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General Status of CSO Networks

The table below lists those CSO networks that were identified during both quantitative survey assessment and interview.  During interview it became clear that awareness amongst governments of these was good, although amongst civil society support organizations, two noted there are no environmental NGO networks. According to one (based in Republika Srspka), “there is no common platform among environmental NGOs, there is no exchange of information, no communication. There are no regular meetings among them.” Another civil society support organization noted that “overall CSO networking is poor. Three or four NGOs are active networkers and only three-four NGOs are really active in BiH. They simply don’t collaborate. [But] if they associate, what’s left? On the other hand, NGOs need to do more to develop more of a joint image.”
	Network Name and Location
	ECOLOGICAL COALITION OF THE UNA RIVER BASIN, BIHAC

	General Character and 
Scale of Operation  
	Topics Dealt With: 

Environmental Education/Education for Sustainable Development; Environmental Legislation; Nature Protection; Sustainable Development; Waste Issues; Water Issues

Activities include:

Awareness Raising Campaigns; Campaigning/Protest Actions/ Direct Action; Cleaning Up Actions; Camps; Community Organizing And Planning (LA21; LEAP); Environmental Management; Fieldwork; Information Dissemination; Lobbying; Media/Press; Networking; Policy Implementation; Public Participation.
Activity Scale: 

Regional (Region within the Country)

	Institutional Setup
	An association consisting of 18 NGO members, managed by three employees (and as many as 100 volunteers).

	Financial Setup


	An annual budget of EUR 500-1000 was indicated. 
They regard their financial status as: “Good Enough (Basically we have enough funding to support our main activities, but some of our current and/or prospective programmes are lacking financing).” 
A critical source of funding (>50%) of turnover is foreign government/international public sector grants or donations.


	Network Name and Location
	‘EKOMREZABIH’ ELECTRONIC NETWORK
 

	General Character and 
Scale of Operation  
	Topics Dealt With: 

Energy/Renewable and Energy Efficiency; Environmental Education/Education for Sustainable Development; Environmental Legislation; Environmental Policy Making; Globalization and International Policy; Nature Protection; Sustainable Development; Transport/Traffic; Urban Environment; Waste Issues; Water Issues

Activities include:

Awareness Raising Campaigns; Campaigning/Protest Actions/ Direct Action; Conferences; Meetings; Education (including fostering NGO membership); Lobbying; Networking; Public Meetings; Public Participation; Training/Capacity Building; Watchdogging (Scrutinizing Public/Private Activity).
Activity Scale: 

Local; Regional (Region within the Country); National; International.

	Institutional Setup
	An association and network of 30 members connected electronically, managed by four employees (and 20 volunteers).  Its overall aim was to connect NGOs and establish trust after the Yugoslav conflict, which they succeeded to do on the state and entity level.

	Financial Setup


	An annual budget of above EUR 100,000 was indicated. 
They regard their financial status as: “Good Enough (Basically we have enough funding to support our main activities, but some of our current and/or prospective programmes are lacking financing).” 
A critical source of funding (>50%) of turnover is foreign government/international public sector grants or donations.  Network members also pay an annual membership fee of 12 EUR/year.


Additional networks identified during interview but not completing our survey form included:

· Citizens Initiative for Democratic Changes (GROZD) – A platform of many NGOs focused on broadly political issues but without any real attention toward environmental issues.
· Ecological Union of BiH – was established by 40 NGOs but no longer seem to be active

· Group for Support – A network consisting of 23 Federation NGOs that collaborate via email alone, providing expertise and advice mainly (their statute says only one person represents them per key topic/issue.  Includes sportspersons, biologists etc. who share a  love for the environment. “It’s good because it’s responsive”.
· International Council of Voluntary Agencies (ICVA) – Active since 2004, it is a network of civil society organizations, not based around formal membership, but regular dialogue. They focus on a diverse range of issues from the local to national level, including legislative and policy issues. Environment is touched upon, but the main focus of their current work is the development of the state of Bosnia, EU accession and implementation of the Millennium Development Goals.  The current state strategy (2004-2007) doesn’t deal with CSOs, whose interest is to monitor strategy implementation. Once the Strategy is concluded, it’s not clear what future lies in store for ICVA.
· NGO Council – A membership-based group that meets on a monthly basis to discuss issues of concern (attended also by donors).  The Council is steered by an Executive Committee that is elected annually. ICVA is part of the ExeCom as well as the Secretariat for the Council.   
The following characterizations can be made regarding those networks’ communication and information exchange practices (amongst CSO members, with the public, as well as with authorities), including the degree of utilization of ICT.

