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List of Acronyms1 
(Pr for private actors; Pu for public actors; Cs for civil society) 
• Aneel – Brazilian electricity regulatory agency (Agencia Nacional de Energia 

Elétrica) 
• CIMI (Cs) – Conselho Indigenista Missionário 
• COBRAPE (Pr)– Companhia Brasileira de Projetos e Empreendimentos - 

consultant 
• CONAMA (Pu) – Conselho Nacional do Meio Ambiente (National Environmental 

Council) 
• CUT (Cs) – Central Única dos Trabalhadores 
• DhESCA (Cs) - Plataforma Brasileira de Direitos Humanos Econômicos, Sociais, 

Culturais e Ambientais (Brazilian Platform of Economic, Social, Cultural and 
Environmental Human Rights) 

• EIA – Environmental Impact Assessment; often mentioned as EIA/RIMA, which 
includes its executive summary (RIMA) 

• FBOMS (Cs) - Fórum Brasileiro de ONGs e Movimentos Sociais para o Meio 
Ambiente e o Desenvolvimento (Brazilian Fórum of NGOs and Social Movements 
for the Environment and Development) 

• FeComércio (Pr) - Federação do Comércio de Bens, Serviços e Turismo do 
Estado de Rondônia (Trade Federation of Goods, Services and Turism of the State 
of Rondônia) 

• Fiero (Pr) – Federação das Indústrias de Rondônia (Industry Federation of the 
State of Rondônia) 

• FUNAI (Pu) – Fundação Nacional do Índio (National Foundation for Indigenous 
People) 

• GTA (Cs) – Grupo de Trabalho Amazônico (Amazon Working Group) 
• IBAMA (Pu) – Instituto Brasileiro do Meio Ambiente e dos Recursos Naturais 

Renováveis (Brazilian Instituteo for the Environment and the Renewable Natural 
Resources) 

• IIRSA – Iniciativa para a Integração da Infra-estrutura Regional Sul-Americana 
– Initiative for the Integration of the South-American Regional Infrastructure 

• INCRA (Pu) – Instituto Nacional de Colonização e Reforma Agrária (National 
Institute of Colinization and Land Reform)  

• INPA (Pu) – Instituto Nacional de Pesquisas da Amazônia 
• IPHAN (Pu) - Instituto do Patrimônio Histórico e Artístico Nacional (Institute for 

the National Historical and Artistic Heritage)  
• LP – Licença Prévia (Preliminary License): first environmental license that attests 

the socio-environmental viability of the project. In the case of hydroelectric dams, 
only after this license has been emitted, the auction of the enterprise can take 
place. 

• LI – Licença de Instalação (Instalation License): second environmental license, 
which allows the construction to begin. 

• LO – Licença de Operação (Operation License): third environmental license, 
given after the construction has been finalized to authorize the built infrastructure 
to be used. 

                                                 
1 For a list and short description of the main stakeholders, see appendix 4. 
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• MAB (Cs) – Movimento dos Atingidos por Barragens (Movement of the Dam-
Affected People) -  national social movement  

• MMA (Pu) – Ministério do Meio Ambiente (Ministry of the Environment) 
• MME (Pu) – Ministério das Minas e Energia (Ministry of Mines and Energy) 
• MP (Pu) – Ministério Público (Public Attorney’s Office) – see appendix 1 for a 

more detailed explanation of the Public Attorney’s Office in Brazil. 
• OSR (Cs) Organização dos Seringueiros de Rondônia – Organization of 

Rondônia’s Rubber Tappers  
• PAC – Programa de Aceleração do Crescimento – Growth Acceleration Program 
• PBA – Projeto Básico Ambiental (Environmental Basic Project): a plan with the 

mitigation and compensation measures elaborated, which has to be approved 
before the LI is emitted and the construction can start. 

• RIMA – Relatório de Impacto ao Meio Ambient (Environmental Impact Report – 
an executive summary of the EIA) 

• SEA – Strategic Environmental Assessment 
• SEDAM (Pu) - Secretaria do Estado do Desenvolvimento Ambiental (Rondônia 

State Secretariat for the Environment) 
• SIN - Sistema Integrado Nacional (National Integrated System) 
• ToR – Term of Reference 
• UNB – University of Brasília 
• UNIR (Pu) – Universidade de Rondônia – Federal University of Rondônia 
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                                                                                 Part I 

1 Introduction 
Large infrastructure projects were once almost solely seen as synonym of 
development and welfare. Nowadays, due to the emerging awareness about their 
impacts, the realization of such projects entails a much more complex discussion. 

In this way, decisions related to them have been much politicized and various 
mechanisms have been developed to enable direct public participation. In spite of the 
many successes, there is still much to be done and democratic instruments must be 
constantly scrutinized and improved. 

This research deals with one of the many instruments for public participation in 
decision-making in Brazil: the participatory process related to Environmental Impact 
Assessments (EIAs). An EIA is a study to assess the possible impacts that a proposed 
project may have. Its purpose is to ensure that the potential impacts are taken into 
consideration in the decision whether or not to proceed with the project. When 
required, it is a central part of the environmental licensing procedure in Brazil, 
necessary before infrastructural projects can be realized. 

Nowadays, the environmental licensing is seen both as the main management 
instrument to protect the quality of the environment in Brazil and as an obstacle to 
economic development (World-Bank, 2008, p. 9). While some urge for its relaxation 
as a necessary step forward for the country’s economic development, others condemn 
that idea for representing the demolition of decades of achievements in the direction 
of sustainable development (see e.g. Garzon, 2008a; Garzon, 2008b). 

The central question that oriented this research was: to what extent is the public 
participation related to Environmental Impact Assessment in Brazil effective and 
how can it be improved? 

This research had two parts. The first one took place from November 2008 to 
January 2009 and constituted, for the most part, of a literature review. 

Public participation in environmental policy-making and governance of natural 
resources is a much debated topic. Although it is widely accepted that public 
participation is essential to EIAs, there is no consensus about the objectives of the 
participatory processes and consequently about how they should be evaluated. For this 
reason, the literature review aimed at situating this research within that discussion and 
therefore, at defining ‘effective public participation’. As will be explained later, 
public participation in this study is seen as effective when it achieves the following 
three objectives: capacity building; mediation among conflicting interests; and 
increase in governmental responsiveness. Besides elaborating a set of criteria 
according to which to evaluate the success of public participation, during this phase, I 
compiled from European, North American and South American scientific literature a 
set of relevant preconditions for participation to be effective. 

Also as part of the first phase of this study, I conducted a short review of the 
regulations and practices related to EIAs in Brazil. 

The second part of this research constituted a three-month fieldwork in Brazil 
from mid-February to mid-May 2009. It focused on one case study: the 
Environmental Impact Assessment for the licensing of the Santo Antônio and Jirau 
Hydroelectric Dams, both in the Madeira River in the Brazilian Amazon. The project 
received its first environmental license, attesting its socioenvironmental viability, in 
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July 2007. The second license, authorizing the beginning of the construction, was 
emitted in August 2008 for Santo Antônio and in November 2008 for Jirau2. 

With this research I hope to: 1. generate insights into the Brazilian EIA system 
and its shortcomings; 2. elaborate recommendations for its improvement; 3. contribute 
to the theoretical debate by confirming the essential character of the conditions for 
effective public participation elaborated in my theoretical framework preceding the 
fieldwork; 4. and by complementing that theoretical framework with new insights 
gained in Brazil. 

1.1 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is an instrument of public administration 
that aims at evaluating the effects that a project is likely to have, affecting 
significantly the natural and man-made environment. It was first developed in the 
United States in 1969 though the National Environmental Policy – NEPA - in order to 
consider the possible impacts of a project prior to the decision to approve it (Wood, 
2003). By 1996 more than 100 countries already had EIA systems (Glasson & 
Salvador, 2000). 

As the practice of EIAs spread, it also changed in nature. Initially the main 
concern was with the methodology of impact forecasting. Through the years there was 
an increasing formalization of  EIA’s link to the broader decision-making and 
environmental management procedures. There was also an increasing 
acknowledgement of the fact that an EIA should not be only a technocratic study. It 
has a political nature and an inherent subjective character, since it includes defining 
priorities and also involves decisions based on value orientation. 

In this process, the role of public participation in EIAs changed. In the 
beginning, public participation took the form of mere consultations, aiming at 
gathering extra information or, in some cases, only at informing the public of the 
expected impacts of a project. However, especially with the rise of governance as a 
public administration and development policy strategy in the 1990s, the public was 
granted a more central role3. In the same way, the participation process itself and its 
link to decision-making were increasingly formalized in legislation. Numerous 
international conventions and agreements contributed to this development such as the 
Rio Declaration, Agenda 21, the European Commission Fifth Environmental Action 
Programme, the Espoo and Aarhus Conventions (Wood, 2003a, pp. 5, 275). 
Nowadays, the role of public participation is often seen as not only to increase 
transparency and to improve the collection of information, but also as a way to make 
decision-making processes more democratic. This discussion will be dealt with more 
extensively in the theoretical framework. 

EIAs differ significantly from country to country. Yet there are some central 
elements related to it that are often present. These are: 1. Consideration of alternative 
means of achieving objectives; 2. Design of selected proposal; 3. Determination 
whether an EIA is necessary in a particular case (screening); 4. Decision on what to 

                                                 
2 In the case of Jirau, it was a partial license because of a change in the location of the dam by the 
consortium that won the auction. The definitive license authorizing the construction was emitted on 
June 3rd 2009. 
3 The concept of governance refers to decentralization and sharing of responsibility, giving a more 
central role to market and civil society actors in both decision-making and implementation of policies. 
It became popular after the economic crisis of the 1970s and 1980s and due to the increasing 
internationalization of the economy, which restricted significantly the capacities of the state (Jessop, 
1998, p. 33; Kjær, 2004, pp. 20-24; Stoker, 1998, pp. 18-19). 
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be covered in the EIA (scoping); 5. Studies and preparation of the report; 6. Review 
of the report; 7. Decision to proceed or not with the proposed project; 8. Monitoring 
of the impacts of the project (Wood, 2003a, p. 6). 

The differences between an Environmental Impact Assessment and a Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) are not always very clear cut4. In general, an EIA 
focuses on the impacts of the implementation of a specific project, while a SEA takes 
place in an earlier stage on a higher level, focusing on policies, plans and 
programmes. The persuit of SEAs does not eliminate the necessity of EIAs. It is 
instead an ‘up-front supplement’ to include the consideration of socioenvironmental 
effects in decision-making early in a conceptual planning stage, before irreversible 
decisions are made (Alshuwaikhat, 2005, p. 310). It is however during the EIAs that 
the specific projects will be studied in enough detail to attest their socioenvironmental 
viability and to propose mitigation and compensation measures. 

As will be explained in more details in section 4, EIAs in Brazil are linked to the 
environmental licensing. It is a central part of the required process for the emission of 
the first of three environmental licenses that are obligatory for the implementation of 
a project. 

1.2 Structure of this report 
The following section of this report presents the theoretical framework of the 
research, dealing with theory on public participation in environmental policy and 
discussing the assumptions that underlie the theoretical choices made. 

For this purpose, it first positions this research in the debate about the view of 
democracy, defending the so-called egalitarian in opposition to the elitist view. Based 
on the egalitarian view, I point out two central objectives of public participation in 
environmental policy: the enhancement of democracy by capacity building and 
conflict mediation; and better decisions, represented by improved responsiveness of 
governmental actions in relation to stakeholders. 

Based on these objectives, in section 2.2, I define effective public participation 
and propose its evaluation according to the following three indicators: capacity 
building; mediation; and governmental responsiveness. 

Subsequently, in section 2.3, this report discusses the basic conditions necessary 
for public participation to be effective. These conditions are grouped into four 
categories: institutional and process design; stakeholders’ capacity; governmental 
institutional capacity; and discourses. 

The third section of this report is dedicated to the research methodology. It 
explains the choice for a case study based on the fact that this strategy can provide the 
level of detail necessary to understand how Brazilian EIA system plays out in relation 
to different levels and sectors of policy-making. It also allows situating the studied 
EIA in its complex context, namely the intersection of four broad processes: fast 
economic development, efforts to increase integration with neighboring countries, 
green agenda and political democratization. The choice for the licensing of Santo 
Antônio and Jirau Dams for the case study is explained by their relation to these broad 
processes and by a number of practical reasons that make the study feasible. 
Moreover, I explain that the collection of data was done mainly through the analysis 
of documents and interviews, but also with the support of participatory observation. 
Subsequently, I explain the limitation of the scope of this study and its focus on the 
first part of the licensing process (up to the emission of the Preliminary License - LP). 

                                                 
4 For a more comprehensive description of SEAs and the limitations of EIAs, please see appendix 7. 
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The fourth section positions the case in the national and regional context and 
explains the legal instruments that regulate EIAs and environmental licensing in 
Brazil. It also briefly touches upon SEAs in Brazil, a new instrument that has not been 
well established yet. 

In the firth section, I describe the proposed enterprise, the main actors involved 
and the licensing process of the Santo Antônio and Jirau Hydroelectric Dams. In the 
section that follows, I apply the theory described in my theoretical framework to the 
case under study. The evaluation is divided into two parts, the first discussing the 
effectiveness of the participatory process and the second examining the conditions in 
which the process took place. In relation to most criteria identified in my theoretical 
framework, I conclude that the process was far from optimal. 

Section 6 is dedicated to a couple of determining factors that had not been 
included in my theoretical framework, but that were identified to be essential for 
effective public participation in Brazil. These are:  better participatory planning, 
independent coordination of the studies and of the participatory process; and well 
established links between participation and decision-making. 

The last part of the report presents some final conclusions on why public 
participation in environmental licensing in Brazil tends to be unsuccessful and some 
recommendations on how it can be improved. 
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2 Theoretical framework 

2.1 Background debate 
Reflecting its growth in importance in public administration, public participation in 
environmental policy-making has been dealt with by numerous scholars, also with 
specific regard to Brazil (see, for example, Andersson & Van Laerhoven, 2007; 
Assetto, Hajba, & Mumme, 2003; Bulkeley & Mol, 2003; Busenberg, 2000; Glasson 
& Salvador, 2000; Guaraldo Choguill, 1996; Jacobs, 2002; Wood, 2003). 
Nonetheless, although most authors seem to agree that public participation is essential 
to EIAs, there are different views on how its effectiveness should be evaluated. It is 
therefore important to define what I consider ‘effective public participation’ and how 
I intend to evaluate it. 

Yet, before going into that, it is necessary to clarify the assumptions that 
underlie the choices made in this study. For that purpose, in the next section, I first 
deal with the views of democracy and how direct public participation relates to the 
broader democratic system. Subsequently, I elaborate on the implications of this 
debate for what the main objectives of the participatory processes should be, namely a 
combination of enhancing democracy and increasing the quality of decisions. 

2.1.1 View of democracy: elitist vs. egalitarian 
The view of democracy has much influence on how one approaches policy-making in 
relation to the role public participation is expected to play and to what kind of skills 
one sees as necessary for individuals and organizations to participate effectively. 

Renn et al (1993) provide an useful simplification of the debate, describing two 
opposed views of democracy: the elitist and the egalitarian views. In what follows, I 
argue that the egalitarian view is the most beneficial for effective public participation. 

 The elitist view was more dominant in the early days of EIAs. As a result of the 
increasing popularity of governance as an alternative to centralized government, the 
balance has been switching to the egalitarian side throughout the years. It is worth 
mentioning that this development has to do with the growing awareness of the 
limitations of science as a sole basis for (environmental) decision-making. Yet, ideas 
based on both views of democracy are present in different forms in nowadays debates. 
 
The elitist view 
According to the elitist view or also called liberal democratic theory, the population 
has the right to choose through direct elections who, or which ‘elite’, is going to 
govern. Nonetheless, ‘the substance of political decisions is made within elite circles’ 
(Renn et al., 1993, p. 21). This perspective challenges the capacity of the common 
citizens to contribute meaningfully to decision-making, granting a central role to ‘an 
enlightened elite’ (Renn et al., 1993, p. 25). This also implies that scientific or 
technical knowledge plays a prominent role. Moreover, advocates of this view are 
concerned that too much participation is ‘economically inefficient, technically 
incompetent, unfair to political interests and it incites conflict and further unrest 
(Renn et al., 1993, p. 23). Based on this view, public participation in environmental 
policy should be restricted to consultations and has limited influence on outcomes. 
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The egalitarian view 
Conversely, the egalitarian view or participatory democracy theory is based on the 
belief that every citizen must be able to participate in decisions that can affect his/her 
livelihood (Renn et al., 1993, p. 21). It argues that participation is ‘necessary for 
system stability’ because it increases legitimacy and improves the responsiveness of 
public institutions (Renn et al., 1993, p. 23). Underlying this view is the inherent 
political character of environmental decision-making, since environmental issues 
often involve conflicting interests and perceptions. It is also based on the 
acknowledgement of the limitations of science, as a consequence of inevitable 
uncertainty and gaps in knowledge. 

The first point supporting the egalitarian view is that almost every 
environmental decision involves value laden choices. According to Vermeulen et al, 
every policy choice implies certain weighing up between ecological effects and social 
costs (Vermeulen, Van Der Waals, Ernste, & Glasbergen, 1997, p. 5). Moreover, 
individual’s perceptions’ differ on what levels of social and environmental risks are 
acceptable and what issues should be prioritized. 

In addition, there is often a significant asymmetry between who pays the costs 
and who receives the benefits. The ones who suffer most from the consequences of 
environmental degradation caused by infrastructure projects are often not the ones 
that most directly benefit from them. This is commonly the case when the expected 
impacts are at the local level, while most of the expected benefits as well as the 
decision-making take place at a regional or national level. 

Next to the political character of environmental decisions, there is the 
recognition that scientific uncertainties cannot be eliminated. It is, first of all, 
increasingly acknowledged that frequently applied methods of quality control, such as 
peer review, are not sufficient to eliminate uncertainties in the case of complex 
scientific issues (Vermeulen, van der Waals 1997). Next to the uncertainties inherent 
to the information available, frequently not all the desired information is obtainable 
within the given time and budget and therefore the data available are almost always 
‘less than ideal’ (Dietz & Stern, 2008, p. 234). 

Dryzek states that the tendency is that scientific discussions take place more 
often in the public arena instead of in laboratories behind closed doors, becoming 
accessible to the common citizen. He argues that science and technology are losing 
their privileged position and their limitations and uncertainties are becoming evident. 
As a result, policy-making tends to become less technocratic and more participative 
(Dryzek, 1996, pp. 115-116). 

In line with this debate, in order to emphasize that the assessment of policy 
proposals cannot be done solely based on scientific data, in a report written for the 
Dutch government (WRR, 1995), the Netherlands Scientific Council for Government 
Policy chooses to talk about the social and ecological risks of policies instead of using 
the term ‘effects’. The use of the term ‘risks’ emphasizes the uncertainty and the 
inherent subjective nature of the analysis. There is no certainty about the exact effects 
of specific policies and the acceptable level of risk is partly subjectively determined, 
Therefore, the assessment of proposed policies may vary according to the perceptions 
of the actors concerned (Vermeulen et al., 1997, pp. 4-5).  
 
Conclusions for participation 
In summary, along the lines of the egalitarian view of democracy, effective public 
participation in an EIA is one based on the awareness of the limitations of science as 
the sole basis for decision-making. Therefore, scientific conclusions should not come 
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out of a black box, but instead, stakeholders should be aware of decision-relevant 
scientific uncertainties and gaps in knowledge. Also the values and assumptions 
underlying decisions should be made explicit. 

In sum, the process should be based on the acknowledgement of the partly 
subjective and therefore political nature of environmental policy. The consequence is 
that participants are granted a central role in the different phases of policy-making: at 
a strategic level when the objectives are determined; in the assessment (and 
production) of decision-relevant knowledge; and in the setting of priorities. 

In many cases, it may be impossible to reach consensus in decision-making. 
Still, policy-makers should strive to create the conditions for a deliberation process in 
which all parties involved have a say, the conflicting values and interests are made 
explicit and the criteria for decisions are transparent. In other words, an effective 
participation process should aim at reconciling conflicting perceptions and interests. 

2.1.2 Objectives: enhancing democracy and better decisions 
Setting forth the debate, I now turn to the specific objectives of public participation in 
EIAs, on which I base the definition of effectiveness used in this research. 

It is worth mentioning that among the advocates of the participatory democracy 
theory, there are also diverging views about which objectives a participatory process 
ought to focus on: either the enhancement of democracy; or better decision-making 
and greater support for implementation. I argue that both are important and that 
effective public participation should aim at combining them. Dietz and Stern support 
this point of view, claiming that the desired results of participation are not isolated or 
contradictory, but rather complementary, in the way that achieving one usually goes 
together with or contributes to achieving the others (Dietz & Stern, 2008, p. 225). 
 
Enhancing democracy 
Public participation in EIAs is believed to enhance democracy in two main ways: by 
building capacity for direct democratic participation; and by providing a mediation 
mechanism through which conflicting interests and ideologies are negotiated. 

Capacity building 
In the words of Laurian, ‘a desirable public participation process is thus one that 
enables citizens to shape planning decisions and outcomes while increasing their 
levels of social and political empowerment’ (Laurian, 2004, p. 53). Next to being a 
more democratic way of decision-making because of directly involving the main 
stakeholders, direct participation processes empower the population, making 
individuals more capable of political participation. Renn et al say that ‘citizens’ moral 
and intellectual growth occurs through their involvement in political affairs’ (Renn et 
al., 1993, pp. 21-22). 

A mobilized participative civil society is believed to educate its members, 
turning them into civic actors. Through participation, individuals acquire civic virtues, 
such as ‘attention to the public good, habits of cooperation, toleration, respect for 
others, respect for the rule of law, willingness to participate in public life, self-
confidence, and efficacy’ (Fung, 2003, p. 520). Moreover, during the participatory 
process, involved citizens gain background knowledge about, for example, their 
communities and the political system, which will enable them to have a more active 
political role in the future (Assetto et al., 2003; Fung, 2003). Furthermore, the 
networks and alliances consolidated during one process can prove very valuable when 
dealing with future political affairs (Devlin & Yap, 2008). 
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In addition to citizen empowerment, Dietz and Stern argue that public 
participation processes also contribute to democracy through: the capacity building of 
public officials, the improvement of communication channels and the development of 
scientific analytical methods (Dietz & Stern, 2008, pp. 71-72). 

Mediation 
As mentioned above, environmental policy has a political character and therefore 
involves reconciling diverging perspectives. Moreover, the asymmetries between the 
allocation of costs and benefits of a proposed policy or project also imply that its EIA 
will be influenced by diverging interests. Therefore, the second way in which public 
participation in EIAs can enhance democracy is by bringing actors together with 
conflicting ideologies and interests to try to come to a balanced decision, 
consequently leading to an increase in cooperation and a decrease in animosity around 
the policy or project decided upon. 

Devlin and Nonita state that one of the main reasons for the failure of 
environmental assessments is its weakness as a forum for democratic debate and 
public decision-making. Public participation should therefore give a voice to different 
social groups and aim at consensus-building (Devlin & Yap, 2008, p. 18). The 
presence and the quality of official participation channels also influence the political 
strategy of civil society organizations. The more possibilities an organization has to 
influence policy-making through conventional political channels, the more it tends to 
choose a cooperative strategy instead of a confrontational one (Dalton, Recchia, & 
Rohrschneider, 2003). 

In this discussion, it is worth emphasizing that policy-making involves decisions 
made in various levels of government (or governance) and that, consequently, when 
dealing with conflicts, one should also approach disagreements between the different 
levels of decision making. Strategic decisions made at a higher level limit the choices 
at a lower level. However it is not only a one-way process. Top-down decision-
making by a centralized government has proved to be less responsive than 
decentralized governance. When policy-making is responsive to local reality, 
information generated and claims made at a lower level also influence the decisions 
made at the higher level. Moreover, the experiences gained in the implementation of a 
previews policy ‘feeds back into the reformulation of strategic policy’ in the higher 
level (Vermeulen et al., 1997, pp. 6-7). Therefore, good policy-making should be 
iterative, as a learning process in which there is a good flow of information both ways 
through the different levels. 

Another relevant point is that conflicting strategic decisions made at a higher 
level, as for example by the Ministry of Mines and Energy and the Ministry of the 
Environment, often have conflicting implications at the local level. A participatory 
EIA exposes the viewpoints and interests of the different sectors of government to 
public debate. 

In conclusion, public participation has the potential of mediating among 
diverging interests and perceptions, cutting across diverse levels and sectors of 
government. 
 
Better decisions 
Many authors defend that well conducted participation more often than not results in 
better decision-making (Dietz & Stern, 2008; Kjær, 2004; Laurian, 2004; Stoker, 
1998; Vermeulen et al., 1997; Wood, 2003). Such a claim naturally leads us to the 
question of what we should understand for “better decisions”: more environmentally 
friendly, more socially responsible or easier to implement? Following the egalitarian 
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view of democracy defended above, I conclude that better decisions are: decisions 
that reflect an integration of scientific and lay knowledge, where the subjective 
choices are transparent and the result of a societal debate, integrating as much as 
possible different worldviews and interests. Therefore, better decisions, as understood 
here, depend on governmental responsiveness to the outcomes of a participatory 
process. 

In this sense, it is worth emphasizing that public participation contributes to the 
quality of decision-making because it aggregates state and non-state, private sector as 
well as civil society capacities for the production of knowledge and for the 
implementation of policy. The capacity of a centralized government is limited due to 
its lack of knowledge of local reality and to its restricted implementation capacity. In 
this sense, participatory processes improve decision-making because they integrate 
local lay knowledge. Having recognized the undesirability of purely technocratic 
decision-making, local experience is essential to complement or even contest 
scientific knowledge. Moreover, the quality of a decision also has to do with its 
hances of being successfully implemented. Decisions resulting from an enhanced 
democratic process tend to have more chances of successful implementation due to its 
greater legitimacy and its consequent greater support. 

2.2 Evaluating Effectiveness in Public Participation 
Based on my conclusions in relation to the main objectives of public participation in 
an EIA, I derived three indicators that can be used to evaluate it: capacity building; 
mediation among conflicting ideologies and interests; and enhancement of 
governmental 
responsiveness towards 
stakeholders. 

After I explain these 
three indicators, the 
following section is 
dedicated to the analysis of 
the conditions I expect to 
be necessary for these 
objectives to be achieved. 
These conditions are 
grouped into the following 
categories: institutional and 
process design; capacity of 
stakeholders; institutional 
capacity; and discourses (see figure 1). 

2.2.1 Capacity building 
Capacity building is a combination of the empowerment of civil society actors, the 
increase of the capacity of governmental actors and the improvement of mechanisms 
of relationship between them. 

Empowerment of participants from the civil society can be studied in a few 
ways, such as: 1. by analyzing the skills acquired by individuals during the EIA; 2. by 
analyzing the social learning processes; 3. and by studying how the networks formed 
during the EIA increased the social and political capacity of the individuals and 
organizations involved. Dietz and Stern propose this analysis within a broader 
investigation of the ‘improved capacity’ gained during the process, which includes not 
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only the participants but also public officials, communication channels, scientific 
analytical methods, etc. They suggest the following indicators: ‘better educated and 
informed publics, publics more skilled at participating in environmental decisions, 
more competent and skilful public officials, improved methods for scientific analysis 
of environmental issues, better communication among interested and affected parties, 
better relationships among the various participants in making and implementing 
environmental decisions, improved institutional systems for environmental 
communication and decision-making, and a more widely shared understanding of the 
nature of environmental issues and decision challenges’ (Dietz & Stern, 2008, pp. 71-
72). 

A combination of different approaches and comprehensive research would be 
necessary in order to understand in which way there has been increase in capacity 
during the EIA and what part of it is due to participation in it as opposed to caused by 
external factors. Consequently, although capacity building is also one of the central 
desired results of participation, its analysis is too complex to be included in this 
research. A follow up study is therefore recommended for this purpose. 

2.2.2 Mediation 
Brazil is a fast changing country. It has experienced quick industrialization and 
urbanization in the last century. That process is still ongoing in a very high pace in the 
Amazon region, which is the focus of much effort for economic development and 
integration with the rest of the country. 

In the last decade, the increased attempt towards the integration of the regional 
economies in South America, represented among others by the IIRSA initiative5, 
added strength to the changes in the Amazon region. As a result, social tensions are 
very high, not only due to ideological divergences (e.g. between those who strive for 
urbanization and economic development and those who defend the conservation of 
the forest), but also among personal conflicting interests (e.g. for political influence or 
for the use of resources). Consequently, mediation should be a central purpose of 
Brazilian EIAs, especially in that region. When able to achieve this objective, 
participation also increases the legitimacy of decisions and decreases social tensions. 

While a good participatory process increases the legitimacy of the decisions and 
therefore cooperation towards their implementation, a bad process may increase 
distrust. Wood suggests that the attitudes and opinions of those immediately 
responsible for the process can function as a good proxy to evaluate the effectiveness 
of EIAs in terms of influence in decision making (Wood, 2003, p. 10). My research 
drew on the same idea. In order to study the impact of an EIA in relation to its 
function as a mediator, I examined the attitudes of the main stakeholders towards the 
process, towards the final decisions and towards each other, inquiring to what extent 
these attitudes changed due to their involvement in the participatory process. It was 
important to question whether participants thought every stakeholder had had a fair 
chance to participate, whether they believed the public officers had been competent in 
conducting the process and whether they thought the process had fulfilled the legal 

                                                 
5 IIRSA (Iniciativa para a Integração da Infra-estrutura Regional Sul-Americana – Initiative for the 
Integration of the South-American Regional Infrastructure) is a development initiative undertaken by 
the twelve South American countries aimed at linking South American economies by promoting the 
development of transport, energy and communications infrastructure. It was launched in 2000 and has 
the support of a few large international development banks, such as the Inter-American Development 
Bank (IDB), the Corporación Andina de Fomento (CAF), and the Fondo Financiero para el Desalloro 
de la Cuenca del Plata (Fonplata) (www.iirsa.org). 
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standards. Moreover, I inquired to what extent stakeholders thought that the decisions 
had represented an equitable distribution of costs and benefits. And at last, I studied 
how the approximation of the different actors during the process changed the 
perceptions they had of each other. 

Moreover, Dietz and Stern also suggest as an indicator the analysis of ‘the 
extent to which claims of inequity are made after an assessment or decision and the 
extent to which such claims develop political traction or legal standing’ (Dietz & 
Stern, 2008, p. 70). Following this line, I investigated which actions had been taken 
by the main stakeholders in the aftermath of the participatory process. Cooperation 
with the (former) ‘opponents’ can be interpreted as a sign that the process was 
successful, while judicial procedures and/or social mobilization contesting the final 
decisions can be seen as a sign of failure. 

At last, I looked at debates within the government to analyze if the participatory 
process promoted open dialogue between different sectors or levels of government in 
relation to their conflicting positions. I also looked at whether the process opened 
these conflicts to public debate, increasing transparency. 

2.2.3 Governmental responsiveness 
I argued above that one of the main objectives of public participation in 
environmental policy is better decision-making. I then stated that better decisions are: 
decisions that reflect an integration of scientific and lay knowledge, where the 
subjective choices are transparent and the result of a societal debate, integrating as 
much as possible different worldviews and interests. Subsequently, I argued that 
better decisions depend on governmental responsiveness to the outcomes of the 
participatory process. 

This section looks at to what extent the government took participants’ concerns 
into account as well as the information presented by them. 

2.3 Conditions for Effective Public Participation 
There are many reasons to believe in the desirability of public participation. However, 
if not conducted well, it can result in more harm than benefits, being 
counterproductive and therefore sometimes even worse than not involving the public 
at all. Especially if the result of the participatory process has little or no impact on 
decision-making, it may increase public distrust of government (Dietz & Stern, 2008, 
p. 227). 

As concluded above, for public participation to be effective, it must be able to 
bring together different value perceptions, interests and types of knowledge and 
reconcile them into a balanced decision. This is not an easy task and consequently 
there are many conditions that need to be met for these goals to be realized. 

During the literature review, I identified the conditions expected to be most 
important for a public participation process to be effective. During my fieldwork, I 
analysed this set of conditions in the Brazilian context, in order to understand how 
they interact with local factors in Brazil and, more specifically, in the Amazon region. 
The aim was to find out whether and how the lack of the pre-identified conditions 
harmed the process, as well as to identify new relevant factors not yet included in this 
theoretical framework. 

The conditions identified during the literature research were grouped into four 
categories: institutional and process design; stakeholders’ capacity; governmental 
institutional capacity; and discourses. 
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2.3.1 Institutional and process design 
Many authors discuss the desirable design of a participatory process in environmental 
policy-making (see, for example, Busenberg, 2000; Glasson & Salvador, 2000; 
Jacobs, 2002; Kirchhoff, 2006; Kjær, 2004; Laurian, 2004; Lim, 1985; Meadowcroft, 
2007; Renn et al., 1993; Vermeulen et al., 1997; Wood, 2003, 2003a). 

The institutional and process design of a participatory process related to an EIA 
is of course dependent on the legal provisions. Brazilian legislation will be analyzed 
in section 4.2. The legislation, however, often allows for much flexibility and is 
sometimes not well implemented. Therefore, scrutiny of the legislation does not 
suffice and this section aims at elaborating a framework to analyze how the 
participatory process in question played out in relation to its design. 

  
Stage(s) of policy-making in which participation takes place 
An ideal deliberative process brings together conflicting viewpoints aiming at 
consensus-building.  If most important decisions have already been made by the time 
participation starts, its chances of being effective will be limited. 

Dietz and Stern defend the early involvement of stakeholders because it results 
in a greater commitment to the process and increases the chances of cooperation. 
According to them, different people use different ‘frames of reference’ to make sense 
of complex environmental issues and these frames determine how they deal with the 
problem, emphasizing some aspects in detriment of others and interpreting facts in the 
light of a specific set of values. ‘Incompatible framings and differing mental 
constructions of issues are two of the most important factors underlying conflict about 
risk and environmental management’ (Dietz & Stern, 2008, pp. 123-124). This way, 
early involvement of stakeholders can lead to their greater commitment to the process 
in later stages and to better cooperation. ‘It can also help elucidate cultural differences 
in risk perceptions, values, beliefs, expectations, and decision-making styles, any of 
which can be quite substantial and can potentially undermine the success of a 
participation process’ (Dietz & Stern, 2008, p. 125). 

In the case of a project-level EIA like the one of my case study, aimed to 
determine the impacts of the construction of a hydroelectric dam, there have been a 
few levels of decision-making previews to it, in which public participation is also 
essential, such as: the strategic planning of (regional or national) energy production 
and, once there has been a decision favoring hydroelectric production instead of other 
modalities, the study to determine the best location of the dam. It is important that the 
stakeholders are involved in all these stages, since decisions in all phases involve 
conflicting values, assumptions, uncertainties and gaps of knowledge. 

Even if participation only takes place in relation to the project-level analysis, i.e. 
to determine the socioenvironmental impacts of the enterprise, there are different 
phases in which it is necessary to reconcile diverging views, such as during the 
elaboration of the Term of Reference, when the competent authority elaborates on the 
type of information that the EIA must produce. 
 
Scope of participation 
An EIA process in which participants are invited to discuss alternatives to the 
proposed enterprise as well as its viability opens many more possibilities for 
deliberation than when the intension is only to inform the public and to collect 
information to orient small adaptations in the project as well as mitigation and 
compensation measures. 
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Therefore, in relation to the scope of the participatory process, I looked at the 
extent to which the viability of the enterprise was debated and whether different 
alternatives for the proposed project were considered, including the no-go alternative. 
 
Appropriate timing 
Participation and decision-making processes should be scheduled, on the one hand, in 
a way that outcomes of participation are available for decision makers in a timely 
manner and in a workable form. Therefore hours of videotape and/or thousands of 
pages of documents presented short before decisions have to be made does not enable 
the consideration of such information. On the other hand, public participation that 
starts too soon may suffer from the fact that key information is not yet available 
(Dietz & Stern, 2008, p. 229). 

Furthermore, participants should be allowed enough time to prepare for each 
phase of the process (from the moment that information is available, e.g. the EIA and 
the RIMA are published, to the moment that they are invited to voice their positions) 
(Dietz & Stern, 2008, p. 229). 
 
Methods of participation 
In order to include the viewpoints of as many relevant stakeholders as possible and to 
create favorable conditions for deliberation, the organizers of the participatory process 
should think carefully about the type of methodology to employ. 

Some methods tend to exclude participants with less formal education or 
economically disadvantaged. Other methods tend to focus on people of a certain 
sector of activities, excluding others.  

In Brazil, as will be explained below, the method provided in legislation for 
participation is public hearings. In the specific case of public hearings, some relevant 
questions are: Are local stakeholders (indigenous, riverside dwellers, etc) in the list of 
speakers or are they just public and can only ask questions? Is there enough time to 
pose questions (can they ask all the questions they wish)? And can they ask follow-up 
questions? 
 
Transparency 
Transparency is a basic requirement of any process that aims at the reconciliation of 
diverging views and interests. Therefore, there should be clarity about values and 
assumptions underlying each party’s position and each decision. There should also be 
openness in relation to the uncertainties and lack of information. 

Moreover, all documents that contain decision-relevant data should be available 
to all interested, including a non-technical summary of the EIA’s report and 
publications of the results of consultations (Wood, 2003a, p. 278). 

In addition, participants should know from the beginning what they can expect 
from the process. According to Dietz and Stern, parties tend to engage seriously in a 
participatory process only if they have the feeling that the decision-making agency is 
committed to act on its result. Therefore, it is important that from the beginning it is 
clear how and by whom the outputs of the participatory process will be used. In this 
sense, also the purposes, objectives, requirements and constraints of the process 
should be clear for all involved and observers (Dietz & Stern, 2008, pp. 96-99, 228). 
 
