’s colonies. It was renamed the Commonwealth Development Corporation in 1963, and was given
authority to invest outside the Commonwealth in 1969. In 1997 CDC became a PPP and two years later
transformed from a statutory corporation to a plc.

2. Following re-structuring in 2004, a separate management company (Actis) was spun out of CDC,
leaving CDC as an emerging markets fund-of-funds investment company.

Role and Purpose

3. CDC’s mission is to stimulate economic growth in the developing word through the provision of
capital for sustainable, well-managed private sector businesses. It is CDC’s belief, and that of its shareholder
DfID, that the creation of wealth, broadly shared, through economic growth is the only long term antidote
to poverty. Aid, trading arrangements and debt relief all have vital roles to play. However, without business
as the engine of economic growth, sustainable development cannot be achieved.

Ownership, Management and Interaction with DfID

4. CDC is owned by DfID. As our sole shareholder, DfID does not require the payment of a dividend.
Instead, all CDC’s profits are re-invested in funds which in turn invest in companies throughout the
developing world. CDC has assets of £1.6 billion and in 2005 generated profits of £426 million.

5. Actis is owned by its management and staV and by DfID, which holds 40% of the company.

6. CDChas an independent Board, comprising directors with private sector and development experience,
and a senior management teamwhich handles the day to day running of the company. CDCmeets quarterly
with senior members of DfID. There is also regular and ongoing contact between DfID oYcials and
members of CDC.

1 Reports from the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment can be found at: http://www.maweb.org
2 For more information visit: http://www.britishecologicalsociety.org/grants/bcef/
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Investment Focus

7. CDC is required by DfID to put a minimum of 50% of its capital to work in sub-Saharan Africa and
South Asia. In addition, 70% of CDC capital is to be invested in countries where the per capita annual
income is less than US$1,750. The remaining 30% is invested in countries where that figure is less than
US$9,075.

8. The chart below illustrates the geographic spread of CDC’s portfolio.

Africa (49%)

South Asia (27%)

Americas (18%)

East Asia (6%)

Portfolio by Geography

Investment Sectors

9. With the exception of arms, tobacco, pornography and illegal drugs, CDC capital is invested across a
wide range of business sectors. The chart below illustrates the spread of CDC’s portfolio.

Power 
(37%)

Manufacturing 
(16%)

Infrastructure  
(14%)

Resources 
(12%)

Fin. Inst 
(9%)

Agri
(6%)

Telecoms (5%)

Portfolio by Sector

Other (1%)

10. Where appropriate, CDC is able to direct its capital to business sectors which have particular
importance. For example CDC has established a $100 million agribusiness fund with Actis, in which CDC
is the sole investor. CDC is also planning an African property fund where it will again be the sole investor.
In this way CDC is able to ensure that sectors of particular need receive capital and are able to develop.

CDC as a Fund of Funds

11. CDC now operates as a private equity fund of funds. This means that it places capital with a growing
number of emerging markets fund managers who make investments in private companies by taking equity
stakes in those companies. CDC does not invest directly in companies.

12. Fund managers are chosen for their expertise in investing in the emerging markets of Africa, Asia,
South Asia and Latin America. These regions do not, on the whole, have a well developed private equity
industry and CDC’s activities in many parts of the world are pioneering. In addition fund managers are
required to adhere to CDC’s business principles which require the observance of international standards in
governance, health and safety, social and environmental matters.
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13. WhenCDCwas re-organised in 2004, it had relationships with two fundmanagers: Actis andAureos.
Aureos was also spun out of the previous CDC and is an emerging markets fund managers specialising in
small and medium sized enterprises. This is an important sector for the developing world.

14. The number of fund managers with whomCDC now places its capital has grown to 20. This increase
is beneficial in addressing the overall lack of capital in emerging markets because other commercial and non
commercial investors commit capital to funds alongside CDC’s investment. In this way CDC is able to
leverage additional investment capital which in turn ismade available to growing companies. CDC therefore
continues to seek to identify additional fund managers who know and understand emerging markets.

