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1

Prot |

Sontrana: Sec | Secl | secm ‘ Sec IV

Project Strategic | Project | Project | Project

Stages: Assessments Preparation Implementation Operation

Decision Commence Award of Project

Points at the hydropower construction commissioning

end of each project i contracts

project preparation

Stage:
Protocol Sec | Sec llI Sec IV

i Sec ll
Sections:
Project Stages: | Strategic Project Project Project
Assessments Preparation Implementation Operation
Decision Points | Commence hydropower | Award of construction Project commissioning
at the end of project preparation contracts
each project
Stage
1.
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2
Major Project Upgrade
Project / Network Re-optimisation
Project Decommissioning
SECTION | SECTION Il 'SECTION Ill ECTION IV
Strategic Project Project Project I
Assessment Preparation Implemen- Operation
tation
Major Project Upgrade
Project / Network Re optimization /
Project Decommissioning
SECTION | SECTION I SECTION Il SECTION IV

Strategic Assessment

Project Preparation

Project Implementation

Project Operation
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Project Refurbishment

2009 8

Perspective Aspect Name Sections
Development - Demonstrated Need & Strategic Fit 1,1
Perspective - Options Assessment |
- Regional & National Policies & Plans |
Governance - PoIi_tica_ﬂ Risk _ |
Perspective - Institutional Capacity |
- Public Sector Governance 11, 1
- Regulatory Approvals 11, 11
- Corporate Governance I, 1, 1V
- Integrated Programme Management & Communications 11, 11
- Construction Management 1, 111
Technical - Technica_l Issues & Risks o |
Issues - Hyd_rologl_c_al Resour_ce Aval_lal?lllty & Management 11, 1, 1V
Perspective - Project Siting & Design Optimisation I
- Asset & Community Safety I, 1, 1V
- Asset Reliability & Efficiency [\
. . - Economic & Financial Issues & Risks |
E'(i‘;:‘;‘fi'c& - Economic Viability incl. Additional Benefits I 1, v
Issues - Financial Viability 11, 11, 1V
Perspective - Procurement I, 11, IV
- Markets, Innovation & Research vV
. - Social Issues & Risks |

ggfsl?)lelit?\?:s - Social Impact Assessment & Management I, 1, 1V
- Project Affected Communities I, 1, 1V
- Indigenous Peoples I, 11, IV
- Resettlement & Land Acquisition I, 1
- Benefit Sharing I, 1, 1V
- Labour & Working Conditions I, 1, 1V
- Cultural Heritage I, 1, 1V
- Public Health 1, 111, IV

Environmental - Environmental Issues & Risks |

Issues - E.r1vi|.'onm.ental Impapt Asses§ment & Management I, 11, IV

Perspective - Biodiversity & Invasive Species 11, 11, 1V
- Erosion & Sedimentation I, 1, 1V
- Water Quality 11, 11, IV
- Waste, Noise & Air Quality 1]

. - River Basin & Transboundary Issues I, 11, IV
g;:tsi;;?phw/ - Catchment Management 11, 11, 1V
Perspective - Reservoir Management I, 11, IV

- Environmental Flows & Downstream Sustainability 1, 111, 1V
E— 6 52
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Perspective

Aspect Name

Sections

Development Perspective

Demonstrated Need & Strategic Fit
&

Options Assessment
Regional & National Policies & Plans

Governance Perspective

Political Risk
Institutional Capacity

Public Sector Governance

Regulatory Approval

Corporate Governance
Integrated Programme Management
& Communications

Construction Management

Technical Issues Perspective

Technical Issues & Risks

Hydrological Resource Availability &
Management
Project Siting & Design Optimisation

Asset & Community Safety

Asset Reliability & Efficiency

Financial & Economic Issues
Perspective

Economic & Financial Issues &
Risks

Economic Viability incl. Additional
Benefits

Financial Viability
Procurement

Markets, Innovation & Research

Social Issues Perspective

Social Issues & Risks

Social Impact Assessment &
Management

Project Affected
Communities< 96 (>

Indigenous Peoples
Benefit Sharing
Labour & Working Conditions

Cultural Heritage
Public Health

Environmental Issues Perspective

Environmental Issues & Risks
Environmental Impact Assessment &

Management

Biodiversity & Invasive Species

Erosion & Sedimentation

Water Quality
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Waste, Noise & Air Quality