Role of knowledge 
I have emphasized the fact that environmental policy always has a partly subjective 
and political character, and therefore so has an EIA. However, one cannot deny that 
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factual knowledge also plays a central role in decision-making and any environmental 
impact assessment has inevitably a substantial scientific content. Public participation 
relates to this fact in two ways: it can improve the quality of the scientific information 
available; and the integration of scientific knowledge and public participation can 
yield very positive results but does not go without serious challenges. 

On the one hand, the scientific data needed for the deliberation process should 
be available as much as possible and public concerns should in large part determine 
which scientific questions are decision-relevant. On the other hand, scientific analysis 
is to a large extent dependent on public knowledge of local contexts and practices. 
Therefore, attention should be paid to integrating science and public participation. 
Dietz and Stern argue that comprehensive research points to the fact that efforts to 
integrate deliberation and scientific analysis pay off in terms of ‘quality, 
accountability and legitimacy of environmental assessments and decisions. In 
contrast, processes that treat analysis and deliberation in isolation from each other 
impede both analysis and deliberation’ (Dietz & Stern, 2008, pp. 137, 149). 

However, the use of scientific knowledge in decision making is often taken for 
granted and there are important challenges for integrating participation and science 
that are sometimes neglected. To name a few: 1. the scientific knowledge required for 
EIAs is inherently complex and uncertain; 2. the data available are almost always 
‘less than ideal’; 3. lack of scientific and technical background of participants may 
exclude them from the discussions6; 4. communication between scientists and the 
public tends to be difficult (as among scientists of different disciplines) (Dietz & 
Stern, 2008, pp. 234-235). 

Dietz and Stern give a few recommendations that they believe help integrate 
scientific knowledge and deliberation. During the whole process, there should be a 
balance between the weight of scientific and lay knowledge and attention should be 
explicitly paid to both facts and values. Explicit descriptions of analytic assumptions 
and uncertainties should be available to the public. Moreover, the process should 
include or allow for independent review of official analyses and/or use collaborative 
inquiry with interested and affected parties. The process design should also allow for 
iteration in order to reconsider past conclusions due to new information (Dietz & 
Stern, 2008, pp. 138, 234). 

2.3.2 Stakeholders’ capacity 
Adequate legislation and a good process design are essential, yet not enough to 
guarantee effective public participation. It was mentioned above that the participatory 
process is believed to empower participants and that this is one of the main objectives 
of the process. Nonetheless, for the process to be successful, participants must count 
from start on a minimum level of political participation capacity. 

Participants are not able to influence the process if they are not mobilized and/or 
lack the necessary conditions, such as: basic background knowledge (including on the 
EIA process, on the political system and on the regional context), and a minimum 
level of civic and political education. They also need to be able to afford the necessary 
investments in time and money to take part in the process. The competence of actors 
to participate is further enhanced if they are able to afford hiring technicians, lawyers 
and other professionals and/or have them in their network (Assetto et al., 2003; 
Busenberg, 2000). Furthermore, especially in the case of the Amazon, where 

                                                 
6 For an analysis of civil society alliances between experts and lay people in the contestation of the 
construction of hydroelectric dams, see Sabrina McCormick (2006, 2007). 
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distances are considerable and transportation is difficult, participants need sufficient 
mobility to take part in events, meet with partners, etc. It is also important that they 
can count on means of communication such as a telephone and access to internet as 
well as count on access to information from the mainstream media. 

Moreover, Deblin and Yap discuss the importance of strong coalitions of 
different civil society actors in order to effectively influence decision-making. 
According to them, ‘the legal recognition of public participation in EIA creates a 
potential arena for contestation, but it is then necessary for an appropriate coalition to 
emerge that can take advantage of the rules governing that arena’ (Devlin & Yap, 
2008, p. 20; see also McCormick, 2006; McCormick, 2007). 

2.3.3 Governmental institutional capacity 
The state has a central role in an Environmental Impact Assessment, especially if it 
involves conflicts of interests and discrepancy of power among stakeholders. 

The commitment of the right resources in the process by governmental agencies 
is essential both in a practical manner and as a ‘signal from the agency that the 
participatory process is important’ (Dietz & Stern, 2008, p. 101). It is of course 
necessary that the involved agencies commit more than money, but also the right 
skilled and enthusiastic staff for the right functions. For example, Dietz and Stern 
concluded that organizations that employ technicians to develop communication 
materials were more likely to engage in one-way communication, whereas 
organizations that employed experienced communication managers for the task were 
more likely to engage in two-way communication, fostering a more open process for 
the input from stakeholders (Dietz & Stern, 2008, pp. 201-202). 

2.3.4 Discourses 
In the first section of this report, I presented two discussions that influence how the 
role of stakeholders in the participatory processes is seen. They refer to the view of 
democracy and to the perceptions about the objectives of participation in 
environmental policy-making.  

In this respect, Dietz and Stern recommend that ‘public participation should be 
recognized by government agencies and other organizers of the processes as a 
requisite of effective action, not merely a formal procedural requirement’ (Dietz & 
Stern, 2008, pp. 226, 229). 

In relation to the attitude of participants, it is important that they see the public 
participation process as a chance for cooperation and joint problem solving, instead of 
only as a formality or an opportunity to fight against the proposed enterprise. 

Yet, more than the isolated perceptions, converging expectations are essential 
for success. Different views may generate diverging expectations and attitudes 
towards the EIA in question. Even if the organizers share the view I presented above 
on democracy and effective public participation, participation has little chance of 
being effective if the stakeholders have a total different perception and therefore do 
not expect their effort to be rewarded. The same is true for highly engaged 
participants but whose input is only taken as light recommendations by decision-
makers. 
 
Having defined effective public participation, proposing indicators to evaluate it, and 
having discussed the necessary conditions for participation to be effective, I now turn 
to the second part of this report, which refers to the use of this theoretical framework 
to study the case of the licensing of the Santo Antônio and Jirau Hydroelectric Dams. 
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                                                                                Part II 

3 Methodology 
As mentioned above, the first part of this research (November 2008 to January 2009) 
constituted a literature review that aimed at the elaboration of the theoretical 
framework used as a reference for the fieldwork period. 

I consulted scientific literature in English, Portuguese, Spanish and Dutch about 
public participation in environmental policy, EIAs and SEAs. Part of it was general or 
with a focus on Europe or the United States, but my review also included literature 
with the focus on the so called ‘developing countries’, as well as specific literature on 
Brazil (both by Brazilian and foreign scholars). 

The second part of the research was a case study. Below, I explain the choice for 
a case study, for the licensing of the Santo Antônio and Jirau Dams in particular and 
the methodology used. 

3.1 Why a case study? 
For the three month fieldwork in Brazil (February to May 2009), a case study was 
chosen as the best strategy for a few reasons. 

As already made clear, the main objective of this research is not to develop 
general theory on public participation, but rather to use the existing theory to gain 
insight into Brazilian EIA system in relation to public participation. 

Since my point of departure is the general theory, it only contemplates general 
factors that influence public participation. It is, however, by analyzing the 
combination of these factors with the particular ones, specific for the Brazilian 
context, that one can understand the challenges of public participation in Brazilian 
EIAs. For this purpose, a great level of detail is necessary. 

It is important to understand Brazilian EIA system as situated in the 
intersection of a few broad processes: fast economic development; efforts to increase 
integration with neighboring countries; green agenda; and political democratization. 
Each of these processes projects its demands on the development of the EIA and 
licensing systems. The two first processes, namely the country’s fast economic 
development as a newly industrialized country, which has kept a rapid economic 
growth and industrialization pace, and Brazilian renewed efforts to integrate its 
infrastructure with those of its neighboring countries, make pressure for the easing 
and streamlining of the licensing process where the EIA system is inserted. In turn, 
two other developments contribute to stiffen the rules for environmental licensing and 
to increase its deliberative character: prioritization of environmental concerns, which 
in the last decade are very high in the agenda, mainly due to global climate change; 
and the development of Brazilian democratic institutions, which has led to radical 
changes in Brazilian political and administrative systems since the end of the military 
dictatorship in the 1980s.  

It is also important to emphasize that the objective of this research is not only 
to understand the institutional side of Brazilian EIA system, but to generate insights 
into what it means for different people’s realities. For that reason, its study must 
include actors in all levels (local, regional, national, international) and all three sectors 
of society (government, civil society, private sector), including their motivations and 
perceptions, as well as their formal and informal interactions. A case study allows for 
this level of detail. 
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3.2 Why the Santo Antônio and Jirau Dams? 
The project of the Santo Antônio and Jirau Dams is inserted in a context that 
incorporates all four large developments mentioned above. 

On the one hand, for the last decades, Rondônia has had one of the fastest 
economic growths in the country. It is also located in a strategic region in relation to 
international trade for being near the Bolivian and Peruvian borders. The project is the 
most important one for the Brazil-Peru-Bolivia hub of the IIRSA integration 
initiative7. The construction of these two hydroelectric dams involves therefore 
immense (national and international) economic interests. On the other hand, that 
region of the Amazon houses one of the largest biodiversities in the world and, in 
spite of that, Rondônia is one of the states with the highest rate of deforestation in the 
country. This project was particularly polemical due to the large socioenvironmental 
impacts expected. Moreover, as a new state8 and fairly isolated from the political and 
economic centers of the country, Rondônia has one of the most vulnerable 
democracies with a high level of corruption and a low level of institutional 
development. 

There are other projects in the Amazon that would also qualify for this study 
according to the elements mentioned above, such as the roads BR-163, BR-158 and 
BR-319. However, due to the limited scope of a master thesis, studying a dam (or two 
related dams) is more suitable than studying a road for being a punctual project. 
Taking into account the difficulties related to commuting in the Amazon and the 
length of the roads, it would be much harder to have access to the same amount of 
relevant stakeholders as in the case of the hydroelectric dams. 

In addition, a few other practical reasons supported the choice of the case. First 
of all, for being a recent case, it is still lively in people’s memory and in the political 
debates. The first environmental license, the LP, had already been emitted, so that the 
first part of the licensing process, in which the EIA and public participation are 
inserted, had already been concluded. Yet, during my fieldwork, disputes were still 
going on in relation to the subsequent licenses. 

3.3 Data collection 
As for the methods I used for collecting data during the fieldwork, the first step was a 
stakeholders’ analysis in order to identify the main stakeholders and their positions. 
Together with the literature study, I pursued a preliminary analysis identifying the 
main stakeholders cited in the media, in the official documents and in the discussions 
about the project that took place on the internet. The conclusions of this analysis were 
revised throughout the whole fieldwork. Every informant I interviewed was asked 
who s/he considered to be the main stakeholders, what their positions and main 
actions were, and how they related to each other. Likewise, the necessity of 
identifying the main stakeholders, their positions and relations was born in mind when 
analyzing documents. Appendix 4 provides a list and a short description of the main 
identified stakeholders. 

One of my main sources of information was the analysis of documents. Besides 
the EIA itself and its Term of Reference, I went through the first part of the records of 
the licensing process at IBAMA in Brasília (related to the period from the opening of 
the process up to a few months after the emission of the first license: around three 
thousand pages of documents). I also analyzed 6 official reports issued by or for 

                                                 
7 The projects of the Initiative are structured into 10 different regional hubs (see www.iirsa.org). 
8 Rondônia became a state in 1982. Before that, it was a Federal Territory. 
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IBAMA as a part of its decision-making procedure. And finally I analyzed 3 reports 
written for or by the Public Attorney’s Office (Ministério Público – MP). And at last, 
I analyzed 4 documents/reports produced by NGOs on the case. 

Another of the main used methods was the conduction of deep semi-structured 
interviews. I interviewed 42 people. Most interviews lasted between one and two 
hours, with the exception of a few (the shortest being around half an hour and the 
longest being four hours). The first interviews were less structured and were recorded, 
so that I could listen to them again to review my conclusions after gaining better 
insight into the process. In a later stage, I structured the interviews more according to 
the specific information needed from each particular informant, especially in order to 
confirm the information collected in the previews interviews. Moreover, it turned out 
to be a good idea not to record some of the interviews, especially in a later stage of 
the fieldwork, so that informants felt comfortable talking about sensitive issues. 

Due to the limited scope of the study, I could not interview a representative 
sample of the stakeholders, neither could I make use of randomization when choosing 
my respondents. I am also aware of the risks that respondents often give social 
desirable answers or even omit or manipulate facts according to their own political 
agenda. They might also be misinformed, what tends to happen much in a complex 
process such as this one. For this reason, I used the information given by my 
respondents mostly as indicative and never as hard facts. They were also mostly only 
considered as personal opinions. Moreover, in this sense, deep interviews have 
advantages in relation to surveys, because every answer can be contextualized and 
because the information given is complemented by non-verbal communication. 

Furthermore, in order to increase the reliability of my data, I triangulated the 
information given by stakeholders as much as possible. In order to carry this out, the 
iterative character of the research was essential. Every new piece of information was 
incorporated in the research questions that oriented the following interviews, 
observations or analysis of documents. Depending on the issue at stake, I attempted to 
verify the data with actors of different levels, sectors and/or with different political 
positions in the process. I also checked as much as possible all the information 
provided by my respondents with documents, media statements and historical facts. 

Appendix 2 provides a list of questions that served as basis for the first 
interviews. This list was, from the beginning adapted to the context of the 
interviewee. Appendix 3 gives a list of the organizations and riverside communities 
the respondents belonged to. Considering the fact that this research deals with a very 
controversial subject and in order to respect the privacy of the respondents, I decided 
to omit a list of all the 42 interviewees, indicating their organizations, positions and 
eventual observations on why they were interesting for this research. This list was 
only made available to my two supervisors and second reader. 

Some of my informants asked me explicitly not to cite their names, while others 
did not. In this report I did my best to protect the privacy of all of them. This way, 
aside from some exceptions, no names are cited and even the specific positions of 
most informants are omitted. 

Next to the formal interviews, I of course also conducted many informal ones. 
During my time in Porto Velho and the nearby communities, I took every opportunity 
to start a conversation about the dams. Although there was no structure in them and 
they cannot be used in a scientific argumentation, the information I gained was 
essential for the conduction of my interviews and the identification of stakeholders, 
besides informing me of relevant topics, places, incidents and events. 
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Furthermore, I also collected valuable information during participatory 
observation in events such as debates, a five-day long gathering of MAB (Movimento 
dos Atingidos por Barragens, the most active social movement in the opposition to 
the dams), the visit of President Lula to Porto Velho, among others. 

I also had the opportunity to present and discuss my preliminary findings at two 
Brazilian federal universities (University of Rondônia, in Porto Velho, and University 
of Brasilia) with professors, undergraduate and graduate students. 

This report was sent to most of my respondents and individuals that in any form 
helped me with the research, in order to provide them a chance to give feedback and 
contest any of the data presented as well as my conclusions. Due to limits in time, it 
was sent by email. For that reason, I was not able to send it to 9 of my respondents, 
who do not have access to internet or of whom I did not manage to get the up to date 
contact information. All the comments I received were considered in my last review 
of the text, but none had any real consequences for my conclusions. 

3.4 Limitations of scope 
The scope of this study was limited to fit a masters research project. 

The first limitation was that its focus was on the Brazilian stakeholders (at local, 
regional and national levels). Therefore, little attention was paid to the interests and 
strategies of Bolivian actors. 

Another point that is important to mention is that this study focused mainly on 
the civil society organizations that were opposing the construction of the dams. 
Consequently, less attention was paid to those who supported the enterprise or were 
not engaged in the discussion. The result was a depiction of the process with an 
unbalanced focus on its shortcomings at the expense of its achievements. In this way, 
it is important to acknowledge that, in spite of its flaws, the public participation in the 
licensing process studied here represented a significant improvement in relation to 
most previews ones. A comparative study, unfortunately not allowed by the 
limitations of scope of the present one, would be interesting to make this point clear. 

Moreover, my access to the riverside communities was fairly limited and I 
therefore often had to count on testimonials of community leaders, professionals or 
experts about these communities. 

In relation to the time span, this research focused on the first phase of the 
licensing process: from the requirement of the environmental license (August 2003) to 
the emission of the Preliminary License (September 2007). After that, much has taken 
place in relation to political disputes related to the process, but unfortunately it could 
only be partially incorporated in my analysis. 

In relation to the methodology, it is worth mentioning that an ideal research 
would combine both quantitative and qualitative methods. In this sense, this study can 
be seen as a preliminary one. A study such as this can well function as a reference for 
the elaboration of a quantitative study, which would have less flexibility in terms of 
iteration than this one. In order to make a quantitative study for such a large and 
complex case, one would need a large sample as well as randomization that go 
beyond the possibilities of a master research. 

In order to gain further insight into Brazilian EIA practices, a comparative 
study is also advisable, comparing cases in a few different regions and or cases of 
different kinds of projects. 
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4 The case study: The context 

4.1 National and regional context 
Brazil is the fifth largest country in the world with 8,514,877 sq km (IBGE, 2009). 
Geographical distances are very large: about 4,200 km between the northern and 
southern extremities and about 4,400 km between the eastern and western extremities 
(Glasson & Salvador, 2000, p. 193). According to the Brazilian government, it houses 
20% of the world’s biodiversity, significant part of it in its 3.6 million sq km of 
Amazon Forest (Brazilian_Federal_Government, 2005-2007). The last national 
census in 2000 counted 169,799,170 inhabitants, but Brazilian government estimates 
the national population in 2009 already to be 191,480,630 (IBGE, 2009). In 2008, an 
estimate of 86% of the population lived in urban areas and, according to 2004 
estimates, 88.6% of the population of age 15 and over can read and write (CIA, 2009). 

Brazil has the 9th largest GDP (purchase power parity) in the world, amounting 
to US$1.99 trillion, being 5.5% in agriculture, 28.5% in industry and 66% in services 
(CIA, 2009). It is responsible for three fifths of South-American industrial production 
(Brazilian_Federal_Government, 2005-2007). Nevertheless, according to the UNDP 
2007/2008 Human Development Report, 21.5% of the population live below the 
country poverty line (UNDP, 2008). 

4.1.1 Brazilian energy matrix 
Eighty percent of the electricity produced in Brazil is from hydroelectric dams (EPE, 
2009, p. 20). In the world it is around 20% (WCD, 2000). Hydropower is one of the 
12 main Brazilian natural resources cited in the CIA World Factbook, along with 
bauxite, gold, iron ore, manganese, nickel, phosphates, platinum, tin, uranium, 
petroleum and timber (CIA, 2009). 
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Figure 1: data source: EPE, 2009, p. 20 

Brazil has an installed electricity generation capacity of around 105GW and its 
electricity consumption was in 2007 an estimate of 402 TWh. According to 
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governmental official projections, energy demand is expected to rise 4.4% per year in 
the coming decade, leading to a consumption of around 600TWh in 2015. To attend 
the growing demand, it is necessary to increase the generation capacity with 3000MW 
per year (CIA, 2009; World-Bank, 2008, p. 11). 

According to the World Bank, it is a consensus that hydroelectricity will 
continue to have a central role in the expansion of the electrical sector in the country. 
Brazilian economically viable generation potential for hydroelectricity is estimated to 
be 260GW, of which only 30% is in use or under construction. However, 43% of this 
total capacity is located in the Amazon region, what implies more obstacles for its 
development in relation to environmental aspects and indigenous issues (World-Bank, 
2008, pp. 11-13). 

In 2001, Brazil faced a serious energy crisis, which started with uncontrolled 
blackouts in major cities such as Rio de Janeiro and São Paulo and resulted in 
emergency measures to reduce energy consumption. According to Philip Fearnside, 
the cause of the crisis was a combination of: ‘poor planning of electricity generation 
infrastructure, inefficient domestic and industrial use of electricity, government 
subsidy of energy-intensive export products such as aluminium, and low rainfall in 
hydroelectric catchments (Fearnside, 2005, p. 1). Moreover, Brazilian environmental 
licensing process was pointed out as one of the causes of the crisis for delaying 
investments in the sector (World-Bank, 2008, p. 12). 

4.1.2 Development vs. socioenvironmental sustainability 
As elsewhere, the tension between environmental conservation and the interests of 
local communities on the one hand and economic growth on the other is a very 
controversial issue in Brazil, especially lately with the boom of the Brazilian economy 
and the ongoing debates about deforestation and climate change9. 

ALTAMIRA, Brazil (AP) — Painted and feathered Indians 
bearing machetes and clubs slashed an official of Brazil's 
national electric company Tuesday during a protest over a 
proposed hydroelectric dam (The_Associated_Press, 2008)10. 

The piece of news above is very illustrative of the 
violence that culminates from the tension between local 
inhabitants of the Amazon region and representatives of the 
economic interests that push for large infrastructure 
projects in the region. These projects will benefit the 
country’s economy but will have deep impacts in the local 
natural and social environment. Convinced that the 
government stands at the side of the large capital, 
environmentalists and local inhabitants affected by the 
projects resort to direct action in order to protect their 
interest. This often leads to fierce confrontation. 

Violence resulting from the clash of 
developmentalists with environmentalists and/or defenders 

                                                 
9 In 2000, Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) was responsible for over 30% of 
anthropogenic CO2 emissions in the world (WWF-Brasil, 2007a). In Brazil it is around 75% (WWF-
Brasil, 2007b). 
10 This piece of news refers to the conflicts around the proposed Belo Monte Dam, a hydroelectric dam 
planned for the state of Pará, near the city of Altamira. 

Figure 2: Paulo Fernando Rezende, 
an engineer for Brazil's national 
electric company Eletrobras, after 
being attacked with machetes by 
indigenous who are protesting a 
proposed hydroelectric dam in 
Altamira, Brazil. Photo: Andre 
Penner, AP (The_Associated_Press, 
2008). 
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of indigenous interests is not a new phenomenon in Brazil. In the 1970s, Brazil 
experienced an economic boom. Back then, a climate of rapid modernization and 
optimism drove many of the actions of the Brazilian authoritarian national 
government. Among other things, aiming at national integration and the colonization 
of the Amazon, the military government invested heavily in infrastructure, including 
the construction of various roads cutting through the forest and the promotion of 
agricultural settlements. Roberto Monte-Mór (2004) and Ari Teixeira Ott (2002) point 
out that these policies triggered an intensive process of deforestation and led to the 
displacement of many native communities. The resulting conflicts called international 
attention and as a consequence of harsh criticism, the World Bank, then one of the 
main financers of these projects, stopped investing in large infrastructure projects in 
Brazil.  

Since the end of the military dictatorship in 1985, Brazil has embarked upon a 
rather bold process of decentralization and democratization. Much development in 
this sense took place with regard to environmental policy-making. Congruent with 
this process, Brazil hosted the Earth Summit11 in 1992 and signed the resulting Rio 
Declaration, in which 114 signatory countries expressed their consensus on the 
necessity of a participative environmental policy: 

Principle 10 
Environmental issues are best handled with the participation of all concerned 
citizens, at the relevant level.  At the national level, each individual shall have 
appropriate access to information concerning the environment that is held by public 
authorities, including information on hazardous materials and activities in their 
communities, and the opportunity to participate in decision-making processes.  States 
shall facilitate and encourage public awareness and participation by making 
information widely available. Effective access to judicial and administrative 
proceedings, including redress and remedy, shall be provided. 

(United_Nations, 1992) 

This declaration has been the basis for much development in public participation 
in environmental policy in Brazil12. Not surprisingly however, environmental 
concerns and the interest of local stakeholders still continue to clash with economic 
interests. Glasson and Salvador (2000) find that public participation in policy making 
tend to be increasingly limited, as the economic interests grow. 

Yet, environmental issues in Brazil are increasingly finding their way to the 
national political agenda, creating more opportunities for environmentalist groups in 
the country’s policy-making processes. At the same time, international pressure (e.g. 
from international financing institutions such as the IDB13) is leading to serious 
efforts to improve participatory processes in environmental policy-making. 

                                                 
11 The United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, also known as Earth Summit, 
Rio Summit or, in Portuguese, Eco ’92, took place in Rio de Janeiro from June 3 to June 14, 1992. It 
was attended by representatives of 172 governments (United_Nations, 1997). 
12 For more information on the implementation of the Rio Declaration in Brazil, see the governmental 
website of Rede Brasileira Agenda 21: http://www.redeagenda21local.org.br/ 
13 Inter-American Development Bank is one of the largest development banks investing in 
infrastructure in Brazil today. It is moreover one of the main financiers of IIRSA (Initiative for the 
Integration of Regional Infrastructure in South America), which includes several large projects in the 
Amazon region (Van Dijck & Den Haak, 2006). 
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4.1.3 The State of Rondônia 
Rondônia is one of the seven Brazilian states of the ‘Legal Amazon’14 and has an area 
of 237,576 sq km. It amounts to around 2.8% of the Brazilian territory, equivalent to 
more than five and a half times the size of the Netherlands and almost as large as the 
United Kingdom. The population of Rondônia is about 1,454,000 (estimate 2007) and 
the GDP R$1,311 million (IBGE – www.ibge.gov.br). 

 
Figure 3: the Legal Amazon; source: Imazon 

The first large wave of migration to the region took place during the first rubber 
boom in the second half of the 19th century. The second rubber boom led to another 
wave of migration during World War II, when thousands of ‘rubber soldiers’ 
(soldados da borracha) were sent there, most of all from the Brazilian Northeast, to 
produce rubber for the Allies15 (Teixeira Ott, 2002, p. 97). 

The history of Rondônia is marked by its isolation from the rest of the country 
and by attempts to integrate it. In the 1950s, the federal government started building a 
road linking Porto Velho to Cuiabá, the first one connecting the region by land to the 
rest of the country. It was finished in the 1960s. Yet, the largest colonization of the 
region took place in the 1970s, promoted by the military dictatorship with two 
objectives: the occupation and integration of peripheral territories to the rest of the 

                                                 
14 The Legal Amazon (Amazônia Legal) is a Brazilian socio-geographic division, which encompasses 9 
states that have the totality or part of their territories in the Amazon Basin, namely: Acre, Amapá, 
Amazonas, Pará, Rondônia, Roraima, Tocantins, Mato Grosso and most of Maranhão. It has an area of 
about 5,217,423 sq km, 61% of the Brazilian territory, where 55.9% of Brazilian indigenous population 
live (http://www.ada.gov.br). 
15 As part of an agreement signed with Washington, the Brazilian government sent thousands of people 
to the Amazon to produce rubber for the Allies during the Second World War. Large part of the 
soldados da borracha was drafted and therefore did not choose to go there. After the war finished, they 
were left in the region, although they had been promised to be sent back home. 
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country16; and the allocation of the population that was driven away from the rural 
areas due to the mechanization of agriculture. Rondônia was very suitable for these 
purposes for a few reasons: 1. being a Federal Territory (until 1982), it was fully 
under the control of the federal government; 2. a high percentage of its land belonged 
to the government and could therefore be distributed to settlers; 3. Rondônia had in 
general more fertile land than other parts of the Amazon (Teixeira Ott, 2002, pp. 98-
99). 

In the 1950s and 1960s, the population growth of Rondônia was an average of 
8.9% and 5.9% per year respectively, while in the 1970s, the population grew 
annually at a remarkable average rate of 34.2% (Teixeira Ott, 2002, pp. 101-102). 

The 1980s was marked by Polonoroeste, Programa de Desenvolvimento 
Integrado para o Noroeste do Brasil, a development plan that was ‘ambitious in its 
objectives, giant in its targets and complex in its execution’ (Teixeira Ott, 2002, p. 
108). The plan started in 1981, one year before Rondônia was granted the status of 
state. It had a budget of about 1.2 billion dollars, of which 70% was a World Bank 
loan. Of that money, 59% was invested in infrastructure with a focus on the 
construction and improvement of roads; 33.6% was invested in the development of 
agriculture; 6.2% was invested in healthcare and education; and finally 1.2% went to 
the administration of the plan. Its objectives were to develop the region economically 
and to integrate it to the rest of the country. The plan was target to harsh international 
criticism due to the extensive deforestation and social conflicts it promoted (Teixeira 
Ott, 2002, pp. 108-117). 

The World Bank decided to finance a new plan for Rondônia, in order to try to 
compensate the devastating effects of the Polonoroeste (or in order to try to improve 
its own image). The loan for the Planafloro - Plano Agropecuário e Florestal de 
Rondônia17 - was approved in March 1992, just in time to be conspicuously presented 
to the world during the ECO 92 in Rio de Janeiro. A Protocol of Understanding was 
signed between NGOs and the Rondônia State Government in which they agreed the 
implementation of the plan would be: “the way to rescue Rondônia’s development, 
with prerequisites of sustainability, social justice and democratic participation”. 
According to the protocol, the civil society organizations would have their 
participation institutionally guaranteed in all phases of implementation, execution, 
monitoring and evaluation. Although the Planafloro also aimed to a certain extent at 
urban development and development of infrastructure, as opposed to the 
Polonoroeste, it focused more on sustainability elements, such as the consolidation of 
reserves and the protection of local minorities such as indigenous peoples and 
riverside dwellers. The Planafloro had a much more humble budget than 
Polonoroeste, with a total of US$228.9 million, of which US$180.5 from the World 
Bank. It started in 1993 and finished in 2002 (Teixeira Ott, 2002, pp. 136-154). 

4.2 Environmental legislation and EIA in Brazil 

4.2.1 Environmental Legislation in Brazil 
The 1980s marked the history of Brazilian environmental legislation. During that 
decade, the country was led to create agencies and supporting legislation due to 
pressure of international financing institutions, which were concerned with the 
                                                 
16 The military government claimed it was necessary to integrate the more isolated parts of the country 
in the name of national security. Their motto was: integrate not to give it away (integrar para não 
entregar). 
17 Also named Rondônia Natural Resources Management Project by the World Bank. 
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impacts of the projects and programs they financed. Two legal instruments that were 
created in that context are still the basis of the environmental legal framework in 
Brazil: The Brazilian National Environmental Law - BNEL - of 1981 (Lei Nacional 
do Meio Ambiente: lei no 6938/81) and the constitution of 1988. In line with the 
democratization process that was taking place after around forty years of military 
dictatorship (1964-1985), to a certain extent, the new legislation incorporated the 
necessity of public participation in environmental policy-making. 

Nonetheless, because it had been created under foreign pressure and was inspired 
by European and North American societies, the new legislation did not reflect 
Brazilian social reality and political priorities. As a result, for many years it allowed 
for a broader participatory role of the civil society in environmental policy than civil 
society organizations were able to fulfill (Kirchhoff, 2006, p. 2; Valle, 2001, pp. 128, 
129). 

From the 1990s on, however, civil society organizations multiplied and increased 
in quality. While in the 1970s and 1980s their focus was on condemning bad practices 
and engaging in public opinion campaigns, from the 1990s on, a much more 
organized and professionalized civil society took up the task of proposing new 
development models and engaged in a more active defense of the environment, also 
resorting to legal procedures. In this process, extra-judicial channels were created for 
civil society participation to accommodate this involvement and the legislation soon 
became outdated, hindering further democratic developments. Still today, Brazilian 
legislation has not been able to keep pace with societal changes (Valle, 2001, p. 129). 
 
The role of the Brazilian Public Attorney’s Office - MP18 
Also as part of the democratization process of the 1980s, two legal instruments set the 
framework that expanded the possibilities for the civil society to initiate judicial 
procedures to defend the environment. The first instrument was the Public Civil 
Action Law (Lei da Ação Pública) of 1985, which allowed public and social players 
to defend diffuse and collective rights19, including those which ‘previously could only 
be remedied by individual action brought by the people who had been 
harmed’(Arantes, 2003, p. 5). The constitution of 1988 expanded on this law, creating 
the framework on which various new acts would contribute to open up Brazilian 
constitutional ordering to diffuse and collective rights. These acts ascribed the Public 
Attorney’s Office a privileged position and therefore a special role in the defense of 
these rights. This role was further strengthened by the fact that the new constitution 
had granted the MP independence from the other branches of government. Before 
that, it was subordinated to the executive branch (Arantes, 2003, pp. 6 - 8). 

4.2.2 EIA in Brazil 
In the introduction of this report, I explained shortly what an Environmental Impact 
Assessment is and its general objectives. In the theoretical framework I discussed the 
role of public participation in an EIA. This section introduces the Brazilian EIA 
system. 
 

                                                 
18 For more information on the Brazilian Public Attorney’s Office – MP – see appendix 1. 
19 Diffuse and collective rights are those in which the persons holding the rights are indeterminate 
(diffuse) or a group of individuals linked in some kind of legal relationship (collective rights). They 
include: environmental rights, consumer relations, historical and cultural heritage, children and 
adolescents, senior citizens, handicapped persons, public property and control of public policies 
(Arantes, 2003, pp. 4, 5).  
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The establishment 
Brazilian first EIA was conducted before specific legislation had been created. As 
early as 1972, the World Bank hired an international consultant to prepare a report on 
the impacts of a hydroelectric plant it was financing in the Northwest of Brazil 
(Sobradinho Hydroelectric Dam). When the studies took place, the project was 
already being implemented and facing fierce opposition from environmentalists and 
scientific groups (Glasson & Salvador, 2000; Kirchhoff, 2006, p. 10). 

In the context of the dictatorial regime of that time, public participation was 
very limited and, in line with that, the role of an EIA was more to diminish harmful 
impacts of an already approved project and to appease international public opinion 
than to influence decision-making. Since then, the democratization process that was 
initiated in the 1980s and the rapid development of the environmental legislation 
mentioned above caused deep changes in Brazilian policy-making frameworks. As a 
result, public participation in EIA practices has improved significantly. Nonetheless, 
there are still many challenges left. These challenges relate, for example, to the 
seemingly unbalanced influence of large economic interests, the deep differences 
between more and less industrialized regions in the country, and local authorities’ 
lack of competence and resources (Glasson & Salvador, 2000). 

In the end of the 1970s, the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) 
sponsored a project in the state of Rio de Janeiro related to improvements of 
environmental management and development of an appropriate approach to EIAs. 
The conclusions of this program served as basis for EIA regulations that were to be 
developed in Brazil (Kirchhoff, 2006, p. 10). 

Although the legislation that created the legal framework for the regulation of 
Brazilian EIAs was adopted in 1981 with the BNEL, it was only in 1983 that decree 
88.351 established the licensing system and the EIA (as well as the RIMA, its 
executive summary) as one of its prerequisites. And it was only in 1986 that the 
directives for the implementation of EIAs were approved by the National 
Environmental Council (CONAMA: Conselho Nacional do Meio Ambiente20) in 
Resolution 001/8621 (Biller, 2003, pp. 116-117; Kirchhoff, 2006, pp. 2, 3).  
 
Environmental licensing 
As mentioned above, Brazilian EIAs are linked to the environmental licensing system. 
CONAMA Resolution 001/86, complemented by Resolutions 011/86 and 005/87, 
provides a list of activities that must be subject to a licensing process with an EIA 
(Glasson & Salvador, 2000, p. 196; Valle, 2001, p. 177). This list includes all 
hydroelectric dams with a production capacity of more than 10MW. Resolution 
237/97, in turn, provides a list of activities that must be subject to the licensing 
process but do not call for an EIA. However, these lists are rather illustrative than 
binding. As Raul Telles Valle argues, next to the fact that the dynamics of the 
economy are constantly creating new activities, rapidly changing social and 

                                                 
20 CONAMA (Pu) – Conselho Nacional do Meio Ambiente (National Environmental Council) – is a 
deliberative council, which has the role of establishing and coordinating national environmental policy, 
making general and major regulations, and proposing federal laws to be submitted to the National 
Congress. It was instituted by the Brazilian National Environmental Law – BNEL - of 1981 (Lei 
Nacional do Meio Ambiente: lei no 6938/81) and it is composed of representatives from federal and 
state agencies, foundations, NGOs, the private sectors and unions through their respective associations 
(Biller, 2003; Glasson & Salvador, 2000, p. 117). Next to the BNEL and the constitution of 1988, 
Brazilian EIA system is based on several CONAMA resolutions. 
21 For an English translation of CONAMA’s resolution 001/86 see the appendix of Glasson & Salvador 
(2000). 
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environmental contexts make such a list perpetually outdated. This reality is reflected 
in legislation through the article 10 of the BNEL of 1981, which provides that any 
activity prone to cause environmental degradation must be subject to a licensing 
process (Valle, 2001, p. 177). 

Depending on the project it refers to, the environmental licensing must take 
place at one of the three levels: federal level; state level or municipal level22. Brazil is 
a federative republic divided into states. Each state has the competence to issue its 
own EIA regulations and procedures, while the federal regulations function as a 
‘minimum standard’. This way, some states have stricter requirements than the federal 
government. However, only a few states - in general the most industrialized ones - 
have developed their own specific EIA regulations (Biller, 2003, p. 115; Kirchhoff, 
2006, p. 3). CONAMA Resolution 237/97 established the rules according to which 
the competence for the licensing should be determined. Enterprises should be licensed 
at the federal level when they: 1. are located at the same time in Brazil and in a 
neighboring country, in indigenous lands or national reserves; 2. are located or 
developed in two or more states; 3. have environmental impacts that go beyond 
national or state borders; 4. are related to radioactive materials or use nuclear energy 
in any form; 5. refer to military bases or experiments. 

At the federal level, the competent authority responsible for the licensing 
process is IBAMA. It must, however, also consult with regional governmental 
environmental agencies (CONAMA Resolution 237/97 art. 4 §1). 
 
The scope 
European legislation provides that an EIA should consider at least two alternatives to 
the proposed enterprise: the no-go alternative, focusing on what is going to happen in 
the absence of the project; and the most environmentally friendly alternative, which is 
not necessarily the most socially or economically desirable (Wood, 2003a). Brazilian 
legislation does not mention a most environmentally friendly alternative, but does 
provide that all technological and location alternatives should be contemplated by the 
EIA and compared to the no-go alternative (CONAMA Resolution 001/86: art 5, §I 
and II; art 9, §II and V). 