	Network Name
	Information Management  
[B26]   
	Information Publishing

[B24]   
	Information Distribution

[B25]

	Ecological Coalition of the Una River Basin
	The Union mentioned they use no data management/processing mechanisms.
	Includes brochures, educational and documentary films; 
newspaper periodicals/ articles, pamphlets, press releases; and verbal opinion & commentary regarding environmental decision-making processes
	The most “often used” forms include; email; independent newspaper articles or advertisements; internet website; own hardcopy report or newsletter; posters/ demonstrations; and radio programmes or advertisements.  
“Occasionally used” forms include:

CD-ROMs and Direct mail.

	EkoMrezaBiH
	The Center mentioned they use no data management/processing mechanisms.
	Includes brochures; environmental CD-ROMs; Educational and Documentary Films; pamphlets; Environmental Reports; and verbal opinion & commentary regarding environmental decision-making processes.

The Center wishes to focus in the future on educational material for NGOs.
	The most “often used” forms include:

Email (the EkoMrezaBiH network hosted by the Center is mainly focused on electronic information exchange).
“Occasionally used” forms include:

CD-ROMs; direct mail; independent  newspaper articles or advertisements; their internet website; 

posters/demonstrations;

and Tel/Fax.
During interview it was noted with regret by certain organizations that the network no longer circulates news.


Two international networks were referenced by interviewed CSOs: 

· Danube Environment Forum (DEF) International and DEF (BiH) which has 7-8 members, cooperates in the context of the Danube and Sava rivers with NGOS from Serbia, Slovenia and Croatia. The Forum gives good opportunity to develop new proposals, as well as cooperate with Greek NGOs through the Mediterranean Information Office of UNEP.  In the last 3-4 years there were many meetings/workshops, trainings through DEF, fairs, etc. 

· WWF Freshwater NGO Network (International) which spans the Mediterranean region with around 20 NGO members.
Networks’ Impact on Decisionmaking Processes
Several of the above networks have had an impact on decisionmaking processes.  The following examples were given during interview:
· The Group For Support network successfully prevented the continuation of road construction through a national park zone besides de-forestation.  They achieved this by postponing the decisionmaking process for some 6 months, when it became clear that formal legal procedures (EIA and permit award) were not being followed. This was achieved even in spite of the fact that the environment ministry refused to accept their comments, and the Group had no funds to support their position.
Several examples were shared where collaborating NGOs have scored successes in decisionmaking processes:

· A hydro power plant was planned for the Vrbas river/gorge.  Several coalitions of NGOs (one related to hydropower plants, the other related to the Vrbas river) managed to collaborate and influence the municipal authorities, who subsequently claimed insufficient information was being provided (by the state authority?) and subsequently refused the investment proposal. 
· The Zeleni Neretva NGO (based in Konji), in collaboration with Bura, Buna and others successfully campaigned as a group against three dams planned at the state level, as well as against the transfer of lower Neretva water to Trebice. 
· Although not entirely a domestic success, local NGOs collaborated with the WWF Freshwater NGO Network to focus attention on the Livno region and wetlands, with the end result being its nomination for Ramsar Convention status.  
Aside from these instances, however, interviews revealed that networks’ impact was generally weak. Nevertheless, mechanisms are being established to ensure NGO involvement in decisionmaking processes. CSOs and their network representatives have an opportunity to influence decisionmaking via “Councils for Environment,” advisory boards that have been established in both entities.  In the Federation for instance these consist of 11 cantonal representatives, one academic, one representing science and one NGO representative.  In Republika Srpska the council includes 1-2 NGOs, professors, academics, representatives of the institute for natural and cultural heritage protection, etc. In Republika Srpska they have discussed a proposed strategy for the financing of air protection which was subsequently adopted by the government in the form of an action plan. 