Geographic / Spatial Perspective

/

River Basin & Transboundary Issues

Catchment Management

Reservoir Management
Environmental Flows & Downstream
Sustainability

2
Process Focal Area
Attributes
Quality of the Addresses assessment requirements for a particular aspect, including
Assessment identification of the baseline condition; legal and other requirements; impact, risk
Process and opportunity assessment.
Quality of the Addresses management planning and implementation for a particular aspect,
Management including objectives and targets, resource allocation, roles and responsibilities,
Process implementation strategies, checking and evaluation, and continuous

improvement.

Quality of the
Consultation

Addresses the consultation process undertaken for a particular aspect, including
stakeholder mapping, engagement processes, support for stakeholders in the

Process consultation process, transparency, grievance and dispute mechanisms.
Performance Focal Area
Attributes

Level of Addresses the level of stakeholder support for the process and performance for a

Stakeholder particular aspect, with respect to those stakeholders identified in the consultation

Support process.

Level of Addresses the level of compliance with legal requirements and other public

Compliance commitments that have been made for a particular aspect.

Level of Addresses the level of conformance of implementation measures with most up-

Conformance to-date project-related plans, with a particular emphasis on the quality of internal

with Plans business systems and processes.

Level of Addresses the effectiveness of implementation activities for that aspect, in terms

Effectiveness of on-ground outcomes, desired outcomes and/or agreed performance measures
Process Attributes Focal Area

Quality of the Assessment
Process

Addresses assessment requirements for a particular aspect, including identification of
the baseline condition; legal and other requirements; impact, risk and opportunity

assessment.

Quality of the
Management Process

Addresses management planning and implementation for a particular aspect, including
objectives and targets, resource allocation, roles and responsibilities, implementation

strategies, checking and evaluation, and continuous improvement.

Quality of the
Consultation Process

Addresses the consultation process undertaken for a particular aspect, including
stakeholder mapping, engagement processes, support for stakeholders in the

consultation process, transparency, grievance and dispute mechanisms.

Performance
Attributes

Focal Area

Level of Stakeholder
Support

Addresses the level of stakeholder support for the process and performance for a
particular aspect, with respect to those stakeholders identified in the consultation

2009 8
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process.

Level of Compliance

Addresses the level of compliance with legal requirements and other public
commitments that have been made for a particular aspect.

Level of Conformance
with Plans

Addresses the level of conformance of implementation measures with most up to date
project related plans, with a particular emphasis on the quality of internal business

systems and processes.

Level of Effectiveness

Addresses the effectiveness of implementation activities for that aspect, in terms of on
ground outcomes, desired outcomes and/or agreed performance measures

/
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1 111

Section| Sectionll

Sectionlll SectionIV

1. Choose
applicable
Section
2. Assess ?aCh Aspect Name V' _(Qiteriafor Aspect to be Not Relevan
Aspect l_lsng - Description & Intent - Considerations Relevant to Project
th
e scoring - Aspect Scoring Instructions Context or Scale
instructions - Auditing Guidance Notes - Bxamples of Bvidence
3. Score each
Aspect for Quality of the| | Quality of the| | Quality of the| | Level of " Level of I———
. M t| | Consultati Stakehold evel of Gonfi evelo
covenAttributes  fssssmn  llmasenan | Corute | Swerr | (SR Cortomne | e
on a scale of 1-5
5
4. Present range from )
highest to lowest Attribute ’
scoresfor each Aspect 2
1
@@“é :& \4@"‘“{ z&f \@"@ éof
S Q\e*& L
«* %{é‘o
Section | Section Il Section Il Section IV