As opposed to other countries such as the Netherlands (see for example Wood, 
2003a), Brazil does not have an apart organization or commission to analyze the EIA 
and give advice to the competent authority. In Brazil, IBAMA sends the EIA to 
different governmental organizations23 for advice and, subsequently, a commission 
within IBAMA itself issues a final report advising IBAMA’s Licensing Director. The 
advice is, however, not binding, because the Licensing Director has discretionary 
power in relation to the emission of the license. Therefore, upon due justification, the 
Licensing Director is allowed to reject the report (CONAMA Resolution 237/97: art.4 
§1). 
 
Polluter-pays principle 
Brazilian legislation provides that the costs related to the pursuit of the EIA as well as 
to its evaluation must be paid by the proponent of the project. According to the decree 

                                                 
22 This research focuses on processes that take place at the federal level. It would be exceedingly 
complex for the limited scope of this project to account for the differences among the various regional 
and local practices. 
23 Such as: IPHAN, federal institution responsible for the preservation of Brazilian cultural heritage; 
SEDAM, state environmental secretariat; FUNAI, federal institution responsible for Brazilian policy in 
relation to indigenous peoples; and INPA, national research institute for the Amazon. 
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99.274 of June 6th 1990, the burden of proving that the proposed activity will not 
cause significant damage should fall on the entrepreneur and not on the governmental 
environmental institutions (CONAMA Resolution 001/86 art. 8; CONAMA 
Resolution 237/97 art. 11 and 13; decree 99.274 of 06/06/1990 art. 17 § 2º). This is 
based on the polluter-pays principle, which means that the (potential) polluter must 
pay not only for the compensation of the damage that already occurred, but also for 
the prevention of possible damage (Biller, 2003, p. 118). 
 
Public participation: public hearings 
In relation to public participation, Brazilian legislation focuses only on the public 
hearings and does not provide anything concrete concerning participation during the 
studies. 

The Term of Reference for the EIA of the Santo Antônio and Jirau Dams also 
does not mention anything about public participation during or before the studies. The 
only thing it mentions is that the researchers should use ‘qualified interviews’ when 
pursuing the diagnosis of the socioeconomic domain24 for the area of direct influence. 
It furthermore provides the specification of several aspects that the rather detailed 
diagnosis of the socioeconomic domain must include, such as: land use; 
socioeconomic description of the affected communities; historical, cultural and 
archeological heritage, etc. And it states that the implementation of the mitigation and 
compensation measures, as well as of the control and monitoring programs, must 
include effective participation of the directly impacted communities. 

In relation to the public hearings, CONAMA Resolution 009/87 provides that 
the competent authority must hold public hearings if it judges necessary or if 
requested by a civil society organization (entidade civil), by the Public Attorney’s 
Office or by a group of fifty or more citizens. It describes the objective of the hearings 
as to: ‘present the contents of the EIA and its executive summary - the RIMA - to 
those interested, settling doubts and collecting criticism and suggestions25’ 
(CONAMA Resolution 009/87 art. 1). It therefore does not assign the hearings any 
deliberative function. However, it does provide that the minutes of the public 
hearings, as well as the documents submitted to the record, must be considered in the 
analysis for the final decision (CONAMA Resolution 009/87 art. 5). 

 
Phases and timeline of the licensing process 
The licensing process has three parts. The first one is the emission of the Preliminary 
License (LP: Licença Prévia), which attests the project’s socioenvironmental viability 
and approves its location and technological design. It also establishes the basic 
requirements and conditions to be complied with in the following phases of the 
licensing. It is during this first phase that an Environmental Impact Assessment is 
required and that public participation is institutionalized, more specifically during the 
review of the EIA. 

The second phase refers to the emission of the Installation License (LI: Licença 
de Instalação), which authorizes the construction, along with the implementation of 
the approved mitigation and compensation programs. This license can also include 
conditions that must be complied with before the last one is given. 

The third phase is that of the Operation License (LO: Licença de Operação), 
which authorizes the operation of the enterprise, upon verification of the compliance 
                                                 
24 The EIA is divided into three different domains: socioeconomic; physical; and biota. 
25 Roughly translated from Portuguese: ‘expor aos interessados o conteúdo do produto em análise e do 
seu referido RIMA, dirimindo dúvidas e recolhendo dos presentes as críticas e sugestões a respeito.’ 
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with all the measures and conditions determined by the other two licenses (CONAMA 
resolution 237/97 art. 8; Switkes, 2008, pp. 30-31). 

The process is carried out in the sequence presented below26. For a more 
detailed outline of the process, see appendix 9. 

 
  Figure 4: general outline of the licensing process at the federal level 

 
 

                                                 
26 Based on the presentation of Alexandre Polastrini, representing IBAMA, at the public hearing in 
Jacy Paraná (see video DvD 3); IBAMA's Technical Report 52/2006  (IBAMA, 2003, pp. 1161-1162) 
and IBAMA’s regulation (Instrução Normativa 65/2005). The first phase is presented with more details 
because it is the focus of this study. 
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4.2.3 Environmental Impact Assessment and Environmental 
Impact Study 

The abbreviation EIA can cause some confusion when referring to environmental 
policy in Brazil. This is due to the fact that EIA in Portuguese may stand for Estudo 
de Impacto Ambiental (Environmental Impact Study), while the literal translation of 
the term ‘Environmental Impact Assessment’, in Portuguese Avaliação de Impacto 
Ambiental – AIA, refers to a generic concept that also includes other types of 
environmental analysis, such as the Strategic Environmental Assessment – SEA (in 
Portuguese AAE: Avaliação Ambiental Estratégica). 

Raul Silva Telles do Valle explains that, 
although the BNEL of 1981 established the 
Environmental Impact Assessment (Avaliação de 
Impacto Ambiental – AIA) in a generic way, it 
only dealt specifically with the Environmental 
Impact Study (Estudo de Impacto Ambiental - 
EIA), having as a consequence that most 
legislation created afterwards focused on that 
instrument, dealing very little with the other forms of environmental analysis (Valle, 
2001, pp. 173-174). 

As a result, Environmental Impact Study and Environmental Impact Assessment 
are often used interchangeably. Just like most scholars that write about this topic, this 
report also focuses on the Environmental Impact Study and refers to it to as EIA - 
Environmental Impact Assessment. Although, to a certain extent, I discuss about 
SEAs, this study does not deal further with the general concept of AIA. 

4.2.4 Strategic Environmental Assessment in Brazil 
Brazilian experience with SEA is still very recent and limited. Compared to the EIA 
system, there are three main points worth mentioning: 1. SEAs have not yet been 
regulated in legislation; 2. it has a voluntary character; 3. it cannot count on technical 
directives to guide the voluntary practices (Teixeira, 2008, p. 62). As mentioned 
above, although the Brazilian National Environmental Law - BNEL - of 1981 created 
a legal framework for different modalities of environmental analysis, the only type 
that has been well regulated is the EIA as part of the environmental licensing. 

 Izabella Teixeira (2008) divides Brazilian practice of SEAs into two main 
periods: 1994 to 1998; and 1999 to the year she conducted her research, 2007.  

According to Teixeira, in the first period, SEAs were not used as an instrument 
of planning. They, instead, aimed at the evaluation of policies, plans and programs 
(PPPs) already decided upon or at the assessment of cumulative impacts of large 
projects. Moreover, they often resulted from demands of international financing 
institutions related to specific loans (Teixeira, 2008, pp. 61-62). 

A good example is the very first SEA conducted in Brazil: of the gas pipeline 
Brazil-Bolivia in 1994. The study was demanded by the Inter-American Development 
Bank before it decided whether to finance the project. It was therefore not meant to 
support Brazilian governmental planning (Teixeira, 2008, pp. 63-71). 

Another important initiative worth mentioning in this period was an attempt by 
the São Paulo State Council for the Environment (CONSEMA) to establish a SEA 
system for the state. The proposal was a system that would be similar to the EIA one, 
with the only difference that it would refer to policies, plans and programs (PPPs). 
Hence it would be a sort of an environmental licensing of PPPs, instead of an 
instrument of planning in order to insert environmental considerations into the PPP 
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elaboration phase. The proposal was rejected by the other sectors of government 
(Sánchez, 2008, pp. 13-14; Teixeira, 2008, pp. 63-71). 

The second phase (1999-2007) was marked by voluntary initiatives of some 
sectors of government and by the involvement of the federal and some state 
governments with capacity building for the realization of SEAs and discussions on the 
establishment of a national SEA system (Teixeira, 2008, p. 73). According to 
Sánchez, one of the factors that boosted the discussions was the difficulty to license 
large infrastructure projects due to the limitations of the EIA (Sánchez, 2008, p. 15). 

In 2002 the first SEA Manual was published by the Ministry of the Environment 
in order to spread information about the instrument. It was based on the experience of 
several capacity building and pilot projects, in particular the sectors of energy, 
transportation and planning (Teixeira, 2008, p. 73). In 2003, a bill was proposed in 
Congress without success, intending to change the Brazilian National Environmental 
Law (6938/81), in order to make SEAs obligatory for PPPs (Sánchez, 2008, p. 14). 

Along with many isolated initiatives, the Ministry of the Environment 
coordinated discussions on the standard incorporation of SEAs in strategic planning at 
the federal level. In 2005 and 2006, negotiations led by that ministry and the Ministry 
of Planning aimed at incorporating the SEA practice into the policy-making processes 
of each ministry. The idea was that each of them would develop its own SEA system 
and methodologies adapted to its planning and decision-making processes. Much 
progress was booked, however negotiations were brought to a standstill in 2006 
(Teixeira, 2008, pp. 77-79). 
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5 The case study: Describing the process 

5.1 The proposed enterprise 
 

The Madeira River 
The Madeira River is the second largest river of the Amazon, being the main 
subsidiary of the Amazon River. It is 1,700km long and can be up to 1.5km broad. It 
has an average outflow of 23,000m3/s, being responsible for about 15% of the water 
transported by the Amazon River to the Atlantic Ocean. Moreover, it carries half of 
all Amazon’s sediment load, providing critical nutrients to downstream species and 
farming communities. Its basin encompasses territories in Brazil, Peru and Bolivia 
and covers about one fourth of the Brazilian Amazon and a total of around 1.5 million 
sq km (about three times the size of Spain). It is formed by the rivers Guaporé, 
Mamoré and Beni, which have their origin in the Andean plateau (Ortiz, 2007, p. 3). 
 
The Santo Antônio and Jirau Dams; IIRSA and PAC 
The Santo Antônio and Jirau Dams form together the largest hydroelectric project in 
the Amazon up to now. It will add an installed generation capacity of 6,450MW to the 
National Integrated System (SIN – Sistema Integrado Nacional). The total costs of the 
construction of the two dams are unclear. From an estimation of R$15 billion made by 
BNDES in 2003, the expected costs went up to over R$25 billion as estimated by 
Aneel in 2007 (Gaspar, 2007). 

Date and source estimate 
Billion 
US$ 

Billion R$ (exchange rate of the 
time of the estimate) 

BNDES – Aug/03 5.2 15.2 

Ministry of Planning – Jul/05 6.2 15.1 

Furnas – Feb/06 9.3 21.7 

Consultant ‘Excelência 
Energética’ – May/06 

10.0 21.7 

ANEEL – Apr/07 12.6 25.7 
       Table 1: Estimate of total costs of the two dams; source: Gaspar (2007) 

In order to connect the dams to the national grid, a 2,500km long transmission 
line will be built, integrating Rondônia to the SIN. 

The project of the two dams is included in the Initiative for the Integration of 
Regional Infrastructure in South-America (IIRSA) and is the main project of the 
Brazil-Bolivia-Peru hub27. 

Although we frequently refer to the Madeira Complex meaning only the Santo 
Antônio and Jirau Dams, the broader IIRSA project, which is also often referred to as 
the Madeira Complex, includes two additional dams and two navigation locks that 
will open a 4,200km waterway that is expected to be used mainly for the 
transportation of soybeans, timber and minerals to Atlantic and Pacific ports 
(BankTrack, 2009). 

                                                 
27 The projects of the Initiative are structured into 10 different regional hubs (see www.iirsa.org). 
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The waterway will connect a large 
region of Brazil, Peru and Bolivia to the 
ports of the Atlantic Ocean, decreasing 
significantly transportation costs for the 
export of agricultural production. It will 
also improve Brazilian access to the ports 
of the Pacific. Since the first rubber boom 
in the 19th century, many attempts have 
been made to improve transportation in that 
region (Switkes, 2008, pp. 17-19).  

In January 2007, the project was 
included in the newly launched PAC 
(Programa de Aceleração do Crescimento 
- Growth Acceleration Program) as one of 
its most important projects, increasing the 
pressure for its licensing (BankTrack, 
2009). 

The expectation is that Santo Antônio 

will be ready to produce in 2,012 and Jirau 
in 2013. 

 
 

 
Figure 6: the planned waterway with the indication of the obstacles to be eliminated through the 
construction of the four dams; credit: Furnas (originally only in Portuguese). 

The Environmental Impact Assessment defined the area of indirect impact of the 
enterprise as amounting to 23,520 sq km. The area of direct impact, including the 

Figure 5: project Madeira River Complex,
including the Santo Antônio and Jirau 
Dams (AHEs); credit: Furnas and 
Odebrecht. 
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reservoir and the supporting infra-structure, is expected to be 369 sq km for Jirau and 
269 sq km for Santo Antônio. According to the EIA, 2,849 people will be directly 
impacted, 1,087 by Jirau and 1,762 by Santo Antônio. However, many organizations,  
such as Instituto Polis, which pursued an study commissioned by the municipality of 
Porto Velho, argue that several communities were not included in that counting 
(Instituto-Polis, 2006, pp. 16-18). 
 
Other related projects 
According to Luiz Fernando Novoa Garzon, besides the Madeira River Complex, the 
Brazilian government has planned to realize many other large infrastructure projects 
in the region in order to boost economic development, such as: the natural gas 
pipeline Urucu-Porto Velho, the pavement of the road BR-319 (Porto Velho – 
Manaus) and the Inter-Ocean road (connecting Rio Branco to the Peruvian Pacific 
ports) (Garzon, 2008b, p. 38). Isabella Freire of Conservation International mentions a 
few more enterprises in the region that will increase the impact of the Madeira 
Complex: the recovery of the roads BR-364 (Porto Velho – Cuiabá) and BR-317 
(Porto Velho – Rio Branco) (Máximo, 2007). In this way, the Madeira Complex 
cannot be seen as an isolated project but is related to a whole series of enterprises that 
should foster economic development and urbanization in the region and have 
cumulative impacts that go beyond the sum of the impacts of all individual projects.  

5.2 Short description of the main stakeholders 
This section succinctly describes the main stakeholders involved in the licensing 
process of the Madeira dams. They were divided into six groups for didactic and 
analytical reasons (see table 2). For a more comprehensive list and description of the 
main actors, see Appendix 4. 
 
Large economic interest within the Federal Government 
The project of the Santo Antônio and Jirau Dams is backed by very strong economic 
interests. It is seen as important for the country’s economic development and was 
therefore made a priority of the federal government. Its importance is twofold. The 
first point is the need for expansion of the energy sector in order to meet Brazilian 
growing demand. This is the reason why the project was fiercely defended by the 
Ministry of Mines and Energy – MME – and had the support of ANEEL, Brazilian 
electricity regulatory agency. 

The other main economic interest behind the project has to do with the 
government’s ambition to foster export by improving transportation infrastructure.  
For this reason, the Madeira complex is the most prominent part of the Peru-Brazil-
Bolivia hub of the IIRSA initiative and that is one of the main reasons why it has the 
strong support of President Lula, also observed in the efforts of his Chief of Staff 
Office (Casa Civil) to push the project forward. An element that certainly helped to 
put the project high in the agenda was the fact that Lula’s Chief of Staff, Dilma 
Rouseff, is also the ex-Minister of Mines and Energy and a great defender of the 
dams. The fact that the project is one of the main ones in PAC is an indication of how 
high a priority it is for Brazilian economic development plans. 

Another big player from the governmental side is BNDES, Brazilian 
development bank, which committed to finance 75% of the project. 
 
 
 



 37

Skepticism within the government 
Nonetheless, not all the sectors of the federal government are in the same line. 
Especially CONAMA, the Ministry of the Environment – MMA - and IBAMA (the 
national environmental agency linked to the MMA and the competent authority of the 
licensing process) are skeptical about it, particularly due to concerns about the 
irreversible environmental impacts and the increase in urbanization in the Amazon 
that the projects are expected to foster. 

Table 2: Groups of stakeholders and their main concerns 
Category 
stake/stakeholders 

Example stakeholders Main interests 

large economic interests 
within Federal Government 

presidency; President’s 
Chief of Staff Office; 
MME; BNDES 

expansion of the energy 
sector; foster export 

 
skepticism within Federal 
Government 

 
CONAMA; MMA; 
IBAMA 

concerns about the 
irreversible impacts and 
about increase of 
urbanization in the 
Amazon 

 
the entrepreneurs 

Furnas; Odebrecht; 
CEMIG; Camargo 
Correia; Suez; Chesf; 
Eletrosul 

profit; market expansion; 
expansion energy sector 

 
regional economic interests 
 

Rondônia State 
Government; Municipality 
of Porto Velho; Fiero; 
FeComercio; CUT 

Royalties; local economic 
growth; employment 

 
 
organized civil society that 
opposes the dams 

national and international 
organizations ( IRN; 
Amazon Watch; BIC; 
Amigos da Terra 
Amazônia Brasileira; 
FBOMS; WWF-Brasil; 
COAIB; Rede Brasil 
sobre Instituições 
Fincanceiras Multilaterais; 
Platform Dhesca); 
local civil society 
organizations (CIMI; 
CPT; Kanindé; GTA; 
OSR; Rioterra; MAB; 
Apremara) 

concerns about increasing 
deforestation and about 
the negative impacts to 
biodiversity and to local 
communities; contestation 
of the dominant 
development model or of 
the lack of local 
ownership 

 
riverside communities 

at least 30 communities 
upstream and 28 
downstream of the dams 

impacts on their 
subsistence; employment 
opportunities 

The entrepreneurs 
The preliminary license, which has to be given before the auction takes place, was 
required by a consortium formed by two very large Brazilian corporations: Furnas, a 
state-owned company of the electric sector, and Odebrecht, a large company of the 
construction sector. These two were the project proponents during the first part of the 
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licensing process, up to the emission of the preliminary license, and were therefore 
responsible for the EIA. They were later joined by CEMIG, another large Brazilian 
company of the energy sector, to form the consortium that won the auction for the 
Santo Antônio Dam. 

The auction for Jirau was won by a consortium formed by the constructor 
Camargo Correia and Suez, a French corporation of the electrical sector. Both are 
very large multinational corporations. Camargo Correia was in 2009 involved in a 
major scandal of corruption, involving the bribery of politicians and policy-makers. 
Its influence in the government is very significant. Suez and Camargo Correia were 
joined by Chesf and Eletrosul to form the consortium Energia Sustentável do Brasil, 
which will be responsible for Jirau. 
 
Regional economic interests 
Rondônia is, on the one hand, a state with serious problems of infrastructure, but, on 
the other hand, it has one of the highest economic growth rates in the country. 
Rondônia state government and the municipality of Porto Velho support the project 
due to the immense amount of resources that it is expected to canalize to the region in 
the form of royalties, taxes and investments. For example, only for the Santo Antônio 
Dam, Porto Velho is expected to collect about R$ 224 million of ISS (Imposto sobre 
Serviço – Tax on Service), an average of R$ 37.3 million per year during the six years 
of construction (Santo_Antônio_Energia, 2009). As for royalties, after the beginning 
of the operation of the dams, the municipality of Porto Velho and the State 
Government of Rondônia are each expected to receive around R$ 77 million a year 
for Santo Antônio and around R$ 29 million for Jirau 
(Energia_Sustentável_do_Brasil, 2009; Santo_Antônio_Energia, 2009)28. 

The construction and operation of the dams are expected to generate a boom in 
the regional economy. The city of Porto Velho, for example, is expected to have an 
economic growth of 7% in 2009 (compared to the 2%-3% growth of the country’s 
economy as a result of the financial crisis). Moreover, the city’s economy will benefit 
from the position of major port for soya destined for Europe and Asia, if the waterway 
is realized (Sciaudone, 2009). 

For those reasons, among the private actors of the state, Rondônia Industrial 
Federation (Fiero: Federação das Indústrias de Rondônia) and Rondônia Trade 
Federation (FeComércio: Federação do Comércio de Rondônia) were two of the most 
active defenders of the project. Labor unions such as CUT (Central Única dos 
Trabalhadores) also supported the project due to the employment it is expected to 
generate. 

These local groups were at times critical towards the intensions of the central 
government and towards the entrepreneurs, skeptical about the extent to which the 
economic benefits of the project would stay in the region. Two of the main 
discussions related to who would supply the raw materials for the construction and to 
the hiring of local workers. There was also a debate about where the produced energy 
would be sold: if all of it would go to the more industrialized southeast of Brazil. 
Local groups wanted to guarantee that Rondônia would have cheap energy in the 
quantity it needs for its economic development. 
 
 

                                                 
28 Energia Sustentável do Brasil is the consortium formed by GDF Suez (formerly only Suez); Chesf; 
Eletrosul and Camargo Correia for the realization of the Jirau Hydroelectric Dam. 
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The organized civil society that opposes the dams 
As any large infrastructure project in the Amazon, this one also came across an 
intense debate about the risks of increasing deforestation and about the impacts to 
biodiversity and to the local communities, mainly indigenous peoples and riverside 
dwellers (ribeirinhos). Bearing in mind the extent of the expected impacts, it is not 
surprising that these mega-projects called the attention of national and international 
civil society organizations and networks. Some of the main active ones in the 
opposition to the dams were: International Rivers Network, Amazon Watch, Bank 
Information Center, Amigos da Terra Amazônia Brasileira, FBOMS, WWF-Brasil, 
COIAB, Rede Brasil sobre Instituições Financeiras Multilaterais and Platform 
DhESCA. 

The local civil society in Rondônia also formed an alliance to contest the 
projects. Some of the main groups in this alliance were: the research group Grupo de 
Pesquisa em Energia Renovável e Sustentável da UNIR (University of Rondônia’s 
Research Group on Renewable and Sustainable Energy); the catholic organization for 
indigenous rights CIMI; the catholic organization for rural minorities CPT; the 
environmental NGO Kanindé; the civil society network GTA; the organization of 
rubber tappers OSR; the NGO Rioterra; the anti-dam movement MAB; and the 
environmental NGO Apremara29. 

In January 2006, they published the manifest Viva o Rio Madeira Vivo together 
with the creation of the website www.riomadeiravivo.org. The main topics they dealt 
with were: the loss of historical heritage; the relocation of about two thousand 
riverside dwellers; impacts on fishery; the fast and uncontrolled growth of Porto 
Velho’s population; the silting up of the Madeira River upstream from the dams; and 
the impacts on the plants and animals in the natural reserves located in the area of 
influence of the dams (Switkes, 2008, p. 36). 

In 2006, some members of the alliance left it due to internal conflicts and ended 
up forming the Forum Independente Popular do Rio Madeira. As it will be explained 
later, this splitting weakened the coalition and was often seen as one of the major 
difficulties in the struggle against the dams. 

The actors that oppose the dams are regularly seen as one single group, but they 
are better understood if divided into at least three, although it is a blur division and 
they overlap each other. The first is a group of those who oppose major infrastructure 
projects in the Amazon in general because they are expected to foster deforestation 
and/or put indigenous populations in a (even more) vulnerable position. They are 
often by principle against such projects and refuse to cooperate in any form with the 
proponents of such projects. 

The second one is the group of people that contest the dominant development 
model and demand an alternative development strategy that focuses on local 
necessities instead of on macroeconomic interests. 

The third group, in turn, is composed by those that believe in the dominant 
development model and, therefore, engage in the resistance against the enterprise not 
because they oppose the project itself but because they oppose the lack of local 
ownership in it. There are two main (non-exclusive) views that strongly influence this 
group. The first can be best described by its similarity to the dependency theory30, 

                                                 
29 Some of these organizations, such as MAB, CIMI and CPT, are national organizations. In this 
analysis, however, they were included in the group of local organizations due to their decentralized 
structures and because they were more active in the local than in the national level. 
30 According to Ari Miguel Teixeira Ott (2002), the dependency theory is the most widespread theory 
on development in Brazil. Dependency theorists argue that ‘underdevelopment’ is the result of a 
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while the second is more focused on a framework of class struggle. In the first case, 
Rondônia is seen as belonging to the country’s periphery that is exploited by the 
center, represented by Brazilian industrial Southeast and multinational corporations. 
In this way, they are in favor of investments in infrastructure. However, in spite of the 
large expected revenue for the local government in the form of taxes and royalties, 
they are skeptic about decisions made in the center and are afraid of having to cope 
with the socioenvironmental impacts while most of the benefits of the projects go to 
external actors. In the second case, widespread in the local riverside communities, the 
same fear is central that they will be left with the impacts without being able to share 
the benefits. The difference is that they refer to their condition as poor instead of as 
periphery and struggle against the existing tendency that the benefits of such projects 
are exclusive for the local and national elites. These views are supported by the 
widespread idea that the entrepreneurs of the Madeira dams will have easy and 
extraordinary profit. There is also a strong perception that those in favor of the dams 
(among the poor or among the locals) have been bought or are naïve and have 
consequently been misled. 
 
The riverside communities 
The participatory process with the potentially impacted communities included 30 
communities upstream from Santo Antônio and 28 communities downstream31. The 
Environmental Impact Assessment identified 2,849 people that will be directly 
impacted by the dams’ reservoirs. However, there were many communities that were 
not included in the first studies that will also be impacted such as Porto Seguro and 
Joana Dark. Only the last one houses around 1,070 families (Instituto-Polis, 2006, p. 
18). 

According to MAB, more than 10 thousand people will have to be relocated for 
the realization of the whole Madeira Complex Project as planned under IIRSA, which 
includes all four dams. 

The riverside dwellers are in general worried about the impacts on their 
subsistence, especially those who will be relocated or will have their economic 
activities impacted. Moreover, they are concerned about the employment 
opportunities that the enterprise will generate for them. 

                                                                                                                                            
historic process in which ‘the Third World’ was ascribed a peripheral position in the globe and was 
made dependent on the centre, the ‘developed’ countries of the ‘First World’. They claim that 
‘underdevelopment’ is a result of the functioning of the global capitalist system, which marginalises the 
periphery for the benefit of the centre. These relationship center-periphery repeats at the national and 
local levels, reproducing the same dynamics of exploitation (Teixeira Ott, 2002, p. 48). About the 
dependency theory, see also Hewitt (2000, p. 286) and Thomas (2000, p. 46). 
31 Upstream: Betel, cachoeira dos Macacos, Engenho Novo, Ilha de Teotônio, Jaci Paraná, Joana Darci 
Ribeirinho, Joana Darc II Ribeirinho, Joana Darc III Ramais 17, 19 and 24, Morrinhos, Padre Eterno, 
Porto Seguro, Ramal do Arrependido, Santo Antônio, São Domingos, Teotônio, Trata Serio / Bela 
Vista, Zeca Gordo, Mutum Paraná, Praia do Avião, Linha Progresso, Abunã, Fortaleza do Abunã, 
Caldeirão do Inferno, Ramal Primavera, PA São Francisco, Embaúba, Ramal São Lourenço. 
Downstream: Aliança, Belmonte, Boa Vitória, Bom Jardim, Brasileira, Calama, Cujubim Grande, 
Cujubinzinho, Curicacas, Demarcação, Ilha de Iracema, Ilha nova, Itacoã, Lago do Cuniã, Linha da 
Amizade, Estudante, Mutuns, Nazaré, Niterói, Nova Aliança, Nova Esperança, Papagaios, Ressaca, 
Santa Catarina, Santo Expedito, São Carlos, São Miguel, São Sebastião. 
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5.3 Description of the licensing process of the Madeira 
complex32 

The beginning of the process 
The first project of a hydroelectric dam in the Madeira River dates from the 1970s, 
when large investments were made for the development of that region and for its 
integration with the rest of the country. The project envisaged one single dam in the 
Teotônio waterfall and was never realized. 

In 2001, the Brazilian electricity regulatory agency, ANEEL, authorized 
Odebrecht, a mega Brazilian construction company, and Furnas, a state-owned 
electrical company, to pursue a new inventory of the river. After studying three 
possible locations for the dam, they concluded that they could avoid the inundation of 
Bolivian territory by substituting the single dam in the Teotônio waterfall by two 
dams in Santo Antônio and Jirau falls (Switkes, 2008, pp. 20-22). The inventory (of 
the stretch between the city of Porto Velho and the village of Abunã, at the Bolivian 
border), was approved by Aneel in December 2002 (Aneel’s judgment n.817). 
 
The Term of Reference 
In August 2003, Furnas Centrais Eléctricas S.A., representing the consortium formed 
by it with Construtora Norberto Odebrecht S.A., requested IBAMA to open the 
process for the emission of the environmental license for the Santo Antônio and the 
Jirau Dams. Because it is a river that runs in more than one state and because of the 
expected large impacts, the licensing process falls under the jurisdiction of IBAMA, 
at the federal level (Switkes, 2008, p. 30). 

The licensing started with the negotiation of the content of the Term of 
Reference (ToR) for the EIA. Although the legislation does not provide for public 
debate on the ToR, on the 14th of May 2004, IBAMA held a public meeting in Porto 
Velho to present and discuss its draft, with ninety four people present. On the 23rd of 
September, IBAMA sent Furnas the final version of the ToR, which the latter 
contested, among other things for demanding a too comprehensive study. After a 
subsequent meeting with Furnas (January 19, 2005), IBAMA agreed to lower the 
requirements (IBAMA, 2003, pp. 105-191; Switkes, 2008, p. 31). 

Before that meeting, the regional coverage area for the studies (AAR: Área de 
Abrangência Regional) had been determined as the whole basin of the Madeira River. 
In the meeting at IBAMA with the entrepreneurs, it was agreed that the AAR would 
be reduced. Criticizing this decision, the Technical Information IT 071/2007 of the 
Public Attorney’s Office of April 20, 2007 concluded the following: “We consider 
that the AAR was effective for the contextualization of the existing and the planned 
projects in the region drained by the Madeira River in our national territory, however 
it did not make an effective contribution to the evaluation of impacts”33 (Silva, Lima, 
Lopes, Amenomori, & Filho, 2007, p. 9). In the negotiation with IBAMA, Furnas also 
managed to exclude from the requirements the analysis of the impacts of the 
transmission line (IBAMA, 2003, pp. 131-168; Switkes, 2008, p. 33). 

 

                                                 
32 For a more detailed and schematic timeline of the process as well as the belonging references, see 
appendix 5. 
33 Translated from Portuguese: “Considera-se que a AAR foi eficaz para a contextualização de projetos 
previstos e existentes na região drenada pelo rio Madeira em território nacional, mas não trouxe 
contribuição efetiva para a avaliação de impactos”. 



 

 

 



The studies 
Because the projects of the two dams were closely related, their impacts were evaluated 
together in one single Environmental Impact Assessment – EIA. It was coordinated by the 
consultant LEME Engenharia. In the beginning of the studies, Furnas also hired a local 
organization, CPPT-Cuniã, to help with the communication with the riverside communities. 
CPPT-Cuniã, a NGO based in Porto Velho that has much experience working with riverside 
communities, was responsible for explaining to the members of the communities about the 
project and the EIA. In a second moment (in 2006), CPPT-Cuniã gave support to the 
participatory process carried out by MPS. 

On August 18th 2005, Furnas held the first of two meetings in Brasília to discuss a 
general study it had commissioned on the infrastructure projects in the Madeira River, 
including the waterway. The studies were done by the consultant Arcadis Tetraplan and were 
called the ‘Strategic Environmental Assessment – SEA - of the Madeira River Complex’ 
(Avaliação Ambiental Estratégica - AAE – do Complexo do Rio Madeira), although they 
were too superficial to be classified as a SEA. A series of meetings for the same purpose were 
held later, including meetings in Porto Velho (March 28th and 29th, 2005) and Rio Branco 
(April 29th and 30th, 2005). On November 11th 2005, the consultant Marcelo Gonçalvez de 
Lima delivered the Technical Report 141/2005 to IBAMA, in which he criticized the 
superficiality of this study and argued for the necessity of a comprehensive Strategic 
Environmental Assessment. 

On the 25th of May 2005, Furnas requested the Preliminary License (LP: Licença 
Prévia), delivering the following three documents: the EIA in three volumes; its executive 
summary (RIMA); and the report of the more general study, which they had named ‘SEA’ -  
“Complexo do Rio Madeira – Avaliação Ambiental Estratégica”. IBAMA sent the ‘SEA’ to 
the Ministry of the Environment for its evaluation (August 30th, 2005). 
 
Pressure from within the government 
On the 21st of June 2005, Dilma Rousseff became President Lula’s Chief of Staff (Ministra 
da Casa Civil). She had been Minister of Mines and Energy since January 2003. In January 
2007, Lula’s government’s Growth Acceleration Program (PAC: Programa de Aceleração do 
Crescimento) was launched and the Madeira dams became one of its main projects. Roussef 
became responsible for pushing PAC forward. This function combined with her background 
as the ex-Minister of Mines and Energy led her to make the Madeira dams a high priority of 
President Lula’s government. 

In the end of that year (December 20th, 2005), the new Minister of Mines and Energy 
Silas Rondeau Cavalcante Silva sent an official warning to the Minister of the Environment 
Marina Silva about the strategic importance of the two hydroelectric dams for the country, 
urging her to accelerate the licensing process. This was the earliest of a series of incidents 
that points out to much political pressure on the licensing of the dams. Another of these 
incidents was a letter, a year later (January 9th, 2007), sent by the executive secretary of the 
Ministry of Justice at the same time to the president of IBAMA, to Lula’s Chief of Staff’s 
Office, to the Ministry of Mines and Energy, to the Ministry of the Environment, and to 
FUNAI (a governmental agency that falls under the Ministry of Justice and is responsible for 
the implementation of Brazil’s indigenous policy). In the letter, that ministry recognizes the 
strategic importance of the enterprise and commits itself to cooperate in order to enable a fast 
emission of the environmental licenses. The pressure of other segments of government on the 
environmental sector increased further after IBAMA’s experts emitted a negative advice 
about the enterprise in 2007, as will be explained below. 
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Analyses of the EIA and complementary studies 
In February 2006, IBAMA’s experts required complementary studies, which were delivered 
two months later. After other two months, IBAMA concluded the complementary studies did 
not suffice and called for more complementation, which was delivered by Furnas in the 
beginning of August (August 7th, 2006). The complementary studies required were related to 
areas such as hydrosedimentology, downriver impacts, fishes and water quality (Switkes, 
2008, p. 33). About a month later, IBAMA decided that, in spite of some (not impeditive) 
pending issues, the EIA was ready to be submitted to public scrutiny in public hearings. 

At the same period that Furnas was engaged with the complementary studies, the Public 
Attorney’s Office (MP: Ministério Público) signed an agreement with Odebrecht for it to 
finance an independent analysis of the EIA. Although paid by Odebrecht, the experts were 
chosen by the MP. They were hired via the consulting company COBRAPE. COBRAPE’s 
report was presented in a public hearing organized by the MP on the 27th of November 2006 
and was since then used by numerous NGOs to criticize the enterprise and by the MP itself as 
ground for several civil lawsuits against both IBAMA and the entrepreneurs. 

Around the same period (March 2006), Furnas hired the consultant MPS to analyze 
their methodology for the EIA’s participatory process. MPS is a consultant from São Paulo 
specialized in territorial and urbanistic projects and planning that make use of a participatory 
methodology. Some informants stated that Furnas had become concerned with the quality of 
participation within the studies due to pressure of the Public Attorney’s Office, which had 
supposedly threatened to commission an independent participatory process34. MPS analyzed 
and criticized Furnas planned participatory process for its superficiality and proposed a more 
comprehensive one that would allow for better mobilization and capacity building and would 
include more efforts to capture the aspirations and concerns of the riverside dwellers. Furnas 
ended up hiring MPS to conduct a much more comprehensive participatory process than it 
had at first planned. The main part of the process conducted by MPS took place between 
April and July 2006, before the public hearings and in preparation for them. It focused on the 
riverside communities that were expected to be affected by the construction of the dams. It 
included 32 meetings in 8 different locations (a series of four meetings per location). All the 
meetings counted with the presence of representatives of IBAMA and of the local 
government. The meetings in Porto Velho were the least attended. This participatory process 
went on until August 2007, when a report synthesizing the main proposals of the 
communities was delivered to the mayor of Porto Velho. 
 
The public hearings 
Four public hearings were planned. Two of them, namely in Abunã (November 8th, 2006) and 
Mutum-Paraná (November 9th, 2006), had to be postponed at the last moment because of a 
judicial decision that followed a civil lawsuit by the Public Attorney’s Office. These two 
hearings only happened at the end of that month (November 29th and 30th, 2006). The lawsuit 
contested the legality of the hearings, arguing that the studies were incomplete and that the 
local inhabitants had been poorly informed. The whole infrastructure had already been put in 
place and many people had been mobilized for the hearings when the official decision 
arrived. Representatives of IBAMA, of the local government and of Furnas took the 
opportunity to address the audience and lament the legal decision, speaking of the lawsuit as 
an attack to democracy, arguing that the intention of the MP and the NGOs behind the 
lawsuit was to hinder dialogue. 