Furthermore, the new Federal (?) water law plans to have Committees similar to River Basin Councils and NGOs will have forward two representatives. Meanwhile, the shortly-to-be-launched Federation Eco-Fund (off-budgetary fund that will collect fees and fines from polluters) will include an NGO representative. 
General CSO Interest to ‘Network’

Concerning formal CSO participation in networks or umbrella organizations, the 87 survey respondents indicated their involvement as follows: 

· National (61 percent), 

· Sub-regional i.e. across South Eastern Europe  (27 percent), and 

· International (28 percent). 

Thus more than one in two CSOs are members at the national level, while almost one in three are members at the SEE (sub-regional) and international levels.  The regional networks CSOs indicated they were members of include: SEEENN (SEE Environmental NGO Network); and DEF (Danube Environmental Forum).
While 61 percent of survey respondents are formal members of networks, a slightly lesser number (52 percent) indicated they “network” as part of their day to day activities. Seventy two percent of these indicated their networking is “National,” 37 percent noted it is “Sub-regional” (i.e. across South Eastern Europe) and 37 percent indicated their networking is “International.” 
During interviews, networks indicated the following perceived benefits of “networking:”

· Information exchange

· Access to seminars 

· Synergy of efforts, skills sharing and complementing (access to expertise on demand). More effective implementation of projects and mission realization.
General Trends and key challenges and opportunities for the ECSO Networks development [.5pg]

Resource Challenges

Regarding equipment resources, the following networks characterized the status of their equipment resources within our survey as follows: 
· Ecological Coalition of the Una River Basin - 
Adequate (we more or less have what we need to do our activities)

· EkoMrezaBiH - 
Adequate (we more or less have what we need to do our activities)

In addition, Center for Environment added they are well equipped technically, but that the EkoMrezaBiH network which they host doesn’t have permanent (i.e. cost-free) office space. Ideally member organizations would share on a rotating basis responsibility for hosting the office, as well as key functions like PR and fundraising.  From a human resources point of view they have water experts, besides activists in biology, geography, and tourism. But to specialize they would need specific experts.

Challenges vis-a-vis Decisionmaking Processes

Interviewees noted that networks’ impact on decisionmaking processes tends to be weak because their know-how tends to be oriented toward the (few) projects they are involved with, rather than related to the decision being taken or the law being drafted. Related to this, it was noted that the government tends to rely on professional NGOs (e.g. Center for Sustainable Development, CETEOR) with qualified experts for substantive feedback on proposals. 
Since effective consensus-based decisionmaking depends on two-way communication and information exchange, concerns were also raised with respect to the government’s attitude towards CSO Networks:
· It was felt the government doesn’t listen sufficiently to NGO concerns and in this case fails to adhere to the existing legal frameworks.  Despite signing the Aarhus Convention and its provisions having been reflected in domestic law, it has not been ratified.  Three years ago, the NGOs lobbied the State Ministry for its ratification via petition, but to date have received no answer.  NGOs reflected “Officials at high levels really don’t care to interact with NGOs.”
· Some CSOs went as far as to say they feel the government sees NGOs “as enemies” and therefore doesn’t foster the involvement of networks.  

Sustaining/Attracting CSO Network Membership
Concerning CSO experiences “within Civil Society networks,” these were described by 55 percent of respondents as “good” or “very good,” and by another 31 percent as “adequate.” Fourteen percent rated it as “poor” or “very poor.” 

