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The construction of large dams was for many decades seen as the most overwhelming symbol of the power of humankind, and particularly The State, over water, and thus over nature itself.  Technologies developed in the 20th Century have allowed us to dam, divert and seemingly completely control most of the world’s most powerful rivers with awe-inspiring feats of engineering and construction.  This was heralded as a triumph of our civilisation and unprecedented progress, allowing the growth of cities in deserts, irrigated agriculture to feed the growing world population, and energy to power industry and development.

With the benefit of hindsight, it is now clear to many that the explosion in technology and engineering, and the monuments to human dominance that accompanied it, unfortunately took place before the societies in question had the chance to develop either a real understanding of the consequences of large dams, or the institutions, rules and agreements necessary to control and monitor them.  Never before had governments had such power to change the course of nature and thus the lives of its inhabitants; and sadly even the most basic means to regulate the process were sorely lacking.  We are now faced with a fait accompli.  Large dams are a part of our world and not only are they extremely difficult to decommission or remove, but they continue to be built.

Nothing as destructive and permanent as a large dam can ever be an uncontested, uncomplicated good, and the “Faustian bargain” which was made between dam construction for development on the one hand, and the preservation of riverine ecosytems and the communities dependent on them on the other, is one which will continue to haunt millions of affected people for generations to come.     

Now that the process of learning and reflection has at least partially caught up with our technological advancements, it is our responsibility to ensure that we proceed more responsibly and accountably with the struggle to provide enough energy and water to power and feed our world.  Responsible to nature and her right to replenishment and protection, and accountable to all affected peoples.  It is essential to ask who has the right to make decisions which so dramatically alter the environment and lives of the people of a basin, who has the right to object, and on what ground.  

There can be no development, whether social, economic or technical, without adequate water supplies; there can be no lasting stability in regions where large quantities of water are shared across boundaries if this fundamental element in the life and growth of states and communities is not sustainably and equitably managed.  Basin wide cooperation is imperative. There may not be a universally applicable blueprint for water management, but in the case of large dams it is clear that the most important precautions and principles should always be adhered to.

An integrated and long-term vision is particularly crucial in the case of dams whose impact reaches far beyond the confines of the political entity which constructed them.

1.
Nature & Extent of the Problem:

This note will contest that all dams have transboundary impacts.  Transboundary in the sense that the people involved in the authorisation, construction and operation of a large dam are never the only group affected.  Boundaries, and therefore potential conflicts, exist not only geographically and politically, but also socially, economically, culturally and ethnically.  Awareness of differences between the effects of a dam on rural and urban, rich and poor, men and women, and different ethnic and occupational groups should be viewed as equally important as the overall impacts which the dam may have on other basin states or provinces.

Such a definition of “transboundary” greatly complicates and broadens the extent of the problem at hand, but more limited definitions belie the truly integrated nature of the social and environmental impact of dams, and therefore of the conflicts which they can engender.  Conflicts and tensions caused by the effects of dams, whether actual or proposed, exist between states in many of the almost 300 international basins in the world, between provinces, and between affected communities and the government or other entity responsible for the authorisation, financing and operation of a dam.  Conflicts relating to dams can develop at the level of the smallest (individuals) and the largest (states) concerned groups and can take on a multitude of different shapes, from outright violent clashes to lingering tensions and a lack of cooperation which renders effective water management in the basin impossible.  Conflicts over dams can be accompanied by highly visible protests from people and other basin states, or fester below the surface among disempowered project affected peoples unable to make their objections heard.  Either way these conflicts contribute to destabilisation and hinder regional cooperation.  They can also represent an additional burden on societies in some of the world’s poorest nations.