Returns

15. Under the new structure, CDC is no longer entirely returns-driven. The returns expected will vary
from sector to sector and from region to region. This flexibility means that CDC is well placed to meet its
objectives because it is able to direct capital where a specific need or market failure has been identified.
Microfinance, SMEs and agribusiness are examples of this. This approach allows CDC to have an eVect
beyond its balance sheet, adding value over and above the provision of capital alone.

16. All profits generated by CDC are re-invested in funds which invest in private companies in the
developing world. It is these profits that provide CDC’s capital for investment. CDC does not receive any
fresh capital from DfID.

Business Principles and Sustainability

17. Sustainability is a cornerstone of CDC’s development and investment strategy. High standards of
governance, environmental management, social issues and health and safety are essential for the long term
sustainability of businesses as they create competitive advantage and build value in the business.

18. The private equity model of investment is ideally suited to building value in companies in this regard
as this model allows the investor to adopt a hands on approach to management of the business. The
contribution of management expertise on applying business principles is an important element of this
process.

19. Fund managers are required to abide by CDC’s business principles (see above CDC AS A FUND
OF FUNDS).

Largest Investments

20. Through its funds, CDC’s capital has been put to work in 344 companies. The 10 largest investments*
are listed below:

Investment Country Business description

Globeleq Limited Various Globeleq is a global power company,
owning and operating 1,800MW of electric
power generation in emerging markets of
Africa, Asia and the Americas. Globeleq
also has investments in other electricity
projects totalling 2,500MW of generation
capacity in 13 countries.

Mozal SARL Mozambique 500,00tpa aluminium smelter in Maputo,
Mozambique.

Infrastructure Development Finance Co. India Funding for infrastructure projects in India
particularly telecoms, IT, power, roads,
ports and urban infrastructure.

Trans Africa Concessions (Pty) Ltd South Africa The N4 toll road linking Pretoria, South
Mozambique Africa with Maputo, Mozambique.

Moga Holdings Ltd Algeria Orascom Telecom Algeria is the leading
mobile operator in Algeria with over six
million subscribers.

Platinum Ltd South Africa Early stage platinum mining in the Bushvelt
Complex of South Africa.

Suntech Solar Panels China R&D, manufacture and sales of crystalline
silicon solar cells, modules and photovoltaic
powered products.

Glenmark Pharmaceuticals Ltd India Domestic branded generic pharmaceutical
formulations and exports to unregulated
markets. Also analogue research for new
drug discovery.
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Investment Country Business description

Savcio Holdings Ltd (Okavango) South Africa Repairs, services and replacement parts for
electric motors, transformers and traction
drive. Manufacture of enamelled copper
wire for the electric motor and transformer
industries.

Fauji Fertilizer Bin Qasim Ltd Pakistan Integrated fertiliser manufacturing,
producing 550ktpa granulated urea and
440ktpa di-ammonium Phosphate.

*as of December 2005
May 2006

APPENDIX 4

Memorandum submitted by Mr Anthony Jackson

I very much welcome your present inquiry, and the inquiry into other organisations that will follow. This
is a very important area, and needs much more scrutiny, publicity and solid solutions.

With this in mind I would like to raise a few points about the role of Dfid.

1. Why does Dfid still support and fund the development of GM crops?

Evidence of environmental damage and gross mis-allocation of resources is widespread and yet
consistently ignored by Dfid. As are the overwhelming views of farmers and consumers across the
developing world.

2. Further to this, how canDfid support the development of “Terminator” seeds (GURTS)? If these were
ever grown in the open environment, the suicide trait would cross pollinatewith other crops, and the viability
of seeds across the globe would be severely compromised. 1.4 billion people depend on farm saved seed to
survive. Dfid should be supporting them, and not the seed patents of multinational corporations.

3. Seeds have been developed over millennia by generations of farmers. They are developed to suit the
local environment and to feed local populations. This was recognised by the Commission for Intellectual
Property Rights (set up by Dfid), who made a series of important recommendations. However since CIPR
published its report, it has been totally ignored by Dfid, who seem far more concerned with protecting the
intellectual property rights ofmultinationals rather than the futures of small farmers and their environments
across the globe.