                                                 
34 This information was confirmed by a public attorney of the Rondônia State Public Attorney’s Office (MPE-
RO). 
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After IBAMA’s successful appeal at the federal level, the two last planned hearings did 
take place according to schedule (November 10th, 2006 in Jacy-Paraná and November 11th, 
2006 in Porto Velho). They were attended by 800 and 1100 people, respectively. From 
November 8th to 11th, Furnas and Odebrecht made 36 busses and vans, 2 boats and 2 taxis 
available to assist commuting the local population to the locations where the hearings took 
place. The hearings in Abunã and Mutum Paraná counted with the presence of 404 and 669 
people respectively. For these last two hearings, 22 busses and vans were made available to 
assist commuting the local community members (Deberdt et al., 2007, pp. 7-8). 

All the hearings started with a presentation of the enterprise and an explanation of the 
licensing system. Subsequently, they explained what an EIA is and how this one was 
pursued. Then the conclusions of the EIA were presented. The last part constituted of what 
they call a ‘debate’, which was actually a section of questions and answers, in which 
everyone (who had inscribed him/herself during a fifteen-minute break) had the opportunity 
to ask questions or make comments. Each person was given 3 minutes, and then IBAMA or 
the entrepreneur had 3 minutes to answer. The participant was then given 3 more minutes for 
a follow-up question of comment, after which IBAMA or the entrepreneur had again three 
minutes to answer. This part of the hearing had no time limit, which meant that it went on 
until everyone had had a chance to speak. In all the hearing, lunch was served. 

In January 2007 (January 1st, 2007), IBAMA realized a public meeting in Calama, due 
to complaints that there had been no public hearings downstream of the planned dams. 
 
Crisis 014/2007 
On the 21st of March 2007, eight of IBAMA’s experts emitted a ‘final’ technical report of 
221 pages (Parecer Técnico 014/2007), in which they stated not being able to attest the 
socioenvironmental viability of the project. The report argues that there is too much 
uncertainty in relation to the expected impacts and accuses a lack of commitment with the 
local impacted population: “Given the high level of uncertainty involved in the process; the 
identification of impacted areas not included in the study; the lack of determination of the 
dimension of various impacts and the correspondent mitigation measures and environmental 
control necessary to guarantee the wellbeing of the population and sustainable use of the 
natural resources; and the necessary observation of the Precautionary Principle, the technical 
team concluded not to be possible to attest the environmental viability of the Santo Antônio 
and Jirau Hydroelectric Dams, being the pursuit of a new more comprehensive 
Environmental Impact Assessment imperative, including the analyses of impacts in the 
national territory as well as in neighboring ones and the realization of new public hearings. 
Therefore, we recommend not to emit the Preliminary License35” (Deberdt et al., 2007, pp. 
220-221). 

This report and the consequent reactions to it changed significantly the course of the 
process, if not of the whole history of Brazilian environmental licensing system. What 
followed was a political battle with much media upheaval. 

On the 30th of that same month (March 30th, 2007), Luiz Felipe Kunz, IBAMA’s 
Director of Environmental Licensing, published his official judgment rejecting the Technical 

                                                 
35 Translated from Portuguese: “Dado o elevado grau de incerteza envolvido no processo; a identificação de 
áreas afetadas não contempladas no Estudo; o não dimensionamento de vários impactos com ausência de 
medidas mitigadoras e de controle ambiental necessárias à garantia do bem-estar das populações e uso 
sustentável dos recursos naturais; e a necessária observância do Princípio da Precaução, a equipe técnica 
concluiu não ser possível atestar a viabilidade ambiental dos aproveitamentos Hidrelétricos Santo Antônio e 
jirau, sendo imperiosa a realização de novo Estudo de Impacto Ambiental, mais abrangente, tanto em território 
nacional como em territórios transfronteiriços, incluindo a realização de novas audiências públicas. Portanto, 
recomenda-se a não emissão da Licença Prévia”. 
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Report 014/2007, calling for a new analysis by other experts and the emission of a new 
report. He argued that the time was for complementary studies and condemned the report’s 
recommendation to pursue a new EIA. Subsequently, various individuals with a central role 
in this licensing process were replaced, including the Licensing Director Kunz himself. Two 
informants argued that Kunz claimed to have rejected the Technical Report 014/2007 because 
he was under pressure, but this is an accusation that is hard to prove. 

On the 26th of April 2007, a totally unexpected presidential decree created the Chico 
Mendes Institute, dividing IBAMA into two. Roughly, part of IBAMA is now called Chico 
Mendes Institute and is responsible for taking care of preservation reserves. In protest against 
the measure, which had not been announced in advance, IBAMA’s staff went on a strike that 
lasted from May 14th to July 18th, 2007. The strike movement accused the government of 
purposely weakening IBAMA as an institution in order to ease the licensing of large 
infrastructure projects such as the Madeira Complex. 

In May and June of that year (2007), the industrial and commercial sectors in Rondônia 
allied with the local, regional and national governments intensified a large campaign they 
were conducting in favor of the construction of the dam. During those months, at least 26 
motions supporting the enterprise were sent to IBAMA by labor unions, associations of 
professionals (e.g. engineers and architects), industrial and commercial federations, etc. 

Because of the upheaval in the media about the project, many more actors got involved 
in both sides of the dispute. 

The National Council for the Environment (CONAMA) passed a motion criticizing the 
licensing process for the low quality of the EIA (May 18th, 2007). It also criticized the 
development model behind the project, based on large investments that do not consider the 
reality and necessities of local populations. 

On the 25th of May 2007, President Lula requested a meeting about the two dams. 
Among others, he counted with the presence of Dilma Rouseff (his Chief of Staff - Ministra 
da Casa Civil), Marina Silva (Minister of the Environment), Nelson Hübner (Interim Minister 
of Mines and Energy), Bazileu Alvez Margarido Neto (IBAMA’s interim President), Valter 
Muchagata (the new IBAMA’s Licensing Director), representatives of the entrepreneurs and 
a list of consultants. The most striking about this meeting was the character of the discussion. 
They did not talk about how IBAMA conducts licensing processes in general, the legislation, 
principles that should be observed or the capacity of the involved institutions. They instead 
dealt with specific elements that were supposedly hampering that one process. For example, 
they discussed how to deal with the fact that there would be great loss of biodiversity 
(especially in relation to the expected massive death of fish). The President concluded that 
the best strategy for a faster emission of the license was to attach conditions to it related to 
the problems raised. His point of view was supported by a statement of the Minister of the 
Federal Attorneys Office (Advocacia-Geral da União). He said that he expected the decision 
to be judicially contested. Yet they had analyzed the case and were convinced that once 
IBAMA emitted the license, they would be able to defend it against the expected lawsuits. 
 
The emission of the Preliminary License 
On July 9th 2007, Roberto Messias Franco (the new IBAMA’s Licensing Director), signed a 
new ‘final’ technical report recommending the emission of the Preliminary License and 
suggesting several conditions to be attached to it. The license was emitted in the same day by 
Balizeu Alves Margarido Neto, then IBAMA’s interim president. 

After the emission of the licenses, the auctions could take place. The auction for Santo 
Antônio happened on December 10th 2007, and that of Jirau on May 19th, 2008. 

The consortium of Furnas and Odebrecht won the auction for Santo Antônio. The 
consortium formed by Camargo Correia and Suez won the auction for Jirau with a proposal 
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that changed the location of the dam. This change in the project was target of much criticism 
and subject of a few civil lawsuits. Yet, the changes ended up being accepted.  

In May 2008, Marina Silva, the Minister of the Environment resigned. Many believe 
that her resignation was in part related to the disputes around the licensing of the Madeira 
Complex. 

On August 11th 2008, the Installation License (LI: Licença de Instalação) was emitted 
for the Santo Antônio Dam, authorizing the beginning of the construction. The LI for Jirau 
came a few months later, on November 13th 2008. Because the consortium that won the 
auction of Jirau had presented a project that changed the location of the dam, the LI for Jirau 
was first emitted as a partial license in order to authorize the beginning of the construction, 
while IBAMA was still examining the last studies to confirm the viability of the change. The 
definitive license was emitted on June 3rd 2009. 
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6 The case study: Effectiveness of participation 
In the theoretical framework, I identified three indicators to evaluate effectiveness of public 
participation in environmental policy: capacity building; mediation; and governmental 
responsiveness. I also argued that the analysis of capacity building was too complex for the 
limited scope of this study. Therefore, now I turn to the application of the other two 
indicators in the case of the Madeira dams. 

6.1 Mediation 
In relation to the participatory process’ function of mediation, I focused on four aspects. First, 
I analyzed if participation fostered dialogue between opposing parties. As it will be shown 
below, it provided limited opportunity for dialogue. Second, I looked at the perceptions 
stakeholders had of one another, of the process and of the final decisions. My conclusion is 
that there was a generalized dissatisfaction with the process and that the perceptions in all 
three aspects were very negative. In this way, instead of bringing opposing actors closer to 
one another, the licensing process strengthened an existing tendency towards polarization and 
the gap between groups. I also examined stakeholders’ actions during and after the 
participatory process, concluding that they, from the beginning, tended more towards 
confrontation than towards dialogue and cooperation. During the process, this tendency 
increased. At last, I inquired if the process fostered transparency and mediation in relation to 
conflicting positions within the government, among different sectors and levels. My 
conclusion is that, although it did not foster a coordinated and transparent dialogue, it brought 
some internal conflicts to public debate, which would otherwise probably remain behind 
closed doors. 

6.1.1 Opportunities for dialogue 
Outcomes of the interviews 
My respondents were very consistent in their negative impression of the process in this 
respect. Only two interviewees claimed to be completely satisfied with the amount and 
quality of dialogue. One of them had him/herself been involved in the organization of the 
public hearings and argued that it had been a good process because all stakeholders had been 
heard. The other has a strong bias in favor of the enterprise and demonstrated a certain 
disdain for the contestations raised by the civil society. He argued that the process was 
exemplary because it had been a great development if compared to previous projects such as 
the hydroelectric dams of Samuel, Balbina and Tucuruí. 

It is also important to mention that the two interviewees that praised the participatory 
process had a different reference than the one I am using in this analysis. While, in my 
theoretical framework, I defend the necessity of a multi-level and multi-stakeholder political 
discussion, they focus on the fact that ‘the riverside communities’ had been ‘heard’. 
Moreover, in contrast with these two interviewees, almost all other respondents, including the 
more neutral ones, the ones in favor of the enterprise, and those working in the process (for 
the entrepreneur or for IBAMA) complained that the amount and quality of dialogue was not 
satisfactory. 

Moreover, during the interviews, I tested if my respondents understood well the 
positions of the other stakeholders, which could be expected after an effective mediation 
process. The level of such understanding was very low and, as I will explain below, the 
positions of the ‘others’ were seldom seen as legitimate.  
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Formal participation 
The formal participatory processes, both within the EIA and the public hearings, did not have 
dialogue or conflict resolution as a main focus. 

As mentioned above, the participatory process during the EIA was commissioned by 
Furnas, one of the project proponents, allegedly due to pressure of the Public Attorney’s 
Office.  Furnas hired CPPT-Cuniã to mobilize the communities and MPS to coordinate the 
participatory process on its behalf. The several meetings of this process also had the 
participation of IBAMA and of other representatives of the government. 

Although the process counted with thorough methodology to foster participation, its 
effect in relation to the promotion of dialogue among stakeholders was limited by the fact 
that it focused on separate groups of riverside communities, not involving enough the urban 
organized civil society, neither promoting dialogue among communities nor between urban 
and rural stakeholders. It aimed at informing the local population (with information provided 
by the project proponents, IBAMA and some organizations in favor of the enterprise such as 
FIERO) and to hear the riverside dwellers and make an inventory of their demands and 
viewpoints. In other words, it did not aim at broader conflict resolution. In addition, most 
civil society organizations that opposed the enterprise tended to boycott the process with the 
argument that its only function was to legitimize decisions already made. As a result, the 
officially coordinated debate in the city of Porto Velho was poor and the dialogue between 
urban stakeholders and rural ones was insipient.  

Riverside communities are often of difficult access and, for that reason, it was not easy 
for urban organizations to work together with them due to shortage of resources. A few 
organizations, such as the social movement Movimento dos Atingidos por Barragens – MAB 
- and the NGO ADA Açaí, did develop some activities with riverside communities. Yet, these 
activities did not reach all impacted communities and lacked coordination. MAB was the 
organization that managed to achieve most mobilization within those communities. In spite of 
its initial difficulties, later in the process it succeeded in becoming reasonably influential. 
Nonetheless, that movement frequently chose to work against the official participatory 
process for not believing in it. There is no doubt that MAB’s activities strengthened the 
opposition against the dams and in many ways increased the riverside communities’ capacity 
of resisting the enterprise. Yet, from the point of view of the process’ function as mediation, 
its actions did not contribute to conflict resolution. 

As will be explained later, the public hearings, a central moment in the participatory 
process, did not have a methodology that promoted or even allowed good dialogue.36 
 
Other opportunities for dialogue 
It is also important to mention that, due to the commotion the project caused in society, 
especially in the city of Porto Velho, numerous events were organized to discuss the topic: at 
community centers, universities, schools, religious organizations, political parties, etc. 
Nevertheless, most of these events were organized among peers along the polarization lines 
(which will be dealt with below: in favor vs. against the enterprise), limiting the discussion 
between groups with diverting points of view. 

6.1.2 Perceptions 
First of all, it is important to emphasize that I do not mean at all to judge the merit of any of 
the views or accusations I present below. My only objective is to use them to generate insight 
in how effective the participatory process was in relation to mediation. 

                                                 
36 The methodology of the public hearings will be dealt with when discussing the conditions for effective public 
participation. 
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In the disputes around this project, I observed that those involved in the discussions in 
Rondônia tended to classify the stakeholders according to two poles: the ones against the 
enterprise and the ones in favor. This division follows the lines of an already existing social 
polarization tendency: between those who aspire for the development of the region according 
to the mainstream macroeconomic model and those who defend an alternative development 
model and/or fight for nature conservation and the maintenance of local traditions. Instead of 
promoting dialogue and mutual understanding, this project and the political disputes around it 
increased this polarization tendency, consolidating stereotypes and strengthening mistrust. 
 
Stakeholders’ perceptions of one another 
As mentioned above, I analyzed stakeholders’ perceptions of one another and how the 
participatory process influenced them. During the interviews, I asked every respondent 
engaged in the process to tell me about the main actors and their relationships. They were 
also invited to explain their own objectives and those of the others. Although there were some 
nuances, the division of the stakeholders into two groups along the polarization line 
mentioned above was fairly dominant. Most informants also expressed self-identification 
with one of the groups and did not recognize the position of those on the other side as 
legitimate. The biggest exceptions were some of the governmental staff members and some 
consultants, who claimed to have a neutral position. 

‘Fragmentation of the civil society’ as a major problem 
Among the interviewees, the civil society actors that opposed the project all mentioned the 
‘fragmentation of the civil society’ as one of the main problems concerning public 
participation. Two of the main incidents cited were the creation of the Forum Popular 
Independente do Rio Madeira, by a group of individuals that left the alliance around the 
campaign Viva o Rio Madeira Vivo, and CPPT-Cuniã’s decision to work for Furnas. 

This view that the ‘fragmentation of the civil society’ hindered its participation can be 
interpreted as the result of a framework based on polarization, in which the organizations of 
the civil society belong to the same group, namely the one opposing the enterprise. In this 
way, instead of seeing its ‘fragmentation’ (or heterogeneity) as inherent to the civil society, 
they saw it as a major problem that weakened this block in the struggle. 

Views of the anti-dam actors 
The group of people opposing the enterprise was often characterized as being a small 
minority that is ‘against progress’. They were said to be ‘ideologically motivated’, in a tone 
that meant something similar to extremists, naïve and badly informed. 

In this context, Henrique Cortez accuses the electric sector of labeling 
environmentalists enemies of the hydroelectric dams and enemies of the progress. He talks 
about the long tradition the electric sector in Brazil has of working for the benefit of a 
minority and therefore not taking environmental and social factors enough into account. He 
claims that by labeling environmentalists enemies of the progress, they intend to discard or 
demoralize socio-environmental critique towards the sector (Cortez, 2009). 

This view was unfortunately not limited to the electric sector. Some of my respondents 
clearly explained that those opposing the dams were ‘radical environmentalists’ or 
‘communists’. These terms and the tone when referring to them were also frequently present 
in statements in the media by those condemning the anti-dam activism. They were also often 
accused of having a hidden agenda, trying to hinder progress in order to maintain a given 
status quo. Otherwise they were supposedly being misled or financed by international 
organizations, which wanted to gain power over Amazonian rich resources or meant to keep 
Brazil’s ‘underdevelopment’ in order to maintain the international division of labor and 
therefore its exploitation by the richer countries. They were also accused of manipulating the 
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local riverside communities for their own objectives. The riverside dwellers that had not 
trapped into it were believed to actually be in favor of the enterprise because they would also 
benefit from the progress, being only concerned whether the promises and agreements with 
the government and the entrepreneurs would be lived up to. 

Views of the pro-dam actors 
Although very heterogenic, the groups of people that engaged in resistance against the dams 
had in common a total lack of confidence in the entrepreneurs and in the government. None 
of the interviewed in these groups believed the governmental institutions had managed to 
play a neutral role in the process, some accusing them of being sold to the large capital, 
others criticizing their lack of capacity. 

Furthermore, the individuals opposing the dams seldom recognized the position of 
those in favor as legitimate. The specific perception was different from group to group. For 
example, MAB’s discourse is very illustrative of a large part of them. MAB describes those 
in favor of the dams as naïve or as sold to the unscrupulous multinational corporations, of 
which it emphasizes the foreign character (often wrongly). Others see the pro-dam people as 
blind believers of an outdated development model that does not take local conditions and 
necessities into consideration and has a one-sided focus on economic growth. 
 
Stakeholders’ perceptions of the process 
For this part, among other questions, I asked my respondents: whether they felt the 
stakeholders had a fair chance to participate; what points they managed to communicate; and 
what points they thought they had not managed to communicate and why. I also inquired if 
they thought the public officers had conducted the process with competence and clarity of 
purpose and if they thought the process fulfilled the legal standards. 

In relation to the last question, although most people do not have enough legal 
knowledge to answer this question, almost everyone has a perception of what is lawful. This 
perception is related to their own ideas of justice and the question frequently triggered them 
to criticize the illegality of the process or to discourse on the legal provisions related to 
environmental licensing and the way they were implemented (or not implemented) in this 
case. 

Good process but… 
I mentioned above that only two of my respondents had defended that the process had 
provided enough opportunity for dialogue. They, however, also had some important points of 
criticism that are worth mentioning: the lack of scientific data and the lack of technical 
knowledge of the civil society participants. 

The lack of scientific data is a common problem in the Amazon, because that vast 
region lags much behind other parts of Brazil in relation to the amount of accumulated 
studies on hydrology and the biota. All respondents shared the view that the lack of 
information is a major problem in EIAs in the Amazon region and that it played a role in this 
case. Some people, in especial those that depart from the idea that such infrastructure projects 
are necessary for the progress of the country and therefore inevitable, see the lack of data as a 
difficulty but not as impeditive. Others, nonetheless, conclude that the lack of scientific data 
makes any such large infrastructure project in the region too risky to be admissible. These 
individuals saw the participatory process as invalid for not counting on the necessary 
information to enlighten the debate. 

A few informants complained about the civil society’s lack of specific knowledge and 
the consequent low level of their arguments. In this sense, they emphasized the important role 
played by COBRAPE’s independent study, providing a scientific base for discussion. 
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Generalized low opinion 
In general, my respondents were very consistent in claiming that the participatory process had 
a very low quality because the only aim of the project proponents was to comply with the 
minimum legal requirements. Although a bit more nuanced, also most of those that were not 
engaged in the opposition to the dams had a low opinion of the participatory process that took 
place. Very illustrative of this was a reaction of one of IBAMA’s staff members when I told 
him I was researching public participation in the licensing process. He asked ironically: 
“Does it exist at all?”  

In relation to the participatory process within the EIA, conducted by CPPT-Cuniã and 
MPS, two main statements were very consistent in the interviews of individuals that oppose 
the project. The first was that it only had the objective of informing the people and not of 
listening to them or promoting dialogue. The second was more radical, accusing the 
entrepreneur of trying to mislead the local residents through that process. 

In relation to the public hearings, almost all informants complained about the 
conditions in which they took place. This point will be dealt with later when discussing the 
methodology for participation. What is important to mention here is that many respondents 
accused the hearings of being set up to favor the participation of those defending the 
enterprise and to shadow the opposition. 

The importance of these opinions for this analysis is not whether I can or cannot 
confirm their claims. It is instead important to observe that stakeholders felt a strong 
necessity to criticize the participatory process and that it did not generate any end document 
that could be pointed out by them as synthesizing the different points of view and interests. 
These facts indicate that the process did not have an effective mediation role. In relation to 
mediation, the production of a final document, which maps the diverging interests in order to 
orient decision, is essential. If the participatory process had generated such a document that 
had the support of the civil society organizations, instead of criticizing the process, maybe 
they would have focused on demanding the consideration of that document in the analyses for 
the final decision. 

Too much participation 
While most people I interviewed had a low opinion about the licensing process for not 
providing enough opportunities for public participation, there were also individuals that 
criticized the process for being too open and troublesome. This delayed the emission of the 
license, harming development. Recalling the discussion above on the view of democracy, I 
would classify these people as being closest to the elitists. Additionally, they were all 
individuals strongly in favor of the construction of the dams and with a very high 
appreciation for scientific knowledge as a sole base for decision-making. 

In this same line, a news article of the Instituto de Engenharia (Engineering Institute), a 
renowned national engineering association, states that the sectors of engineering and 
construction in Brazil see the processes of environmental licensing as an authentic lottery, 
due to lawsuits by the Public Attorney’s Office and environmental institutions (Instituto-de-
Engenharia, 2008). These lawsuits and the environmental campaigns are often depicted as 
motivated by fundamentalism and as being random and unpredictable. They are therefore not 
acknowledged as the result of a flawed participatory process. 
 
Stakeholders’ perceptions of the final decisions 
I asked interviewees to explain the final decision (related to the emission of the 
environmental licenses) and to try to explain the criteria used for them. I also inquired if they 
perceived the decision to be fair and who they thought would benefit and who would be 
harmed by it. It is interesting to analyze the perceptions of three different groups separately. 
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Riverside dwellers’ sense of injustice 
The first one is that of the riverside communities. Of course I cannot claim to speak for all the 
members of all the impacted communities, since that would require too extensive a study for 
the scope of this research. Yet, different experts I talked to, who are in contact with large part 
of the communities, claimed that there was a strong sense of injustice among the riverside 
dwellers.  

This perception was shared by the eight riverside dwellers I interviewed from different 
communities. Some of them claimed to be in favor of the progress they expect the 
hydroelectric dams to generate in the region and in the country. Yet all of them claimed that 
the whole enterprise was only meant to benefit the elite and that they would have to cope 
with the impacts without receiving either the benefits or enough compensation. They all also 
expressed fear that even the agreed mitigation and compensation measures would not be 
implemented. Moreover, they complained that they did not understand the criteria used to 
calculate the compensation for those who had to be relocated. They argued that comparing 
different villages or even families within the same village, they identified no logical or fair 
criteria. According to them, the compensation each family was granted depended on how 
lucky it was or on how well it had managed to negotiate with the entrepreneur. 

Anti-dams organized civil society 
The second group is the part of the organized civil society that opposes the dams. I observed 
a high level of frustration among NGOs about how the licenses had been emitted. Many 
accused it of being illegal, since the emission of the licenses countered two technical reports 
issued by IBAMA’s experts (Technical Report 014/2007 in the case of the first license – LP – 
for both dams; and Technical Report 061/2008 in the case of the second license - LI - of 
Jirau). Some described it as a coup of the central government and the entrepreneurs to push 
the project forward.  

The reaction many people had against the creation of the Chico Mendes Institute, 
around a month after the emission of Technical Report 014/200737, was very emblematic. In 
line with the arguments used by the strike movement within IBAMA, many respondents in 
Rondônia cited the creation of the institute as a strategy of Lula’s government to weaken 
IBAMA in order to push forward the Madeira Complex among other PAC projects. Although 
many people share this idea, also within IBAMA, there are many others that disagree and not 
enough evidence was found to prove this point.38 Yet, this disseminated belief by itself 
indicates a strong lack of confidence in MMA’s decision and in the central government. 

Pro-dam actors 
The third group is that of individuals in favor of the enterprise, for whom the emission of the 
licenses was nothing more than what they had already expected. 

Many, however, complained that the participatory process, as well as the several 
lawsuits by civil society organizations and the Public Attorney’s Office, unnecessarily 
delayed the process and, according to some, led to second best decisions. 

Very illustrative of this point is an article in the website of the highly respected 
engeneering association Insituto de Engenharia, where Edemar Amorim blames the pressure 

                                                 
37 Technical Report 014/2007 states that it is not possible to attest the socioviability of the enterprise. 
38 Some respondents (including staff members of IBAMA, MMA and scholars), argue that Marina Silva had 
been trying to create the institute for a long time, but with harsh resistance within the traditional strong figures 
in IBAMA. A few informants confirmed that there has always been a power dispute between IBAMA and the 
MMA and this is the reason why Marina Silva had so far not manage to interfere in IBAMA in that way. Some 
say she took the chance that IBAMA was weakened, among others due to the fact that Parecer 014/2007  made 
many powerful actors furious, to make the move. Others say it was the last thing she wanted to realize before 
leaving the ministry and therefore negotiated it with the presidency in exchange for accepting the way the 
licensing process was being pushed forward. 
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by what he calls “fundamentalist social movements and environemental organizations” for 
wasting the potential of the Madeira River. According to him, the “utopic conservationist 
fanatism” and the “imaginary minds” of the Brazilian environmentalists were responsible for 
the fact that the “most convenient solution” was abandoned (Amorim, 2008). 

Along the same line, the article entitled “Ibama’s report sabotages hydroelectric dams in 
the Madeira River” syntecizes well the tone of the statements I often heard and read about the 
difficulties faced in licensing the hydroelectric dams.  The article calls the licensing process a 
“soap opera”. It ridicularizes Ibama’s experts’ arguments in the Technical Report 014/2007, 
accusing them of being allied with foreign NGOs to hinder the licensing: ‘Orquestrated 
action by Ibama’s experts and foreign NGOs block environmental license pointing out 
“problems” such as the enterprise’s impact on the tectonic plates, the risk of demographic 
explosion in the jungle and the impact for the prison population’ (Hegel, 2007). 

6.1.3 Stakeholders’ actions 
As mentioned above, it is important to study stakeholders’ actions during and after the 
process because the degree to which they believe in the process and the consequent 
legitimacy of the final decision influences their political strategies of cooperation, neutrality 
or confrontation. 

Due to lack of confidence in the process, the actions of those opposing the enterprise, in 
general, did not focus on the formal participatory channels. They instead took a position of 
confrontation. The individuals involved in coordinating the studies and the participatory 
process complained that they could not count on the cooperation of most NGOs. Although, in 
theory, the consultants hired to conduct the EIA are supposed to be neutral and pursue an 
independent study, they were associated with the entrepreneur and therefore seldom trusted 
or helped. Moreover, although invited to the meetings with the communities and in Porto 
Velho, members of the civil society organizations never showed up (with the exception of the 
official public hearings preceding the emission of the LP, the first license).  

It is important to notice that bashing the participatory process was part of 
organizations’ strategy to delegitimize it in the struggle against the enterprise. In that sense, I 
observed that they not only did not acknowledge what the entrepreneurs and their consultants 
did well, they also ignored the products of the participatory process commissioned by the 
project proponents. In this way, an extensive inventory of the interests and viewpoints of the 
riverside communities written together with the communities under the coordination of MPS 
has been neglected by the civil society organizations. Although I often heard criticisms 
against the process conducted by MPS and CPPT-Cuniã, their reports were never thoroughly 
criticized, but rather ignored instead. 

After the emission of the first license 
After the emission of the LP, the tendency towards confrontation only got worse, when 
several civil society organizations informally agreed on a boycott, based on the belief that 
their presence in hearings would only legitimize a flawed process. 

Moreover, those opposing the project resorted to judicial procedures to try to stop the 
construction of the dams. This judicialization tends to occur in many cases in Brazil, 
indicating the lack of effective mediation in the licensing process. This tendency was 
criticized, among others, in a report of the World Bank, suggesting that especial mechanisms 
should be created for conflict resolution among stakeholders (World-Bank, 2008). In this 
sense, several lawsuits were filed via the Public Attorney’s Office contesting the emission of 
the LP and the LI. 

Furthermore, I could not identify any group that had initially opposed the process, but 
that, after the participatory process, was willing to cooperate with the entrepreneur, for 
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example in the implementation of compensation or mitigation measures. Most actors focused 
on new strategies to still oppose the construction of the dams. 

In ‘O maior Tributário do Rio Amazonas Ameaçado’, a publication criticizing the 
enterprise that resulted from the initiative of 9 NGOs, Lucia Ortiz presents a list of 44 
Brazilian organizations, 23 Bolivian and Peruvian organizations and 36 international 
organizations that had expressed their opposition to the enterprise up to that moment, August 
2007 (Ortiz, 2007, p. 17). The main actions to counter the construction of the dams were: 
public demonstrations (especially by MAB); organization of public debates (e.g. by MAB, by 
coalitions of NGOs, by professors of the University of Rondônia, etc); publication of books 
and reports (e.g. a report on Human Rights violations published by DhESCA platform; and 
the book Águas Turvas criticizing the process and the impacts of the dams published by 
International Rivers Network); and resorting to international organizations, such as the Water 
Tribunal, which, after the request of the local NGO Kanindé, conducted a (simulation of a) 
court case that concluded for the condemnation of the Brazilian government for various 
violations of the international law. 

6.1.4 Mediation within the government 
For this part, next to the interviews, I analyzed the national political debate on the project and 
the developments in relation to the main governmental institutions involved. 

Many people have criticized the lack of transparency of the decisions made within the 
government behind closed doors. According to Marijane Lisboa, of the national human rights 
platform Dhesca, for example, the idea of building the hydroelectric dams was worked upon 
within the government during the first mandate of President Lula. In this period, there was a 
silent struggle between the Minister of Mines and Energy (MME), Dilma Roussef, and the 
Minister of the Environment (MMA), Marina Silva, without any public knowledge or debate. 
After the dispute had been won by Roussef, it turned into a battle around the conditions that 
the government’s environmental agency IBAMA would impose for the construction (Lisboa 
& Barros, 2008a, p. 5, 2008b). As opposed to the first battle, which had no public attention at 
all, the second one led to a public upheaval and raised several issues regarding the 
development model promoted by the government and the role of the Ministry of the 
Environment and IBAMA. 

Moreover, the fact that many people believe the splitting of IBAMA (to form the Chico 
Mendes Institute) was a strategy of the government to weaken that institution in order to push 
forward projects like the Madeira Complex indicates that the process produced skepticism 
about Lula’s government’s attitude towards the environmental sector of the government. 

Although the process did not provide a coordinated debate about conflicting positions 
within the government, it did make these conflicts explicit and led to public debate on the 
specific case of the Madeira River and on broader issues related to Brazil’s development 
model. President Lula and Dilma Roussef were frequently confronted with these issues. 

6.1.5 Conclusion 
In summary, the licensing process of the Santo Antônio and Jirau Dams provided little 
opportunity for dialogue. Two of the main reasons were: the formal participatory process did 
not focus on conflict resolution; and the main civil society organizations that opposed the 
construction of the dams boycotted the process for not believing in it. 

Moreover, I argued that society in Rondônia already had a tendency for polarization 
according to their positions towards the macroeconomic development model promoted by the 
central government. According to my theoretical framework discussed in the first part of this 
thesis, a participatory process has the potential of bringing opposing groups together for 
dialogue. Instead of that, in this specific case, this tendency towards polarization was 
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strengthened and materialized in a (larger) gap between two groups. This conclusion was 
confirmed by the views stakeholders had of one another, of the process and of the final 
decisions. It was also confirmed by my observations of stakeholders’ actions. Nonetheless, 
although the process did not foster a transparent political debate within the government, it did 
bring the topic to public debate and led to broader discussions about the desired development 
model for the country in general and for the Amazon in particular. 

 
Figure 7: summary of analysis about mediation 

6.2 Responsiveness 
The objective of this part of the research was to analyze to what extent the input of the civil 
society influenced decision-making. For that purpose, I made an inventory of the most 
recurrent contributions by civil society actors during the process that preceded the emission 
of the Preliminary License. My sources were: interviews with stakeholders; documents 
submitted to the record of the process; manifests and other publications by civil society 
organizations; the video recordings of the four public hearings; the reports written under the 
coordination of MPS about the aspirations and concerns of the riverside communities and 
reports by CCPT-Cuniã about the participatory processes. A summary of that inventory can 
be found in appendix 6. 

In this analysis, I first checked whether the main inputs fitted the scope of the licensing 
process. IBAMA cannot be responsive to contributions that do not refer to that phase of 
policy-making. This was the case of a significant number of inputs, such as: discussion on 
whether the estimated increase in demand for electricity in Brazil is realistic; consideration of 
alternatives for energy generation to meet that demand or energy efficiency programs to 
reduce it; analysis of the impacts of the whole IIRSA project, including the waterway. This 
point will be dealt with in more detail later on, when discussing the conditions for effective 
public participation, in particular in relation to its scope and to the relation between the 
participatory process and planning. Yet, it is important to make clear that these issues were 
not taken into consideration in this part of the analysis. 

In relation to the other inputs, I checked if they coincided with the topics analyzed by 
the competent authority when deciding whether to grant the license. In that sense, I looked at 
the argumentation in the technical reports in which the final decision was based in relation to:  
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whether demands of participants were used as arguments for their conclusions; and whether 
and how they justified not following the demands or contradicting the information presented 
by civil society actors. 

Below I describe four main issues that were frequently presented by the civil society 
actors: impacts related to sediments; impacts of the dams on the ichthyofauna (fish 
population), consequences of mobilization and activation of mercury for local population’s 
health; and relocation and compensation of affected riverside dwellers. 

6.2.1 Sediments 
Estimating the impacts of the dams in relation to sediments is important among others to 
calculate the expected effective life of the hydroelectric plants, their productivity, the 
extension of the flooded area and the impacts in plants and animals. 

In the case of the Madeira River, the impact of the dams in the concentration, 
transportation and deposition of sediments is a central issue. The Madeira River is 
responsible for the transportation of half of the sediments of the whole Amazon basin. This is 
mainly due to the origin of large part of its waters in the Andes Mountains (Carpio, 2008, p. 
70). The erosion in that region is high because of a combination of steep topography and high 
rainfall rates (up to 5000mm/y). For that reason, in the case of Amazonian rivers, their 
suspended sediments concentrations are determined by the geographical extent of drainage 
basin that lies in the Andes (Martinelli, Victoria, Devol, Richey, & Forsberg, 1989, p. 382). 

The report of an independent study commissioned by the Rondônia State Public 
Attorney’s Office (COBRAPE, 2007) criticized the lack of accuracy of the studies related to 
sediments in the Environmental Impact Assessment of Santo Antônio and Jirau. After the 
publication of that report, this became one of the main arguments used by civil society 
organizations to oppose their construction. 

The first point of criticism in the report was that the estimations in the EIA were 
imprecise because it did not include analyses in the whole basin. Because of the large amount 
of sediments in the Madeira River and their origin in foreign territory, the analysis of 
sediment production in the entire basin is essential. Another main point of criticism was that 
there were contradictions in the sedimentometric data observed by different authors, because 
of the absence of reliable and sufficient historical records of discharged solids for that river. 

The main risks identified in relation to sedimentation are the following: 1. deposition of 
sediments in the Madeira River can raise the level of the Abunã River, one of its tributary and 
a bi-national river, resulting in direct impacts in Bolivia; 2. the flooded area can be larger 
than expected; 3. the effective life and productivity of the dams can be much shorter than 
expected; 4. the change of sediment concentration and flow can have large impacts on the 
wildlife (Carpio, 2008, p. 70; COBRAPE, 2007). 

IBAMA’s Technical Report 014/2007 was notably in line with COBRAPE’s report. It 
recommended the non-emission of the license, among other things, because of: the high level 
of uncertainty in relation to sedimentation, emphasizing the lack of reliable data and the fact 
that the studies did not include the whole basin, but only the part within Brazil; the 
unsatisfactory analysis of the risks of impacts in Bolivia and downstream to the dams; the 
risk that the flooded area can be much larger than the one expected; and the uncertainty in 
relation to the effective life and productivity of the hydroelectric plants, due to the silting up 
of the reservoirs and to damage of the machines caused by the high level of solid particles in 
the water (Deberdt et al., 2007, pp. 244-245). 

As explained above, Technical Report 014/2007 was rejected by IBAMA’s Licensing 
Director, who called for the review of its conclusions by other experts. He requested the 
hiring of someone with ‘remarkable knowledge’ and the constitution of a panel of experts to 
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debate the question. A few new reports were written39 but many uncertainties remained since 
almost no new data was added to the analysis. However, the main change was that the new 
consultants concluded that the level of uncertainty and lack of knowledge was acceptable for 
that stage of the project. In this way, the elements related to sediments that were presented in 
the Technical Report 014/2007 as arguments for the non-emission of the license were not 
contradicted but were, in the (new) conclusive report, presented as problems to be solved in 
the future. They were then incorporated in the list of conditions to be complied with before 
the emission of the second license, the LI. 

The main conditions related to sedimentation were: 
2.2. ‘Elaborate the executive project of the enterprise in a way as to optimize the 
flow of sediments through the turbines and weir…’ 
2.3. ‘Realize, beginning sixty days after signing the Use Concession Contract, bi-
dimensional modeling, reduced model and monitoring of the sedimentation process 
in the reservoirs, of the flow of sediments through the turbines and weir and of the 
erosion downstream of the reservoirs…’   

The conditions were supposed to orient the elaboration of the PBA, the document in 
which the mitigation and compensation measures were to be elaborated and which would be 
the basis for the judgment for the emission of the second license. 