1. Choose
applicable

Section

2. Assess each
Aspect using the
scoring

instructions

Aspect Name
Description & Intent

Aspect Scoring Instructions

Auditing Guidance Notes

Criteria for Aspect to be Not Relevant

Considerations Relevant to Project
Context or Scale

Examples of Evidence

3. Score each
Aspect for seven
Attributes on a

scaleofl-5

1-5

Quality of the
Assessment

Process

Quality of the
Management

Process

Quality of the
Consultation

Process

Level of Level of Level of Level of
Stakeholder Compliance Conformance Effectiveness
Support with Plans

4. Present range
from highest to

lowest Attribute
scores for each

Aspect

2009 8
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ASPECTREFERENCE CODE ASPECTNAME RELEVANT SECTION

INTRODUCTORY DESCRIPTIVE STATEMENTS: Statementof whatthe aspect addresses. Statement of the aspect
intent.

CRITERIAFOR ASPECT TO BE CONSIDERED NOT RELEVANT: Not all aspects will be relevantto every project.

CONSIDERATIONS IN RELATION TO PROJECT CONTEXT OR SCALE: Any notes that mightassist the auditorin
understanding the application of the scoring instructions to projects in differing countries, geographic settings, types or
size.

TABLE OF SCORING INSTRUCTIONS: Each cell has the requirements to be met to receive that score. All requirements
mustbe metin that score to receive that score.

Process

Attributes
Assessment
Management
Consultation

Performance

Attributes
Sakeholder
SQupport
Conformance
with Plans
Compliance
Efectiveness

AUDITING GUIDANCE NOTES: Any notes that may assist the auditor in determining a score.

EXAMPLES OF EVIDENCE: Types of evidence thatthe auditor mightask aboutin relation to the attribute scoring. There
will be others, those provided are not an exclusive list.

ASPECT REFERENCE CODE ASPECT NAME RELEVANT SECTION
INTRODUCTORY DESCRIPTIVE STATEMENTS: Statement of what the aspect addresses.

Statement of the aspect intent.
CRITERIA FOR ASPECT TO BE CONSIDERED NOT RELEVANT: Not all aspects will be relevant to

every project.

CONSIDERATIONS IN RELATION TO PROJECT CONTEXT OR SCALE:<}79 (> Any notes
that might assist the auditor in understanding the application of the scoring instructions to projects in differing countries, geographic
settings, types or size.

TABLE OF SCORING INSTRUCTIONS: Each cell has the requirements to be met to receive that score.

All requirements must be met in that score to receive that score.

Process Attributes

Assessment

Consultation

Performance
Attributes

Stakeholder
Support

Conformance
with Plans

Compliance

Effectiveness
AUDITING GUIDANCE NOTES: Any notes that may assist the auditor in determining a score.
EXAMPLES OF EVIDENCE: Types of evidence that the auditor might ask about in relation to the attribute scoring.
There will be others, those provided are not an exclusive list.
2009 8 —_— 1z 52
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3
4
5
Process Performance 5
ASPECT | Assess- | Manage- | Consul- ::(:; (:::: Com- | Effec- ol
NAME ment ment tation Support |withPlans pliance | tiveness ]
3 A
2
Score for Hfectiveness Attribute
1 T T T
& & -\'\6 zé’ .@z
@@b& o .ﬁp\ 3 &é\%
& «,\°""0 « < s
< Q\@
Process Performance
ASPECT Assessment Management | Consultation | Stake- Conformance | Compliance | Effectiveness
NAME holder with Plans
Support
Score for Effectiveness Attribute
Demonstrated | Hydrological | Financial Resettlement | Cultural Water
Need Resource Vlabillty Heritage Quality
4. 5.
www.hydropower.org/sustainable hydropower/hsaf.html !
3 4
2009 8 e 14 52
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12 1_5 " ”
CHARACTERISTICS THAT MAY BE
SCORE DEFINITIONS EVIDENT

« Suitable, adequate, and effective assessment, management and * Pro-active and adaptive management,
consultation processes with no gaps. - Regional view / perspective,

« Processes are closely monitored, frequently reviewed, and promptly | « Contributes to internal and external
improved as issues arise, and where necessary includes an capacity building,
iterative process. ) * Long term funding for managing all key

= Frequent and two-way engagement with stakeholders, and aspects,
stakeholder involvement in decision-making. . . .