Large dams can have impacts on an entire basin.  Upstream effects include the inundation of large, often inhabited areas, siltation, salination and all the consequences of the construction itself (building of roads and infrastructure, deforestation etc.).  Downstream effects are more difficult to assess as they are generally less immediate and visible.  These involve all manner of changes to the floodplain, including the pattern of floods, drainage and river flows, water quality and temperature changes, depleted fish stocks, effects on wetlands, and reduction in silt carried out to the estuary and the sea.  On a grander scale, dams have been accused of increasing seismic activity, even earthquakes, and contributing to climate change.  These changes have considerable, and hard to quantify, impacts on populations living downstream, often across state boundaries.  Anyone involved in farming, fishing, grazing or navigation is usually affected, and in some basins this will amount to the entire population.  As dams also affect water quality, greatly exacerbate the problem of salination, and can reduce the overall quantity and reliability of water downstream, it is hard to imagine anyone not being affected in some way.

As river valleys are the cradles of almost all civilisations, the areas flooded by dams often include the homes of the surviving members of indigenous communities and irreplaceable spiritual, architectural and archaeological treasures.  The disruption and displacement caused by dams has been accused of severing the last tenuous links to the traditional lifestyles of indigenous societies in South and North America, Africa and Australia.

On the positive side, flood control is often cited as a downstream advantage to dams, but in cases where the regions benefiting from this control are not informed of the operation of the dam (usually because they are across political boundaries), even this can backfire. The flood control capacity of dams can deprive soils of the nutrients deposited by regular floods, and distorts the cycle of the natural floods which will have determined the development and management of land use in the region.  One consequence of this can be development and growth beyond the level which the natural environment of the area would have otherwise sustained, creating an artificial situation and undermining traditional lifestyles.  Dams also make flooding unreliable, and therefore, especially in basins where downstream communities are not alerted when the dam releases or impounds water, potentially even more dangerous.  The state of uncertainty which dams bequeath on inhabitants of the basin is extremely difficult to either quantify or compensate.

a.
Impacts Across Political Boundaries:

The fact that dams can have consequences for other states and provinces in an international or transboundary basin has long been acknowledged; the challenge is to assess the nature and extent of the impact on the different sectors of the affected states, and their natural environment, before the dam is constructed.  This way decisions can be taken on the basis of an integrated vision of all the positive and negative impacts of the proposed dam, and with the full awareness of the benefits and the losses (in terms of costs and compensation payments) that will be accrued.  This was not the case for most of the dams already, or currently being, constructed.

The link between natural resources and national security is becoming increasingly apparent, but in the case of water discussions have largely focussed on the question of water scarcity and water-stress.  These concepts conjure-up visions of a world in which conflicts arise over inadequate water supplies, and possibly distract attention from the most important cause of water related conflicts, including scarcity and water-quality issues, the control of water by dams.  The reluctance to name dams as an outright cause of conflict is another result of their controversial nature.   It is more comfortable to speak of water scarcity, flooding, pollution etc. as causes of conflict than of outright man-made constructs, of which dams are the most visible and destructive example; but if one investigates almost any of the most commonly cited conflicts, or potential conflicts, involving water, at the heart of the matter is one or more dams.  For, except in extremely arid basins, it is only with dams that states can significantly re-direct, store and otherwise alter the course of rivers to the extent that would cause changes of conflict-invoking proportions in neighbouring states.  At the international basin level this is true of the conflicts lurking over the Tigris-Euphrates, the Ganges, the Nile, the Parana-Plata, the Mekong, and many other basins.

It is not enough to negotiate at the state level and reach mutually satisfactory agreements.  The Columbia Basin Treaty is often cited as a good example of an agreement which left both states involved, namely the USA and Canada, better off.  Unfortunately, in the 1930s, when this treaty was negotiated, there was little concern for the rights of the Native American and Canadian First Nation tribes who were badly affected by the dams.  The treaty for the Yacyreta Dam, hastily negotiated by authoritarian governments in Argentina and Paraguay in 1973, was acceptable on both sides, but shamefully neglectful of any other stakeholders – namely the more than 80,000 people who stood to be displaced and isolated due to the construction – or the environment.  The agreement for the Gabcikovo-Nagymaros dams between Czechoslovakia and Hungary was reached in 1977 when both states were under totalitarian regimes.  The people had no recourse to influence the decision regarding the dams, which had been labelled the most potentially environmentally destructive and unproductive in Europe, until the late 1980s when public protests accompanying the collapse of communism in Hungary called for a stop to the construction.  In both these cases, the populations later reasserted their sovereignty after a long period of denial, causing disruption in the development of the dam and drawing attention to the dangers of decisions concerning such vital resources being taken exclusively by governments, particularly those which do not democratically represent the people.  Thus, even in cases where transboundary dam agreements are reached before construction, if they are non-participatory and fragmented in nature, conflicts will inevitably arise.