One CSO elaborated why their experience within a network could be considered “poor:” “To be a member of a network is a negative thing, because as part of a consortium, you lose your identity and are swallowed within a movement.  Networks only do administration. It’s a waste of time.”  The interviewed CSO’s preference was for grassroots work at the local level or to implement activities in cooperation with a small group of other organizations – where you can more easily share expertise and assist others in their campaigns.  
Concerning CSO experiences with specific networks’ management performance, these were ranked during personal interview as follows (rankings have been averaged and are listed in order of importance):

	Network Name
	Positive Characteristics
	Negative Characteristics 

	EkoMrezaBiH
	· Effective collaboration and partnership (electronic, multi-cultural) w members (1)

· Broad geo-spread and/or membership base (2)

· Strong financial basis (3)


	· Unclear thematic focus (1)
· Weak management (1)
· Weak personal knowledge and/or info resources (2)

· Weak financial basis (2)

· Weak collaboration and partnership (electronic, multi-cultural) w members (3)

	ICVA


	· Sound management (1)

· Strong financial basis (2) 
· Clear thematic focus (3)
	· Weak management (1)

· Unclear thematic focus (2)

	Group for Support
	· Strong financial basis (1)

· Broad geo-spread and/or membership base (2)
	· Weak management (1) – in that they are purely demand driven


Only in Group for Support’s case are there unambiguous positive and negative traits.  Otherwise interviewees were visibly divided over the strengths and weaknesses of EkoMrezaBiH and ICVA. The following experiences and in some cases recommendations were relayed during interview on two of the above networks:

· EkoMrezaBiH - In spite of a strong strategic concept (clear thematic focus) and range of support activities during their inception (e.g. equipment provision, capacity building), today their activities revolve mainly around exchanging information – although even deficiencies were noted here.  As hosts, EkoMrezaBiH noted difficulties regarding collaboration and partnership, citing that many NGOs work without offices, equipment and need to be trained on how to develop or build web portals, services etc.  Since funding has dissipated, few NGOs continue sharing information or publishing monthly local news on their Internet page, and their respective activities tend to correspond to the funding they receive rather than being oriented toward genuine partnership and collaboration.  A further challenge has been that NGOs expected EkoMrezaBiH to serve as a donor and give money, and/or compete for available funding. Observers noted the network should be located within a more permanent and independent hub, besides suggesting it employ permanent full-time staff to more proactively share and produce information, and run the network. 
· ICVA - A useful forum for exchanging experience, but its main weakness is the lack of general and strategic goals, besides clear rules, roles and responsibilities within the Council. As a result, most of the NGOs in the Forum are not influential and as a networking body it is not able to influence decision making.
More general non-CSO comments on existing networks or the prospects for new networks in Bosnia-Herzegovina included:

 “Networks lack transparency. Each [member] organization should understand what they can gain and offer from networking and cooperation.  [It] should not be about gaining finances.” They added: “there is a lack of clear interest in networking and a lack of communication.”  Another civil society support organization added “networks tend to use the environmental cause to pursue individual projects rather than being totally dedicated to improving the environment in Bosnia-Herzegovina.” “Unfortunately, there is fighting and jealousy in the environmental sector and not networking.” They [CSOs] are hiding information from each other instead of sharing, and there is no trust amongst them. They are also not very responsive.”  
Opportunities concerning General Network Operations
During the quantitative survey, network leaders indicated the following as “very useful” with respect to internal capacity development: 
Organizational management:
	Ecological Coalition of the Una River Basin 
	Fundraising Strategy; Financial Management; Human Resource Management; Presentation skills.  

Considered as “somewhat useful” were: Strategic Planning of Activities; Human Resource Strategy; Communication and/or PR strategy; Operational and Administrative Processes; Project Management Systems; Management of volunteers; Team building.

The following related to the application of Information and Communication Technologies (were considered “somewhat useful”); 
Database design and maintenance; Desktop publishing; Webpage management.

	EkoMrezaBiH 
	Human Resource Strategy Development & Management.  
Considered as “somewhat useful” were: Strategic Planning of Activities; Fundraising Strategy; Communication and/or PR strategy; Financial Management; Operational and Administrative Processes; Project Management Systems; Project Management system; Management of volunteers; Presentation skills; Proposal writing; and Team building.

The following related to the application of Information and Communication Technologies;

Database Design and Maintenance.

Considered as “somewhat useful” were: 

Desktop publishing; GIS Application; Hardware/software Installation and Management.