. « Very high level of integration,

« Support of nearly all directly affected stakeholder groups. L

Excellent A = Leverages opportunities,

* No non-compliances or non-conformances. .

. . S L * Meaningful stakeholder engagement and

= Avoidance or comprehensive mitigation of negative impacts, and involvement in decision making process,
enhanced outcomes. . o

N o . « Independent or third-party verification or

« Contribution to addressing issues beyond those impacts caused by review,
the developer / owner / operator. . .

* Comprehensive disclosure of
information.

« Suitable, adequate, and effective assessment, management and * Somewhat pro-active and adaptive
consultation processes with very few non-critical gaps. management,

* Processes are regularly reviewed, and improved as necessary. « Capacity building but limited to project,

4 * Regular and two-way engagement with stakeholders. * Long-term funding for managing most
« Support of a large majority of directly affected stakeholder groups, key aspects,
Very and/or only very low opposition. « High level of integration,
Good « Very few minor non-compliances and non-conformances that can * Meaningful stakeholder engagement,
be readily remedied. « Use of external expertise where needed,

« Avoidance or mitigation of negative impacts. - Only minor gaps in disclosure of

information.

« Suitable, adequate, and effective assessment, management and * Reactive, but appropriate management
consultation processes with a number of non-critical gaps in with presence of corrective action
components. process

* Processes are periodically reviewed and improved. * Project-focused view / perspective,

* Regular engagement with stakeholders, often two-way. « Relies on project to manage all aspects,

3 « Support of a majority of directly affected stakeholder groups, and/or | = Sufficient funding for the year,
low opposition. « Includes key components required of an
Good * A number of minor non-compliances and non-conformances that assessment,
can be readily remedied. « Manages key risks,
« Minimisation and management of negative impacts « Some stakeholder engagement,
« Some use of external expertise,
* Meets key recommended instances
needed for disclosure of information.

« A number of critical gaps in assessment, management and * Reactive, corrective action sometimes
consultation processes resulting in these processes being less than insufficient,
suitable, adequate and effective. « Project-focused perspective with gaps on

« Critical gaps in the review and improvement of processes. social and environmental issues,

2 « Some engagement with stakeholders e Limited funding,
Poor « Low support amongst directly affected stakeholder groups, and/or a | « Gaps in assessments,
majority oppose. e Gaps in risk management,

e Major non-compliances and non-conformances. - Poor stakeholder engagement,

« Deterioration in baseline condition with some delay or difficulties in - Limited use of external expertise,
addressing negative impacts. » Limited disclosure of information.

< A large number of critical gaps in assessment, management and * Poor management not reacting to
consultation processes. problems / concerning developments,

« No review or improvement of processes. « Narrow perspective on technical aspects

1 « No engagement with stakeholders. and physical infrastructure,

= Very low support amongst directly affected stakeholder groups, = Insufficient funding,

Very and/or a large majority oppose. * Incomplete, superficial assessments,
Poor * Major and persistent non-compliances and non-conformances. « Key risks insufficiently managed,

« Significant and potentially long-term deterioration in baseline « Absence of stakeholder engagement,

condition. « No use of external expertise,
* No disclosure of information.

SCORE

DEFINITIONS

CHARACTERISTICS THAT MAY

2009 8
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BE EVIDENT

5 ExcellentD

Suitable, adequate, and effective assessment,
management and consultation processes with no

gaps.<}79{>

Pro-active and
management,

adaptive

] Regional view / perspective,

@® Processes are closely monitored, frequently /
reviewed, and promptly improved as issues arise
and where necessary includes an iterative | @  Contributes to internal and
process.<} 91 {> external capacity building,

] Long term funding for
® Frequent and two way engagement with managing all key aspects,
stakeholders, and stakeholder involvement in
decision making.
] Very high level of integration,

] Support of nearly all directly affected stakeholder
roups.
grotip ] Leverages opportunities,

® No non compliances or non-conformances. .