4. Over the last decade a movement has steadily been growing that supports the concept of “Food
Sovereignty”. This encourages and supports the role of food and agriculture in feeding people and
simultaneously protecting the environment. It aims to re-localise food production and consumption, and
protect the diversity of agricultural systems and crops around the world. It is a movement that has grown
out of small farmers and producers themselves and one would think would merit the support of Dfid.
Unfortunately Dfid pays scant regard to this philosophy, instead, and again preferring to support a model
of so called “food security” which eVectively gives the power of “feeding the world” to a few large agri-
businesses and a few large western governments, and has no concept of environmental protection
whatsoever.

5. Procurement

Does Dfid in the UK only purchase “Fair Trade” products where they are available? Does Dfid overseas,
purchase locally produced and environmentally sustainable products?DoesDfid stipulate in its projects that
expenditures should be always spent on locally produced, fair trade and environmentally sustainable
products where they are available?

March 2006
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APPENDIX 5

Memorandum submitted by UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum

1. The UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum (UKOTCF) exists to promote the coordinated
conservation of the diverse and increasingly threatened plant and animal species and natural habitats of the
UKTerritories Overseas. It aims to do this by providing assistance in the form of expertise, information and
liaison between non-governmental organisations and governments, both in the UK and in the Territories
themselves.

2. DFID’s approach to sustainable development tends to overlookHMG’s commitment toUKOverseas
Territories (UKOTs), which appear mainly as footnotes in the document. This is inappropriate, primarily
because the nature of UK’s commitment here is of a diVerent nature to DFID’s role in the rest of the
developing world. The UKOTs are British territory and their citizens UK citizens. UK is jointly responsible
with local government for international commitments in the UKOTs, eg under multilateral environmental
agreements, for biodiversity conservation and sustainable development in the UKOTs. Elsewhere in the
developing would, UK is acting as a good citizen of the world via DFID’s eVorts. However, DFID is also
the principal budget holder for UK’s spend on that part of its own territory in the UKOTs.

3. Most of UK’s globally important biodiversity resides in UKOTs. This underpins sustainable
development, eg through fisheries and appropriate tourism. Potentially, investment in these would provide
not only benefits to the UKOTs but good examples for elsewhere in the world. However, most initiatives at
present depend on the eVorts of NGOs in the UKOTs and supporting NGOs in UK. HMG’s own figures
(noted in UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum’s Forum News 27 (August 2005), available on
www.ukotcf.org) show that HMG spends at least £460 million pa on biodiversity conservation in UK and
at least £40 million pa on international conservation but only about £1 million pa on UKOT conservation,
divided between all 16 UKOTs. When one takes into account that conservative estimates indicate that the
UKOTs are at least 10 times more important in global biodiversity terms than Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, HMG values its responsibilities to global biodiversity in GB&NI about 5,000 times more than it
values its responsibilities to global biodiversity in its Overseas Territories. As a result of this neglect, species
are still going globally extinct on UK territory, one important plant (the St Helena Olive) going globally
extinct two years ago and several others at severe risk. Also, because of lack of funding, no fisheries
enforcement is present to deter illegal fishing by foreign vessels in the seas around Ascension Island, St
Helena and Tristan da Cunha—allowing both severe depletion of the biodiversity and the loss of a
potentially sustainable industry.

4. The system is exacerbated in that the tiny human populations of UKOTs do not allow an adequate
local financial base for the necessary work, especially at start-up phase—despite high local commitment in
many cases. Furthermore, UKOTs are not generally eligible for international environmental funding. This
is because they are UK territory and UK is not a developing country. International funding bodies assume
(erroneously) that UK government meets its responsibilities in this area.