Internal knowledge development:  

	Ecological Coalition of the Una River Basin
	Air Quality / Air Pollution; Energy/Renewable And Energy Efficiency; Environmental Education/Education For Sustainable Development; Environmental Legislation; Environmental Policy Making; Forestry; Nature Protection; Sustainable Development; Waste Issues; Water Issues.

	EkoMrezaBiH 
	Energy/Renewable And Energy Efficiency; Globalization and International Policy; Transport/Traffic; and Waste Issues.


Skills development, were training courses offered: 

	Ecological Coalition of the Una River Basin
	Community Organizing And Planning (LA21, LEAP); Education; Environmental Impact Assessment (SEA, EIA, Others); Environmental Management; Lobbying; Public Participation; Training/Capacity Building; Watchdogging (scrutinizing public/private activity).

The following related to the application of Information and Communication Technologies; Information Dissemination; Monitoring/Measurement (Technical); Networking.

	EkoMrezaBiH 
	Campaigning/Protest Actions; Training/Capacity Building.

The following related to the application of Information and Communication Technologies (were considered “somewhat useful”);
Information Dissemination; Media/Press; Monitoring/Measurement (Technical); Publishing; Watchdogging (scrutinizing public/private activity).


Opportunities vis-à-vis Sustaining/Attracting CSO Network Membership
Recalling 39 percent of CSO survey respondents are not network members at the national level, those services which would attract CSO participation in networks were the following:

	By more than 80 percent (70/87) survey respondents
	By more than 75 percent (65/87) respondents
	By approximately 57 percent (50/87) respondents

	· experience exchange; and 

· awareness of funding opportunities;

· partner identification for joint projects. 


	· news and information sharing; 

· awareness of training opportunities, and 

· possibility to increase campaign effectiveness.
	· greater visibility and exposure, and

· partner identification for lobbying activities (45/87 or 52 percent).




Interviewees added CSO participation could be motivated by:

· A larger base of support for CSO actions

· Information and idea supply and exchange
· A fora for meeting, networking and building partnerships

· Active member participation, based on clear expectations towards them.
· Informal set-up but with practical rules and roles, and firm (albeit invisible) management: in other words, empower the NGOs to run and maintain the network themselves.
· A clear goal/thematic focus, resulting in tangible environmental protection

· A sub-regional focus on Herzegovina

And if the network would be “useful and interesting,” one CSO would be willing to pay a membership fee.

Specific thematic areas that may become potential foci for future networking support and growth (i.e. enhanced membership and broadened outlook) include “sustainable development” and “urban environment,” as is shown in the table below:

	Sustainable development
	Urban environment

	Known networks include:

Ecological Coalition of the Una River Basin, and
Center for Environment
	61 percent of survey respondents are active in sustainable development issues with 76 percent members of umbrella organisations or networks.
	Known networks include:

Center for Environment
	53 percent of survey respondents are active in urban environment issues with 74 percent members of umbrella organisations or networks.


Conclusions and Recommendations [.5pg]

Based on the above observations, the following conclusions are drawn vis-à-vis networks general character, information practices, impact on decisionmaking processes and CSO participation and interests to network:

· Two networks completed our survey form though as many as seven appear to exist.  These focus on a wealth of topics (not only environment) through a diversity of activities, performed at all geographic levels.  The two responding to our survey are typically staffed by less than five persons, and regard their financial status as “good enough.”  Annual budgets vary hugely, from 500-1000 EUR/year to more than EUR 100 thousand.

· In terms of ICT application, no equipment is used for information management, despite the fact that a wide spectrum of information resources are published (brochures, educational and documentary films, CD-ROMs, newspaper articles and verbal opinion and commentary regarding decisionmaking processes).  The most common information distribution mechanisms include email, besides tel/fax, Internet websites and independent newspaper articles and posters/demonstrations.  Both surveyed networks indicated they have adequate equipment resources.

