THE IMPORTANCE OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION THROUGH COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN EXPERIMENTAL MONITORING: CASE STUDIES FROM NAMIBIA AND THE UK 

 Eliot Taylor and Tim O’Riordan

Abstract

We explore the role of widespread and effective public participation through local community involvement in conducting experimental monitoring in environmentally sensitive wetlands. We draw on casework from fisheries surveys in Namibia and the UK, and the programme to monitor Salvinia molesta infestations in the Zambezi floodplains. The examples presented demonstrate that it is neither sensible nor practicable to regard monitoring as purely a scientific process. It is of the utmost consequence for local people, who continually demonstrate that they are immensely effective in guiding the implementation of wetland management schemes. The broad principles of conducting public participation are evaluated and we assess how to ensure that managers recognise the significance of participatory monitoring.

INTRODUCTION

 ‘Isn't it funny how we spend so much time holding on to the old ways, not knowing how refreshing change can be?  How, like a fresh wind, change can sweep clean all the dust we've accumulated in the crannies of our mind?  Isn't it funny that sometimes the thing we've feared most, year after year, turns out to be the best thing that could have happened to us?’

Chitra Banerjee Divakaruni

Monitoring of wetlands, which range from the open water areas of rivers and lakes through to the waterlogged soils of marshland and wet woodland as well as their associated flora and fauna, is carried out for a variety of reasons.  These range from assessment of ecological health, to improving our understanding of how these systems work through research into their ecological and hydrological functioning, and charting species richness and biodiversity. Monitoring wetlands is also carried out to assess the “resilience” of these systems, to assess and quantify human impacts on these habitats, and generally, to manage them in a sustainable way for all future generations to enjoy.   The sustainability objective is increasingly vital because wetland habitats are some of the most ecologically productive in the world, and are thus hugely important to the economic and social well being of human communities. People rely on wetland systems for the goods and services they provide, in the form of food, material for shelter, a source of freshwater, floodwater buffering, waste matter assimilation, medicinal plant availability and special forms of tourism. Indeed, it is the very presence and availability of these goods and services that has always drawn humans to live in and around wetland areas. It is this inextricable link between wetland environments and human livelihoods that makes any monitoring programme a creative and learning process that must directly involve people. This is especially the case nowadays as wetlands are subject to more and more vulnerability due to agricultural intensification, migration of dispossessed humanity, and global climate change. For a summary of the evidence, see O’Riordan (2002, 9-15).

Conventional forms of community involvement have relied on questionnaires and fleeting visits to gather information (Pretty and Vodouhê, 1998). Both of these have their drawbacks. Questionnaires tend to be drawn up beforehand without reference to local aspirations, capabilities and experience. They were thus often too long and ill adapted to local conditions or changing circumstances. Fleeting visits tended to introduce spatial, temporal, people and project bias (Chambers, 1983). These biases operate in various ways, including failure to visit more remote areas, or areas difficult to reach at certain times of year, failure to talk to a representative range of people, or concentration on “showcase” areas. It was the drawbacks in these conventional forms of community involvement that led to the development of Rural Rapid Appraisal (RRA) in the 1970s and subsequently Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) in the 1980s.

In a review of such techniques, Singh & Rennie (1996) explained that RRA has been described as “fast and dirty” but also state that it is an efficient and cost-effective way of gathering information from local people, of more use than more conventional methods.  Such techniques have relied very much on identifying an overall picture, rather than looking for statistical significance, and emphasised the importance of local knowledge.  Implementation of RRA required use of research based on a listening approach with a combination of iterative methods and verification techniques. RRA techniques were later improved and a new modus operandi, known as PRA (Chambers, 1992) became popular. This changed RRA through the addition of several critical features, namely empowerment by sharing of knowledge, respect by learning and listening, localisation by use of local knowledge or materials and inclusiveness by engaging with all ages, sexes and social groups. There was also an expectation of  “enjoyment”, in that using PRA techniques should be “fun” for those involved. Since the implementation of such forms of inclusive research, more and more studies have shown that this is an essential component of successful research and monitoring work in many sectors (Pretty and Vodouhê, 1998). 

Both methods are based on the principle that local people are creative, capable and can do their own investigations, analysis, and planning (Pokharel, unknown). The basic concept of both is to learn from rural people. Chambers (1992) defined PRAs as an approach and methods for learning about rural life and conditions from, with and by rural people.