5. Table 1 inDFID’s Sustainable Development Planmentions the joint FCO-DFIDOverseas Territories
Environment Programme (OTEP) as “the main vehicle for delivery” of the commitment to support
environmental projects in UKOTs. This is a successful programme, built on FCO predecessors and
depending heavily on voluntary input fromNGOs. However, this is a small programme (less than £1million
pa) and individual projects are limited to £50k per year, most being much smaller. Such tiny projects are
impeded by an excessive bureaucratic demand for quarterly reports, when annual ones would be more
appropriate to the scale of funding. The programme is also hampered by its lack of continuity, with DFID’s
contribution not committed beyondMarch 2007 and FCO’s beyondMarch 2008—serious constraints when
dealing with ecological issues with strong seasonal components. Once these diYculties are overcome, this
programme is important for small projects and start-up or exploratory work. However, there is no source
of funding for major projects in biodiversity conservation and linked sustainable development. Therefore,
issues of an importance which would, had they arisen in GB&NI, would be guaranteed resourcing to meet
UK’s commitments under the Millennium Development Goals and/or the Convention on Biological
Diversity are simply not funded and do not proceed in UKOTs, so that UK will continue to fail its
international commitments in these areas. UK’s and HMG’s credibility in world sustainable development
is severely undermined by its failure to act on these matters in those developing parts of UK which are its
own responsibility.

March 2006
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APPENDIX 6

Second Supplementary Memorandum from the Department of International Development (DFID)

Answers to Additional Questions

What is the definition of pro-poor growth used by DFID?

Pro-poor growth can be defined in both absolute and relative terms. Both require that “the poor” be
identified by specifying a poverty line, such as the international $1 a day line or a national poverty line. The
people whose incomes lie below this line are the poor.

The absolute definition of pro-poor growth considers only the incomes of poor people. How “pro—poor”
growth is should be judged by how fast on average the incomes of the poor are rising.

The absolute definition of pro-poor growth is closely related to the speed at which absolute poverty is
reduced: if the rate of pro-poor growth accelerates, then all standard measures of income poverty fall faster.
In other words, if the incomes of poor people were to grow faster, this would lead to a more rapid reduction
both of the extent of poverty (as measured, for example, by the proportion of people living on less than $1
a day) and of the depth of poverty (how far most poor people are below the poverty line).

The relative definition of pro-poor growth compares changes in the incomes of the poor with changes in
the incomes of people who are not poor. Growth is “pro-poor” if the incomes of poor people grow faster
than those of the population as a whole. In other words, for growth to be pro-poor on this definition, income
inequality must fall.

DFID uses the absolute definition of poverty, because of its commitment to theMillenniumDevelopment
Goal of halving absolute income poverty by 2015. We also are concerned about inequality.

— During the session on 11 May a figure of £598.3 million spending on projects with a significant
environment component was mentioned (Q254). It would be useful to have a breakdown of what
these projects are, an outline of what is considered “significant” and information, as requested by
Mr Howarth, as to whether they are considered to have a global or local environmental impact.
(Q256)

Annex 2 provides a list of those projects which are considered to have contributed towards environmental
sustainability in 2004–05. Many of DFID’s projects have multiple outcomes. For example a water and
sanitation project in an urban area could have both environmental and health outcomes. As these outcomes
are interlinked it is not possible to attribute the proportion contributing directly to environmental outcomes.
Therefore the figure given represents spend on interventions where environmental management is one of the
outcomes.

As you can see from the table, the final total of £552.2 million does not correspond with the figure referred
to at the session. The decrease from £598.3 is due to a recent correction of a recording error of one large
programme. The figures for 2004–05 were collated last summer and over the course of the year there is some
re-coding of projects. This can lead to discrepancies when trying to compare the same data this year with
that retrieved last year to calculate this figure.

According to DFID procedures, “significant” project objectives are those which although important are
not one of the principal reasons for undertaking the project.

Given the numbers of projects involved, it is not possible within the timeframe to provide further detail
for each as to whether they are considered to have a global or local environmental impact. However, in line
with the request ofMrHowarth, we have provided a few examples of these projects for illustrative purposes:

1. Jigawa Wetlands, Nigeria

Financial Commitment: £3,000,000 (2002–07)

Main emphasis: The project seeks to protect and improve the livelihoods of poor people who rely on the
natural resources of the wetlands in Jigawa State, Nigeria.

Link to environment: Thewetlands directly support about 1.2million people as “residents” as well as huge
migratory influxes into the wetlands, mainly pastoralists and their cattle during the dry season. Thewetlands
are vulnerable to environmental change and to the limited eVectiveness and capacity of the institutions
responsible for resource management in the wetlands.