b.
Impacts Across Social Boundaries:

It is always easier to negotiate with one’s peers than with people whose positions and lifestyles are far removed from one’s own.  Thus, while government to government and expert to expert negotiations may be fraught with disagreement, at least the infrastructure usually exists to permit their proceedings; this is often not the case when it comes to discussions with other stakeholders.  Whereas compensation packages or water and energy transfers can take place fairly smoothly from state to state, the effects on each individual inhabitant of a basin are impossible to quantify.  This would necessitate a knowledge and understanding of the ecosystem and people of a region which in most cases is simply not available.  Consideration of the different impacts on women, the very poor and indigenous people (to name but a few) requires even further insight, and the necessity of assigning adequate importance to the non-economic uses and values of the water and land in the basin.

Impacts on different stakeholders must also be assessed both within and beyond the boundaries of the state or province concerned.  Ideally, equal weight should be given to people throughout the basin; in reality, politicians are more concerned with public opinion in their own constituencies.  State-hired consultants and experts also often have a political or occupational bias, and may overlook certain under-represented sectors and communities.  Stakeholder consultation is a time-consuming and expensive process, but is certainly more efficient than the all too frequent practice of withholding information from concerned groups, blocking objections and then later suspending construction in the face of large-scale, often internationally-supported, protests.  This is not only inefficient, but also destabilising and destructive to the communities and environment in the basin.

If one considers the temporal and spatial context of the question of large dams, the position of governments fades into relative insignificance.  Dams permanently disrupt the riverine ecosystem and the lives of its current and future inhabitants.  Governments can only claim the legitimate right to make decisions as important as those which authorise the construction of a large dam when they truly believe that they are in the best interest of the people of the affected basin, and will not have insurmountable consequences for the environment.  Short-term political or economic gains are not appropriate reasons for the construction of dams, and should not be accepted by either the affected people or the international community.  Now that the world is host to some 40,000 large dams, it is time to assess whether the benefits reaped can ever justify the terrible environmental and social price which has been paid; the decision taken on this question will affect the position on the large dams still awaiting completion and financing, but many constraints exist to limit external influence on national dam policies, even in cases where the dams will have international impacts. 

2.
Constraints to Integrated Basin Cooperation

a.
National Sovereignty:

The principle of national sovereignty, though in most cases at odds with the hydrological realities of an international basin, is the cornerstone of international relations, and one which is in most cases jealously guarded by states.  The implication of state sovereignty in the case of dams is that the state can effectively do as it pleases.  As in other matters, the international community and other states can voice disapproval, take diplomatic action and withhold international trade and financing, but nothing can be forced on the state.  The soft measures which can be taken are obviously most effective on small, highly dependent states, and not at all effective on large, powerful ones.  On the other hand, public opinion has recently become an effective tool in the fight against questionable dam projects, for example in France, Malaysia and Nepal where schemes have been cancelled as a result, and when correctly channelled is capable of crossing state boundaries and influencing decisions.  This is a reflection of the fact that the only genuine sovereignty over a timeless and crucial resource such as water rests in the hands of the people themselves.