Public participation or community involvement can be achieved in a variety of ways. As a very minimum, research and monitoring work in wetlands should include a training programme that carefully explains the purpose and nature of such work to local people in a concise and non-technical way. This process should be both learning and teaching between managers and the communities themselves. Pretty (2002, 67-68) talks of creative understanding of environments through social experience and local property rights. He cites the use of the Greek work metis to describe “forms of knowledge embedded in local experience” (ibid. 67). Metis is open to fresh ideas and perspectives, and is constantly expanded with the practice of observation, monitoring and adapting. This is why training for monitoring is for social and economic purposes, not just environmental. 

Involvement of, and communication with, the communities in project and policy development can be achieved in a variety of different ways. Harris (2000), looking from experience in the “developed” north, described the “ladder of engagement”. Addressing the theme of monitoring, this “ladder” is defined in Table 1.

Table 1.
The ladder of engagement (Harris, 2000)

	Type of involvement
	Description

	Information giving
	An exact programme of monitoring has already been decided upon. Those initiating the programme then disseminate information to communities about it through the media, special publications, rural visits etc. In this instance there is no expectation by the initiator, or recourse by communities, for feedback on this programme. It is a one-way flow of information from inside to outside.

	Information gathering
	There is already a perceived need for a monitoring programme and strong ideas of what it should entail. The initiator then collects information from communities to provide his or herself with more details on which to make final decisions on the exact form that programme of monitoring should take. There is still no expectation of, or recourse for, necessarily altering the approach based on the information received. This is again a one-way flow of information but this time from outside to inside.

	Traditional consultation
	Those initiating monitoring share several proposals for different programmes with communities and ask them for feedback on which they think are the best approaches, and/or how they might be improved or changed in some way. In this instance there is now some leeway by the initiator to change their plans and a limited expectation by communities that their feedback will be acted upon. This is now an, albeit limited, two-way exchange of information but where the ultimate decision-making power still rests on the inside.

	Bounded dialogue
	Where the initiator approaches communities and explains what they perceive to be the problem or the issue at hand that needs monitoring. They then have a free exchange of information and discuss options with communities but decisions about what exactly can be done have to be made within carefully defined boundaries, whether these be legal, financial, social, cultural or a combination of any or all of these. This is now a two-way exchange of information in which decisions are often jointly made but where power ultimately still rests on the inside.

	Open dialogue
	Where the initiator and communities sit down together and decide whether there is a problem or issue that needs to be addressed through monitoring. They then jointly work out exactly what form this should take through a fully free and fair exchange of information and decision-making, usually through consensus building. This is a two-way exchange of information and a joint power sharing and decision-making process.


Although this is a very “developed world” view, a similar typology of participation describing how people participate in development programmes and projects is described by Pretty and Vodouhê (1998). Both indicate that the act and interpretation of monitoring has a social and political dimension. In this sense it is relevant to the participatory rural appraisal process that was introduced earlier in this paper. The political element is important because any use of metis or monitoring interpretation depends on patterns of power relationships and property rights. Where ownership of wetlands is communal, then monitoring designed and conducted in a more consensual way will be necessary, even if power relations are uneven. In order to ensure such a sensitive arrangement can emerge, there is a need for training programmes and management plans.

The choice of the level and type of involvement often depends on the degree of interest and/or conflict that exists in relation to the proposed monitoring programme. So, for example, if monitoring is to determine the number of people living in a specific area, this is likely to be fairly, but not completely, straightforward. If, for instance, migration is taking place, or if illegal landowners (poaching, killing of animals, squatting, etc.) are in evidence, then even a “simple” monitoring act of counting the numbers and distribution of people becomes a deeply political act, with possible huge consequences for the well being of both people and wetland ecosystems. This is why trust needs to be built into the monitoring regime from the outset. Another example, such as monitoring to estimate the amount of fish being caught by communities due to a decline in fish stocks from over-fishing, for example, may involve a more complex approach such as bounded or open dialogue. Communities may be reticent to say exactly what they catch, due to a reliance on fish for food and thus an unwillingness to have any restriction placed on that. At the same time, communities may well also recognise a need to deal with the problem for the good of their own well being, as well as that of the fish. This is where a degree of interactive training for monitoring comes in. Two-way learning for monitoring builds confidence and understanding, as well as a clearer perspective on the patterns of political power. 