International Rivers Network, an international NGO opposed to the construction of the 
dams, hired a consultant to analyze the PBA for the Santo Antônio Dam. In her report, she 
claimed that the conditions cited above were not satisfactorily complied with (Farrel, 2008, 
pp. 8-9). 

6.2.2 Ichthyofauna 
Large part of the questions directed to the project proponents and to IBAMA during the 
public hearings and large part of the arguments of civil society organizations against the 
construction of the dams had to do with ichthyofauna (fish populations). It was one of the 
main topics of debate during the process based on two arguments: an important part of the 
nutrition and of the income of riverside dwellers comes from fishery; the Madeira River is 
recognized as one of the richest in biodiversity in the world40. Moreover, impacts in the 
ichthyofauna will affect fishery in a vast territory, including other Brazilian states and foreign 
countries: ‘the interruption of the migration routes of the fishes in this part of the Madeira 
River may lead to a decrease in the stock of species of great commercial interest not only in 
the region, but in the whole Amazon basin’41 (EIA, TOMO C, II-147 as quoted in Garzon, 
2008b, p. 48).  

This is also one of the central topics related to which the independent report issued by 
COBRAPE criticizes the EIA. The main points presented by that report are: failure to identify 
the most affected aquatic species; uncertainty regarding the feasibility of the fish passage 
mechanism proposed as a mitigation measure; failure to study the mortality of eggs and 
larvae in turbines and on the riverbed; the threat with extinction of some species (Dourada 
and Babão); and lack of adequate studies on the impact on fishery in the lower Madeira. In 

                                                 
39 The most important: Hydraulic and Sediment Management Studies Draft, by consultant Sultan Alan; 
IBAMA’s Technical Information 017/2007 and a document by the project proponent with a list of answers to 
questions made by IBAMA’s experts based on Technical Report 014/2007 – ‘Respostas às perguntas pelo 
IBAMA no âmbito do processo de licenciamento ambiental do Complexo Madeira’. 
40 The fact that some species are already threatened due to overfishing was not included in the debate. 
41 Rough translation from Portuguese: ‘a interrupção das rotas migratórias das espécies reofílicas (de águas 
correntes) ocorrentes neste trecho do rio Madeira poderá levar à diminuição dos estoques de espécies de grande 
interesse comercial não somente na região como em toda bacia amazônica.’ 
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summary, it criticizes the high level of uncertainties, the low reliability of the planned 
mitigation measures and, consequently, the high risks. 

IBAMA’s Technical Report 014/2007 recognizes the high level of uncertainty, naming 
two main reasons: ‘lack of information that could be collected, for example in case there was 
collection of samples in Bolivia, where this species lay eggs; as well as limitations in the 
existing scientific knowledge’42. It also emphasizes the risk of collapse of species with high 
economic value for riverside communities such as the Brachyplatystoma Rousseauxii 
(Dourada, a large catfish species). 

Just like in relation to sediments, after the Technical Report 014/2007 was rejected, 
ichthyofauna was the topic of several meetings and reports of newly involved experts. 
According to the final report, in which the emission of the license was based, of the 22 issues 
raised by IBAMA’s experts (in Technical Information 19/2007 of April 23rd, 2007), 12 were 
completely answered; 2 were partially answered; 3 were satisfactorily answered for that 
phase but needed future complementation; and 5 were not answered. 

IBAMA’s final report concluded that the level of uncertainty and risk did not make the 
enterprise unviable. However, recognizing the main points raised by the Technical Report 
014/2007, it recommended a list of conditions to be met before the emission of the second 
license. The conditions referred to: monitoring of distribution and death rate of certain 
species; (re)elaboration of the project of the fish passage mechanism; elaboration of the 
proposed project of a reproduction center in order to mitigate against population decrease due 
to the limitation of the mobility of migratory species. 

The report published by International Rivers Network about the PBA for the Santo 
Antônio Dam criticizes that these conditions were not satisfactorily complied with (Farrel, 
2008, pp. 10-12). 

6.2.3 Mercury 
The Madeira River basin has a high concentration of (inactive) mercury, due to much mining 
(gold-washing) in the river, which took place especially in the 1970s and 1980s, but is still 
intense today in the tributaries in Bolivia and Peru. This problem was also identified in the 
EIA (Garzon, 2008b, p. 49). 

The concentrations of mercury in the fishes of the region are nowadays already higher 
than the generally considered acceptable levels and the high concentrations of the metal 
measured in the hair of riverbank dwellers living in the area are of great concern. During the 
construction of the dams, inactive mercury can be reactivated (through a process called 
methylation) because of activities that revolve soil. In addition, physical and chemical 
changes in the tributaries of the Madeira River during and after and filling up of the 
reservoirs can also lead to an increase in the methylation of mercury. The result is a 
significant increase in the risk of mercury entering the biota, accumulating in fishes and 
increasing the already high health risks for human beings (Deberdt et al., 2007, p. 249; 
Garzon, 2008b, p. 49). 

The Technical Report 014/2007 pointed to the fact that the scientific knowledge 
available today does not allow for reliable quantification of mobilization and methylation of 
mercury and that there is no way to avoid mercury entering the biota and reaching human 
beings. 

After commissioning a few new reports, consulting with other experts and meeting with 
the Ministry of the Environment and the Ministry of Health, the new Licensing Director 

                                                 
42 Roughly translated from Portuguese: ‘falata de informações que poderiam ser coletadas, caso houvesse 
amostragens na Bolívia por exemplo, local de desova da espécie; quanto pela falta de conhecimento técnico 
atual.’ 
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decided that the issues raised needed to be monitored and controlled, but did not jeopardize 
the viability of the enterprise. 

A few conditions related to this topic were attached to the Preliminary License, but the 
report published by International Rivers Network about the PBA for the Santo Antônio Dam 
claims that they were not satisfactorily complied with (Farrel, 2008, pp. 20-23). 

6.2.4 Relocation and compensation of local population 
During the public hearings, the majority of the questions and statements by riverside dwellers 
concerned the relocation and the compensation of those to be directly impacted by the 
construction of the dams. Their main questions related to: who would be relocated; how 
much they would receive for their land, crops, etc; whether they would be compensated or 
offered alternatives in case their economic activities were affected; and the conditions in 
which they would be relocated (e.g. the infrastructure that would be offered in the village 
where they would go to if they chose to be resettled by the entrepreneur). 

As already mentioned, the only phase of the licensing process that includes formal 
public participation is the one related to the emission of the Preliminary License. The auction 
that defined the entrepreneur would only take place later and they, therefore, were not yet 
sure about who would build the dams. That point was used as an argument by the project 
proponents, Furnas and Odebrecht, not to make any specific commitments in relation to the 
relocation or compensation of the directly impacted. They, instead, made vague promises that 
the entrepreneur would be obliged to assure the riverside dwellers would continue living as 
they lived before or, whenever possible, better. Consequently, no specific criteria for the 
evaluation of the properties’ values were discussed with the riverside dwellers, neither where 
they would be relocated to. Also the specific infrastructure that was to be realized in the 
locations that would be offered for resettlement remained vague. To make matters worse, it 
was not clear how many people and therefore, who specifically, would have to leave their 
lands, generating much anxiety among the riverside dwellers. 

Even after the auction and the elaboration of the PBA, various questions still remained 
unanswered. The most noteworthy were in relation to the amount of people to be relocated, 
the prices that would be paid to compensate for their land and productive assets; the 
conditions in which the communities would be resettled; and the methodologies for 
monitoring and compensating for impacts on their economic activities (Farrel, 2008, pp. 24-
36). 

Moreover, it is important to mention that, after the emission of the LP, the 
compensations for the families that had to be relocated were negotiated by representatives of 
the entrepreneur in a case by case basis. In other words, the debate that was avoided during 
the public hearings because the entrepreneur had not yet been defined never took place. 

6.2.5 Conclusion 
I described above four of the main issues presented by stakeholders and how they were dealt 
with. Before presenting my conclusions, it is important mention a few difficulties that this 
part of the research presented. 

First of all, the participatory process produced no final document that synthesized the 
inputs of participants43. As a result, the list of ‘main’ inputs I present here are the result of my 

                                                 
43 The only formal documents that compile civil society’s inputs are the reports written with the riverside 
communities under the coordination of MPS during the participatory process they carried out. These reports, 
however, referred specifically to the participatory process that targeted the riverside communities, not including 
a broader debate with the organized civil society about the viability and desirability of the dams. The objective 
of these reports was to compile proposals by riverside dwellers (especially in relation to the mitigation and 
compensation measures) and not to discuss the viability of the enterprise. 
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individual analysis and not a direct product of the process. Although I checked my 
conclusions with stakeholders in relation to which the main concerns were, I cannot claim 
they represent a consensus. 

Secondly, further research is necessary in order to prove causality between civil society 
inputs and decision-making outcomes, since many factors not considered in this study can be 
responsible for the inclusion of specific topics in IBAMA’s analyses. Only in the cases of 
specific civil society claims and demands that were not considered in the decision-making, 
this analysis can indicate with certainty that there was no influence of civil society actors. 
However, even in these cases, further study is required to clarify why these issues were 
excluded, since the competent authority did not deal with the inputs systematically and 
therefore did not provide justification as why they were or were not incorporated. Moreover, 
the demands of one actor do not necessarily coincide with those of others. In this sense, it is 
important to analyze which inputs were ‘chosen’ and why. Unfortunately, the very technical 
character of the discussions and of the reports restricted my analysis due to the limited scope 
of this study.  

In spite of these limitations, my scrutiny of whether main inputs were considered and 
how they were dealt with led to some useful conclusions in relation to the objectives of this 
study. 

First of all, IBAMA’s analysis to decide about the emission of the licenses was 
presented as a purely technical activity. In this way, at least in relation to the open debate, 
scientific arguments had much more chances of being considered than the ones without a 
techno-scientific status. Scientific arguments led to further studies and conditions attached to 
the license related to monitoring and mitigation: e.g. the Technical Report 014/2007 endorsed 
several of the conclusions presented in COBRAPE’s report and these points were extensively 
dealt with by the competent authority. Political arguments, in turn, were met with vague 
promises and no guarantees: e.g. in relation to land tenure regularization; and to the 
resettlement and compensation of directly impacted people. This indicates that there was little 
or no acknowledgement of the political character of the decision-making. 

Second, there is strong evidence that IBAMA’s responsiveness to the civil society was 
diminished by the interference of the presidency and other sectors of the government. The 
Technical Report 014/2007 emitted as a conclusive report by IBAMA’s experts was rejected 
by the Licensing Director, allegedly because he was under political pressure. That report 
stated not being able to attest the socioenvironmental viability of the enterprise, using as 
arguments several issues also raised by civil society actors. 

If we compare the Technical Report 014/2007 in relation to sediments, ichthyofauna 
and mercury with the conclusive report, it is clear that both admit similar uncertainties and 
lack of information. However, the resulting level of risk is considered impeditive in TR 
014/2007, while the conclusive report considers it acceptable. As argued in my theoretical 
framework, the determination of the level of risk that is acceptable is not always a solely 
technical issue, since it also involves subjective and therefore political decisions. For this 
reason, there should be transparency and they should be discussed democratically, especially 
when there is an unbalance between who takes the risks and who receives the benefits of the 
enterprise.  

In this case, however, although there were diverging views in the scientific community, 
and although there was very high pressure for the emission of the license (or maybe because 
of that), the issues were depicted as solely technical. The civil society was excluded from this 
discussion, since the level of risks and uncertainty was not made explicit or discussed with 
the public. Instead, based on the opinion of new consultants, it was argued that, at that stage 
of the process, that level of uncertainty was acceptable. Note that the conclusive report did 
not deny the problems expressed by COBRAPE’s independent study and by Technical Report 
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014/2007, it only accepted that dealing with them could be postponed to the second phase of 
the licensing. 

Nevertheless, as opposed to the first phase, the second one, namely that of the 
Installation License, does not include public participation. Therefore, it was already expected 
that no public discussion on the PBA would be organized. 

If we are to believe in the criticism made by the consultant hired by International Rivers 
Network, we conclude that the recommendations of the TR 014/2007 were further weakened 
in that phase because of the acceptance of a certain level of non-compliance to the conditions 
attached to the Preliminary License. In that stage, partnership with stakeholders and the 
transparency created by public participation is essential for effective monitoring of 
compliance. However, as already mentioned, that stage of the process did not include formal 
public participation. 

 

 
  Figure 8: summary of analysis about responsiveness 
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7 The case study: The conditions 
This part of the research aimed at analyzing the case under scrutiny in relation to the essential 
conditions for effective public participation identified in the literature review. Those were 
grouped into four categories: institutional and process design; stakeholders’ capacity; 
governmental institutional capacity; and discourses. It also describes stakeholders’ 
experiences in relation to them and how they contributed to a more or a less effective public 
participation. 

Moreover, through the analysis of the process, including stakeholders’ narratives of 
their involvement, their difficulties, failures and successes, I identified some factors that had 
not yet been included in my theoretical framework, but that also influence the effectiveness 
of public participation. They are: adequate planning and public participation during planning 
phases; independent coordination; link between participation and decision-making. 

7.1 Testing pre-identified conditions 

7.1.1  Institutional and process design 
Late participation 
In my theoretical framework, I defend that public participation should take place in an as 
early stage as possible in the process. I analyzed if the phase of the process in which public 
participation occurred in this case was ideal or hampered participation through the 
examination of the records of the process (IBAMA, 2003), through the videos of the public 
hearings and through interviews with stakeholders. The main questions I kept in mind were: 
Did a relevant part of the claims or demands made by stakeholders aim at contesting 
decisions that had already been made before the participatory process and that were therefore 
outside the scope of the debate? How did the scope of participation and the stage of the 
process in which it took place influence stakeholders’ perceptions and attitudes as well as 
their strategy in relation to the project? 

My conclusion is that, in many aspects, the public participation happened in a too late 
stage of the decision-making, limiting its scope and effectiveness. The analysis was done in 
two different levels. 

The first one was the level of strategic decision-making, which also includes the 
processes that preceded the project-level EIA studied here, namely the strategic planning for 
(regional or national) energy production, which resulted in the prioritization of 
hydroelectricity, and the study to determine the best location of the dam. The strategic 
planning for energy production in Brazil still counts on very limited participation of the civil 
society. As a result, during the discussions related to the Madeira River complex, the local, 
national and international civil society harshly criticized the decision to prioritize 
hydroelectric energy production instead of other sources and the intention to invest in the still 
unexploited hydroelectric potential of the Amazon region. In theory, more transparency and 
public debate at the level of those decisions would have made the discussions at the project 
level less troublesome. 

Apart from the choice for hydroelectricity, the option to prioritize the Madeira River 
dams instead of projects in other parts of the Amazon was also a target of much critique. 
Civil society organizations questioned this option, emphasizing the fact that this region is 
considered one of the richest in the world in terms of biodiversity and the importance of the 
Madeira River for the basin as a whole, including territories in Brazil, Bolivia and Peru. In 
addition, many indigenous reserves, including some of isolated communities, are located in 
this region and are already in significant risk. During the licensing process, many 
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organizations criticized the fact that these issues had not been openly debated beforehand and 
therefore had not been incorporated into the strategic decision-making. 

The second level of analysis refers to the phase of the licensing process in which public 
participation took place. Most of the public debate about the enterprise started after the EIA 
had already been concluded. Although IBAMA convened a meeting in order to discuss the 
draft of the Term of Reference for the EIA (on May 14th 2004, during the first stage of the 
licensing process), actual participation in that phase was very limited. Besides the fact that 
many relevant stakeholders (most groups that later opposed the project) were not present, 
there was very little or no public debate preceding it and the meeting itself was announced 
with a very short notice (around a week in advance). In addition, no representatives of the 
potentially impacted riverside communities took part in the discussion.  

The lack of adequate participation in this first phase is regrettable, concerning that the 
civil society should take part in the decision of what sort of information is decision-relevant 
and should be generated by the EIA. During and after the public hearings (November 2006), 
significant part of the criticism to the EIA was related to its lack of comprehensiveness, 
which had been defined in the ToR. Moreover, IBAMA’s Technical Report 014/2007, which 
questioned the socioenvironmental viability of the project and led to a crisis in the process, 
also included these points of criticism. These facts indicate that the ToR should have been 
better debated. 

However, it is important to admit that the fact that IBAMA convened a meeting to 
discuss the draft of the ToR is already an advance in relation to earlier processes and 
indicates a growing awareness in relation to this point. Moreover, it is important to point out 
that this weakness of the process can be seen as the result of a shortcoming of the legislation, 
since there is no provision or guideline in relation to public participation in this phase. The 
meeting that was carried out was IBAMA’s voluntary initiative. 

In relation to the riverside communities, I concluded that they were only involved in a 
very superficial way in the early phases. After the beginning of the studies for the EIA, these 
communities were approached as part of a ‘social communication program’ conducted by the 
local NGO CPPT-Cuniã, hired by Furnas. Later on, this program was considered insufficient. 
While the EIA was already being revised by IBAMA (a few months before the public 
hearings), Furnas was led to hire the consultant MPS to conduct a more comprehensive 
participatory process with the assistance of CPPT-Cuniã. Some respondents working in the 
EIA stated that Furnas only did that due to pressure of the Public Attorney’s Office. They 
also argued that this participatory process could have been much more effective if it had 
started earlier, since the limitation of time was one of the main hindering factors. This point 
can also be interpreted as the result of shortcomings in the legislation. As already explained, 
public participation is only regulated in the form of public hearings to evaluate the EIA, but 
there are no provisions or guidelines regarding participation before and during the pursuit of 
the studies. 
 
Scope of participation 
The limited scope of the participatory process was one of its most criticized aspects. My 
respondents, including individuals working for IBAMA and some in the coordination of the 
participatory process, were very consistent in their claim that its scope did not go much 
beyond discussions about mitigation and compensation measures. 

No-go was not an option 
According to the human rights report issued by the DhESCA Platform, during the whole 
process, the point of departure was the unavoidability of the enterprise (Lisboa & Barros, 
2008a, p. 16). This statement was to a certain extent confirmed in my interviews and analysis 
of documents and of the videos of the public hearings. 
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DhESCA’s report (Lisboa & Barros, 2008a, p. 16) goes further to argue that the public 
hearings were not organized to discuss the viability of the project, but only mitigation and 
compensation measures. This point was also in line with the statements of my respondents. 

My observations of the videos, however, were more nuanced. I agree that the 
methodology of the hearings did not provide room for a deep debate about the 
socioenvironmental viability of the dams. Yet, we cannot deny that the competent authority 
and the project proponent repeatedly affirmed that the project had not yet been approved and 
that the decision depended among other things on the debates during the hearings. Especially 
in the hearing in Porto Velho, a significant part of the Q&A section44 was about whether the 
projects should be approved, also including technical arguments. 

Nonetheless, strong evidence points to the fact that a negative decision by IBAMA was 
not seen as a real option. 

For example, during the hearings, the representatives of the entrepreneur and of the 
government often recognized that the enterprise would have large impacts and claimed to be 
willing to do their best to minimize them. Nonetheless, in no moment they expressed any 
doubt that the expected benefits of the enterprise surpassed the expected costs (including 
construction and operation costs and impacts). The point of departure was that it was a good 
thing that the central government would grant Rondônia with this project. It is worth citing 
the statement of Osvaldo Pittaluga, IBAMA’s regional superintendent in the first hearing in 
Abunã, which was cancelled at the last moment by judicial decision: “It is clear for us that 
this enterprise is an important one. It is a firm decision of the federal government to realize 
it” (first hearing in Abunã, video: 35’). (...) “We’ll come back here for a new hearing. We 
have that obligation. We can’t refrain from making public our contradictions, our desires, but 
with the solid proposal of the federal government to implement here in the state of Rondônia 
the Madeira River Complex”45 (first hearing in Abunã, video: 39’05”). After Pittaluga, 
Roberto Sobrinho, the mayor of Porto Velho, said the following after praising the work that 
IBAMA had been doing in relation to its transparency and its commitment to the welfare of 
the population,: “… and I know that sooner or later these public hearings will take place. 
Sooner or later the dams will be constructed, bringing development and wealth to us that live 
here”46 (first hearing in Abunã, video: 46’10”). 

When discussing why the linhão (the transmission line associated with the project of the 
dams) was not included in the EIA, a few respondents, including representatives of the 
industry of the region, argued that the impacts of the transmission line are very different to 
the impacts of the dams, requiring very different mitigation and compensation measures. 
They therefore would not need to be studied together. This reasoning only makes sense if one 
considers the objective of the EIA to be determining mitigation and compensation measures 
of a project that has already been favorably decided upon. Only in that case, one would not 
need to weigh the cumulative impacts of the two dams and the transmission line (and 
eventually of the waterways) against the expected benefits. 

 

                                                 
44 Although IBAMA and the project proponents called that part of the hearing a ‘debate’, it can more adequately 
be referred to as a section of questions and answers (Q&A). 
45 Translated from Portuguese: “Nós temos muito claro que o empreendimento é um empreendimento 
importante. É uma decisão firme do governo federal de fazê-lo” (35’). (...) “Nós retornaremos aqui para fazer 
uma nova audiência pública. Nós temos essa obrigação. Nós não vamos deixar de colocar público as nossas 
contradições, os nossos anseios, mas com a firme proposta do governo federal de nós implantarmos aqui no 
estado de Rondônia o Complexo do Madeira” (39’05”). 
46 Translated from Portuguese: “… e sei que mais cedo ou mais tarde essas audiências aconteceram. Mais cedo 
ou mais tarde as usinas do Madeira serão construídas, trazendo o desenvolvimento e riqueza para nós que 
moramos aqui” (46’10”). 
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Consideration of alternatives 
As mentioned above, Brazilian legislation provides that the EIA must consider all possible 
technological and location alternatives and compare them with the no-go alternative 
(CONAMA Resolution 001/86: art 5, §I and II; art 9, §II and V). 

Nevertheless, in this case, the discussions about alternatives to the proposed enterprise 
were very limited, focusing especially on a few locations in the same river. This point was 
criticized by NGOs, but also in at least three official statements of governmental institutions 
and a report of a study commissioned by the municipality of Porto Velho. 

CONAMA’s motion number 083 (47) regretted that the EIA did not consider enough 
technical and location alternatives and compare them to the no-go alternative. 

IBAMA’s Technical Report 014/2007 (Deberdt et al., 2007) questioned the fact that no 
alternatives were seriously considered for the production of the energy supposedly needed, 
except for hydroelectric, and that no other location was seriously thought of. It also criticized 
the fact that other river basins were not considered for a better cost-benefit relation and that 
the study had a superficial approach to technological alternatives (Deberdt et al., 2007, p. 
16).48  

According to a report issued by Instituto Polis, of a research commissioned by the 
municipality of Porto Velho, the choice for the location did not take into account social 
impacts or impacts related to urban planning for the city of Porto Velho. It also concluded 
that “the main criterion adopted in order to define the location for the implementation of the 
enterprise was that of the implementation of the waterway and not that of the energy 
production”49 (Instituto-Polis, 2006, p. 15).  

A report issued for the Public Attorney’s Office, in turn, criticizes that, in relation to 
technological alternatives for the energy production, the EIA only contemplated a comparison 
between hydroelectric and thermoelectric production. Besides the fact that other sources of 
energy were not considered, the focus was economic and not environmental, in a way that the 
preference for hydroelectric instead of thermoelectric was mostly based on the fact that the 
price of the energy produced in the latter option would depend on the oscillation of the 
international market of natural gas (the most probable to be used in case of thermoelectric 
production). Hydroelectric production can count on more predictable conditions of 
production (Silva et al., 2007, p. 11). 

In conclusion, a debate about alternatives to the proposed project was said to have been 
restricted by limitations of the EIA. 

Nevertheless, we must recall that the objective of the licensing of an enterprise is the 
evaluation of its socioenvironmental viability and not the evaluation of the preceding 
strategic choices made in other levels of policy-making. This fact limits the extent to which 

                                                 
47 CONAMA’s motion number 083 (published in the 'Boletim de Serviço do Ministério do Meio Ambiente' 
number 04/2007; and also included in the records of the process at IBAMA: IBAMA, 2003, pp. 1761-1763). 
48 “No proposal was presented of construction in other basins with a better cost-benefit relation, neither of the 
no-go possibility. The study approached the technological alternatives superficially, in a conceptual and 
comparative way, only justifying the choice for that part of the Madeira River, for judging it strategically 
interesting in relation to the energy production potential and to the potential to realize the integration of 
extensive areas of South America. No technological and location alternatives were presented in relation to the 
specific issue of sediment routing.” (Translated from Portuguese:  “Não foi apresentado qualquer proposta de 
outras bacias hidrográficas com melhor relação custo- benefício inclusive da possibilidade de não fazer. O 
estudo abordou de forma superficial, em caráter conceitual e comparativo as alternativas tecnológicas, apenas 
justificando a escolha do trecho do rio Madeira escolhido para a implantação dos empreendimentos, por julgá- 
lo interessante e estratégico, face o potencial energético e com capacidade de proporcionar a integração de 
extensas áreas da América do Sul. Não foram apresentadas alternativas tecnológicas e locacionais específicas 
para questões sedimentológicas (sediment routing)”) (Deberdt, et al., 2007, p. 16). 
49 Translated from Portuguese: “o principal critério adotado para a definição do local de implantação do 
empreendimento é o da implantação da hidrovia e não o do melhor aproveitamento energético”. 
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alternatives can be discussed at this level and indicates the importance of good strategic 
planning with public participation. 

Uncertainty and level of risks 
In the technical discussions, all sides admitted a high level of uncertainty. It was, however, 
more often than not considered normal and unavoidable, due to the lack of cumulative 
scientific data that characterizes any EIA in the Amazon region and because there had never 
been a similar project in the Brazilian Amazon (in relation to the large amount of bulb 
turbines in a row, there had never been a similar project in the world). Nevertheless, in the 
public debates (in the public hearings and during the participatory process with the riverside 
communities), uncertainties were not made explicit. It was not openly discussed how these 
uncertainties were translated in terms of risks and which criteria were used to determine the 
acceptable levels of risk. 

As we could see in the section related to governmental responsiveness, the discussions 
about uncertainty and risks were more often than not seen as an issue that called for a final 
word of experts instead of as a political issue (also confirmed by respondents and observed in 
the public hearings, but see also, for example,  Garzon, 2008b, pp. 48-49).  

According to Amazon Watch, ‘participants also expressed frustration at the 
unwillingness of Furnas and Odebrecht to discuss the technical details of the proposed dams 
at the public meetings. Instead, participants reported propaganda from the companies 
promoting the dams’ construction’ (Amazon-Watch, 2009, p. 6). 

Fragmentation of the project  
The fragmentation of the project was one of the central issues when discussing the scope of 
the participatory process. The project was first presented as a large Madeira River Complex, 
including four hydroelectric dams (Santo Antônio and Jirau, a bi-national one at the border 
with Bolivia and a fourth dam in Bolivian territory) and navigation locks, opening a 4,200 km 
waterway. 

The EIA itself states in its presentation that, although the studies focus on the 
hydroelectric development in Santo Antônio and Jirau, “… it is important to visualize the 
insertion of these enterprises in a broader context, which in the future may include two other 
projects, forming a complex of four hydroelectric dams and a 4,200 km waterway, as part of 
a future plan for the integration of transport and energy production infrastructure in Brazil, 
Bolivia and Peru”50. 

After the government announced its intension to build a waterway in the region, the 
pressure on national reserves, extractive reserves, indigenous lands and other preserved 
territories increased substantially as the amount of land incorporated to cattle ranching, 
mining and monoculture increased in the region (Garzon, 2008b, p. 52). The result was also 
an increase in land prices, which in turn increases deforestation by raising the opportunity 
costs of keeping the forest standing and by pushing small landowners or landless rural 
workers deeper into the jungle to open  new land (about the relation between deforestation in 
the Amazon and economic developments, see Andersen, Granger, Reis, Weinhold, & 
Wunder, 2002). 

In addition, according to a report written for the Federal Public Attorney’s Office, the 
realization of the waterway after the construction of the dams can potentiate the 
remobilization of mercury and its bioaccumulation along the food chain (Silva et al., 2007, p. 
14).  

                                                 
50 Translated from Portuguese: “... é importante visualizar a inserção desses empreendimentos dentro de um 
contexto bem mais amplo, que poderá envolver, no futuro, dois outros projetos, formando um complexo de 
quatro usinas hidrelétricas e uma malha hidroviária de 4.200 km navegáveis, no âmbito de um futuro programa 
de integração de infra-estruturas de energia e de transportes no Brasil e entre Brasil, Bolívia e Peru”. 
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Nevertheless, not only the waterway was not included in the licensing of the two 
hydroelectric dams and as much as possible excluded from the debates, but also the 
transmission line of around 2,500 km, necessary to connect the dams to the national grid, will 
have an apart licensing process. This fragmentation was considered unacceptable by many 
stakeholders. According to Luis Fernando Novoa Garzon, among many others, the 
government decided to fragment the project to make licensing and political acceptance of the 
project easier. Its intention was to mask the cumulative impacts of the larger project (Garzon, 
2008b, p. 41). 

Except for the extension of the cumulative impacts of the project as a whole, two points 
that could turn the licensing process very problematic if these were included are the impacts 
for indigenous populations and in the Bolivian territory. 

 In relation to the first point, it is important to mention that most of the demands of the 
civil society and of FUNAI related to indigenous populations have to do with the Madeira 
complex as a whole and its cumulative impacts. The fragmentation of the project excluded 
most indigenous issues from the discussion, since the entrepreneur claims that no indigenous 
reserve will suffer direct impacts with the construction of the two dams. 

In relation to the second point, it is worth remembering that the construction of the two 
dams near Bolivian borders generated much unrest in Bolivia and in the diplomatic relations 
between the two countries. Brazilian strategy to license these two dams isolated from the rest 
made it easier for the country to decide unilaterally on the project, avoiding having to pursue 
an agreement with the neighbor. Still, much negotiation with Bolivia was necessary to 
convince the government of that country to accept the project. However, in these 
negotiations, the civil society was excluded from any participation.  According to Lucia Ortiz 
(writing on behalf of Amigos da Terra, ECOA and other 7 NGOs that oppose the project), 
after the EIA, the Brazilian and the Bolivian governments constituted a few commissions to 
proceed with the studies on the impacts of the hydroelectric dams in Bolivia. These 
commissions do not have the participation of the civil society of either country (Ortiz, 2007, 
p. 13). 

 Responding to the criticism in relation to the fragmentation of the project, IBAMA’s 
experts argued that the licensing system as it is does not allow studying the project as a 
whole, since it is based on a project level EIA commissioned by the potential entrepreneurs of 
each specific project. Moreover, IBAMA is divided into departments, each specialized in one 
sort of projects. According to them, the transmission line as well as the navigation locks for 
the waterway will have apart licensing processes, conducted by other departments at IBAMA 
than that of the dams. As one of IBAMA’s staff members said: “It would be impossible to 
include the waterway in the analysis, otherwise everything would have to be considered and 
the scope would become unmanageable.” He complained that not only NGOs, but also 
governmental institutions responsible for strategic planning try to push the discussion of the 
cumulative impacts into the licensing. Yet, he argues, that is not the role of the licensing 
process and the project-level EIA. That is a discussion that belongs to the level of planning 
that precedes the licensing of the specific enterprise. This reinforces the point made earlier 
that public participation occurred too late in this case. 
 
Timing 
The first aspect in which I analyzed the timing in the process was in relation to the 
participants: if they had enough time to prepare for the different events and if the necessary 
information was already available when they were invited to participate. 

In relation to the meeting to discuss the Term of Reference, the respondents that took 
part in it complained that it had been prepared too hastily. They were invited at the last 
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moment (about a week in advance) and there was therefore no time for them to prepare 
themselves or to debate the subject beforehand. 

In relation to the riverside communities, I interviewed five individuals that worked with 
riverside dwellers during the process. They all complained that there was not enough time to 
build capacity among the riverside communities and to prepare them for effective 
participation. 

Another aspect I looked at was in relation to the decision-makers. On the one hand, I 
already mentioned that there was much pressure on IBAMA to accelerate the process. 
Although both ministers of the environment and IBAMA’s presidents and directors of 
licensing all claimed they had not given in to that kind of pressure, IBAMA’s experts 
complained not having enough time to process all the input from the civil society. This is the 
reason why nothing was done with the videos of the hearings or with many of the documents 
submitted to the record. Due to lack of time and/or personnel, no summary of the input of 
participants and of the debates was produced to assist the decisions. Yet, on the other hand, 
IBAMA took more time than legally provided to conduct the process and emit the licenses. 
Considering this fact, we may conclude that it was more for lack of personnel than for lack of 
time that IBAMA had difficulties dealing with civil society’s input. 
 
Methods of participation 
The analysis in this part was done according to three aspects: the four public hearings; 
meetings with the riverside communities; and the negotiations of compensation for directly 
impacted people. 

Public hearings 
One of the repeated criticisms of the process was that four public hearings were far from 
enough for a project of this magnitude. According to Novoa Garzon (2008b), the four 
hearings were insufficient in their geographical coverage, if taken into account the vast 
potential impact area. However, according to IBAMA, the legal period for the request of 
hearings was observed and neither the Public Attorney’s Office nor the civil society 
requested any. 

In relation to the four hearings, Garzon claims that the quality and quantity of 
information available for scrutiny were not adequate. Additionally, according to him, the 
population was not enough prepared to discuss the potential impacts of the enterprise and 
there had not been enough dialogue and technical discussions beforehand (Garzon, 2008b, 
pp. 43-44, also confirmed by most respondents that were present at the hearings). Confirming 
Garzon’s point about the lack of preparation, a few respondents, who worked with riverside 
communities and were present in the hearings, said that it was very hard for those without 
much formal education or technical knowledge to follow the discussions51. 

Garzon’s claims were confirmed by my respondents (including some working for 
IBAMA and for the entrepreneur), who also complained about the conditions of the locations 
where the hearings took place. According to them, the hearings were too long, tiring and 
tumultuous. Besides that, unbearable heat and very bad acoustic harmed the quality of the 
debate52. 

Moreover, the members of the civil society that I interviewed complained that the set up 
of the meetings was very bias: there was no representative of the civil society at the table; the 

                                                 
51 Although I observed that the presenters made a significant effort not to use too technical vocabulary and to 
explain each issue in as much detail as possible in order to make themselves understood by everybody, the gap 
between the urban experts and the riverside dwellers is hard to bridge. 
52 In the videos, I was able to verify that the conditions in the locations of the hearing were indeed far from 
optimal. The quality of the recordings also varies a lot, but is often quite low. 
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presentation of the project and the studies was not neutral, being almost a pro-dam 
advertisement, supported by well designed PowerPoint presentations and nice videos53; the 
entrepreneurs and IBAMA, who composed the table, were given much time to speak while 
participants only had three minutes each. 

The two first points were verified in my analysis. It is interesting to add that the 
hearings were not designed to promote a debate. It was instead a presentation (by IBAMA 
and by the project proponent) about the licensing process and about the enterprise, followed 
by a Q&A session, i.e. the possibility of asking questions or making comments, which they 
called a ‘debate’. The table for the ‘debate’ was composed by IBAMA and the project 
proponent. 

In relation to the last point, however, I must disagree after watching the videos. My 
impression was that Luiz Felipe Kunz, IBAMA’s Licensing Director and chairman of the 
public hearings, was overall reasonably correct in the conduction of the hearings according to 
the rules. He observed the limits of time of the participants as well as of the project 
proponents, although being flexible in some moments when a little more time was required to 
clarify important issues. He also provided enough time for questions and comments, since the 
hearings had no time to finish and went on until every person that had inscribed him/herself 
had had a chance to speak. Participants were also allowed to inscribe themselves more than 
once and some did indeed get the opportunity to speak three times in a row. Each participant 
was given three minutes to pose questions or comments. IBAMA or the project proponents 
had three minutes to answer, after which the participant was offered other three minutes for a 
follow up question or an extra comment. The cycle finished with three minutes for IBAMA 
or the entrepreneurs to answer. 

It is also important to mention that Luiz Felipe Kunz, IBAMA’s Licensing Director and 
chair of the hearings, stated that IBAMA is discussing with CONAMA changes in the rules 
for the public hearings in order to improve their quality. One of the points debated is the 
possibility of separate hearings for specific publics or specific issues. For example, in the 
case of the Madeira River, the civil society had requested specific hearings about indigenous 
issues; with gold miners (garimpeiros); and about technical-scientific matters. However the 
current legislation does not allow for it happen. 

Meetings with the riverside communities 
The second aspect is related to the participatory process that targeted the riverside 
communities, coordinated by CPPT-Cuniã at first and done together with MPS in a second 
moment. A deep analysis of that process would require a study that goes beyond the scope of 
this report for requiring a much more extensive theoretical framework and much longer 
fieldwork. 

However, it became evident that, although this process counted with special 
methodology to facilitate the participation of riverside dweller, it was not meant to promote a 
broader debate about the socioenvironmental viability and the desirability of the project. It 
aimed at a dialogue at a local level, informing the communities about the enterprise and the 
licensing process and collecting information as well as their concerns and aspirations. In this 
way, it also did not integrate the discussions with the broader debates that were taking place 
at the regional and national levels. 

Because it did not effectively include the urban organized civil society and because the 
process had been commissioned by the project proponent, it encountered much resistance. 
NGOs and social movements that opposed the dams not only boycotted the process but also 
tried to influence locals to do the same, accusing it of being fake. 