Background: The project primarily focuses on local environmental issues, however the wise use and
management of wetlands is relevant to international commitments under the Ramsar Convention on
Wetlands, signed in 1971.

There are a number of activities within the project focusing specifically on the environment. These include:

— Training on environmental (and social) impact assessment approaches.
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— Improving overall governance and management of resources which should lead to greater
consideration of environmental issues in the development process, reflected in mandatory social
and environmental assessment of project proposals.

— Monitoring environmental parameters, which indicate livelihood conditions. Examples include
cram-cram grass and striga (a parasitic weed of agricultural crops).

2. Indonesia: Multistakeholder Forestry Programme (MFP)

Financial Commitment: £25 million (2000–07)

Main emphasis: Pro-poor policies and more accountable institutions and processes for sustainable and
equitable forest management.

Link to environment: The programme is helping to reform policies so that Indonesia’s forests can be
managed inmore equitable and productive ways, whilstmaintaining a sustainable approach to using natural
resources. The programme focuses on strengthening institutions and creating constructive dialogue between
poor, marginalised communities and local governments. This is helping to reduce conflicts over resources,
and gives local communities a greater say inmanaging their resources. This, togetherwithmore secure access
to forest resources, provides incentives for communities and local authorities to manage the resources more
sustainably. TheMFP is supported by international eVorts to curb illegal logging (including the Forest Law
Enforcement Governance and Trade Regulation), and local communities are actively involved in
monitoring and reporting illegal logging. Illegal logging is a major contributor to forest destruction and to
loss of revenues. By bringing illegal logging under control, the potential increase in tax revenues in Indonesia
is estimated to be $15.6 million per year. Early indications are that the Multistakeholder Forestry
Programme is reducing poverty through more secure access to forest land, better access to markets, tighter
controls on illegal logging and greater transparency on international finance and money laundering.

Background: The MFP, co-managed by the Indonesian Government and DFID, is promoting reforms
that prevent further destruction of Indonesia’s forests—andwhich benefit poor people who depend on forest
resources—approximately ten million people. DFID is supporting dialogue between civil society,
government and business about new forest policies, and demonstrating practical, alterative forest
management arrangements.

Impact: The project is achieving significant governance reforms, empowering local communities and
resolving deep-seatedmistrust and conflict. It is also helping to reduce poverty and improve themanagement
of natural resources. Specific examples include:

— Social exclusion is being broken down. Constructive dialogue between poor, marginalised
communities and local governments is building trust and reducing conflict. Poor people are
developing a stronger voice beyond the control of village or political elites. There is evidence of
women’s empowerment through more secure access to forest land resources and development of
small businesses.

— The vulnerability of poor people is being reduced. Persistent non-violent conflicts are diminishing.
Livelihoods are becoming more diversified which may help to reduce shocks from economic or
environmental crises.

— Local governments are becoming more transparent and accountable. Policy changes are helping
secure access to forest land, empowering communities to negotiate with outside developers and get
fairer benefits from forest products and services. Local government budgets are starting to reflect
the needs of small forest-based businesses.

By bringing illegal logging under control, the potential increase in tax revenues in Indonesia is estimated
to be $15.6 million per year.

3. The Nile Basin Initiative

Financial Commitment: £8.2 million to date. Funding is mainly through the multi-donor Nile Basin Trust
Fund (NBTF)

Main emphasis: “to achieve the sustainable socio-economic development through the equitable utilisation
of, and benefit from, the common Nile Basin water resources.”
Link to environment:

— Capacity building for environmental action: The NBI includes a “Shared Vision Programme”
(SVP) consisting of eight basin-wide projects to build the capacity needed to enhance regional
cooperation, to realize successful investments, and to manage natural resources sustainably. One
of the projects, the Nile Transboundary Environmental Action Project aims to provide a strategic
framework for environmentally sustainable development of the Nile River Basin, and supports
community based environmental action on land, forest, and water conservation, including raising
environmental awareness.
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— Investment to enhance environmental sustainability: A range of cooperative investment programs
is being developed in areas such as irrigation eYciency, watershed management, improved flood
and drought management, reforestation, agricultural and fisheries productivity, water hyacinth
abatement etc. All these contribute positively to environmental sustainability, and have been
subjected to environment impact assessment.