We will now examine some actual examples of scientific monitoring programmes for wetland management and examine how community involvement could or should have been undertaken as part of this.

CASE STUDIES

Fisheries monitoring in UK and Namibian river systems

In the UK it is the Environment Agency (EA), the government’s environmental watchdog charged with protection and monitoring of land, air and water, and in Namibia the Ministry of Fisheries and Marine Resources’ Inland Fisheries Department that regularly carries out fisheries surveys of surface waters. Such monitoring is used jointly to assess water quality and the productivity and health of fish stocks. In the England and Wales, such monitoring usually consists of a “catch and return” exercise using electro-fishing techniques (passing an electric current through the water to stun fish). In Namibia, however, where crocodiles and hippos are common in freshwater systems, the use of electro-fishing and trapping is potentially extremely hazardous. Here, the preferred technique is still the use of the piscicide Rotenone, despite its ecologically damaging nature.

Two case studies from the personal experiences of the first author, one in England and the other in Namibia can be compared. In the English case, government staff used electro-fishing to survey sections of river, while in Namibia officials used Rotenone in a small backwater of the Zambezi. Both water bodies were immediately adjacent to settlements. The UK site was highly regarded as a recreational amenity, while the river in Namibia was a source of food and freshwater. In both cases, monitoring work was carried out “in full view” of these communities. In the Namibian case, Rotenone was applied to the water body from a boat. Staff netted, identified and measured the fish caught. The dead fish were then abandoned on site. In the UK, the river was netted off at both ends of a 200m stretch and 2 passes were made during which fish were stunned by electric currents and placed in bins of water for measuring and identification. Fish were then returned to the water alive.

 In both cases members of the local community witnessed these surveys and were angered by what they saw:  dead fish and what appeared to be polluted water in Namibia and the capture of trout recently stocked into the river by a local angling club in the UK.  In both cases, irate members of the local community accosted fisheries officers on site and accused them variously of stealing and/or damaging fish and polluting the water. Community leaders then took their grievances about the actions of these survey teams up at a more senior level with the organisations involved.

In both cases it transpired that neither local nor national staff had contacted local leaders and politicians of their proposed survey work prior to their arrival on site. Indeed, they did not do so even once they had arrived. This oversight included the local angling club in the UK and the local tribal authority in Namibia. This misunderstanding led not only to an argumentative interruption in the survey work of both organisations. It also created a lengthy exchange of letters and meetings between the organisations involved in order amicably to resolve the distrust with the relevant communities. This avoidable oversight cost both organisations time, money and, for a while at least, the goodwill of the local people. 

MONITORING SALVINIA MOLESTA INFESTATIONS IN THE EASTERN CAPRIVI FLOODPLAINS, NAMIBIA

The spread of exotic, invasive aquatic weeds in Africa has caused increasing problems over the entire continent in the last 50 years. Probably the first, and certainly one of the best-publicised cases, was the uncontrolled growth of the floating water fern (or Kariba weed) Salvinia molesta in Lake Kariba, Zimbabwe in the 1960’s (Mitchell, 1972 cited in Bethune, 1996). More recently it has been the rapid growth and spread of water hyacinth (Eichhornia crassipes) in Lake Victoria, Uganda that has been making the news. According to Schlettwein & Bethune (1992) and Anon. (1997), three other species of aquatic macrophytes are also currently causing problems in various waterbodies across the African continent. These are the small water fern (Azolla filiculoides), parrots feather (Myriophyllum aquaticum), and Nile cabbage or water lettuce (Pistia stratiotes) 

The methods used to control these unwanted aliens have essentially been threefold: manual removal, chemical treatment or biological control. It is the latter of these that has been a favoured option as the alternatives of mechanical removal or herbicide treatment are often very expensive, physically impractical or environmentally damaging. One of the most successful examples of biological control has been with one of these invasive species, namely Salvinia molesta by Cyrtobagous salviniae, a curculionid beetle.  It is the control of this plant in the eastern Caprivi area of Namibia on which we will concentrate here.