] Meaningful stakeholder
engagement and involvement

@® Avoidance or comprehensive mitigation of in decision making process,
negative impacts, and enhanced outcomes.

o Qontribution to addressing issues beyond those | @ Independent or third party
impacts caused by the developer / owner / verification or review,
operator. / /

] Comprehensive disclosure of
information.
4 Very Goodd ® Suitable, adequate, and effective assessment, ® Somewhat proactive  and
ery Goo management and consultation processes with adaptive management,
very few non-critical gaps.
] Capacity building but limited to
®  Processes are regularly reviewed, and improved project,
as necessary.
® |long term funding for

] Regular and two way engagement with managing most key aspects,
stakeholders.

] Support of alarge majority of directly affected
stakeholder groups, and/or only very low
opposition. ®  High level of integration,

/

® Very few minor non-compliances and non- ®  Meaningful stakeholder
conformances that can be readily remedied. engagement,

@  Avoidance or mitigation of negative impacts. ® Use of external expertise

where needed
] Only minor gaps in disclosure
of information.

@  Suitable, adequate, and effective assessment, | ®  Reactive, but appropriate

3 Good3

management and consultation processes with a
number of noncritical gaps in components.

management with presence of
corrective action process

2009 8
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Processes are periodically reviewed and
improved.

Regular engagement with stakeholders, often
two-way

Support of a majority of directly affected
stakeholder groups, and/or low opposition.

A number of minor non-compliances and non-
conformances that can be readily remedied.

Minimisation and management of negative impacts

Project focused view /
perspective,

/

Relies on project to manage all
aspects,

Sufficient funding for the year,

Includes key components
required of an assessment,

Manages key risks,

Some stakeholder
engagement,

Some use of external
expertise,

Meets key recommended
instances needed for

disclosure of information.

2 P 2 ® A number of critical gaps in assessment, Reactive, corrective action
oor management and  consultation  processes sometimes insufficient
resulting in these processes being less than
suitable, adequate and effective.
Project focused perspective
with gaps on social and
/ environmental issues,
® Critical gaps in the review and improvement of
processes.
. .
Some engagement with stakeholders Limited funding,
Gaps in assessments,
® |ow support amongst directly affected
stakeholder groups, and/or a majority oppose.
/ Gaps in risk management,
. . Poor stakeholder engagement,
] Major non-compliances and non-conformances.
L . ) » ) Limited use of external
@  Deterioration in baseline condition with some i
delay or difficulties in addressing negative expertise,
impacts.
Limited disclosure of
information.
1V Poorl [ A large number of critical gaps in assessment, Poor management not reacting
ery Foor management and consultation processes. to problems / concerning
developments,
@® No review or improvement of processes. /
Narrow perspective on
technical aspects and physical
2009 8 —_— 29 52
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No engagement with stakeholders.

Very low support amongst directly affected
stakeholder groups, and/or a large majority

oppose.
/

Major and persistent non-compliances and non-
conformances.

Significant and potentially long term deterioration
in baseline condition.

infrastructure,

Insufficient funding,

Incomplete, superficial
assessments,

Key risks insufficiently
managed,

Absence of stakeholder

engagement,

No use of external expertise,

No disclosure of information.

2009 8
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(ii)

(iv)

(iii)
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“those who are interested
in, involved in or affected
by the project and

associated activities”

Stakeholders

Directly Affected
Stakeholders

“those who are living in the “thse with substantial

region directly affected by the rights, risks and
project, or are econo_mltially responsibilities in relation
displaced by the project to a project issue”

2009 8 —_— 32 52
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“those who are interested in involved in or affected by the project and associated activities

Stakeholders .
Project Affected Resettlers Indigenous Peoples
Communities
Directly Affected
Stakeholders
“those who are living in the those with substantial
region directly affected by rights, risks and
the project, or are responsibilities in relation
economically displaced by to a project issue”
the project™
6.

and Project Affected Communities

2009 8 —_— 33
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