— Support for broad engagement: There is a parallel programme of support to civil society
engagement inNBI. This is a network ofNGOs (including environment NGOs) in a proactive and
monitoring role to ensure the social and environmental benefits of the NBI are maximised and
equitably shared.

Background: A successful African-led initiative to build regional cooperation and development around
the Nile River. The NBI started in 1999 with support from the World Bank and a significant number of
donors. Its members include the governments of nine of the 10 countries that share the river basin; Burundi,
DRC, Egypt, Ethiopia, Kenya, Rwanda, Sudan, Tanzania and Uganda (with the 10th Eritrea as an
observer).

Impact: The NBI provides a partnership for increased regional cooperation and a basin-wide framework
to fight poverty and to promote economic development and peace and security in the region. It ensures a
greater environmental focus on Basin development, and helps to tackle the substantial current
environmental problems which are likely to be compounded by the phenomenon of global climate change.

— It would be useful to the Committee to see further copies of completed environmental screening
documents together with details of what action followed on from their completion. Ideally we
would like to receive copies of the first 15 completed both in 2004 and in 2006.

Attached is a selection of Environmental Screening Notes (ESNs), from 2004 and 2006 (Annex 3). It has
not been possible, within the time available to search for the sequence of screening notes that you request.
We are in the process of introducing a new electronic project information system which will enable us to
retrieve such information much more quickly. Often there is a delay between project documentation being
developed and approved, and the project starting, so ESNs logged during the early part of each year were
in many cases actually approved in the previous year. However we have tried to ensure that the sample is
representative of a cross section of the types of intervention, countries and sectors that DFID supports, and
have been selected “blind”—ie with no prior information of the content of the ESNs with which to bias
the sample.

It is part of DFID’s mandatory procedure that agreed recommendations are reflected in project
documentation. However, DFID has 67 overseas oYces with a decentralised programme management
system. We are therefore not able to provide summaries of what actions have followed on, in the time
available.

— Examples of where DFID has been involved in assisting with drafting PRSPs and where specific
environmental components have been included. It would be useful if this could include examples
of HIPCs other than Tanzania, Ghana or Uganda.

Donor participation in the PRS should be based on the principles of the Paris Declaration. Thus they
should support country ownership of the process, should align and harmonise their support through more
predictable aid that enhances the medium-term orientation and results focus of the PRS, and support
strengthening of mutual accountability

Although the PRS is a country-led process, there may be a need for donor support though providing
financing for technical assistance for analytic work and capacity-building. This should always be through
country systems (although not necessarily Government) to avoid undermining the core principle of country
ownership. It is important to note that experience suggests that where donors themselves engage consultants
to assist in drafting, ownership weakens and accountabilities are skewed towards donor rather than
domestic needs.

Examples of where DFID has supported environmental integration within PRSPs are outlined below:

Pakistan—2003

DFID funded technical assistance to the Pakistan Ministry of Environment and PRSP Secretariat to
incorporate environmental issues into the PRSP more eVectively. It included: facilitating provincial
consultations between government, NGOs and others; help in identifying the links between environment
and poverty in Pakistan; analysis of how best to integrate poverty-environment linkages into the PRSP
drafting process; a national policy forum on priority environmental issues and their contribution to poverty
reduction; and specific recommendations for PRSP text.
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Bangladesh—2002 to 2004

DFIDworked with other donors and aGovernment of Bangladesh agriculture and environment working
group to help integrate environment into the PRSP. Assistance was provided to: review the Interim PRSP;
facilitate consultation outside government; identify key poverty and environment issues relevant in
Bangladesh, such as water and sanitation, biomass energy dependency, unsustainable natural resource
exploitation, biodiversity pressures and vulnerability to natural disasters; and contribute to the draft PRSP
and implementation strategy.