Schlettwein and Bethune (1992) gave a detailed review and description of the history of Salvinia infestation in the Caprivi and the biological control programme initiated to negate this; some of the salient points from that paper are also presented here. The South American plant Salvinia molesta was first recorded in the Zambezi River at Katombora in 1948 (Mitchell, 1967 cited in Schlettwein & Bethune, 1992) and in the eastern Caprivi wetlands in Namibia in 1965 (Edwards et al, 1972 cited in Schlettwein & Bethune, 1992). By 1950, the weed had also been recorded at the top of the Okavango Delta in the Moremi area of Botswana. By the 1970s, some of the worst infestations occurred along the international borders of the Kwando, Linyanti and Chobe river system where large mats completely covered the water surface and, in some places, were up to 0.5m thick (Bethune, 1996). Such mats had a serious adverse effect on the ecology of the native flora and fauna, through competition, shading and deoxygenation, reducing species richness and abundance. It was for this reason that the “Salvinia molesta Research and Control Programme” was established in 1980, run in Namibia by the Research Division of the Department of Water Affairs (DWA), part of the Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Rural Development and based in the regional capital, Katima Mulilo. 


At the beginning of this programme, a qualified and trained entomologist managed a small and untrained local project team in the eastern Caprivi area. When he left his post in 1987, this project team continued with the programme and although they received some direction from senior DWA staff based in the capital they remained without direct supervision in Katima for the next 9 years.  In May 1996, however, a newly appointed and trained ecologist (the first author of this paper) was again appointed to work with this team.  At this time, a comprehensive and supervised survey was again initiated to determine the current level of Salvinia molesta infestation in the eastern Caprivi floodplains. This appointee was also charged with actively training the local staff in scientific methodology and of devising ways of putting the control and monitoring programme on a more sustainable footing.

Work begun with a review of the literature pertaining to Salvinia molesta control.  During this, it was discovered that two major factors seemed to have been ignored during the previous 15 years work in the eastern Caprivi.  Staff had been collecting a bucket, which varied in size, full of Salvinia and then counting the total number of beetles found within this.  According to the literature, however, to assess the level of effective control, all that was required was an assessment of the number of beetles present per 20 “standard plants”, where a standard plant consists of the apical buds and the next four leaf pairs (sensu Room, 1983).  In the prevailing conditions found in the Caprivi, i.e. an altitude of circa 900m and with summer temperatures above 21(C, control is achieved at an infestation level of 1 Cyrtobagous salviniae beetle per 20 of these standard plants (Forno, 1987). Any more than 20 standard plants and the beetles on these could and should have been ignored, as both time and effort was being wasted on analysing the extra material.

These new findings were incorporated into a revised, updated and more efficient monitoring programme. A new check sheet was also drawn-up to record standardised details about all localities, including the status of the Salvinia infestation assessed on a 5-point scale, with a Salvinia mat covering the entire water surface scoring 1 and a complete absence of Salvinia plants scoring 5. Beetles were only looked for and counted from 20 standard plants for sites recorded as having a mat status of 1-3 inclusive. During the previous 15 years work, a total of 241 localities were recorded as having suffered from an infestation of Salvinia at some time. In 1996, the team of three people working on the control and monitoring programme, and using the newly established systems, managed to travel from Katima to visit 140 of these sites; in 1997 they reached 181 and in 1998, 198 sites.

Over the course of these surveys, three main aspects of the programme became apparent. The first was about the less immediately visible, but equally important, social effects Salvinia had in the area (these in addition to the known ecological ones). At its height, the growth of Salvinia in side-channels, backwaters and mulapos (waterholes) directly affected local people. It restricted their ability to set nets, catch fish, traverse waterways and harvest other aquatic crops, such as the submerged seeds of the water chestnut (Trapa natans) and the tubers of water-lilies, such as Nymphaea caerulea. Stemming from this, was a high level of interest among floodplain communities in the Salvinia monitoring and control programme, as well as appreciation for its work. After only a few visits into the floodplains, it was obvious that both the plant, termed locally “muchimbami”, and those charged with its control, were well known and recognised throughout the area. Both biological, and the concomitant physical, control of such mats and the activities of those charged with achieving this were welcomed.

The second factor was the enormous logistical demands placed on one small team of scientists in visiting 241 sites spread across 12, 000km2, of often wet or flooded floodplain, each year; especially when this involved travelling from a single central location. Taylor (1997) suggested that the degree of interest and support for the programme by local communities could be harnessed in order to reduce the logistical difficulties and costs.