                                                 
53 This happened in spite of the fact that the entrepreneurs’ presentations have to be revised by IBAMA and that 
its staff members had made some changes to the first draft. 
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Negotiation of compensations 
The third aspect concerns the negotiation with the local riverside community members about 
the compensation they were to receive for being relocated. According to Platform DhESCA’s 
report (also confirmed by riverside community members, MAB members, ADA Açaí and an 
expert from UNIR), negotiations for the compensations of the impacted families were done in 
a family by family basis, instead of with the community as a whole, and without 
transparency. This strategy diminished local residents’ capacity to negotiate as a group. 

They complained that there were no clear criteria for the compensations and that they 
were often threatened. They were told that others had already accepted the amount that was 
being offered and that if they did not, they would end up not receiving anything. In addition, 
individuals were told that if they went to the Public Attorney’s Office to look for help, they 
would be worse off, since they would have to wait for many years before a judicial decision, 
without receiving anything (Lisboa & Barros, 2008a, p. 17). Many riverside dwellers were 
very vulnerable for this kind of threat because they had bad experiences with INCRA when 
trying to get the papers for their lands and therefore had the feeling that they could not trust 
the government. Others were afraid of not having any rights since they lived in an illegal area 
(preserved area or land owned by the military54). 
 
Transparency 
Almost all informants complained about lack of transparency throughout the process, in 
different moments and forms. It is worth dealing with five of the main aspects involved: 
access to relevant documents; governmental campaigns; the inclusion and exclusion of the 
navigation locks from the discussion; and two points related to the disinformation of the 
population. 

Access to relevant documents 
In relation to the access to relevant documents, the first indication of the level of transparency 
was my own experience in accessing the material I needed for this research. 

First of all, it is important to mention that I had the advantage that I spent a few weeks 
in Brasilia, where the records of the processes are, before and after my time in Rondônia 
(there is a distance of 2,589km between Brasilia and Porto Velho; about three hours by 
airplane or 3 days by bus). Many of the documents related to the licensing process are 
available online at IBAMA’s website55. Yet, most documents submitted to the record are not 
available in digital form, which means that they can only be accessed in Brasilia. The other 
option is to require IBAMA to send him/her a copy of the process, which it is obliged to do. 
However, the solicitant has to pay for it, which can be very expensive considering that only 
the first part of the process already has over three thousand pages and that each page costs 
R$0,2056. In my case, I took a few weeks to analyze the whole process and select the parts I 
needed copied. I could count on the fully cooperation of IBAMA’s staff members, to whom I 
am very grateful for their help and transparency. Yet, the procedure to get the copies was 
bureaucratic enough that they could easily have prevented me from getting them in time if 
they wanted to. A simple solution to this problem would be to digitalize all documents and to 
make all the records of the processes available online. This is what IBAMA plans to do in the 
future, but its staff members say it will still take many years before this has been done. 

As for the EIA and its executive summary - RIMA, although the legislation only 
provides that the RIMA must be made available to the public (CONAMA Resolutions 001/86 

                                                 
54 E.g. the largest part of the community São Carlos is said to be owned by the Brazilian Navy. 
55 http://www.ibama.gov.br/licenciamento/index.php 
56 R$0,20 = €0,08 (on September 6, 2009, according to http://www.google.nl/ig?referrer=ign). 
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and 006/87), after approved by IBAMA, both the EIA and the RIMA were made available for 
public consultation, online and with hard copies at the following locations: 

a) One copy in Brasília – IBAMA’s main office; 
b) Three copies in Porto Velho – IBAMA’s regional office; SEDAM and 

City Hall; 
c) Two copies in Manaus – IBAMA’s regional office and IPAAM (Instituto 

de Proteção Ambiental do Amazonas – Amazonas State Instituto for 
Environmental Protection). 

Nevertheless, the RIMA that was made available dates from May 2005, which means 
that it has not been updated to include any new information raised in the complementary 
studies demanded by IBAMA and presented by Furnas in August 2006. Additionally, 
according to the Technical Note 071/2007 of the Federal Public Attorney’s Office, the RIMA 
was extremely superficial and incomplete, not providing enough information for the 
understanding of the possible impacts of the project (Lisboa & Barros, 2008a, pp. 17, 18)57. 

Campaigning instead of informing 
As a response to the civil society campaigns against the project, the government (of the 
municipality, of the state and the federal government, as well as institutions connected to 
them) engaged in a large campaign in favor of the enterprise58. 

Instead of informing the population of the choices that were at stake and of inviting 
them for the debate, the governmental campaign focused on the expected economic benefits 
(especially the expected industrialization and job generation in the region) and was strongly 
laden with an ideology of modernization and progress (with a strong nationalistic layer). The 
campaign used pamphlets, stickers for windows, banners, posters, billboards, but also mass 
media such as radio and TV. Furthermore, they went to several public institutions, including 
schools, asking people to sign a petition in favor of the dams.59 

Inclusion and exclusion of the navigation locks 
Luis Fernando Novoa Garzon, among others, states that the Government was not transparent 
about the fact that the Madeira dams are part of a larger project that aims at the integration of 
the region and that includes waterways and roads (Garzon, 2008b, p. 40). As mentioned 
above, the two dams were at first mostly presented as part of a greater integration project. 
However, once the discussion started in the civil society, it became clear that the waterway 
would generate more polemic than they had expected, especially in relation to the expansion 
of the monoculture agriculture in the region and the consequent deforestation. For that 
reason, the government and the entrepreneur started mentioning IIRSA and the waterway 

                                                 
57 Among the deficiencies of the RIMA that the report cites are: lack of a schedule for the implementation of the 
project; lack of a map indicating the projection of the area to be flooded; insufficient information about the 
impacts of the retention of sediments on the aquatic biota and on the quality of the water of the river, including 
the new dynamics of the river downstream; lack of proposal of mitigation measures for numerous impacts. The 
report concludes by saying that “in other words, the community present in the public hearings did not have 
access to the necessary elements for a discussion according to the form and content provided by IBAMA’s 
normative instruction number 65/2005” (Roughly translated from Portuguese: “Em outras palavras, a 
comunidade presente nas audiências públicas não teve acesso aos elementos necessários para uma discussão 
fundamentada na forma e no conteúdo previstos pela Insstrução Normativa n0 65/2005-IBAMA.”) (Lisboa & 
Barros, 2008a, pp. 17, 18). 
58 A few respondents, both in the side of the pro-dam campaign and the campaign against it, confirmed that the 
pro-dam campaign was a reaction to the civil society campaign against the dam and the growing dissatisfaction 
with the project. For example, when the NGO’s network FBOMS organized a seminar of its GT-Energia 
(Energy Working Group) in May 2006, the municipality organized a parallel event in favor of the enterprise. 
59 All informants that told me about the campaign and students and professors present in my presentation at the 
University of Rondônia confirmed this information. 
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only in selected occasions. It actually surprised me that most of the people I spoke to in Porto 
Velho did not know what IIRSA was. 

A report by the NGO Conservation International stated that the waterway, included in 
the project, will lead to a massive expansion of soybean monoculture in the region, causing 
much deforestation and having large impacts on local family farmers and traditional 
communities. According to the article, the Brazilian government decided to exclude the 
navigation locks from the project (at least for now) in order to make the political acceptance 
and the licensing of the project easier (Máximo, 2007). This was confirmed by Oswaldo 
Pittaluga, IBAMA’s regional superintendent, who said in an interview to Agência Brasil that 
the construction of the navigation locks will be necessary in the future in order to provide an 
alternative way of transport through the waterway. However, he said, they were taken out of 
the project by the government for strategic reasons (Craide, 2007). 

CONAMA’s motion number 083 (60) criticizes that the exclusion of the navigation locks 
from the discussion is a strategy to deceive the public opinion and to approve the project, 
hiding its real objectives from the population: “the unexpected change by the Federal 
Government, withdrawing the navigation locks, is nothing more than a political strategy to 
confuse the public opinion and license the enterprise, hiding from society one of the main 
objectives of the project”61. 

During the whole debate, it remained uncertain for the broader public if the waterway 
was still part of the planning. In June 2007, the government informed having given up (at 
least temporarily) the construction of the navigation locks. However in a decree published on 
August 13, about a month after the emission of the first environmental license, the Minister 
of Mines and Energy talks again about ‘the eventual construction of navigability projects’ 
(Lourenço, 2007). 

Does part of the energy stay in Rondônia? 
Another point that remained obscure during the whole process was whether part of the energy 
produced by the hydroelectric dams would stay in Rondônia in order to meet its future 
demand. According to most of those who oppose the enterprise, all the energy produced 
would be sent all the way to the state of São Paulo. Those favoring the enterprise, in general, 
defended that the energy needed would stay in Rondônia. Even experts of the field of 
electricity gave me contradictory answers. 

Although it would probably not be difficult to find out what the actual agreements are, 
the most striking was that, after years of debate about the dams, such an elementary question 
was still unanswered for most people. 

Compensation for the riverside communities 
As mentioned before, the strategy chosen by the entrepreneur to negotiate the compensations 
for the riverside communities that had to be relocated was to approach family by family. 
According to my respondents, there were no fixed criteria for the calculation of the 
compensations (or at least the criteria were not clear enough for the local inhabitants), 
generating a high level of uncertainty among riverside dwellers. Plataform DhESCA’s report 
adds that the level of information about the enterprise among the population that would be 
impacted was very low (Lisboa & Barros, 2008a, p. 16). 
 
 

                                                 
60 CONAMA’s motion number 083 (published in the 'Boletim de Serviço do Ministério do Meio Ambiente' 
number 04/2007; and also included in the records of the process at IBAMA: IBAMA, 2003, pp. 1761-1763). 
61 Roughly translated from Portuguese: “a mudança inesperada do Governo Federal de retirar as eclusas e canais 
de adu’;cão para navegação, não passa de uma manobra política para confundir a opinião pública e licenciar o 
empreendimento, ocultando da sociedade um dos grandes objetivos do projeto;” 
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Role of knowledge  
This part of the research dealt with the roles of scientific and lay knowledge in the debates 
and the attempts to include the latter in the decision-making. 

Only in the participatory process coordinated by MPS and CPPT-Cuniã (dedicated to 
the riverside communities), there was special attention paid to local lay knowledge. During 
the rest of the process, discussions were almost solely focused on scientific knowledge. 

In the analysis of the governmental responsiveness, we saw that uncertainties, lack of 
data and level of risk were dealt with as purely technical issues and no political discussions 
were organized about them. The licensing system also did not allow for iteration. Once 
IBAMA’s experts decided they were not able to attest the viability of the enterprise due to 
lack of knowledge, uncertainty and therefore high levels of risk (Technical Report 014/2007), 
other technical opinions were sought to contest their recommendation not to emit the license. 
The discussion went on as a purely technical-scientific issue and did not go back into public 
debate. 

This belief that the final decision should be based on technical-scientific knowledge 
was not triggered by the crisis created by the Technical Report 014/2007. It was present from 
the beginning. In order to further illustrate this point, I present below a short analysis of the 
presentation of the EIA during the public hearing in Jacy Paraná (video public hearing Jacy-
Paraná 1:23’30”, DvD 3), which was repeated in all the other three hearings. 

They started the presentation with a short video, which Norma Pinto Villela, Furnas’ 
Environmental Management Superintendent, introduced saying that it shows “the diagnoses 
the EIA provided, in other words, it is a photograph of the region how it is today, before the 
construction of the dams”. The video, however, focuses more on the authentification of the 
knowledge produced during the EIA than on talking about the region. Of the 5min and 10s of 
the video, at least 3min and 45s were dedicated to explaining what an EIA is and especially to 
demonstrate the quality of the studies in relation to their scientific rigor. The following 
passage of the video is very illustrative: “In order to do this diagnosis, besides Leme 
Engenharia, which was responsible for the organization of the whole environmental study, 
some research and educational institutions of the region were invited. They were invited 
because they are nationally and internationally recognized in their areas of actuation for 
having a great knowledge of the Amazon. These institutions were IMPA, UNIR, the museum 
Emílio Goeldi, IPEPATRO, CPRN, the NGO CPPT-Cuniã, besides specialized consultants in 
other topics linked to the diagnosis of the region.”62 The video does not mention at any 
moment any contribution given by the knowledge of local residents, emphasizing only the 
knowledge of experts and of institutions with recognition outside the region. Moreover, the 
video mentions that the knowledge generated by the EIA will be very useful in the future for 
research and educational institutions, without mentioning if and how it can be useful for the 
local population. It therefore presupposes these institutions as producers and guardians of the 
relevant knowledge and the riverside dwellers as mere objects of study. 

The subsequent introduction of the EIA was done by Maura63 and made clear how they 
saw the role of the riverside dwellers in the process: “there were also interviews with the 
population; with most part of the residents of the impacted areas. By doing that, we could get 

                                                 
62 Translated from Portuguese: “Para fazer este diagnóstico, alem da empresa Leme Engenharia, que foi 
responsável por organizar todo o estudo ambiental, foram convidadas algumas instituições de ensino e pesquisa 
da região amazônica. Elas foram chamadas porque possuem um reconhecimento nacional e internacional em 
suas áreas por terem um grande conhecimento da Amazônia. As instituições foram o IMPA, a UNIR, o museu 
Emílio Goeldi, o IPEPATRO, o CPRN, a ONG CPPT-Cuniã, além de consultores especializados em outros 
temas ligados ao diagnóstico da região.” 
63 She was introduced only by her first name (as commonly done in Brazil) and the minutes of the hearing do 
not mention her. 
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to know the profile of this population, its characteristics and therefore how it should be 
treated and understood within the EIA”64. And talking about the objective of the meetings 
with the communities during the EIA, she stated it was related to the entrepreneur’s 
“commitment of providing transparency; allowing the community to follow the realization of 
the studies, to get to know their outcomes along the whole process”65. 

In sum, the local population was put as one of the objects of the EIA and not at all as a 
subject or a partner in the process. This fact is also related to the statements of riverside 
dwellers that they did not understand much of what was going on in relation to the studies, 
because it was all too technical. There was not enough effort to bridge the gap between them 
and the experts. 

 
Figure 9: summary of analysis about institutional and process design 

                                                 
64 Translated from Portuguese: “também foram feitas entrevistas com a população, com a maior parte da 
população residente nas áreas afetadas, que com isso a gente conseguiu saber que perfil de população é esse, 
quais as características da população e como, portanto, que ela deve ser tratada e entendida dentro do estudo de 
impacto ambiental”. 
65 Translated from Portuguese: “compromisso de dar a transparência; permitir que a comunidade acompanhasse 
a realização dos estudos, que conhecesse o resultado desses estudos ao longo de todo o processo”. 
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7.1.2 Stakeholders’ capacity 
In this analysis, I focused on the stakeholders of the civil society. To discuss their capacity to 
influence the process, I divided them into three groups, taking into account Brazilian class 
stratification and how stakeholders manage to participate in policy-making (their access to 
power and decision-making): NGO’s; riverside communities; and social movements. 
 
NGOs 
The members of NGOs are in general originated from an urban middle class with access to 
formal education. They have certain advantages in relation to the other groups when it comes 
to political participation because of their social capital (network) and cultural capital 
(including scientific knowledge and language use). These organizations usually depend on 
partnerships with social movements for social mobilization, for example for the organization 
of events, protests or the like. They are of exclusive membership, which means that local 
populations are partners, clients or objects of their work, but usually do not become part of 
the NGO. 

The two main problems my respondents mentioned that the organized civil society in 
Rondônia faced in relation to public participation in this process were lack of resources and 
the fragmentation of the civil society. I analyzed the capacity of the NGOs according to these 
two statements. 

Lack of resources 
According to my respondents, Planafloro, a development plan that ran from 1993 to 2002 
largely funded by the World Bank, promoted a significant professionalization of the NGOs in 
Rondônia. There was a large amount of investments in the region and a good deal of the 
implementation of the projects was done by civil society organizations. There was also 
significant room for local initiatives and a lively political debate. Since the end of the 
Planafloro, most organizations are constantly struggling to survive and therefore working 
with an acute lack of resources. This restricts the actuation of the individual organizations, 
but much more than that, it often limits their capacity to cooperate, since they have to 
compete for the scarce resources. Many organizations can only survive by working on the 
implementation of projects and programs for national or international institutions or for the 
government. 

In addition, NGOs are less able to work close to the riverside communities, since 
commuting to their rather isolated villages is very costly. In the specific case of the Madeira 
dams, this fact should be contrasted with the situation of CPPT-Cuniã and MPS, among other 
organizations working for the entrepreneurs. These organizations had appreciably more 
resources to do their work, allowing them relatively much contact with the communities. 

Fragmentation of the civil society 
Many respondents affirmed that one of the main difficulties in relation to the participation in 
the decision-making related to the dams was the fragmentation of the civil society. I could 
indeed identify different groups that refused to cooperate or did not work well together. They 
expressed very negative feelings towards each other, with an attitude of much suspicion and 
skepticism. There is no doubt that this lack of cooperation restrained their capacity to 
participate politically. 

A few reasons were given by informants for this fragmentation of the civil society. The 
first one was the end of Planafloro. Besides the fact that the reduction of investments led 
organizations to compete for scarce resources, during Planafloro there was one clear 
objective that united most NGOs, namely the establishment of natural reserves in the zoning 



 77

of Rondônia, which started at the end of Polonoroeste66 and was consolidated during 
Planafloro. The second alleged reason was the ‘cooptation’ of CPPT-Cuniã by Furnas. CPPT-
Cuniã is a NGO that, besides having good contacts with the academia and the government, 
had great access to riverside communities because of the educational projects it had been 
developing with them. It was exactly for this reason that it was hired by Furnas to coordinate 
and implement its communication plan towards these communities. CPPT-Cuniã’s decision 
to work for the project proponent limited its role as an articulator of the civil society, which 
could have been extremely valuable. The other reasons mentioned for the fragmentation of 
the civil society referred to ideological and personal disputes. 

Although each of my respondents that talked about this subject emphasized one of the 
reasons above, they all confirmed that all these factors contributed to the fragmentation of the 
civil society. After discussing the topic with a few experts, I concluded that the factors named 
are actually inherent to any well functioning civil society, which is by nature heterogenic. In 
other words, the problem was not the lack of homogeneity of the civil society, but the lack of 
a system or an independent actor that could coordinate a process of articulation among the 
diverse groups. 

In the theoretical framework, I mentioned the importance of alliances in the civil 
society in order to combine different capacities such as technical-scientific knowledge, mass 
mobilization, network, etc. Although many constructive alliances took place, it was a 
consensus among my respondents that civil society organizations wasted much time and 
precious resources disputing among themselves. 
 
Riverside communities 
In general, riverside dwellers face great difficulty when participating in political debates or 
trying to influence decision-making due to the large gap that exists between them and the 
elite that is responsible for or able to influence public policy. This gap is the result of many 
factors that will be dealt with below. 

Lack of technical knowledge and understanding of the process 
A large part of the riverside population is illiterate and very few completed the secondary 
school. The general lack of scientific knowledge makes it very hard for them to follow the 
studies of the EIA and the technical discussions, especially in a context where scientific 
knowledge is considered much superior to lay knowledge. 

I also observed that it was very difficult for them to understand the licensing system, 
their rights in it and the specific licensing process of the two dams. In addition, they often 
could not tell one actor from the other in the process, not understanding well the roles of the 
government, of the project proponents and of the civil society organizations. 

(Physical) isolation and lack of mobilization 
Most riverside dwellers live in places of very difficult access. Furnas (with CPPT-Cuniã) 
created a large and expensive scheme in order to reach all the potentially impacted 
communities during the participatory process. This provided the largest part of the potentially 
impacted population with an opportunity to participate. Yet, outside the process 
commissioned by Furnas, the mobility of riverside dwellers and their contact with urban 
actors are limited. 

To make matters worse, few communities have strong active associations. This and the 
lack of leadership and cooperation among them were mentioned by all respondents living in 
or involved with those communities. One of the explanations given for this fact is their lack 
of collective identity, since most communities are very young, having been created in the last 

                                                 
66 Polonoroeste was a development plan largely financed by the World Bank that preceded Planafloro. 
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century after the migration promoted by the government during the last rubber boom (during 
the World War II). In the 1970s and 1980s and again recently, they experienced a very fast 
growth as a result of new waves of migration to the region. 

To make matters worse, riverside communities have grown very suspicious towards 
outsiders. I observed this fact in all the communities I visited in the region and in the stories 
of all the ones I talked to that worked with riverside dwellers. Poorer populations, especially 
riverside communities are the target of several researches, students’ social projects, charity or 
pilot programs, etc. The regretful reality is that most of them have no significant positive 
results for the local population. As a consequence, being tired of students that come, do their 
research and never come back and of promises that never materialize, these populations tend 
to be quite skeptical towards people coming from the cities with ideas and proposals and, 
therefore, it takes time to gain their confidence.  

Lack of cultural capital and context of social exclusion 
Besides their lack of formal schooling, they have major difficulties because of their lack of 
cultural capital. There is a large social distance that separates the riverside dwellers from the 
decision-making elite, creating a strong hierarchy between them. Their low social status can 
be deduced, among others, from their way of talking, their way of dressing and their daily 
habits. 

The following anecdote illustrates this fact very well. A group of riverside dwellers that 
would be relocated because of the dams had heard that the 
Public Attorney’s Office – MP - could help them in the 
negotiation with the entrepreneurs. They travelled to Porto 
Velho, but when they got there and saw that beautiful 
building of the Public Attorney’s Office (see figure 5), which 
according to some of them looked like a modern temple, they 
did not dare to go in. They felt it was not a place for them and 
went back home. Only weeks later, with the help of a NGO, a 
few of them went back there and talked to a public attorney. 

They generally do not have the perception that the 
justice system is there for them (which is not completely 
equivocal). As mentioned before, some riverside dwellers 
claim to have been threatened by representatives of the 

consortium that if they did not cooperate or if they went to the Public Attorney’s Office, they 
would have to wait for a judicial decision in order to receive anything at all67. They 
mentioned the case of Samuel, in which decades later many people were still fighting for 
their rights. For many riverside dwellers the conclusion was that it was worth accepting 
anything they could get instead of taking the risk. 
 
Social movements 
Compared to NGOs, social movements are much more heterogenic in respect to social and 
cultural capital. This is the result of their different approach to membership. As opposed to 
NGOs, the focus of social movements is on mass mobilization. They incorporate local 
populations as much as possible into the movement. Some of my respondents expressed this 
fact by saying that social movements were engaged in “luta do povo”, or common people’s 
struggle, as opposed to “luta institutional”, or institutional struggle, done by NGOs. 
Independent of the subjective evaluation of these differences, we can say that social 

                                                 
67 The public attorney Aidee Torquato told me they received this accusation by NGOs and investigated the 
matter but could not find any proofs of the threats. 

Figure 10: Rondônia State MP’s 
building in Porto Velho 
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movements’ membership approach gives them a potential to be in many ways closer to the 
riverside populations than NGOs. 

This fact gives them advantages, especially in respect to their mobilization capacity. It 
also means that they can have an important role concerning capacity building within the 
communities. As mentioned before, NGOs often look for partnerships with social movements 
when they need to mobilize a large quantity of riverside dwellers. Social movements, in turn, 
although they often have partners in the academia and also have members and supporters that 
have high formal education, time and again resort to partnerships with NGOs for better 
access to experts and professionals such as lawyers. 

Just like NGOs, the social movements in Rondônia had to cope with the problems 
mentioned above: lack of resources and poor articulation with other organizations. 

In order to better understand the role and difficulties of the social movements in this 
process, it is worth analyzing the case of MAB (Movimento dos Atingidos por Barragens - 
Movement of the Dam-Affected People), which is emblematic. 

Movimento dos Atingidos por Barragens - MAB 
I observed that MAB had a very important role in many communities in the region. For many 
riverside dwellers, it was only through MAB that they managed to understand what was 
going on and that they heard when there were important events like demonstrations, meetings 
and public hearings. MAB mobilized people to fight for their rights and worked in capacity 
building through lectures, courses, workshops, translating technical and political discussions 
to a language that the local population understood. Nonetheless MAB was not always 
successful and often encountered resistance of the local population. 

The Movimento dos Atingidos por Barragens started its activities in the region a bit 
late, when the discussions about the Santo Antônio and Jirau Dams were already going on. 
As I already mentioned, riverside communities have in general a strong resistance towards 
organizations that arrive promising to help and telling them what to do. Much time and 
patience is necessary to win their confidence. For this reason, MAB started small and needed 
time to gain influence in the communities. It first focused on the ones that had been impacted 
by the construction of the Samuel Hydroelectric Dam, which started in 1982. Those 
individuals were easier to mobilize because they had already experienced the extension of the 
impacts of a dam. 

However, MAB’s aggressive attitude and discourse of struggle often shocked with the 
local peaceful way of life and worldview, increasing the suspicion with which the 
organization was received by the communities. MAB has a very strong Marxist discourse of 
class struggle. One may expect that communities that experience economic and political 
exclusion should be very receptive to this kind of discourse. However, social tension between 
classes is very low because these communities are inserted in a complex system of patronage, 
in which the riverside dwellers have a very submissive position. Poor riverside dwellers often 
have a good relationship with their rich neighbors, who give them seasonal work and do them 
favors such as letting them pass through their lands with cattle to reach the water or allow 
some cattle to graze in their lands, take the poor children to the doctor in case of emergency, 
or give them food to complement their diet in times of scarcity. These regional patrons are 
usually much respected and often even the godfathers of many of the local children. In this 
context, it is not an easy task to win someone’s respect and sympathy when accusing these 
respected and often helpful men of being responsible for their poverty and therefore their 
enemies. 

Another main difficulty MAB encountered was in building their own capacity. As 
already mentioned, as opposed to NGOs, the social movements recruit their members among 
the locals, incorporating them into the movement and forming local leaderships. Yet, one 
cannot compensate overnight a background of poor formal education and lack of political 
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experience. In that sense, during my fieldwork, I observed significant lack of necessary 
capacity among the members of MAB and even among some of the local leaders. Yet, it is 
clear that this situation improved much throughout the process. Among the problems I 
observed in relation to lack of capacity were: lack of information and understanding of the 
process; internal communication problems; and lack of political skills. 
 
Analyzing the capacity of these three groups, I first concluded that one of the main 
difficulties of such a participatory process is to bridge the gap between riverside dwellers and 
the political arena. For this purpose, civil society organizations have a central role. However, 
these organizations have to cope with their own shortcomings and the lack of cooperation 
limits their capacity even further. 

 
Figure 11: summary of analysis about stakeholders' capacity 

7.1.3 Governmental institutional capacity 
This part of the research evaluated the governmental institutions that played or should have 
played an important role in the process. It focussed on their actions during the licensing 
process and the debates, but also on the general opinions of stakeholders in relation to them. 
The institutions dealt with are: IBAMA, Public Attorney’s Office (MP) and INCRA. Of 
course many other governmental institutions were also involved in the licensing process such 
as FUNAI, SEDAM, IPHAN and INPA. However, their role had less direct impact in the part 
of the process studied here and the limited scope of this research does not allow including all 
of them. 
 
IBAMA 
The Brazilian Institute for the Environment and the Renewable Natural Resources (IBAMA: 
Instituto Brasileiro do Meio Ambiente e dos Recursos Naturais Renováveis) was the 
competent authority that decided upon the emission of the license. 

Although IBAMA is bound by the Ministry of the Environment, it has administrative 
and financial autonomy and the level of interference of the central government should, in 
theory, be limited. However, the country’s president has a very direct link through which to 
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exercise pressure on the institution, namely that IBAMA’s president and directors are 
nominated by him/her68. 

Furthermore, in the case studied here, at least three incidents made clear that IBAMA is 
not free from pressure by other sectors of government: 
• The official warning sent by the Minister of Mines and Energy Silas Rondeau Cavalcante 

Silva to the Minister of the Environment Marina Silva about the strategic importance of 
these two hydroelectric dams for the country and urging her to accelerate the licensing 
process (on December 20th, 2005; reference of the warning: 295/GM/MME, see IBAMA, 
2003, pp. 224-227), which was also sent to IBAMA; 

• The meeting with President Lula with the objective of accelerating the emission of the 
license (on May 25th, 2007; for the minutes see: IBAMA, 2003, pp. 2351-2354); 

• The split of IBAMA by a presidential interim measure for the creation of the Chico 
Mendes Institute (on April 26th, 2007). 

Another difficulty faced by IBAMA, according to some respondents that work for that 
institution is the lack of staff. They argued, for example, that IBAMA did not have enough 
personnel to analyze all the documents filed into the process by civil society organizations 
and that these documents were therefore often ignored. They also argued that the institution’s 
field visits and inspections were very superficial for lack of experts69. These claims can be 
partly confirmed by the analysis of the process’ records. For example, by occasion of the first 
site visit planned for the 20th, 21st, 22nd and 23rd of January, 2004, in order to generate 
information for the elaboration of the Term of Reference, the Licensing Director requested 
experts from regional IBAMA offices and SEDAM (among others). The regional IBAMA 
office in Manaus (State of Amazonas) replied with an indication of two experts but saying 
that his office could not afford their expenses, to which the national IBAMA answered that 
they were not able to afford it either. In the end, the visit did count on representatives of a 
regional office from the State of Amazonas, more specifically from their office in Humaitá 
(AM), but it is not clear in the documents who paid for the expenses (see the process’ record, 
Ofício n.19/2004-CGLIC/DILIQ/IBAMA of January 8th, 2004; Memo n.05/2004-
GAB/IBAMA-AM of 12 January, 2004; Memo n.25/2004-DILIQ/IBAMA of 14 January, 
2004: IBAMA, 2003, pp. 29, 30, 34, 41). 

One of the main reasons for IBAMA’s limited capacity is the regular budget cuts it has 
been submitted to. According to Denis Kirchhoff, ‘for the last 20 years, economic 
stabilization policies have dominated Brazil’s macroeconomic policy-making. During these 
years, environmental budgets were an easy target’ (Kirchhoff, 2006, p. 11). 

A report issued by the World Bank in 2008 also criticized IBAMA’s lack of human and 
financial resources necessary to cope with the growing demand. One of the main 
consequences, according to the conclusions of the bank’s research, is a long delay for the 
emission of the ToR and the evaluation of the EIA. Nonetheless, in the last years, IBAMA 
has been investing much in order to strengthen its team and compensate for these weaknesses 
(World-Bank, 2008, pp. 20-21) 

The counter argument to IBAMA’s lack of resources is the fact that the project 
proponent is supposed to repay all the costs made by that institution for the licensing of the 
enterprise, including the site visits and the evaluation of the EIA (CONAMA Resolution 
237/97 art. 13). Upon the emission of the LP for Santo Antônio and Jirau, Furnas received a 
bill of R$1.351.667,4470, constituted of: R$61.836,54 for administrative costs, R$846.001,35 
for costs with personnel/experts and R$390.729,54 for site visits/inspections (IBAMA, 2003, 
                                                 
68 According to IBAMA’s Internal Rules of Procedures (Regimento Interno), chapter III, article 4, paragraph 1. 
69 Some of the respondents that worked in the EIA confirmed this information. 
70 R$1 = €0,38; R$1.351.667,44 = €511.298,02 (on September 08, 2009, according to 
http://www.google.nl/ig?referrer=ign). 
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p. 1867). Moreover, for the analysis of the EIA, IBAMA can count on the support of various 
governmental organizations and of UNDP consultants71. Once necessary, such as after the 
rejection of the Technical Report 014/2007, IBAMA hired extra consultants for the analysis 
of specific issues. 

What can be said without doubt, nonetheless, is that there is an absolute prioritization 
of the technical-scientific side at the expense of the part concerned with the public input into 
the process. According to the 2008 World Bank, IBAMA’s department responsible for the 
licensing of hydroelectric plants does not count on staff specialized in the social area. Of the 
83 staff members of the licensing department with high education, only 5 had a background 
of social science. In the department responsible for hydroelectric dams (DILIC), there was 
only one staff member specialized in the area, namely a historian (World-Bank, 2008, p. 21). 
This fact certainly increased IBAMA’s difficulties in coordinating the debate with the civil 
society and in dealing with its input, leading stakeholders to have a rather negative perception 
of the role IBAMA played in the process and of the capacity of that institution. 
 
Public Attorney’s Office (MP: Ministério Público)72 
The MP had a very central role. In the words of one of my respondents, it kept ‘the critical 
conscience during the process’. To a limited extent, it compensated for the lack of two 
essential elements: an independent commission to examine the EIA and deal with the input of 
the civil society; an independent actor to coordinate the debate. 

In relation to the first element, through an agreement with Odebrecht (IBAMA, 2003, 
p. 502), the MP commissioned an independent comprehensive analysis of the EIA, which 
functioned as a basis for much public debate, and also influenced IBAMA’s analyses and 
final decision. As a watchdog of the process, the MP filed several lawsuits against IBAMA 
and the entrepreneurs based on that study and in cooperation with civil society organizations. 

Related to the second element, it received the complaints of civil society actors, when 
these were not satisfied with the process and it took measures, such as the lawsuits but also 
engaging in dialogue with IBAMA and the entrepreneurs. At times, it also functioned as an 
intermediate for agreements between the entrepreneurs and local riverside communities in 
relation to compensation due to their relocation73. 

These functions, however, were restrained by the character of the MP, composed 
mostly by lawyers, and its limited capacity. In respect to the first point, some respondents 
complained about the fact that the MP had a too juridical approach, initiating lawsuits too 
early where dialogue was still appropriate. Among others, the report issued by the World 
Bank in 2008 (World-Bank, 2008) accused the MP of causing the judicialization of the 
licensing process. 

In relation to its capacity, one of the main limiting factors is the lack of experts (due to 
the fact that it is only since 2003 that the Public Attorney’s Office is allowed by law to hire 
experts) and limited resources to finance their own independent studies. In this way, they 
often have to cope with lack of expertise and therefore are dependent on cooperation with 
other governmental institutions, with civil society organizations, or with the private sector, 
such as in the agreement with Odebrecht. 

                                                 
71 UNDP consultant (Consultor PNUD): since UNDP is not allowed to support Brazilian governmental agencies 
directly with money, it does it by paying consultants. In this way, many consultants paid by the UNDP are used 
in licensing processes such as this one. 
72 For a more detailed explanation of the Public Attorney’s Office (MP: Ministério Público) in Brazil, see 
appendix 1. 
73 This information was given by Public Attorney Aidee Torquato, who also showed me the records of a few of 
the referred processes. 
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Another important point that limits MP’s capacity is the fact that its actions with 
respect to the environment and to minority rights encounter little support in the judiciary. 
According to Denis Kirchhoff, the Brazilian judiciary is quite conservative, and has 
historically defended individual private property rights over collective or social rights, such 
as environmental rights. According to him, in spite of advanced environmental legislation, 
‘the underdeveloped Brazilian judiciary’ has not been able to exercise oversight in those 
areas74 (Kirchhoff, 2006, p. 11). 
 
INCRA 
The National Institute of Colonization and Land Reform (INCRA: Instituto Nacional de 
Colonização e Reforma Agrária) is the governmental institution responsible for the 
regularization of land tenure in Brazil. 

This institution had two important roles to play in this process. The first one is related 
to the regularization of the land tenure of the areas where the riverside communities are 
located. Most of the residents of these communities do not have their land (totally) legalized, 
even though many of these communities are colonization projects realized by INCRA itself. 
One of the reasons is that the process to obtain land titles is very bureaucratic and inefficient. 
As a result, the lack of titles puts the riverside dwellers in a very weak position vis-à-vis the 
entrepreneurs when negotiating their relocation. 

The second role that INCRA was to play was to mediate between the entrepreneurs and 
some of the impacted communities, namely those that were formed by INCRA’s colonization 
projects and therefore are entitled to INCRA’s direct support. During a visit paid by MAB’s 
activists to INCRA’s office in Porto Velho75, Carlino Lima, the institution’s regional 
superintendent, emphasized that this was the institution’s obligation. However, respondents 
from all sectors complained about INCRA’s total inaction in all senses. No other organization 
was so harshly criticized by my respondents. It was totally absent during the whole process, 
not even ever showing up at the meetings of the participatory process coordinated by CPPT-
Cuniã and MPS, although invited. 

For some respondents, INCRA’s inaction demonstrated the lack of planning for the 
development of Rondônia, making it evident that the projected dams were only meant for the 
benefit of an elite located in the Southeast of the country. 

In general, INCRA is frequently criticized for being a very corrupt and inefficient 
institution. Especially in the Amazon region, its inefficiency is noteworthy, benefitting local 
barons, who often illegally appropriate public and private land. 

INCRA’s difficulties to operate in the Amazon region are mainly the result of a history 
of very troubled colonization policies. In the 1970s, in a climate of rapid modernization and 
optimism, Brazilian dictatorial government launched a massive campaign to colonize Brazil’s 
last frontier, the Amazonian region, and to integrate it into the county’s capitalist industrial 
development. At the end of the 1960s INCRA had started with controlled settlement of small 
farmers in Rondônia. However, after economic development gained momentum - bringing in 
infrastructure, industrialized goods and (urban) services of various kinds - huge amounts of 
immigrants arrived from throughout the country in search of land and wealth and, already by 
1974, INCRA could not keep up with the pace of migration anymore, nor was it able to 
provide financial and technical support at the same level as it did in the beginning. To make 
matters worse, as opposed to what was believed in the beginning of the colonization process, 
the wave of migrants did not arrive in a demographic desert. Conflicts with Indians, 

                                                 
74 These allegations were also made by my respondents that work for the MP. 
75 At the end of a week of activities organized by MAB in Porto Velho with riverside dwellers brought from the 
whole region, they coordinated a march that ended at INCRA’s office. I was present during the whole event, 
including the march and the visit to INCRA. 
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caboclos76 and earlier immigrants were inevitable (Monte-Mór, 2004, pp. 5, 50-51, 62, 85-86, 
93). 