Nepal—2002

DFID provided technical assistance to the National Planning Commission of Nepal to help mainstream
the environment into the PRSP. Assistance included; work with sectoral ministries, such as Agriculture,
Forestry, Roads and Local Development on the contribution of environmental to their PRSP sector plans;
a workshop to agree important environmental issues for inclusion in the PRSP and to explore use of SEA
to ensure sustainability of implementation strategies; and direct help for the PRSP drafting team to include
environmental aspects relevant to specific sector strategies.

UNDP Poverty Environment Initiative

DFID has joint funded with the EC the UNDP Poverty Environment Initiative (PEI). The PEI has
developed programmes inKenya, Tanzania, Rwanda, Vietnam, andCambodia to help include environment
and poverty links in country planning processes. It has also started to learn from and disseminate that
experience to other countries, eg through a regional workshop in Ghana.

— There was mention during evidence (Q344) of a mapping exercise taking place in Africa. Further
details would be welcome.

The intention of the mapping exercise is to map out a number of parameters as the basis for subsequent
follow-up and consideration across DFID countries in Africa:

1. Existence of working groups on environment and natural resources management (including
agriculture, forestry, climate change, water—resources and drinking).

2. Development Partner membership of above, including leads, with indication of expertise deployed
(dedicated environment or otherwise).

3. Government participation in working groups.

4. Comment on eVectiveness of activity in working groups (a sensitive issue).

5. Primary thrust of Development Partner activity (not a detailed listing of projects but of themes) and
opportunities/risks.

6. How environment features in current DFID Country Assistance Plans and resourcing, including UK-
based support.

These questions will be raised not only with DFID oYces but also through multi-donor fora, including
the Poverty Environment Partnership and OECD DAC taskforce on strategic environmental assessment.

It is intended that there will be a preliminary analysis by the autumn. There have been some discussions
already and Danida and USAID have provided some information on their deployment of environmental
expertise. There has been detailed discussion in-country on working groups in Ghana, Nigeria and Ethiopia
on support to environment and natural resources management.

— A list of projects that are being considered for funding by the new International Infrastructure
Consortium to which DFID provides funds.

In response to the Commission for Africa Report the UK played a key role in establishing the
Infrastructure Consortium for Africa (ICA), which was inaugurated on 6 October 2005, and is a major new
eVort to accelerate progress to meet the infrastructure needs of Africa. It will be results orientated:

— prioritising NEPAD regional infrastructure projects;

— acting as a broker for the funding of projects; and

— identifying and taking action to remove bottlenecks to progress.

The UK has committed $20 million over three years to help with the initial work of the ICA, and has
seconded an individual to the Secretariat, being set up in the African Development Bank.

There is no definitive list of projects available, as the process to gather data and information on projects
is still ongoing. Progress will be discussed at the next meeting of the Consortium later in June in Ethiopia.

— Guidance, environmental or otherwise, given to CDC regarding their investment portfolio—other
than compliance with World Bank environment standards as mentioned during evidence on 25
May (Q366).
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CDC Group plc, which is wholly owned by HMG, operates on strictly commercial terms, and currently
invests only through private equity funds. CDC’s work is dictated by the Investment Policy, which it has
agreed with its shareholder, DFID. This sets out where and how CDC should operate and includes the
Business Principles which it must apply and which it must ensures that its fund managers in turn also apply.

These principles require financial and accounting integrity, good corporate governance and adherence to
best practice on environmental, health & safety, labour and employment standards. As regards
environmental standards, CDC only invests in business which:

— take accounts of the environmental impact of its operations (through a formal Environmental
Impact Assessment in cases involving loss of biodiversity or habitat. Climate change, water or air
quality, substantial solid waste and other issues where the negative impact could be significant)
and takes steps to mitigate any risks,

— are designed and operated in compliance with local law,

— are designed and operated according to World Bank standards for the activity concerned (where
relevant) if these are more stringent than local legislation, unless there is a clear reason for
accepting a diVerent standard in which case this will be formally recorded, and

— take account of relevant international environmental agreement.