The purely national approach to the use and management of international water resources, which is still the norm in many basins, is made even more of a concern for two reasons.  Firstly because in most cases governments are singularly poorly equipped for tackling transnational environmental and social problems.  More importantly, it is because many people are not adequately represented in the state system.  Such marginalised groups include peoples lacking statehood, obvious examples of which being Palestinians, Kurds, and many indigenous peoples, such as the Himba people in Namibia, all of whom are severely compromised and discriminated against in water management questions.  In some countries, women, emigrants, and the very poor and dispossessed could also be included amongst those frequently ignored by the state.

b.
Riparian Positions:

The relative positions of the states in a basin is the key to their hydropolitical relations.  These positions are bound in their geographic location (i.e. upstream or downstream), economic strength, strategic importance and military capacity, and usually dictate the power-relations and water policies of the states in the basin.  Where the upstream state is also the most powerful in other respects, as, in the Ganges Basin, India is compared to Bangladesh, the relations are very simple and conflicts, and cooperation, are generally avoided due to the disproportionate strength of the state which is in the best position to utilise the river.  Where it is the downstream state which is the regional power, and the upstream state(s) have acquired the ability to utilise the water resources (most significantly for hydropower), disagreements are more likely to degenerate into conflict.  This is the case of the Nile Basin, and Egypt is certainly not encouraging upstream Ethiopia to tap the great hydropower potential of the Blue Nile.  Riparian position is an unchangeable fact (except by redrawing state boundaries or occupying territory) but like most things it can be manipulated to the advantage of powerful states. The agreement on the Lesotho Highlands Water Project effectively handed over to downstream South Africa the rights to control and use over 40% of upstream Lesotho's only significant natural resource - its water.  Control over the dams gives South Africa the benefit of upstream riparian status, and a vested interest in all of Lesotho's affairs.

c.
Lack of International & Basin-wide Agreements:

International law may not hold the answer to the problem of regulating the transboundary impacts of dams, but agreements and conventions do encourage stability and trust among nations.  Unfortunately, the 1997 UN Convention, which though far from ideal does espouse the fundamental equitable use, prior-notification and no-harm principles, is yet to be ratified, and one would be hard-pressed to find a truly integrated and enforceable agreement on the management of water in any of the world’s approximately 260 international basins.  Some basin agreements are based on water quality monitoring, some on water allocation, and some on hydropower, but none adopt an integrated “source to mouth” basin approach taking all sectors and interests into account.  In addition, none have the financial or political power, or the institutional backing, to monitor or enforce even those measures which they do call for.

The fact that many important international basins contain some states which agreed to, and perhaps even ratified, and some which abstained or opposed the 1997 UN Convention suggests that until it is ratified the Convention could even be the cause of more rather than less mistrust between basin states.  The ongoing debate over whether access to water should be considered a universal human right also has consequences for dam building, as if it is acknowledged that water is a human right nations will have the obligation to ensure that people downstream, both within and beyond their borders, have water of adequate quality and quantity.  If a state could claim that, on the basis of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which states that "Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being of himself and his family…" (Article 25), they have the right to receive enough safe water from a co-riparian to meet the basic needs of their population (assuming that this would be possible under the natural flow of the river) this would imply that international human rights law (which is more advanced that its environmental counter-part) could be applied to water management disputes.

D. External Factors:

The overall political climate in a state and region is an important factor which can limit the likelihood of cooperation, or consideration, over the construction of dams with transboundary impact.  This includes both the internal political realities in the state itself, with the absence of democracy or transparency in decision making, and lack of concern for minorities and indigenous people, being the most common problems, and the wider regional and international relations.  It is fairly safe to say that where the people do not have a voice, their leaders show little concern for either human welfare or the environment.

Dam building has long been considered one of the keys to economic growth in developing states.  The financing of dams is therefore a strategic business among developed states vying for influence in the "South".  The Cold War greatly exacerbated this trend, and led to dams being built even when other basin states were vehemently, and often legitimately, opposed, in order to gain influence.  This was the case for the Soviet-financed Tabqa High Dam completed on the Syrian stretch of the Euphrates River in 1973, and the cause of acute military tension between Syria and Iraq in 1975.  The Apartheid system in South Africa also left a legacy of dams built without concern for their transboundary impacts. 

e.
Financing:

Today we are witness to a more modern economic imperialism which also has a role in the construction of dams.  Northern financing is behind the construction of almost all dams in the developing world.  The World Bank and the regional development banks have been the steadiest source of finance for large dams in the past fifty years, but money has also come from particular states and private sources.  As international institutions and national governments grow more and more wary of funding dam projects, states and contractors increasingly seek guarantees from private sources thus worsening problems of accountability and transparency.  Since investors have been available without strict conditions of regional consultation or environmental and social impact assessment, states with hydropower potential have had little incentive to exploit transboundary water resources in an integrated, mutually beneficial manner.