 The third was that appropriate community involvement might also improve the quality and quantity of ecological information being collected about Salvinia infestations. Some localities were impossible to reach by vehicle from Katima in the rainy and flood seasons. If monitoring could be done by the people already present in these areas at such times, then it may have been possible to collect more detailed information about seasonal changes in Salvinia growth, health and associated beetle densities.

In the light of these findings, Taylor (1997 & 1999) suggested two approaches to community based involvement by floodplain communities. The first approach involved the training of “community mobilisers” within local communities throughout the eastern Caprivi area and the second, a less ambitious approach, involved an awareness raising campaign.

In the first (Taylor, 1997), “community mobilisers” were to be created, formed from people such as teachers, local headmen or concerned fishermen and drawn from the local population. Core staff from the existing control program would then use the skills they had learnt over the previous 15 years in training these individuals. Mobilisers would have learnt the skills of identifying Salvinia and Salvinia infestations, assessing the mat status on a 5-point scale and recognising and counting the control agent Cyrtobagous salviniae. The would also have been asked to keep their records and to return them to the offices of the monitoring programme in Katima when they were visiting for other purposes, such as trading. Mobilisers who had recorded severe Salvinia infestations, or ones without beetles, could also have collected Salvinia plants infested with the control agent from the breeding ponds at the programme’s headquarters at the same time. These would then have been returned to the floodplains and used for distribution at, and thereby control of, infested sites. The main benefits to community involvement at this level were perceived to be two-fold; ensuring that Salvinia monitoring was being done by the people it directly affected, in the exact locations in which weed was found to be a nuisance, and more regular monitoring under different seasonal conditions. The ultimate aim of such a change in emphasis would also have been to reduce costs. Core staff would co-ordinate and run a comprehensive community based “Salvinia monitoring and control project” rather than actually visit all localities themselves.

Unfortunately, these proposals were dropped following discussions with staff from the offices of Rural Water Supply (RWS), also part of the Department of Water Affairs, who were already experienced in the area of community involvement through the creation of “water point committees”. Such committees had been established in rural communities to manage rural water boreholes. RWS staff explained that changing the Salvinia monitoring and control programme to operate through the community mobilisers system would still require a high level of involvement of the existing monitoring team in training and follow-up work to ensure the accuracy of recording by mobilisers. The new approach would therefore not have reduced their workload or their travel and time commitment by any appreciable amount, thereby negating the main perceived benefit of such an exercise.

The second proposal for community involvement (Taylor, 1999) was one of simple awareness raising. In this instance, it was suggested that members of the core monitoring team could visit different tribal authorities in the eastern Caprivi area and give presentations about the effects of Salvinia and the importance of its control and monitoring. Approaches were also to be made to Caprivian politicians and the local media to help in raising the profile of the programme. The main aim was simply to encourage greater reporting by local people to the programme office of Salvinia infestations for follow-up by the core monitoring team. This proposal was also never implemented.

DISCUSSION

Although community involvement, such as through RRA & PRA programmes, has become popular, widespread and effective (Pretty and Vodouhê, 1998) it still tends to be used when the information sought is of a social nature. For example, monitoring and research that relates directly to community structure or behaviour or to community activities, e.g. agriculture practices. From the fish survey case studies included here, however, it is apparent that participatory techniques should perhaps be extended for use in other circumstances; even for what has been seen in the past as “purely scientific” monitoring and research. The situations that arose during these fish surveys, and consequences that resulted from them, could easily have been avoided through involvement of the local community at a much earlier stage. This would not necessarily have been an onerous task and could probably have been achieved through a simple process of “information giving” and/or just by seeking approval. Alternatively, a more comprehensive process of involvement, combined with a longer-term study to assess fish populations might have been implemented, particularly in the Namibian example. Communities could have been involved and trained in recording their own catches (species and numbers) during routine subsistence or small-scale commercial fishing activities. The exact ways in which this could have been achieved are numerous and would no doubt have involved PRA techniques, such as mapping and modelling or the use of seeds, pellets etc as counters or measures (Chambers, 1999). This would, at the very least, have avoided killing fish unnecessarily and given specific information on the type, size and number of fish being removed by the human population on a regular basis from east Caprivi floodplain waters. It would also have helped create and build the goodwill, local understanding and co-operation of floodplain communities that is vital to the smooth and efficient running of survey work and to the building of trust and responsibility in the process of managing such resources. Just such an inclusive and participatory scheme has subsequently been established in Namibia (Purvis, pers. comm.). In addition, both the Inland Fisheries Department in Namibia and the EA in the UK put mechanisms in place to ensure that all relevant bodies and communities are fully informed before any survey work is initiated.