DFID has given CDC no further guidance, environmental or other, about their investment portfolio and
has no plans to do so. As a matter of policy and by a written agreement between the Secretary of State for
International Development and the board of CDCGroup plc, DFID does not intervene in, or seek to direct,
CDC’s operational decisions. Government interference is reckoned to inhibit private investors, and
attracting more private investment for developing countries is an important part of CDC’s mission.

— Further details as to the role of and DFID’s involvement with the Public Private Infrastructure
Advisory Fund as promised during the evidence session on 25 May (Q363).

The Public Private InfrastructureAdvisory Fund (PPIAF) is amulti-donor facility that provides technical
assistance to developing country governments to improve the enabling environment for private sector
involvement in infrastructure (water, sanitation, electricity, telecommunications, gas transmission and
distribution, and transport). The UK is one of fourteen members. Since its inception in July 1999 and for
the period ending 30 June 2005, PPIAF has approved funding for 412 activities valued at $93.4 million.

PPIAF is in fact about promoting public-private partnerships to improve infrastructure services in
developing countries rather than about privatisation per se. But this is only one of a number of channels for
increased investment in infrastructure. In 2005 we spent about £318 million of DFID resources on
infrastructure, through our bilateral programmes, multilateral funds and private sector facilities. Most of
our investments in infrastructure do not involve Public Private Partnerships. Where appropriate, finance
can be channelled through general budget support with dialogue about increasing budget allocations for
infrastructure investment and maintenance. We do not have figures for all infrastructure, but 95% of our
bilateral country programme spend on water and sanitation is for public, community-led or humanitarian
provision.

The empirical evidence is quite clear that government resources and oYcial development assistance alone
will be inadequate to achieving the investments needed to achieve the Millennium Development Goals and
that private investment will be an important element in this regard. Additionally, developing countries have
weak institutional capacity and private involvement brings much needed management and technological
expertise. PPIAF activities therefore support public-private partnerships across a broad spectrum including
concessions, management contracts and the involvement of local and regional investors/operators.

We believe that the claim that PPIAF may be promoting large scale privatisation as a good thing may
relate to its financing the development of a series of training courses on utility regulation and finance that
have been targeted at key stakeholder groups including policy makers (Ministers and senior oYcials),
journalists and consumer associations. The aim of these courses is to equip stakeholders with a sound
knowledge on which to appraise reforms and ensure eVective enforcement of regulation. In doing this the
material presents the drawbacks of privatization in an objective way and makes it clear that government
needs to drive the overall process in accordance with local realities and political sensitivities.

The training material has been transferred to DVD format to facilitate dissemination via workshops to
which stakeholders have been invited by respective governments on the basis of the role they play in building
consensus around reform. Two such workshops have been held to date. The first workshop was held in
Pretoria (South Africa) in June 2005 and included parliamentarians, journalists, and representatives of
consumer associations. The second workshop was held in Costa Rica in February 2006 and involved
representatives of consumer associations in Central America. Following positive feedback from the two
workshops, a third workshop is currently being planned in Dakar (Senegal) in June 2006 with consumer
associations being the government’s target audience.
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What has been DFID’s input to the recent climate negotiations in Bonn? Was DFID part of the UK delegation
and, if so, how was it represented?

For the last three years, DFID has played a key role in leading EU discussions and developing EU policy
on adaptation. DFID has attended all EU preparatory meetings and all working sessions and Conference
of Parties of the UNFCCC for the last three years, as a core part of the UK delegation. This includes the
recent climate negotiations in Bonn. DFID played a leading role in securing international agreement to
operational guidance for the UN Special Climate Change Fund and Least Developed Countries Fund.

How does DFID focus on renewable energy when considering improving supply to poor people? Does DFID
have any targets with regard to improving energy supply generally and renewable energy in particular?

DFID recognises the increasing role that renewable energy has to play in meeting energy demand in poor
countries. However, the technologies that are appropriate and cost eVective will depend very much upon
local resources and priorities. DFID is working with key partners such as the World Bank on low carbon
and eYcient energy systems. The Energy Investment Framework is an important example of this.

DFID recognises the importance of increased access to energy. DFID has not set targets on improving
energy supply. Rather, we support increased access to reliable and aVordable energy services of various
forms, to support all of the MDGs.

June 2006
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