F. Information & Communication:

Lack of communication is a problem which plagues all transboundary issues.  Legacies of wars, disputes and rivalries have left many regions with lingering disagreements and little willingness to actively cooperate.  This extends throughout the cycle of dam impact assessments, decision making, construction and operation.   Lack of information and communication means that neither governments, contractors, investors nor the people of the basin know the full toll of impacts which a dam will have.  If the people are not fully informed of the plans, and the government does not fully understand the lifestyles and ecosystems of the basin, it is impossible to quantify, moderate or compensate the affects of the dam.  The continued failure to inform affected communities of the operation of the dam also means that even potentially beneficial impacts are not taken advantage of.  This is made even more difficult when impacts extend beyond national borders, and thus beyond normal channels of communication and information sharing.  The lack of reliable and mutually accepted information leaves the way clear for rumour, suspicion and exaggeration on one side, and corruption and coercion on the other.
g.
Political and Public Will:

All of the above, and many other, constraints to integrated basin management, including over dams, add up to a climate lacking in the political and public will to cooperate.  Competition, rivalry, corruption, lack of interest and lack of knowledge all contribute to this problem, and the result is that there is no organised resistance to poor water resources management or search for improvements and alternatives.  People need to be empowered with information regarding what their and their neighbours' governments are doing to their water resources, why, and for whom, in order that they may join-in the process.  Governments, national and local, should be aware of the alternatives and consequences to the big dam projects proposed to them, and willing to seek mutually beneficial arrangements with different sectors in their country and with their neighbours.

3.
Incentives For Integrated Basin Cooperation

a.
National Sovereignty:

National sovereignty is frequently seen as an ideological and logistical barrier to international and regional cooperation.  This should not be the case.  Sovereignty is not a static concept, but one which can and should be responsive to changes in both the physical realities of the world and the minds of its people.  As analysis of the multifaceted notion of sovereignty, seen not exclusively on the state level but rather as a social construct involving everyone in a region, and its relationship to international watercourses, is important to the development of a new, integrated, basin-wide approach to water management which considers the needs of every water-user including the ecosystem.  In its optimal sense, the exercise of national sovereignty should reflect the aggregate of the needs and desires of each individual in a nation; when confronting a need as fundamental as water it becomes critical that every individual and every aspect involved be taken into account and the common ownership of the river be recognised. 

Sovereignty over shared water resources is best expressed as cooperation.  Transboundary watercourses should be viewed less as a potential source of friction and competition between states than as a natural opportunity for cooperation among all water-users, and in so doing hopefully contribute towards the prevention of water-related disputes.  Rather than continue the debate on where to place the limits and boundaries of national sovereignty over transboundary resources, it would be more constructive to encourage a scenario whose principal characteristics are determined less by the traditional idea of "restricted sovereignty" than by a positive spirit of cooperation and effective interdependence.  States, especially small developing ones, have much to gain from pooling their national sovereignty with that of their neighbours and working together for sustainable regional development.

b:
Regional Solidarity:

Dams need not always be divisive.  If properly and jointly managed, the construction of a dam in a transboundary basin can be the impetus and provide the finance for broader regional cooperation.  In developing regions, the energy produced by dams has also been credited with allowing regional independence from first-world hegemony.