The need for community involvement in the monitoring and control of Salvinia molesta was apparent from a very early stage after the first author’s arrival in the Caprivi although, unfortunately, neither of the proposed methods was implemented despite the seemingly excellent reasons for doing so. This lack of response was due to several reasons. The first was the lack of experience by the first author himself of the processes involved in, or needs for, public participation through community involvement in monitoring programmes. This was at least in part due to the formal scientific training he had received and the absence of a culture in formal science to assume that “the people” can contribute to scientific monitoring, or that the metis they may offer would be of any use to such a programme. Because of this, examples of detailed community involvement in the “developed” world have, until relatively recently, been very few and far between and could, therefore, not be brought to the project along with the undoubted ecological expertise. Indeed, it has not been until new legislation, such as the European Union’s Water Framework Directive 2000 which has “active public participation” written in as part of the statute, that the issue of involving communities has really begun to be taken seriously in the “developed world” scientific community. It still remains a slow and difficult process.

 This contrasts quite starkly with monitoring and research projects in Africa and other “developing” countries where community involvement, through processes such as RRA and PRA, has been undertaken since the 1980s (Pretty and Vodouhê, 1998). Despite this wealth of experience from many parts of Africa, however, another reason for its lack of implementation as part of the Salvinia work, was a lack of support for it among senior DWA staff in Namibia at the time. This may have, again at least in part, been due to the fact that the original Salvinia monitoring and control programme was established as a rigorous piece of ecological research in a pre-independent Namibia still subject to apartheid. A colonial attitude, where there was an assumption that local people lacked the capacity to become usefully involved in provision of “scientific” information, still pervaded. Although this attitude was already largely disappearing by the time the first author took up his post, combined with the scientific community’s culture against public participation already described, it added to the failure in implementing either of the methods of community involvement. Added to this there was also a lack of experience in training others, as well as methods of achieving public participation, among the local staff who formed the core monitoring team and a change in personnel in the Caprivi just as the whole idea was suggested.

Had one or both of the methods proposed been implemented, we believe they would eventually have resulted in the more long-term reliability and comprehensiveness of the entire monitoring programme. Creating a large number of trained and motivated community mobilisers would have resulted in a self-sustaining programme of monitoring and control for Salvinia molesta in the eastern Caprivi. With adequate training, it was assumed that communities might also have been able to give more detailed feedback on the ecological effects of the build up of Salvinia mats. For example, they may have been able to report on whether fish were killed or not, and if so what type and in what numbers, and whether other plant species were affected and how etc. Core team members could then have concentrated their time on other areas of work, such as breeding more beetles, analysis of the data being collected, in writing of reports and papers on the results of programme and in disseminating results to a more aware public. In addition they could have been deployed in newly developing areas, such as the currently proposed River Health Programme (Barnard et al, this volume) through biological sampling (Palmer and Taylor, in prep.) for water quality assessment. As things stand, the monitoring programme has all but come to and end and staff are not employed in any other work.

Mobilising local people is not easy, nor popular, nor always politically acceptable. Accustomed ways of conducting scientific research often preclude “lay” involvement. But the case studies cited here indicate that research and management programmes can and should include an element of training for community mobilisation of monitoring and responsiveness in the actual plan for implementation. The case studies cited by Pretty (2002, 78-79) show that this more inclusive approach is nowadays much more favoured the world over, and especially in developing countries. The National Environment Management Act 1998 and the National Water Act 1998 in South Africa in which community involvement is embodied as a central tenant are just two examples.

In essence and in these examples especially, the “fault” lies in the clinging on, by managers and researchers, to traditional approaches to scientific research and management, rather than in the lack of enthusiasm by local people. Almost invariably, local metis remains to be tapped in monitoring programmes the world over. Increasingly it is being incorporated. The task now is to monitor the successful monitoring programmes so that effective training and experience in participatory monitoring in tropical and subtropical wetlands and elsewhere can become even more widespread.
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