 
Figure 12: summary of analysis about  governmental institutional capacity 

7.1.4 Discourses 
This part of the research looked at the discourses that influenced how people saw the 
participatory process, what they expected from it and how they acted upon it. I analyzed 
stakeholders and organizers’ view on democracy and on the role of participation in 
environmental policy. 

The data for this part of the study was collected through interviews and through the 
analysis of statements (during participation in events, in documents filed into the process and 
in the media). 
 
View on democracy and on the role of the participatory process 
I identified three main tendencies: the egalitarian view; the elitist view; and the technocratic 
developmentalist view. 

The first one is in line with the view I defended in the theoretical framework of this 
study. According to my observation, this view is shared by a minority, even within the 
organizations that oppose the dams. It is most common amongst academics. The following 
citation from a text by Luis Fernando Novoa Garzon, professor of the University of Rondônia 
and anti-dam activist, illustrates well this view: 

‘The planning and the prioritization, by the federal government, the state government, 
international financial institutions and private investors, of large enterprises for transportation 
infrastructure as well as for hydroelectricity and natural gas production and transmission, in 
the states of Acre and Rondônia and in the occidental portion of the state of the Amazonas, 
should not be done before the development model to be fostered is made explicit and 
justified, before further details about the local and regional consequences of the planned 
enterprises are elaborated upon, and before the options at stake are debated’77 (Garzon, 
2008b, p. 38). 

                                                 
76 ‘European-Amerindian bush-forest peoples since long integrated in the Amazonian environment’ (Monte-
Mór, 2004, p. 51). 
77 Translated from Portuguese: “O agendamento e a priorização, por parte do governo federal, dos governos 
estaduais, de instituições financeiras internacionais e de investidores privados, de grandes obras de conexão 
viária, de produção de transmissão hidroelétrica e gasífera, nos estados do Acre, Rondônia e porção ocidental do 
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The second tendency is the one I observed to be most dominant. It is closer to the elitist 
view on democracy I described in the theoretical framework, which sees direct democracy as 
having a limited role. In the case of the licensing process, this translates itself in a view of the 
decision-making process as composed by two hierarchically structured levels of debate. 
Public participation takes part at the lower level, which, next to inform the population, has the 
function of producing information to be appreciated at the higher level. This higher level is 
where the decision is made by technically capable or democratically chosen individuals. 
While scientific knowledge belongs to the higher level, lay knowledge has its place in the 
lower one. This view discards any real possibility of deliberation in the public participation 
process. The scientificism described above when discussing the role of knowledge in the 
process shows the dominance of this view. 

An illustration of this way of looking at the process is the way some experts working in 
the EIA explained to me the function of public participation in it. According to them, it aims 
at informing the local population and at complementing the information available to the 
experts, because locals have a different view. It is therefore at most about the locals 
contributing with information and/or their point of view; it is far from admitting that there are 
political decisions that need to be made in a democratic way. 

In the same line, one of IBAMA’s staff explained to me that the functions of public 
participation are: 1. to make the enterprise transparent, 2. to make some minor adjustments to 
it and 3. to discuss mitigation and compensation measures. According to him, the 
participatory process will hardly have any influence in the decision whether the project 
should be executed or not. 

Another evidence of the dominance of this view among those responsible for the 
licensing process is IBAMA’s argumentation against the lawsuit of the Public Attorney’s 
Office that led to the cancellation of the public hearings. The context was that the hearings 
were prohibited because a judge had concluded that the public had not been given enough 
information to evaluate the enterprise since the studies were not complete. IBAMA argued 
that they could still ask for complementary studies if the necessity became clear during the 
hearings, in other words, alleging that the studies did not need to be exhaustive before the 
hearings, since it did not have any deliberative function: “... the public hearings aim only at 
the collection of inputs, criticism and suggestions of the civil society about the to be realized 
enterprise. (…) the rules of procedures of the environmental licensing allow IBAMA to 
request explanations and complementation based on the elements collected in the public 
hearings”78 (video of the first public hearing in Jacy Paraná 2’40”). 

The third tendency was common in the most develomentalist views of those who 
believe in sole technocratic decision-making. According to this view, public participation has 
the function of informing the population. For this group, the participatory process is a mere 
legal formality and not an opportunity or strategy to improve the project. The lawsuits 
pursued by the NGOs and the Public Attorney’s Office are not seen as a consequence of 
flawed participation, but as a deficiency of the judiciary system that is too open to prevent 
these groups from ‘sabotaging’ the country’s development. This view is mostly widespread 
among representatives of the industrial and commercial sectors. 
 

                                                                                                                                                        
Amazonas, não poderiam ser feitos sem que, antes, se explicitasse e se justificasse o padrão de desenvolvimento 
a ser potencializado, sem que se detalhassem os desdobramentos regionais e locais dos empreendimentos 
previstos, sem que fossem colocadas na mesa as opções em jogo.” 
78 Roughly translated from Portuguese: “… as audiências tem por finalidade apenas colher subsídios, críticas e 
sugestões da sociedade civil acerca do empreendimento a ser realizado. E acrescenta que o procedimento de 
licenciamento ambiental permite ao órgão ambiental solicitar exclarecimentos e complementações decorrentes 
dos elementos colhidos nas audiências públicas”. 
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Inevitability of the enterprise 
I also identified a few ideas that played an important role in limiting the scope of the 
participation by depicting the enterprise as inevitable. 

Modernization ideology and patriotism 
Henrique Cortez states that the developmentalist ideology turns the expansion of the electric 
sector into a patriotic necessity, therefore justifying the impacts (Cortez, 2009). The recurring 
argument is that Brazil depends on the energy that will be produced and that the construction 
of the dams will bring development to the country and to the region. This argument depicts 
those against the dams not only as anti-development, but as anti-patriotic. This was the 
fundament of the pro-dam campaign promoted by the government allied with private actors. 
It was also used by President Lula during his meeting with IBAMA about the necessity of 
accelerating the process (IBAMA, 2003, p. 2352) and in many of his statements to the media, 
such as when he delivered his polemic statement that “a few fishes cannot block the country’s 
development”, when talking about the impacts of the dams on the ichthyofauna (Cruz, 2007). 

It is also worth mentioning the statement of one of IBAMA’s staff members, who, in an 
interview with me, said that: “No sensible government will stop an enterprise like this. Brazil 
needs the energy.79” 

This discourse should not be seen as an imposition of the federal government or of the 
national elite on Rondônia. Although it is still one of the parts of Brazil with the lowest rates 
of urbanisation and industrialisation, Rondônia has experienced an incredibly fast economic 
development and the developmentalist ideology is very widespread there. The representatives 
of the local industrial sector believe that these dams represent the tipping point for the 
economy of the region, for two reasons. First of all because one element that nowadays slows 
down the development of the region is the lack of cheap and reliable energy. The second 
reason is related to the distance of the state to the main Brazilian markets. They believe that 
the future realization of the waterway will open up a large market for products from 
Rondônia in Bolivia and Peru. 

One should also not think that the developmentalist ideology is something totally 
foreign for the riverside communities. To the contrary, to a great extent they also have 
incorporated this view of development and share the dream of rising from their perceived 
category of underdeveloped80. This is well illustrated by two factors. The first one is that a 
large part of the riverside dwellers see urban centers as more developed and therefore 
superior to their villages. A good example is the fact that many of those relocated from 
Engenho Velho accepted moving because they perceived the new location as an upgrade for 
being closer to the city of Porto Velho81. The second factor is their belief that they were 
contributing to the development of the country.82 

Hydroelectricity is clean and renewable energy 
The recurring argument of the electric sector in favor of hydroelectricity is that it is the best 
option because it is clean and renewable. Next to numerous statemetns by the defenders of 
the hydroelectric dams, especially in the pro-dam campaign in Rondônia, Lula used this 

                                                 
79 Translated from Portuguese: “Nenhum governo em sã consciência vai parar uma obra dessas. O Brasil precisa 
da energia.” 
80 For a discussion about the views on development and underdevelopment and how they affect people’s 
perceptions of their conditions, see Gustavo Esteva (1992). 
81 Engenho Velho was the first community to be removed for the beginning of the construction of the Santo 
Antônio dam. They moved to a village constructed for that purposed across the Madeira River from Porto 
Velho. It takes them ten minutes by boat to get to the center of Porto Velho and, since it was a village of 
fishermen, almost all of them have boats. 
82 Both factors were described by two respondents that worked with the community of Engenho Velho and 
verified in my interviews and informal conversations with people from that community. 
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argument in his meeting with IBAMA about the Madeira process (IBAMA, 2003, p. 2352) 
and Edson Lobao in an interview: “The environmentalists have to stop blocking the 
hydroelectric dams; it is hydroelectricity or it will be nuclear power”83 (Cruz, 2007). 

 
Figure 13: summary of analysis about discourses 

7.2 Other determinant factors 

7.2.1 Strategic planning and participative SEAs 
It has become clear that, in Brazil, the licensing process with an EIA is meant to attest the 
viability of the location where the enterprise is proposed and the viability of its layout. It is 
meant to analyze the socioenvironmental impacts of the implementation of a specific project, 
or as in the case studied here, of a couple interrelated projects, and to propose small 
adaptations to the enterprise as well as mitigation and compensation measures. Only in 
extreme cases, the viability or desirability of the project is disproved during the licensing 
process. The system is therefore not designed to include socioenvironmental concerns in 
planning, since this is supposed to have already occurred in previews phases. 

As a result, the quality of the planning phases and of the public participation in them 
has a great influence in the effectiveness of the participatory process during the licensing of 
the specific enterprises. This is especially true in the case of infrastructure projects in the 
Amazon, which involve a political arena that encompasses many opposing views about the 
development of the region.  

In the case of the Madeira dams, the public participation of the licensing process was 
hampered by the lack of planning and the lack of effective public participation at the 
preceding phases. This was evident, first of all, because of the large amount of claims and 
demands directed at IBAMA that fell outside the scope of the debate for referring to another 
level of policy-making. IBAMA’s staff complained about not being able to deal with large 
part of the input from the civil society because it referred rather to the planning phase. Some 
examples of issues raised that fell outside the scope of the process are: whether the estimated 
increase in demand for electricity in Brazil is realistic; alternatives for energy generation to 
meet that demand or energy efficiency programs to reduce it; and the impacts of the whole 
IIRSA project, including the waterway. 

                                                 
83 Translated from Portuguese: “Os ambientalistas tem que parar de travar as hidrelétricas; ou é hidrelétrica ou é 
energia nuclear.” 
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Luis Fernando Novoa Garzon states that the decennial plan 2006-2015 of the electrical 
sector indicates the way for the expansion of Brazilian production of electricity as being the 
exploitation to the maximum of the hydroelectric potential of the Amazon Basin. He adds 
that there is an implicit development strategy behind the construction of the Madeira dams 
that has not been discussed with society. According to him, the construction of Santo Antônio 
and Jirau will consolidate a development model focused on the generation of an energy 
surplus in order to attract energy intensive industries such as aluminum producers. He calls it 
a ‘re-edition of the disastrous policy of incentives for the occupation of the Amazon, but this 
time, infrastructural incentives and therefore with much less reversible impacts’. Yet, Garzon 
claims, no national project has been discussed to impose limits to the market or to set social 
and environmental priorities (Garzon, 2008b, pp. 37-38). 

The insufficiency of (interactive) planning is not a specificity of this case, but rather a 
generalized problem in Brazil, especially since the end of the 1990s. Two main reasons can 
be pointed out. The first is the fact that the financial crisis of the 1980s led the Brazilian 
government to make deep cuts in the budget for the planning and development of projects, 
which had severe impact in all sectors related to infrastructure (World-Bank, 2008, p. 13). 

The second reason was the reform of the electrical sector in 1998, when much of the 
governmental role in relation to planning was passed on to the market. The result was a 
serious energy crisis in 2001, when the government had to take extreme measures to reduce 
the demand of electricity. In 2004, Brazilian government created EPE (Empresa de Pesquisa 
Energética – Energy Research Company) in order to solve the problem. However, experts 
argue that it will still take a few years before EPE can build up the capacity needed for 
effective planning. They also regret that there is still very little openness for participation of 
actors that do not belong to the energy sector (interview with expert on the energy sector; and 
World-Bank, 2008, p. 13). 

 
The necessity of a SEA system 
A way to deal with this problem is the realization of Strategic Environmental Assessments 
(SEAs). As mentioned above, SEAs complement project level EIAs, incorporating public 
participation, environmental considerations and the consideration of alternatives directly into 
the design of policies, plans and programs – PPPs. They also offer a better opportunity than 
EIAs to address cumulative effects of several projects in the same region or sector 
(Alshuwaikhat, 2005, p. 314). 

Luis Enrique Sánchez argues that the large negative socioenvironmental impacts of 
PPPs were one of the main reasons why the necessity of SEAs started being debated, and 
cites Brazilian governmental policies in relation to the occupation of the Amazon as one of 
the main examples of PPPs that caused large unforeseen impacts. 

The World Bank, in its 2008 report about environmental licensing in Brazil, also 
pledges for participative SEAs. According to the bank ‘enterprises of the energy sector face 
uncertainties and queries that should already have been answered before the beginning of the 
environmental licensing of specific projects’84 (World-Bank, 2008, p. 15). It therefore 
concludes that the government must take care that ‘the proposals of hydroelectric enterprises 
are done according to a policy that has already been subject to environmental scrutiny and 
public participation’85 (World-Bank, 2008, p. 32). 

                                                 
84 Translated from Portuguese: ‘Empreendimentos do setor de energia enfrentam incertezas e questionamentos 
que já deveria ter sido respondidos antes do início dos processos de licenciamento ambiental de projetos 
específicos’. 
85 Translated from Portuguese: ‘as propostas de empreendimentos hidrelétricos sejam colocadas de acordo com 
uma política fundamentada que já tenha sido objeto de escrutínio ambiental e de participação pública’. 
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It is worth emphasizing that SEAs should not be seen as a substitution to the EIAs, but 
as an upfront complementation. Kirchhoff argues that the integration of the instruments 
established by the BNEL is necessary to improve efficiency in EIA. ‘In this sense, energy 
invested earlier in the overall system of EIA will help the carrying out and implementation of 
processes located later on in the overall process, and a clear example should be the linkage 
between SEA and project EIA’ (Kirchhoff, 2006, p. 12). 

7.2.2 Necessity of independent coordination 
Brazilian legislation provides that the Environmental Impact Assessment should be done by 
an independent commission, usually a consultant firm, however hired by the project 
proponent itself. The fact that the potential entrepreneur commissions the studies limits the 
freedom of the supposedly independent commission and leads to serious restraints as could 
be concluded from the present case study. 
 
Asymmetry of information 
An expert that works for IBAMA analyzing EIAs complained to me that it is difficult for 
them - IBAMA’s analysts - to know if they are doing the right thing, because they are aware 
that the project proponent does not pass on to them all the information available, but rather 
edits it to ease the emission of the license. 

All my respondents that work with EIA confirmed that it is a common practice that 
reports of experts written for an EIA are edited (or even censured) by the potential 
entrepreneur. Some of the experts who work with impact assessments admitted that they had 
developed a self-censure mechanism when writing their reports because they knew that they 
would face trouble if they were very negative about the enterprise and especially because 
they knew they would be hired again for other projects if they did not displease their client. 
 
Importance of independent analysis 
As mentioned above, differently from other countries such as the Netherlands, Brazil does 
not have an independent organization or commission to analyze the EIA and give advice to 
the competent authority. In Brazil, the EIA is commissioned by the project proponent and 
sent to IBAMA, which is responsible at the same time for its evaluation and the decision 
about the license.  

In the case of the Madeira complex, a project of large impact and object of much 
commotion in the public opinion, the independent analysis done by COBRAPE 
commissioned by the Public Attorney’s Office played a very important role, providing 
independent technical information for the debate. It is important to remember that such a 
costly study would not have taken place if it were not for the strategy of the Public Attorney’s 
Office that led Odebrecht to pay for them. That means that the EIA system in Brazil does not 
automatically provide for independent analyses. Since the EIA itself is commissioned by the 
project proponent and examined by IBAMA, if there is little or no pressure by the civil 
society, it becomes easier for these two actors to limit public participation to a minimum, 
only enough to comply with the legislation. It also makes it easier for the project proponent 
and other sectors of government to exercise pressure on IBAMA and push forward projects 
with high socioenvironmental risks. 
 
Polarization in society 
The other important argument why the Environmental Impact Assessment and the 
participatory process should be coordinated by an independent actor is because it can 
otherwise contribute to polarization in society, as it did in the case of the Madeira Complex. 
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This point can be understood by analyzing the cases of professors of UNIR, the 
Federal University of Rondônia, and of CPPT-Cuniã, a local NGO. Many experts of UNIR 
were hired for the EIA. This created conflicts within the university, and also between these 
professors and several civil society organizations. In the view of most people that opposed 
the dams, those working in the studies were seen as working for the entrepreneurs and 
therefore associated with ‘the other side of the conflict’. 

CPPT-Cuniã has a close relationship with UNIR, since it was founded by professors of 
that university and they often worked together. This fact has put CPPT-Cuniã to a difficult 
choice: to work for the potential entrepreneurs as many of their colleagues of UNIR were 
doing, or to work opposing the enterprise, as most of their colleagues in the NGOs. There 
was no choice of working for a neutral field. CPPT-Cuniã chose to work for Furnas. From 
that moment on, they were no longer seen as a (potential) partner by many environmental or 
human rights organizations. 

The lack of cooperation between those against the enterprise and those working for the 
potential entrepreneurs most probably also affected the quality of the studies. Many local 
NGOs with significant local knowledge and network refused to work in the EIA or to 
cooperate with it because they were against the enterprise and therefore would not work for 
or cooperate with the project proponents. That difficulty was felt by the consultants working 
in the EIA, who told me their requests for information or help were often declined. 

I do not mean to argue that this enterprise created the polarization, even less that the 
polarization was deliberately created by the project proponents. It was already there. My 
argument is that an effective participatory process calls for a mechanism to accommodate this 
kind of polarization and foster dialogue. Instead, the way the process was set up worsened the 
situation. 
 
Judicialization of the process 
As seen above, the participation process in this case was not designed for conflict resolution 
and the process ended up reinforcing an already existing polarization tendency in society. 
Due to the lack of an independent actor to coordinate the process and to mediate conflicts, 
this role was in part taken up by the Public Attorney’s Office - MP. Although some 
informants criticized the MP for not doing enough, there seemed to be a generalized 
perception that the MP functioned as ‘the critical conscience of the process’, as one of them 
defined it. It was also the only institution many stakeholders could resort to if they were not 
satisfied with the actions of IBAMA and of the project proponents. 
  Nonetheless, the MP is often criticized for having the tendency of judicializing the 
issues. However, it might be a bit naïve to expect from the MP, as a judicial institution 
composed of prosecutors, to be the most indicated for promoting this kind of dialogue and 
avoid the use of judicial paths. 

 
In summary, the EIA of a project with large impact, and that has a high strategic importance 
for the national government should not be in the hands of the project proponent, especially 
not the part concerning public participation. Considering its strategic importance for the 
national government and the fact that the Brazilian development bank, BNDES, is funding 
about 75% of the whole project, lack of governmental funds to pay for the studies is not at all 
an argument. Therefore, a public funded independent actor should have been in charge of 
setting up a platform that coordinated the studies as well as the public participation process, 
aiming at more transparency and at the accommodation of the different viewpoints. 

Of course, to make this possible, a change in the legislation is required and that is not an 
easy task. However, this discussion is beyond the scope of this thesis. 
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7.2.3 Link between participation and decision-making 
A well designed and implemented participatory process does not necessarily translate itself in 
governmental responsiveness. In order to ensure that the input from the civil society is 
considered during decision-making, there must be an effective link between the participatory 
process and the decision-making one. 

The ideal practice is when public deliberation is embedded in the policy-making 
procedure. However, also good results can be reached if the participatory process generates a 
report in which decisions must be based. In addition, it is important that civil society actors 
have the possibility of appealing against the final decisions in case they believe that the legal 
provisions have not been observed or that the final decisions violate diffuse and/or collective 
rights. Analyzing the Madeira case, I conclude that the level of embeddedness of 
participation in policy-making was low and that there was no final document that synthesized 
civil society’s contributions and aspirations. Nonetheless, the possibility of appealing against 
the decisions played an important role in the process. 

In Brazil, the only well formalized link between public participation and the planning of 
infrastructure projects, as well as their implementation, relates to the requirement of 
environmental licenses. From the setting of objectives, e.g. the expansion of the electricity 
production, to the choice of a strategy and its implementation, the only moment that brings all 
stakeholders together is before the decision whether a specific project can be granted its first 
environmental license. As already explained, public participation in other phases and levels 
of policy-making is very restricted, limiting the scope and effectiveness of participation 
during the licensing process. 

In relation to the environmental licensing process, as mentioned above, CONAMA 
Resolution 009/87 provides that public hearings should be held and that the final decision 
must take into consideration the inputs of the civil society, be they oral contributions during 
the hearings or in the form of documents submitted to the record. However, the resolution 
also makes clear that the hearing does not have a deliberative character. It is only meant for 
the presentation of the studies and the collection of inputs. In addition, the legislation does 
not establish how these inputs should be dealt with. 

One of the important flaws of the system is that there is no final document that 
synthesizes in a workable way the demands of the different stakeholders and how these 
evolved during the participatory process. Such a document can be useful to orient decision-
making and to increase transparency in relation to how the contributions and aspirations of 
the civil society are dealt with. As observed in the Madeira case, this fact at the same time 
makes it easy for the competent authority to (partly) ignore the inputs and difficult to 
incorporate them. When I asked some of my respondents that work with licensing at IBAMA 
about this issue, they admitted that in many cases they were not even able to read all the 
documents that were submitted. And as for the oral contributions during the hearing, they 
said all they could do was to pay attention whether anything new was said, which they stated 
seldom happened. All the hearings were filmed and transcribed, but no one ever analyzed that 
material86. 

The only formal documents that aimed at synthesizing demands from the civil society 
were the reports produced together with the riverside communities under the coordination of 
MPS and with the support of CPPT-Cuniã. These reports, however, referred specifically to 
the participatory process commissioned by Furnas, which targeted the riverside communities 
and not a broader debate about the viability and desirability of the enterprise. 

                                                 
86 The videos of all the hearings, without any editing and totalizing around 55 hours of videos, were sent both to 
IBAMA and to ANEEL. 
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Nevertheless, the system has a positive feature that has to be emphasized. Stakeholders 
have the possibility to appeal to the judiciary if they believe the process was not fairly 
conducted or if the legality of the decisions can be contested. This is usually done through the 
Public Attorney’s Office (MP: Ministério Público)87 and was an instrument used by civil 
society organizations during the Madeira process before and after the emission of the 
Preliminary License. 

 
Figure 14: summary of the three other influential factors added to the 

              theoretical framework 

                                                 
87 For more information about the role of the MP, see section 7.1.3 and appendix 1. 
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                                                                                      Part III 

8 Conclusions and recommendations 
This research dealt with one of the main mechanisms of direct public participation in 
environmental policy-making in Brazil: the participatory process related to Environmental 
Impact Assessments - EIAs. 

An EIA is required for all large infrastructure projects before the necessary 
environmental licenses can be granted. It takes place in a much disputed political arena and 
has the potential of being a powerful instrument of environmental management. For that 
purpose, public participation is an essential part of it. 

As the case of the Madeira dams showed, there are often several conflicting interests at 
stake. At the same time that there was much pressure for the fast emission of the licenses, 
there was significant societal resistance to the projects.  

Brazilian legislation requires public participation in the evaluation of the EIA, which 
takes place before the emission of the first of three environmental licenses. This research 
analyzed the effectiveness of this participatory process, having as central question: to what 
extent is the public participation related to Environmental Impact Assessment in Brazil 
effective and how can it be improved? 

The main objectives of this research were therefore to generate insights into the 
Brazilian EIA system and its shortcomings, and to elaborate recommendations for its 
improvement. It was done in two parts, a literature review and the study of the licensing 
process of two hydroelectric dams in the Madeira River, in the Brazilian Amazon. 

The first step was to define ‘effective public participation’, based on the objectives of 
an EIA and of public participation in it. An EIA aims at evaluating the socioenvironmental 
impacts of a project and at incorporating these considerations into the decision-making about 
whether or not to proceed with an enterprise. The decisions involved in such a process cannot 
be solely based on technical-scientific knowledge, considering the limitations of this kind of 
knowledge and the unavoidable value-laden choices involved. This fact grants environmental 
decision-making a rather political character and therefore gives public participation a central 
role. In line with that, public participation is important because it increases governmental 
responsiveness towards societal aspirations and concerns. Moreover, it has the potential to 
mediate among stakeholders. People see environmental issues through different frames and 
often have diverging interests. An effective participatory process should foster dialogue, 
diminishing conflict and increasing cooperation. It also contributes to capacity building, 
empowering citizens and improving governmental capacity. 

In sum, through the literature review, I pointed out three main objectives of public 
participation that also function as indicators for its effectiveness: governmental 
responsiveness; mediation among conflicting views and interests; and capacity building. 
When analyzing the effectiveness of the participatory process in the case of the Madeira 
dams, however, this research focused on governmental responsiveness and mediation, since 
evaluating capacity building would be too complex for its limited scope. 

I moreover compiled from literature a list of conditions expected to be essential for 
effectiveness in public participation. These were grouped into four categories: institutional 
and process design; stakeholders’ capacity; governmental institutional capacity; and 
discourses. 

The second part of the research constituted of a case study, pursued during a three-
month fieldwork in Brazil. It aimed at using the theoretical framework as a reference to study 
the Brazilian EIA system. In this way, besides generating insights into the Brazilian system 
and its shortcomings, the outcomes of the case study confirmed the essential character of the 
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conditions for effective public participation identified beforehand and complemented the 
theoretical framework.  

 
The case study 

Effectiveness of the process 
From the analysis of the licensing of the Madeira dams, I concluded that its participatory 
process contributed little to the dialogue among stakeholders. Instead of providing a 
mechanism of mediation among diverging viewpoints and interests, the licensing process 
increased an already polarization tendency in society, consolidating oppositions. 

It also did not succeed in promoting an open debate on the strategic views that 
motivated the different sectors of government. However, it drew attention to internal 
governmental disputes that would otherwise have been limited to closed-door debates. 

In relation to governmental responsiveness, an important shortcoming was the lack of a 
final document synthesizing the outcomes of the societal debate. The absence of such a 
document made it difficult for the competent authority to take the inputs into consideration 
and diminished the transparency in relation to how concerns and aspirations of the civil 
society were dealt with. 

Furthermore, this case made clear that there is insufficient recognition of the political 
character of environmental decision-making in Brazil. Even when there was no consensus in 
the scientific community and while IBAMA was under political pressure to accelerate the 
emission of the license, the most controversial matters were presented as purely technical. 
Although it is beyond the capacity of this study to find out what specific intentions motivated 
the choices of governmental actors, it seems plausible that, by emphasizing the scientific side 
of the EIA at the expense of the political one, governmental actors at the same time aimed to 
avoid public debate and to keep its own political pressure on IBAMA out of the spotlight. 

The rejection of the Technical Report 014/2007 and the crisis it initiated demonstrated 
IBAMA’s vulnerability to that political pressure. Comparing the conclusions of the process at 
three different moments - namely the issuing of the Technical Report 014/2007, the emission 
of the Preliminary License and the emission of the Installation License - I identified a 
progressive weakening of the socioenvironmental considerations. Factors that were presented 
in the Technical Report 014/2007 as impeditive were reinterpreted for the granting of the first 
license as problems to be dealt with in the following phases, becoming conditions attached to 
the license. This was not the result of public deliberation, since no public debate was carried 
out, but it was instead based on the opinion of newly involved experts. In addition, the 
monitoring and evaluation of the compliance with these conditions did not include public 
participation and a civil society organization accused the entrepreneur of not adequately 
complying with them. 

Although it is hard to prove that the weakening of the socioenvironmental 
considerations was mainly due to political pressure, this case study demonstrated that the lack 
of recognition of the political character of the process and the consequent lack of public 
debate in the more advanced stages create room for such political interference. This fact 
points to the vulnerability of the licensing system and indicates the necessity of strengthening 
IBAMA and public participation.  

Conditions 
Some scholars state that the Brazilian environmental legislation is overall very good88. 
Nonetheless, after analyzing the conditions of the participatory process in this case study, I 

                                                 
88 See, for example Kirchhoff (2006). 
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must argue that it is far from flawless. There were several factors that hindered effective 
participation and many of them are the consequence of flaws in the legislation. 

The institutional and process design had many shortcomings. First of all, participation 
took place at a late stage and its scope was very limited. It hardly allowed for debate about 
uncertainties and risks, and a no-go decision seemed almost a political impossibility. In 
addition, the project was very often presented as inevitable for being the cleanest way of 
producing the energy needed and for being essential for the country’s development. 
Moreover, the methods used for participation did not foster a broad societal debate, which 
was made worse because participants were not well prepared for the process or did not have 
enough time to prepare themselves. 

The attitude of some governmental actors that supported the construction of the dams 
made matters worse. Instead of informing the population, inviting the citizens for the debate 
and facilitating deliberation, some parts of the government engaged in an aggressive 
advertising campaign in favor of the dams. 

Furthermore, as mentioned above, although governmental actors themselves were 
engaged in political strategies to influence decision-making, there was very little recognition 
of the political character of the process. Consequently, public participation was subordinated 
to technical-scientific argumentation and there was little room for the incorporation of lay 
knowledge and local worldviews. The capacity of stakeholders to participate was, in addition, 
negatively influenced by lack of cooperation and coordination. 

In respect to the governmental institutional capacity, the main conclusion was that 
IBAMA, and consequently the EIA system, is very vulnerable to political developments. 
Lack of personnel also hindered its performance. The Public Attorney’s Office - MP - played 
an important role due to the many shortcomings of the process and, therefore, the consequent 
high intensity of conflicts. Moreover, for many stakeholders, it was the only institution they 
could resort to when not satisfied with the legality of the process. However, the effectiveness 
of the process was harmed by the fact that the MP was led to take on roles that should have 
been played by one or more independent actors involved already from the beginning. As for 
INCRA, its inaction was noteworthy. It was probably the result of its own limited capacity 
and of the lack of governmental strategic planning. If the project of the dams had been 
inserted in a broader well discussed and elaborated development plan for the region, a better 
coordination among different governmental institutions and the necessary support from the 
federal government could have resulted in a better performance by INCRA. 

The last part of my analysis of the case study referred to the determining factors that 
had not been included in the theoretical framework. Although all the three factors that were 
pointed out in this part had already been mentioned throughout the analysis, it was important 
to further elaborate on them in a separate section, among others, in order to complement my 
theoretical framework. First of all, I emphasized the value of strategic planning involving 
public participation. I argued that lack of planning is a common problem in Brazil and that it 
had a negative influence in the effectiveness of participation in the case studied. The second 
point was the lack of independent coordination, which diminished the possibility of 
cooperation among organizations and increased the polarization in society. Moreover, it led 
the Public Attorney’s Office to play a larger role that would otherwise have been necessary, 
leading to a judicialization of the process. Finally, the third point referred to the absence of a 
strong link between participation and decision-making, which reduced governmental 
responsiveness. 
 
Recommendations 
Based on the shortcomings identified in the licensing process of the Madeira River dams, I 
elaborated five recommendations meant to contribute to the discussion on how Brazilian EIA 
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system can be improved in respect to public participation. Appendix 10 provides seven charts 
showing the recommendations and the points they refer to. 

The first point addresses the insufficient inclusion of socioenvironmental considerations 
and the lack of public participation in strategic planning. Enterprises such as the Santo 
Antônio and Jirau Dams cannot be only discussed as isolated enterprises due to the large 
cumulative impacts of related projects (mainly the waterway, but also other infrastructure 
projects such as the construction or pavement of roads), affecting other states and countries 
and fostering a type of development in the region that needs to be debated. A good way to 
remedy the lack of planning is the establishment of a Strategic Environmental Assessment 
system, not to substitute the EIAs, but complementing them. Besides offering a better 
opportunity to address cumulative effects, SEAs complement project level EIAs, 
incorporating public participation, environmental considerations and the consideration of 
alternatives directly into policy, plan and program design. SEAs would contribute to vertical 
integration - of different levels of policy-making - and to horizontal integration - of different 
government sectors. Effective public participation in the upfront SEA would also have a 
positive impact in the quality of participation during the project level EIA. 

Now turning to the level of EIAs, adaptations in the legislation related to at least three 
aspects are necessary to improve the effectiveness of public participation in it. First of all, a 
widespread recognition of the political character of environmental policy is necessary. The 
current dominant discourse depicts the EIA and its evaluation as a purely technical-scientific 
activity and so does the legislation. Secondly, nowadays the legislation only provides for 
public participation during the evaluation of the EIA. Regulation should be created for 
participation during the elaboration of the Term of Reference and during the pursuit of the 
EIA itself. In addition, the elaboration of guidelines, based on accumulated experience and 
establishing best practices would increase the quality of participation in those two moments. 
Well coordinated public participation in different phases would result in more iteration in the 
process, since new elements would be object to public debate in a later phase. Thirdly, the 
regulations should also be adapted in order to improve the quality of participation during the 
public hearings, to mention a few: the possibility of holding separate hearings for specific 
publics or the debate of specific issues (e.g. indigenous issues, controversial technical 
discussions, and social compensation); and a methodology that allows for debate instead of 
only Q&As. According to Kunz, IBAMA’s former Licensing Director, IBAMA and 
CONAMA are already discussing changes in the regulations about the public hearings. 

The third recommendation has to do with the fact that, based on the polluter-pays 
principle, the current legislation provides that the project proponent has the burden to prove 
the socioenvironmental viability of the enterprise. However, as seen in this case study, the 
direct link between the entrepreneur and the consultants that pursue the studies as well as the 
lack of an independent actor coordinating the participatory process proved to be harmful. 
Even if the entrepreneur is to bear the costs for the studies and the licensing process, this link 
can be avoided. For this purpose, both activities should be coordinated by independent actors 
not chosen by the project proponent but hired by the government. This independent actor 
should coordinate a social platform that aims at conflict resolution and cooperation. 

The fourth point refers to IBAMA’s capacity, which plays a central role in the process. 
We observed that this institution needs strengthening in relation to its personnel, but also 
concerning its autonomy. It is important to debate the extent to which and how the presidency 
should be able to interfere in the institution. Another way of diminishing the vulnerability of 
the EIA system to political pressure is to have an independent commission analyzing the EIA 
and issuing the final report, instead of a commission within IBAMA. Moreover, it is 
necessary to improve IBAMA’s transparency, in special regarding two points: better access 
to all relevant documents; and the way in which the institution deals with civil society inputs. 
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The first point can be improved through the digitalization of the processes’ records, which is 
already the institution’s intention. In relation to the second point, the participatory process 
should generate a document that synthesizes the outcomes of the societal debates. Based on 
this document, IBAMA should justify its choices towards the stakeholders.  

And the last recommendation refers to the necessity of a debate about the role of the 
government in such a licensing process. Being the responsibility of the government to inform 
the population and to mobilize the stakeholders for public debate, governmental institutions 
cannot allow themselves to engage in unbalanced advertising campaigns in favor of an 
enterprise. 

The task of improving public participation in Brazilian Environmental Impact 
Assessment system does definitely not finish with these five recommendations. Yet, I am 
convinced they are a good start. 



 98

Bibliography 
 
* For an outline of Brazilian federal laws and regulations related to environmental licensing 
and EIA, see appendix 8. 
 
* The EIA, its executive summary - the RIMA, as well as many relevant documents of the 
licensing process of the Madeira dams, are available at the IBAMA’s website: 
http://www.ibama.gov.br/licenciamento/index.php 
 
 
Alshuwaikhat, H. M. (2005). Strategic environmental assessment can help solve 

environmental impact assessment failures in developing countries. Environmental 
Impact Assessment Review, 25(4), 307-317. 

Amazon-Watch. (2009). IIRSA Madeira River Complex. from 
http://www.amazonwatch.org/amazon/BR/madeira/index.php?page_number=99 

Amorim, E. S. (2008). Rio Madeira: uma solução precária [Electronic Version]. Retrieved 
28/07/2009, from 
http://www.iengenharia.org.br/site/noticia.php?id_sessao=5&id_noticia=281 

Andersen, L. E., Granger, C. W. J., Reis, E. J., Weinhold, D., & Wunder, S. (2002). The 
Dynamics of Deforestation and Economic Growth in the Brazilian Amazon. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Andersson, K., & Van Laerhoven, F. (2007). From local strongman to facilitator: Institutional 
incentives for participatory municipal governance in Latin America. Comparative 
Political Studies, 40(9), 1085-1111. 

Arantes, R. B. (2003). The Brazilian "Ministério Públic"and political corruption in Brazil. 
Paper presented at the Promoting Human Rights through good governance in Brazil.  

Assetto, V. J., Hajba, E., & Mumme, S. P. (2003). Democratization, decentralization, and 
local environmental policy capacity: Hungary and Mexico. Social Science Journal, 
40(2), 249-268. 

BankTrack. (2009, 23/06/2009). Rio Madeira dam project - Brazil.   Retrieved 24/06/2009, 
from http://www.banktrack.org/show/dodgydeals/rio_madeira_dam_project 

Biller, D. (2003). Environmental Impact Assessment in Brazil. In D. E. Ervin (Ed.), Does 
Environmental Policy Work? the theory and Practice of Outcomes Assessment. 
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited. 