Hydropower has been the key to resolving conflicts over territory and water in the Parana-Plata basin, particularly between Paraguay and Brazil.  The shared physical geography allowed the two states with a history of difficult relations and of very disparate size, as well as military and economic strength, to embark on an immense and long-term project together - the Itaipu Power Project.  Tapping and sharing the huge hydropower potential of the common rivers has proven to be a means of achieving economic growth, interstate cooperation and independence from outside influence, in this case from the United States.  These opportunities are invaluable to the region, but should be pursued with more concern for the environment and societies effected, and with greater accountability and transparency.  In this way the long term benefits of cooperation can be realised. 

A major river is among the most valuable assets which a region can possess, and thus the exploitation of water resources is fundamental to its development.  In the arid Senegal River Basin some progress has been made to jointly manage the river, in terms of navigation, irrigation and hydropower, but there is still a huge incentive to improve this cooperation and resolve outstanding conflicts as integrated management of the water provides the poor Sahelian countries of the basin with the best chance they have to reduce poverty and environmental degradation. 

In the age of globalisation, enhanced river basin development can help a region to retain its independence, but only if the states of the basin cooperate and agree.  Another important incentive to collaborate with neighbouring riparians is the notion of uniting to preserve to the cultural heritage(s) of a region, which in many cases will have originally developed around the river itself.  This can only be achieved if these cultures are respected by the decision-makers, particularly when one considers decisions like the construction of large dams.  

A dam can give a country power, economical leverage it would not otherwise have and which it should use wisely to benefit the people.  These tradable assets can also be used as an opportunity to strengthen regional cooperation.  In some basins interstate transfers of hydropower, flood control, irrigation canals etc. are already being made.  In the 1996 agreement over the Pancheshwar Multi-purpose Project, involving the sharing of the resources of the Mahakali River between Nepal and India, the focus is on producing the maximum total net benefit for both countries in the form of power generation, irrigation use and flood management, with the costs of the project being shared in proportion to the benefits accruing to each state.  Since a transboundary river should be recognised as being of common ownership, then its goods and services should also be shared. 

c:
Environmental Protection:

It seems a contradiction in terms to speak of large dams as helping environmental protection, but, again, if they are well-managed they can contribute to a region's fight against desertification, water pollution, water scarcity, flooding, increase food production and assist with many other environmentally charged problems.  It should be remembered that, just because a dam makes something possible, it does not mean it is wise or sustainable in the long-term. Finding a balance between the natural cycle of water in the basin, and what can be achieved through the control of a dam, is the key to respecting the needs of both people and nature.

4.
Conflict Prevention Strategies:

· Ratification of the United Nations Convention on the Non-Navigational Uses of International Watercourses.  This would show commitment on the part of governments, give stability to international basins, and further encourage respect for the no-harm, prior-notification and equitable-use principles.  The Convention also includes a Fact Finding Commission, the neutral good offices of which could be useful in conflict prevention/resolution.
· Mutually beneficial basin agreements should be negotiated and respected, with benefits not only for governments and investors but also for the affected people.  These agreements should result from widespread participation of people and all basin states and integrate the different uses and values of the shared resources of the basin.
· Notification and negotiation among state parties – both before construction and concerning the operation of the dam.  The construction and management of dams with transboundary impacts should never be a purely unilateral procedure.
· Compensation for adversely affected people both up and downstream, taking into account all the impacts of the dam on riverine communities including those not economically obvious such as access to culturally important sites, collection of materials from forests etc.  The compensation should not only consist of money transfers, but also include assistance in resettlement and integration in new location, employment and education opportunities etc.  This compensation should of course extend to affected people beyond state boundaries and include specific measures to account for the impacts on different gender, occupational and ethnic groups.
· Neutrality in the hiring of contractors and selection of organisations to carry-out impact assessments. 
· Transparency in decision making and negotiations between states and among stakeholders.  Transparency in the financing of dam projects would reduce the corruption which has been rife in the dam industry and is a major cause of the growing lack of confidence in the authorities involved.
· Accountability for the damage caused by the dam should be clearly assigned.  The owners and operators of the dam should also be responsible for ensuring that agreements are adhered to and the effects of the dam do not exceed limits agreed; both public and private operators should be regularly monitored.
· Information sharing is currently weak in the water management field.  Details of both positive and negative impacts of dams, and any problems which are faced in their construction and operation, should be shared among all concerned parties.  This should include information on financing, the results of impact assessments, regular progress reports during construction, and details of the power and other benefits generated.  It is critically important that details of planned impounding and releasing of water in the dam is provided to affected communities and states in advance in order for them to take necessary precautions.
· Flexibility is required when the predicted impacts of a dam are found to have been underestimated or inaccurate, and when changes in laws, ideas or circumstances in the basin necessitate a review of the agreements made.  Many large dams approved in the decades after the Second World War would not be considered acceptable now, and measures should be taken to rectify the damage done, and provide people with retro-compensation.  The decommissioning of highly detrimental dams is already beginning and should also be considered an option, and could be a means of avoiding conflict when the objections originate in other affected basin states.
· Conflict Resolution Mechanisms should be an integrated and mutually respected element in basin agreements to provide for times when compromises are not easily reached.  These can include: joint, or neutral, fact-finding missions; the creation of independent assessment teams; prior agreed methods of resolving conflicts using legal methods, such as tribunals and recourse to international or regional courts; and the use of mediators in the form of respected neutral individuals, institutions or third-party states.  The creation of a highly respected independent international forum for water dispute resolution would be ideal.  Individuals and communities in other states should also be able to voice and resolve their differences with the dam authorities through these official mechanisms.
5.
Cooperation Enhancing Strategies:

· Basin Management Organisations are essential to provide the institutional and administrative backing to implement basin agreements.  Committees originating in hydropower and other specific or technical discussions can be extended to cover all areas of basin cooperation and integrated water resources management. Instead of grappling for a restrictive middle ground between upstream and downstream riparian claims, and mutually unsatisfactory compromise, the problem should be reformulated away from questions of different degrees of sovereignty towards a vision of cooperation.
· Public Participation not only raises awareness and builds confidence, but is also the only hope for achieving integrated water management.  Local people should not only be provided with the necessary information regarding water management decisions, but should also be recognised as an essential source of knowledge of the ecosystem, land-use practices and cultures of the basin.  The flow of knowledge and communication should therefore go both ways, and the means of engaging in the debate and voicing opinions, complaints and concerns about the impact of dams should be readily accessible.  Public participation regarding water management is so crucial that it is regarded as an emerging human right.

· Prior planning and investigations made in preparation for the construction of a dam, or in later assessments, and used in the appraisal of its viability and impact, should take all users, upstream and downstream, and all possible affects, short and long-term, into account.  Assessments should not consider only the isolated impact of a dam, but recognise the integration of all the water resources of the basin, and the dependence on the dam in question on other, usually yet to be implemented, projects.

· Inter-cultural tolerance and consideration.
· The non-economic values of the river - including aesthetic, cultural etc. - should be respected.  Inclusion of certain, or certain sections of, rivers in UNESCO's list of protected World Heritage Sites would facilitate this process and could include sites spanning across national borders.
· Integration of all stakeholders and water-related sectors, without undue priority given to any sector or interest group.
· Joint operation (where feasible) and regular monitoring of the dam by affected states.
· Power-sharing – both in terms of electricity and decision making - among peoples and states. 
· Responsible Financing – public-private partnerships insisting on consultation with affected basin states and communities, and genuine social and environmental impact assessments before construction are absolutely essential.  International efforts from foreign investors to coordinate plans to develop rivers for the interest of all through integrated joint development projects are also needed.

· Re-channelling and re-distribution of benefits gained from the dam among all the people affected, rather than funnelling almost all gains to elite, usually urban middle-class, groups.  Well-managed dams have the advantage among water projects of generating a huge amount of money; this should be at least partially allocated to compensating and enriching affected communities and ecosystems.  Funds should also be provided to support other elements in basin cooperation, such as the expenses of basin organisations, public participation and information sharing activities.

· Joint search for alternatives to large dams – regional investment in a common sustainable future.
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