· There are selected cases where a single network (Group for Support) has successfully influenced decisionmaking processes.  Other instances concerned collaborating NGOs.  Generally, however, CSOs impact is weak, and was attributed by interviewed organisations as being due to insufficient information/expertise.  At the same time the government was criticized for not adhering to the existing legal frameworks and listening to NGO concerns. 
· More than one in two CSOs in Bosnia-Herzegovina are network members (61 percent), while almost one in three (27 percent) are members of regional (SEE) networks.  Approximately a half of CSOs (52 percent) “network” as part of their day to day activities (mainly at the national level).  Furthermore, CSOs were clear on the benefits of networking and eighty six percent of surveyed CSOs described their experiences within networks as “good,” “very good,” or “adequate.”  Still, some CSOs were notably against formal networks, preferring collaboration with a small group of organizations. Non-CSOs noted the lack of transparency within networks and the competition among members.
· Regarding networks’ management performance, according to CSOs in Bosnia-Herzegovina, weak management and an unclear thematic focus seem to be the main challenges faced, the latter borne out it seems by the diversity of topics they tend to address.  Their broad geo-spread and financial management were evaluated positively. Hosts noted motivating members outside of projects to be challenging.
In light of these observations, the following recommendations are made with a view to fostering and strengthening CSO networks, particularly to assist them in shaping opinion and exerting influence and change:

· Taking into consideration the expressed interest of the networks for capacity building vis-à-vis organizational management (too diverse to list all) and the concerns of CSOs in Bosnia-Herzegovina vis-à-vis networks, the following priorities are highlighted: fundraising strategy development; communication and public relations; strategic planning of activities, operational and administrative processes and team building.  This will facilitate CSO network development on a financially sound basis besides transparency and more active CSO involvement.  Regarding information management, the following topics were equally popular among all networks: desk top publishing; and database design and management. Addressing these concerns will enable and enhance networks ability to provide information.

· Addressing networks’ concern about limited know-how and expertise and observers’ concerns vis-à-vis substantive participation in decisionmaking processes, and furthermore CSOs interest in participating in networks in order to exchange experience, as well as networks own requests, capacity building on any of a broad diversity of topics could be considered of value for all members. Besides “sustainable development,” further topics are listed in the above table entitled “Internal knowledge development.” 

· In terms of skills development, networks indicated interest in trainings on: campaigning/protest actions; lobbying; and watchdogging, besides information dissemination and monitoring/measurement.  Although not listed by all networks, the author would also recommend: public meetings management/participation; negotiation and dialogue facilitation.  This will enhance CSOs ability to provide information, raise awareness and effect change.

· Responding to those features which would attract CSOs to participate in networks, the author recommends strengthening network capacity in order for it to serve as a democratic hub for experience exchange; partner identification for projects (as well as lobbying); besides as a source of funding and training opportunities; and news and information exchange.  This may best be achieved through grants, hands-on-management assistance, best practice sharing with western networks and the abovementioned capacity building activities.

· Two of the listed networks tackle sustainable development (none expressly tackle urban environment issues), yet less than 100 percent of CSOs are active network members in these areas (34 percent and 36 percent respectively are inactive). Therefore encouragement should be given to foster their (and other CSOs) participation in respective networks through network promotion and awareness raising, besides capacity development, vis-à-vis the above noted fields. 

Recommendations to Governments 

In order to enhance CSO networks’ impact on decisionmaking processes, governments are encouraged to:
· Be more open to cooperating with networks, involving them in decisionmaking processes as partners rather than as opponents. 

· Implement existing legal frameworks to allow networks and CSOs a platform and audience for their concerns vis-à-vis decisionmaking processes. 

Direct Recommendations to REC

In order to facilitate CSO-Network Membership, REC received the following recommendations: 

Network Management (Establishment):

· Assist with the formal establishment of the Neretva Delta Forum, a loose network based on Neretva issues, which has six NGO members, three from Croatia, three from Bosnia-Herzegovina.
· Assist in the establishment or piloting of membership fees for struggling networks.
· Organize a conference for the NGOs to meet and facilitate their cooperation. 
· Foster trust between CSO networks and the government.






� EkoMrezaBiH is hosted by the NGO: Center for Environment who also completed the survey form 