Brazilian_Federal_Government. (2005-2007). Portal do Governo Brasileiro.   Retrieved 
19/08/2009, from http://www.brasil.gov.br/pais/sobre_brasil/ 

Bulkeley, H., & Mol, A. P. J. (2003). Participation and environmental governance: 
Consensus, ambivalence and debate. Environmental Values, 12(2), 143-154. 

Busenberg, G. J. (2000). Resources, political support, and citizen participation in 
environmental policy: A reexamination of conventional wisdom. Society and Natural 
Resources, 13(6), 579-587. 

Carpio, J. M. (2008). Hidrologia e Sedimentos. In P. Bonilha (Ed.), Águas Turvas. Alertas 
sobre as consequências de barrar o maior afluente do Amazonas. São Paulo: 
International Rivers. 

CIA. (2009). CIA - The World Factbook: Brazil.   Retrieved 19-08-2009, from 
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/br.html 

COBRAPE. (2007). Relatório de Análise do Conteúdo dos Aproveitamentos Hidrelétricos do 
Santo Antônio and Jirau, no Rio Madeira [Electronic Version]. Retrieved 20/05/2009, 
from http://www.mp.ro.gov.br/web/guest/mp-transparente/acoes-mp/relatorio-
madeira 



 99

Cortez, H. (2009). Os ambientalistas e as hidrelétricas [Electronic Version]. Retrieved 
25/06/2009, from http://www.ecodebate.com.br/2009/02/07/os-ambientalistas-e-as-
hidreletricas-por-henrique-cortez/ 

Craide, S. (2007). Ibama diz que população de Rondônia teve esclarecimentos sobre 
hidrelétricas [Electronic Version]. Retrieved 24/06/2009, from 
http://www.agenciabrasil.gov.br/noticias/2007/06/12/materia.2007-06-
12.0675690101/ 

Cruz, D. (2007). Lula quer acabar com Ibama para acelerar obras do PAC. Proteção 
ambiental é vista como empecilho pelo governo. 

Dalton, R. J., Recchia, S., & Rohrschneider, R. (2003). The environmental movement and the 
modes of political action. Comparative Political Studies, 36(7), 743-771. 

Deberdt, G. L. B., Teixeira, I., Lima, L. M. M., Campos, M. B., Choueri, R. B., Koblitz, R., 
et al. (2007). Parecer Técnico Nº 014 / 2 0 0 7 – COHID/CGENE/DILIC/IBAMA - 
21/03/2007. Brasilia: IBAMAo. Document Number) 

Devlin, J. F., & Yap, N. T. (2008). Contentious politics in environmental assessment: 
Blocked projects and winning coalitions. Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal, 
26(1), 17-27. 

Dietz, T., & Stern, P. C. (2008). Public Participation in Environmental Impact Assessment 
and Decision Making. Washington D.C.: The National Academies Press. 

Dryzek, J. S. (1996). Strategies of ecological democratization: Cheltenham. 
Energia_Sustentável_do_Brasil. (2009). Jirau sustentabilidade aliada ao desenvolvimento 

[Electronic Version]. Retrieved 08/11/2009, from 
http://www.energiasustentaveldobrasil.com.br/arquivos/ReleaseJirauSustentabilidade.
doc 

EPE. (2009). Balanço Energético Nacional 2009 [Electronic Version]. Retrieved 25/09/2009, 
from https://ben.epe.gov.br/downloads/Resultados_Pre_BEN_2009.pdf 

Esteva, G. (1992). Development. In W. Sachs (Ed.), The Development Dictionary: A Guide to 
Knowledge as Power (pp. 6-25). London & New York: Zed Books. 

Farrel, L. (2008). O Projeto Básico Ambiental Santo Antônio: Uma visão crítica [Electronic 
Version], from www.bicusa.org/proxy/Document.11248.aspx 

Fearnside, P. M. (2005). Brazil's Samuel Dam: Lessons for hydroelectric development policy 
and the environment in Amazonia. Environmental Management, 35(1), 1-19. 

Fung, A. (2003). Associations and Democracy: Between Theories, Hopes, and Realities, 
Annual Review of Sociology (Vol. 29, pp. 515-539). 

Garzon, L. F. N. (2008a). Licença para hidrelétricas abre caminho para privatização irrestrita 
do Madeira [Electronic Version]. Retrieved 29/07/2009, from 
http://www.correiocidadania.com.br/content/view/2220/ 

Garzon, L. F. N. (2008b). O licenciamento automático dos grandes projetos de infra-estrutura 
no Brasil: o caso das Usinas no rio Madeira. Universidade e Sociedade, 42, 37-57. 

Gaspar, R. (2007). Custos podem reduzir atratividade de usinas do Madeira no mercado 
[Electronic Version]. Retrieved 23/06/2009, from 
http://www.amazonia.org.br/noticias/noticia.cfm?id=240161 

Glasson, J., & Salvador, N. N. B. (2000). EIA in Brazil: A procedures-practice gap. A 
comparative study with reference to the European Union, and especially the UK. 
Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 20(2), 191-225. 

Guaraldo Choguill, M. B. (1996). A ladder of community participation for underdeveloped 
countries. Habitat International, 20(3), 431-444. 

Hegel. (2007, 25/05/2007). Relatório do Ibama sabota as hidrelétricas do Rio Madeira.   
Retrieved 02/07/2009, 2009, from 



 100

http://newsgroups.derkeiler.com/Archive/Soc/soc.culture.brazil/2007-
05/msg00380.html 

Hewitt, T. (2000). Half a century of development. In T. Allen & A. Thomas (Eds.), Poverty 
and development into the 21st century (pp. 289-308). Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

IBAMA. (2003). UHE Rio Madeira - records of the process nr. 02001.003771/2003-25. 
Retrieved. from archive of IBAMA's federal office in Brasilia. 

IBGE. (2009). Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatística.   Retrieved 19/08/2009, from 
www.ibge.gov.br 

Instituto-de-Engenharia. (2008). A energia das águas [Electronic Version]. Retrieved 
28/07/2009,  

Instituto-Polis. (2006). Parecer sobre o papel do Município de Porto Velho frente aos 
impactos urbanos e o estudo de impacto ambiental do projeto das usinas hidrelétricas 
do rio madeira. São Paulo: Insituto Poliso. Document Number) 

Jacobs, J. E. (2002). Community participation, the environment, and democracy: Brazil in 
comparative perspective. Latin American Politics and Society, 44(4), 59-88. 

Jessop, B. (1998). The Rise of Governance and the Risks of Failure: The Case of Economic 
Development. International Social Science Journal, 50(1), 29-45. 

Kirchhoff, D. (2006). Capacity building for EIA in Brazil: Preliminary considerations and 
problems to be overcome. Journal of Environmental Assessment Policy and 
Management, 8(1), 1-18. 

Kjær, A. M. (2004). Governance in Public Administration and Public Policy: Steering Inter-
Organizational Networks. In A. M. Kjær (Ed.), Governance (pp. 19-58): Polity Press. 

Laurian, L. (2004). Public participation in environmental decision making: Findings from 
communities facing toxic waste cleanup. Journal of the American Planning 
Association, 70(1), 53-66. 

Lim, G. C. (1985). Theory and practice of EIA implementation: A comparative study of three 
developing countries. Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 5(2), 133-153. 

Lisboa, M., & Barros, J. N. (2008a). Violações de Direitos Humanos Ambientais no 
Complexo Madeira: Relatório de Missão realizada no Estado de Rondônia entre os 
dias 15 e 19 de novembro de 2007. Brasília: Plataforma Dhescao. Document Number) 

Lisboa, M., & Barros, J. N. (2008b). Violações dos Direitos Humanos Ambientais no 
Complexo Madeira [Electronic Version]. Retrieved 02/06/2009, from 
http://www.dhescbrasil.org.br/projetos/clientes/noar/noar/UserFiles/30/File/Relat%F3
rios/Relatorio%20Madeira.pdf 

Lourenço, L. (2007). Portaria do governo cita possibilidade de construção de hidrovia no Rio 
Madeira [Electronic Version]. Retrieved 04/06/2009, from 
http://www.inesc.org.br/noticias/noticias-gerais/2007/agosto-2007/portaria-do-
governo-cita-possibilidade-de-construcao-de-hidrovia-no-rio-madeira/ 

Martinelli, L. A., Victoria, R. L., Devol, A. H., Richey, J. E., & Forsberg, B. R. (1989). 
Suspended sediment load in the Amazon basin: An overview. GeoJournal, 19(4), 
381-389. 

Máximo, W. (2007). Soja pode ampliar impactos de projeto do Rio Madeira, alerta ONG 
[Electronic Version]. Retrieved 24/06/2009, from 
http://www.agenciabrasil.gov.br/noticias/2007/06/04/materia.2007-06-
04.7229240172/view 

McCormick, S. (2006). The Brazilian anti-dam movement: Knowledge contestation as 
communicative action. Organization and Environment, 19(3), 321-346. 

McCormick, S. (2007). The governance of hydro-electric dams in Brazil. Journal of Latin 
American Studies, 39(2), 227-261. 



 101

Meadowcroft, J. (2007). Who is in charge here? Governance for sustainable development in a 
complex world. Journal of Environmental Policy and Planning, 9(3-4), 299-314. 

Monte-Mór, R. L. M. (2004). Modernities in the Jungle: Extended Urbanization in the 
Brazilian Amazonia. University of California, Los Angeles. 

Ortiz, L. (2007). O maior tributário do Rio Amazonas Ameaçado. Hidrelétricas no Rio 
Madeira. Informe-se e posicione-se contra um novo ciclo predatório de ocupação na 
Amazônia [Electronic Version], from 
http://www.riosvivos.org.br/dowloads/rio_madeira_portugues.pdf 

Renn, O., Webler, T., Rakel, H., Dienel, P., & Johnson, B. (1993). Public participation in 
decision making: A three-step procedure. Policy Sciences, 26(3), 189-214. 

Sánchez, L. E. (2008). Avaliação Ambiental Estratégica e sua Aplicação no Brasil. Paper 
presented at the Rumos da Avaliação Embiental Estratégica no Brasil - 9/12/2008 - 
Instituto de Estudos Avançados da Universidade de São Paulo. from 
http://www.iea.usp.br/iea/aaeartigo.pdf 

Santo_Antônio_Energia. (2009). Evoluindo com a região.   Retrieved 05/11/2009, from 
http://www.santoantonioenergia.com.br/site/portal_mesa/pt/responsabilidade_social/r
egiao/desenvolvimento/desenvolvimento.aspx 

Sciaudone, C. (2009). Tensions rise over licensing of dams [Electronic Version]. Recharge 
News. Retrieved 04/11/2009, from 
http://www.internationalrivers.org/files/Recharge%20Rio%20Madeira%20issue%207
%20090227.pdf 

Silva, A. F. d., Lima, H., Lopes, M. L., Amenomori, S. N., & Filho, V. C. d. S. (2007). 
Informação Técnica 071/2007: Aproveitamentos Hidrelétricos Santo Antônio e Jirau 
- Rio Madeira. Análise do EIA/Rima e dos Estudos Complementares.: Ministério 
Público Federalo. Document Number) 

Stoker, G. (1998). Governance as theory: five propositions. International Social Science 
Journal 155, 17-27. 

Switkes, G. (2008). A pedra fundamental da IIRSA. In P. Bonilha (Ed.), Águas Turvas: 
Alertas sobre as consequëncias de barrar o maior afluente do Amazonas. São Paulo: 
International Rivers. 

Teixeira, I. M. V. (2008). O Uso da Avaliação Ambiental Estratégica no Planejamento da 
Oferta de Blocos para Exploração e Produção de Petróleo e Gás Natural no Brasil: 
Uma Proposta. Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro, Rio de Janeiro. 

Teixeira Ott, A. M. (2002). Dos Projetos de Desenvolvimento, ao Desenvolvimento dos 
Projetos: O Planafloro em Rondonia. Unpublished Tese de doutorado 
interdisciplimar em ciências humanas, Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina, 
Florianópolis. 

The_Associated_Press. (2008, 20/05). Indians attack Brazil official over new dam. USA 
Today. Retrieved 09/10/2009, from http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2008-05-
20-brazil-dam-attack_N.htm 

Thomas, A. (2000). Meanings and views of development. In T. Allen & A. Thomas (Eds.), 
Poverty and development into the 21st century (pp. 23-48). Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 

UNDP. (2008). 2007/2008 Human Development Report.   Retrieved 19/08/2009, from 
http://hdrstats.undp.org/en/indicators/25.html 

United_Nations. (1992). Rio Declaration on Environment and Development A/CONF.151/26 
(Vol. I) [Electronic Version]. Retrieved 21/11/2008, from 
http://www.un.org/documents/ga/conf151/aconf15126-1annex1.htm 



 102

United_Nations. (1997). United Nations Conference on Environment and Development. 
Department of Public Information. [Electronic Version]. Retrieved 21/11/2008, from 
http://www.un.org/geninfo/bp/enviro.html 

Valle, R. S. T. d. (2001). Gestão ambiental e democratização: a normatização dos espaços 
institucionais participativos. Unpublished master thesis, University of São Paulo, São 
Paulo. 

Van Dijck, P., & Den Haak, S. (2006). Troublesome Construction. IIRSA and Public-Private 
partnerships in Road Infrastructure. (Vol. 20). Amsterdam: CEDLA. 

Vermeulen, W. J., Van Der Waals, J. F. M., Ernste, H., & Glasbergen, P. (1997). 
Sustainability as a challenge: weighing up ecological and social risks in 
confrontation and dialogue. The Hague: Sdu Uitgevers. 

WCD. (2000). Dams and Development. A New Framework for Decision-Making: Wolrd 
Commission on Damso. Document Number) 

Wood, C. (2003). Environmental Impact Assessment in Developing Countries. IDPR, 25(3), 
301-321. 

Wood, C. (2003a). Environmental Impact Assessment: A comparative review (Second Edition 
ed.). London: Pearson. 

World-Bank. (2008). Licenciamento Ambiental de Empreendimentos Hidrelétricos no Brasil: 
Uma Contribuição para o Debate: World Bank o. Document Number) 

WRR. (1995). Sustained risks: a lasting phenomenon. The Hague: Sdu Uitgeverij. 
WWF-Brasil. (2007a). Notícias. Glossário da COP.   Retrieved 17/11/2008, from 

http://www.wwf.org.br/informacoes/noticias_meio_ambiente_e_natureza/index.cfm?u
NewsID=10540  

WWF-Brasil. (2007b). Notícias. Mudanças Climáticas: agir é mais que necessário, é urgente.   
Retrieved 17/11/2008, from 
http://www.wwf.org.br/natureza_brasileira/meio_ambiente_brasil/clima/clima_news/i
ndex.cfm?uNewsID=6200  

 
 



 

 
Appendices 
  

 
 
 
 
Master Thesis 

UTRECHT UNIVERSITY - UU 
Masters on Sustainable Development: 
Environmental Policy and Management 
 
CENTER FOR LATIN AMERICAN RESEARCH 
AND DOCUMENTATION – CEDLA: 
Young Excellent Scholar Program 
 
Raimer Rodrigues Rezende – 3223272 
raimer@gmail.com 
 
supervisors: 
 dr. W.J.V. Vermeulen (UU) 
 dr. P. van Dijck (CEDLA) 
second  reader: 
 prof. dr. P.P.J. Driessen (UU) 
 
13th of November, 2009 
 

Navigating the Turbulent Waters of Public 
Participation in Brazil: 

A Case Study of the Santo Antônio and Jirau 
Hydroelectric Dams  



 



 105 

Appendix 1: Public Attorney’s Office (MP: Ministério Público) 
Ministério Público (literally ‘Public Ministry’; in this study translated as the Public Attorney’s 
Office) is a governmental agency, which comprises a special group of lawyers and has as its 
main responsibility to conduct criminal prosecution. Although sharing this role, its constitutional 
definition and legal attributes can vary substantially per country, justifying the variety of names 
given to it: Ministère Public in France, the US Attorneys and District Attorneys in the United 
States, the Ministério Fiscal in Spain, the Pubblico Ministero in Italy, the Public Prosecution 
Service in Canada, the Crown Prosecurion Service in England and Wales and Openbaar 
Ministerie in the Netherlands. This institution usually reports to the judiciary or executive branch 
of government, but in some countries it acts as an independent body, like in Brazil (Arantes, 
2003, p. 4). 

The function of Brazil’s MP goes beyond criminal prosecution. Its responsibility that is 
most relevant for this study is that of defender of diffuse and collective rights, giving it an 
important role in the protection of the environment and the rights of minorities. 

According to Brazilian legislation, public attorney’s ‘can subpoena documents (through 
“inquérito civil”), initiate civil suits (through “ação civil pública”), and settle them as they see fit 
(through “termos de ajuste de conduta”, TACs)’ (Coslovsky, 2007, p. 9). 

The Brazilian Public Attorney’s Office has a great deal of independence and discretionary 
capacity because it is not subordinated to the Executive, the Legislative or the Judiciary branches 
of government. Besides being protected from external interference, public attorneys also enjoy a 
high degree of internal functional independence, similar to that of judges (Arantes, 2003, p. 8; 
Coslovsky, 2007, p. 9).  
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Appendix 2: Interviews – basic list of questions 
The interviews were semi-structured, which means that they did not strictly follow any list of 
questions in order to give the interviewee the chance of talking about the issues that were most 
important for him/her and also maintaining an iterative character of the research. The list 
presented below was used as the first reference in the beginning of the fieldwork. From this list, I 
derived six different ones for the different types of respondents: public actor at a national level; 
public actor at a local level; entrepreneur; consultant; civil society organization at a national 
level; civil society organization at a local level. Those lists were however again adapted for each 
interview, depending on the progress of the research. 
 
Part I – effectiveness 

1. Own introduction 
a. Personal: background, role in the organization 
b. Organization 

i. what they do; when and why got involved with the Madeira complex 
ii. position: main demands/interests/role in the process in general 

2. Understanding of the licensing process 
a. How does it work?  
b. What is the role of participation in the process? 
c. What are their function and their rights in the process? 

3. Map stakeholders 
a. Participants and excluded 
b. Explain main stakeholder’s position and the relation with themselves (capacity to 

cooperate) 
c. Relations among the stakeholders 
d. History of the main conflicting relationships and to what extent the participatory 

process fostered cooperation or animosity. 
4.  start making timeline 

a. Which were the strategies they used in each moment? (information and demands 
presented) 

b. Which were the main difficulties they encountered? 
c. What was adopted/used/attended/taken into consideration? 

5. The participatory process 
a. Opportunity for dialogue / approximation civil society and private actors 

i. During the public meetings and hearings, was there genuine debate, with 
exchange of perceptions, between parties in favor and against the 
enterprise or about the best mitigation and/or compensation options? 

ii. What other opportunities were there for contact between opposing parties? 
iii. Do the participants understand each other’s position and argumentation? 

b. Fair chance to participate? Which messages got through and which didn’t? 
c. Process conducted/organized well? Fulfilled legal standards? 
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d. Final decisions 
i. Explain decisions and criteria used [Identify some scientific issues to 

test if stakeholders understand the conclusions, the uncertainties and the 
subjective choices involved]. 

ii. Who benefits and who suffers the impacts – fair? 
iii. What was adopted/used/attended/taken into consideration of the 

information/demands presented by stakeholders? 
iv. Rejection of Technical Report Parecer 014/2007; why? What happened 

then? 
e. Stakeholders’ attitude towards the enterprise and if it changed during the 

participatory process: cooperation; omission/neutrality; campaign against; 
sabotage; legal procedures.  use the timeline 

6. Relations among different levels and sectors of government 
a. Did the process expose conflicting viewpoints/interests to public discussion? 
b. Which were they? How did they play out in the process? 
c. Was there cooperation among different levels of government? Was there 

cooperation among different sectors of government? And was there conflict? 
d. Dhesca: “silent struggle between MMA and MME”; “without any public debate” 

What do you think of the reorganization within IBAMA? 
e. Resignation of the Minister of the Environment 

 
Part II – factors/conditions 

1. Stage and scope 
a. Who defined what had to be studied, and how (ToR)? 
b. What was open for discussion/influence? Were they able to discuss alternatives? Was 

the project’s viability and risks under discussion? Was the point of departure the 
inevitability of the enterprise? 

c. Were decisions already made before stakeholders had opportunity to participate? 
Which were they? How did that influence the process? 

2. Timing 
a. Did the stakeholders have enough time to prepare for participation? 
b. Did public officials have enough time to process the information raised during public 

participation? 
3. Methods of participation 

a. During the studies (EIA) 
b. The hearings presenting and evaluating the RIMA 

i. Were local stakeholders among the speakers? 
ii. Did they have enough opportunity to make statements and ask questions (and 

follow up questions)? 
4. Transparency 

a. Access to documents: 



 108 

i. Do local people have access to all relevant documents without travelling to 
Brasília? 

ii. Were all relevant documents/studies available for scrutiny? (ex. study about 
sediments) 

iii. Did the executive summary RIMA include all important information in a 
accessible manner? Did it include the information generated by the 
complementary studies demanded by IBAMA? 

b. Was there enough information available in a non-technical form? 
c. Was it hard to follow the process or did they know what was going on? Where were the 

main difficulties? What could have helped? 
d. Which decisions were purely technical and which were subjective/political? Were 

subjective choices clear or presented as technical? 
5. Role of knowledge 

a. What is/was the role of local lay knowledge and of science? 
b. Forms used to translate/incorporate lay knowledge – efforts and difficulties 
c. Was the public (local impacted people) able to influence the determination of what kind 

of scientific knowledge was decision-relevant? 
d. Did the lack of access to or understanding of the scientific information available hinder 

their capacity to participate? Did they have access to experts / professionals?  
e. Was there collaborative inquiry or collection of data? 
f. Were there independent reviews of the EIA? 

6. Stakeholders’ capacity 
a. Mobilization – did many community members participate in the discussions?  
b. Mobility; access to means of communication; limitations of time and money 
c. See above understanding of the process and of their rights 
d. Help of network and alliances 

7. Institutional capacity 
a. Which were the main public institutions involved? What were their roles? How well did 

they fulfill their functions? What were their main difficulties? 
8. Converging expectations 

a. See above understanding the process 
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Appendix 3: list of the organizations and riverside 
communities of respondents 

List of organizations and riverside communities of interviewees: 

• Public Attorney’s Office – (MP: Ministério Público) - 1 
Public sector 

• IBAMA’s federal office in Brasilia - 3 
• IBAMA’s regional office in Porto Velho - 1 
• Ministry of the Environment - 1 

• Odebrecht – 1 
Private sector 

• CEMIG - 2 
• Federação das Indústrias de Rondônia – FIERO – 1 
• Federação de Comércio de Rondônia – FeComércio - 1 

• Leme Engenharia – 1 
Consultants 

• MPS – 2 
• Independent consultants - 2 

• International Rivers Network - 1 
Non-governmental organizations and networks of NGOs 

• CPPT-Cuniã (NGO working for Furnas, one of the entrepreneurs) - 1 
• ADA-Açaí - 3 
• Conselho Indigenista Missionário – CIMI - 2 
• Kanindé - 1 
• Instituto Madeira Vivo – IMV - 2 
• Forum Independente do Rio Madeira - 1 

• University of Rondônia (UNIR) – 6 (4 of which already counted in NGOs) 
Universities / research institutions 

• University of Brasilia (UNB) - 1 

• Movimento dos Atingidos por Barragens – MAB - 9 
Social movements 

• Via Campesina - 1 

• Joana D'arc – 1 (already counted in social movments) 
Local riverside communities 

• Triunfo - 2 (already counted in social movments) 
• Araras – 1 (already counted in social movments) 
• São Carlos - 2 (already counted in social movments) 
• Morrinhos - 1 (already counted in social movments) 
• Engenho Velho / Agrovila - 3 

Total 42 
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Appendix 4: Main stakeholders 

a) Private actors 

Arcadis Tetraplan 
Arcadis Tetraplan is a consultancy firm in the area of environmental policy and economic 
planning. It was created in 1989 and is since 2003 linked to the international Arcadis network, 
which is active in 70 countries. Arcadis Tetraplan pursued the general study commissioned by 
Furnas about the Madeira River Complex as a whole, which they called an Strategic 
Environmental Assessment. 

Camargo Correia 
The Carmargo Correia group started in the construction sector in 1939 and expanded into other 
sectors, such as metallurgy, cement, textile, and shoes. It operates in 20 countries and has 57 
thousand employees. Its revenue in 2007 was R$12,4 billion. It is part of the consortium that 
won the auction for the construction of the Jirau Hydroelectric Dam. 

Camargo Correia holds 9.9% of Energia Sustentável do Brasil (Brazilian Sustainable 
Energy), the consortium that is building the Jirau Hydroelectric Dam. 

CEMIG 
Companhia Energética de Minas Gerais – CEMIG – was created in 1952. It is for 51% owned by 
the state government of Minas Gerias and works with generation, transmission and distribution 
of electricity. Its revenues in 2007 were US$5.3billion and its net income US$908.7. CEMIG 
distributes power to 18 million customers in 774 municipalities in Minas Gerais. It also manages 
the largest electricity distribution net in South America, with more than 400,000km. 

The CEMIG group is composed of 49 companies and 10 consortia. It operates in 16 
Brazilian states and in Chile. 

It is part of the consortium that won the auction for the construction of the Santo Antônio 
Hydroelectric Dam. 
For more information, see: 
http://www.cemig.com.br/cemig2008/content/quemsomos/acemig.asp; 
http://biz.yahoo.com/ic/95/95062.html 
http://www.investorguide.com/stock-profile.cgi?ticker=CIG 

Chesf 
The Companhia Hidro-Elétrica do São Francisco (São Francisco's Hydroelectric Company) is a 
state-owned company. It is a subsidiary of Eletrobrás, linked to the Ministry of Mines and 
Energy. It generates and transmits electric power from hydroelectric plants to cities in the 
Brazilian northeast region. 

Chesf holds 20% of Energia Sustentável do Brasil (Brazilian Sustainable Energy), the 
consortium that is building the Jirau Hydroelectric Dam. 

Eletrosul 
Eletrosul Centrais Elétricas S.A. is a state-owned company that works mainly with the 
construction and operation of installations for the generation and transmission of electricity. It is 
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a subsidiary of Eletrobrás, linked to the Ministry of Mines and Energy. It is mostly active in the 
Southern region of Brazil and in the state of Mato Grosso do Sul.  

Eletrosul holds 20% of Energia Sustentável do Brasil (Brazilian Sustainable Energy), the 
consortium that is building the Jirau Hydroelectric Dam. 

FeComercio 
The Federação do Comércio de Bens, Serviços e Turismo do Estado de Rondônia (Trade 
Federation of Goods, Services and Turism of the State of Rondônia) is an association of the 
business unions of the trade sector of the state of Rondônia. In a national level, it forms the 
National Trade Confederation (Confederação Nacional do Comércio – CNC) together with one 
FeComercio from each Brazilian state. 

The FeComércio-RO was founded in 1983 and has its main office in Porto Velho. It is in 
favor of the construction of the dams because of the boom it will represent for the local 
economy. Its main concern is that as much as possible supplies for the enterprise are purchased 
locally and local labor is used. 

FIERO 
The Federação das Indústrias do Estado de Rondônia (Industry Federation of the State of 
Rondônia) is an association of the business unions of the industrial sector of the state of 
Rondônia. In a national level, it forms the National Industry Confederation (Confederação 
Nacional da Indústria – CNI) together with one Federação da Indústria (Industry Federation) 
from each Brazilian state. It administrates the SENAI (Serviço Nacional de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – National Service of Industrial Learning), which provides all sorts of trainings to 
build capacity of potential labor of the industrial sector. 

FIERO was founded in 1986. It is in favor of the construction of the dams and, together 
with the Municipality and the State government, it was one of the main players in the articulation 
of the pro-dam alliance and campaign. 

Furnas 
Furnas Centrais Elétricas was created in 1957 in order to construct the hydroelectric plant named 
Furnas in Minas Gerais. It is a holding of the state-owned electrical company Eletrobrás. In 
2005, it had a net profit of R$840 million. It operates several hydroelectric plants in Brazil, such 
as Sera da Mesa, Manso and Peixe Angical. Furnas operates mostly in the Southeast and Center-
west of the country (Switkes, 2008, p. 22). Therefore, the Madeira River dams represent an 
expansion of its area of operation. 

Together with Odebrecht, it formed the consortium that proposed the project and that was 
therefore responsible for the EIA and the licensing process until the emission of the Preliminary 
Licenses. And it is part of the consortium that won the auction for the construction of the Santo 
Antônio Hydroelectric Dam. 

Odebrecht 
Construtora Norberto Odebrecht was founded in 1944. The Odebrecht group is nowadays the 
largest group in Latin America in the areas of construction, engineering and petrochemistry. In 
2005, it had revenue of R$23.4 billion. Its building contractor has built large scale projects in 
Europe, South Africa and the United States. It has taken part in the construction of large dams 
such as Itaipu (Brasil-Paraguai), Pichi Picún Leúfu (Argentina), Capanda (Angola) and San 
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Francisco (Equador), among others. It has recently won many contracts of projects under IIRSA. 
The Odebrecht group is believed to have much political influence in Brazil, among others due to 
large donations to political candidates. The Madeira River complex would be the largest of all 
Odebrecht’s projects (Switkes, 2008, p. 21). 

Together with Furnas, it formed the consortium that proposed the project and that was 
therefore responsible for the EIA and the licensing process until the emission of the Preliminary 
Licenses. And it is part of the consortium that won the auction for the construction of the Santo 
Antônio Hydroelectric Dam. 

Suez  
Suez was a French company that worked in the distribution of water, electricity and natural gas. 
In 2008, it merged with Gaz de France, forming GDF Suez. The Group employs 200,000 people 
worldwide and had revenues of €83.1 billion in 2008. It is the fifth largest electricity producer in 
Europe. 

GDF Suez holds 50.1% of Energia Sustentável do Brasil (Brazilian Sustainable Energy), 
the consortium that is building the Jirau Hydroelectric Dam. 
 

b) NGOs and social movements 

CPPT-Cuniã 
Centro de Pesquisas de Populações Tradicionais Cuniã (Center for the Research of Traditional 
Popolations Cuniã) - CPPT-Cuniã - is a non-profit NGO that was created in 1988 by a 
multidisciplinary team dedicated to the study of traditional communities. It has close contact 
with the University of Rondônia, since it was founded by professors from that institution. It was 
hired by Furnas to do its social communication during the EIA and later to support MPS in the 
participatory process it carried out. 

MAB 
Movimento dos Atingidos por Barragens (Movement of the Dam-Affected People) – MAB is a 
national social movement that aims at the mobilization of people that are threatened or have been 
affected by dams, the majority of whom are hydroelectric dams. Those affected are mainly 
peasants, small farmers, landless people, indigenous people, fishermen, ribeirinhos (riverside 
dwellers), quilombolas1

Due to its decentralized structure, it is difficult to estimate how many members MAB has. 
It has activities in the whole country, with local offices in many different parts of Brazil. Since 
recent, it has an office in Porto Velho. In the beginning of its mobilization in the region, it 
borrowed a small office from CIMI in the same city. Besides by CIMI, it has partnerships with 
and support from several other catholic organizations such as CPT. It is also much involved with 
Via Campensina. 

, mineral hunters and urban communities. 

                                                 
1 Quilombola communities are those that were formed by runaway slaves during slavery times in Brazil. These 
communities have recently been granted special rights as traditional communities, in especial related to collective 
land tenure. 
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Ada Açaí 
The Associação de Desenvolvimento da Agroecologia e Economia Solidária da Amazônia 
Ocidental is a NGO based in Porto Velho that works predominantly with riverside communities, 
with education and research. It participated in a research about land tenure and living conditions 
of riverside communities of the Madeira River in partnership with WWF and DhESCA Platform. 

Amazon Watch 
Amazon Watch is an international NGO with its main office in San Francisco and two other 
offices in the US: south California and Washington DC. “Amazon Watch works to protect the 
rainforest and advance the rights of indigenous peoples in the Amazon Basin. We partner with 
indigenous and environmental organizations in campaigns for human rights, corporate 
accountability and the preservation of the Amazon's ecological systems” 
(www.amazonwatch.org). 

It is not locally very active in Rondônia. It is mostly engaged in campaigning against the 
dams in a national and international level, with (internet) publications and especially through 
partnerships with other/Brazilian NGOs. 

Amigos da Terra – Amazônia Brasileira 
Amigos da Terra – Amazônia Brasileira (Friends of the Earth – Brazilian Amazon) is a Brazilian 
NGO connected to the Friends of the Earth International. Its work focuses on the Amazon but 
not exclusively. It is an environmental NGO, but with a social focus, focusing on human rights, 
citizenship and sustainable development. It has a website with news mainly about the Amazon 
and a large archive (www.amazonia.org.br / www.amigosdaterra.org.br). 

In relation to the Madeira dams, it is especially engaged in campaigning at the national 
level, but also engaged in lobbying and was responsible for a few civil lawsuits against IBAMA 
and the enterprise. It is the contact in Brazil for BICECA’s project of the Bank Information 
Center. 

Apremara 
The Associação de Preservação do Meio Ambiente e dos Rios da Amazônia is an environmental 
NGO. It was part of alliance that constituted the Viva o Rio Madeira Vivo campaign. 

Bank Information Center / BICECA Project 
The Bank Information Center (BIC) is an international NGO based in Washington DC. It is a 
watchdog of the World Bank and other international financial institutions. It has partnerships 
with civil society around the world, especially in ‘developing and transition countries’. 

BICECA is BIC’s project aimed at monitoring and influencing IIRSA and other IFI’s 
projects aimed at regional integration in South America. It was active disseminating information 
about the Madeira dams project in the context of IIRSA. 

CIMI 
Conselho Indigenista Missionário is an institution under the CNBB (Conferência Nacional dos 
Bispos do Brasil – Nacional Conference of Brazilian Bishops), and therefore linked to the 
Catholic Church. It was founded in 1972 to defend the right to cultural diversity of the 
indigenous peoples in Brazil, defending their right to autonomy. It also fights for the wellbeing 
of indigenous populations. 
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During the process of licensing of the Madeira dams, it was fiercely opposed to their 
construction and time and again called attention to the position of the isolated tribes that will be 
indirectly impacted. 

COIAB 
Coordenação das Organizações Indígenas da Amazônia Brasileira (the Coordination of the 
Indigenous Organizations of the Brazilian Amazon) was created in 1989. It has its main office in 
Manaus and an office in Brasília. It claims to represent around 160 different indigenous peoples, 
which occupy around 110 million hectares in the Amazon. It fights for the basic rights of 
indigenous populations: land; healthcare; education; subsistence and cultural diversity. 

During the licensing of the dams, it was mostly involved with national and international 
campaigning against their construction. Its role in the local debates in Rondônia was less 
significant than that of CIMI and Kanindé. 

CUT 
Central Única dos Trabalhadores is the largest labor union in Latin America and the fifth largest 
in the world. It is organized in all twenty six Brazilian states and in the Federal District, and is 
active in all sectors of the economy. It was founded in 1983 in São Bernardo do Campo, in the 
São Paulo state, the richest and most industrialized in Brazil. It was at first linked to the Labor 
Party (PT: Partido dos Trabalhadores), the party of the current president, Lula da Silva. 

It has an office in Porto Velho and was active in the discussions related to the hydroelectric 
dams, being in favor of their construction, defending as much as possible the employment of 
local labor and the development of the local economy. 

CPT 
Comissão Pastoral da Terra is an institution under the CNBB (Conferência Nacional dos Bispos 
do Brasil – Nacional Conference of Brazilian Bishops), and therefore linked to the Catholic 
Church. It fights for the rights of unprivileged minorities in the rural areas in Brazil. It was 
founded in 1975, in the middle of the military dictatorship (1964-1985). At first it actuated 
mostly in the Amazon. Since the beginning, it is a strong supporter of the MST (Movimentos dos 
Trabalhadores Rurais sem Terra; landless workers movement) and of Via Campesina, which are 
today still partners of CPT. It is also a supporter of MAB, including in the struggle against the 
Madeira dams. 

DhESCA Platform 
The Plataforma Brasileira de Direitos Humanos Econômicos, Sociais, Culturais e Ambientais 
(Brazilian Platform of Economic, Social, Cultural and Environmental Human Rights) is a 
national network of civil society organizations that work in the promotion and defense of human 
rights. 

It was created in 1990 as part of the Inter-American Platform for Human Rights, 
Democracy and Development, a network of various Latin American and Caribbean civil society 
organizations concerned with human rights, 

In the Madeira case, Platform DhESC did a research and published a report on the 
violations of human rights involved in the licensing process of the enterprise. 

dedicated to promoting information exchange, 
training and the elaboration of proposals on the justiciability and enforcement of human rights. 
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FBOMS 
The Fórum Brasileiro de ONGs e Movimentos Sociais para o Meio Ambiente e o 
Desenvolvimento (Brazilian Fórum of NGOs and Social Movements for the Environment and 
Development) is a network of civil society organizations that was created in 1990 in order to 
facilitate the civil society participation in the UN conference ECO-92 in Rio. After that 
conference they formed thematic networks and working groups with the main objective of 
monitoring and participating in the implementation of the agreements reached during the 
conference. Its focus is still today on influencing public policy. 

During the Madeira case, it was especially involved in the link between local and national 
organizations and national campaigning and lobbying. 

Fórum Independente Popular do Rio Madeira 
It was formed in 2006 by some members of the Instituto Madeira Vivo, who left the alliance due 
to internal conflicts. 

GTA 
The Grupo de Trabalho Amazônico (GTA) was founded in 1992. It has 602 member 
organizations in all the nine states of the Legal Amazon in Brazil. Its members are NGOs and 
social movements. 

IMV 
The Instituto Madeira Vivo is an alliance of local NGOs in Rondônia to oppose the construction 
of the two dams in the Madeira River. Some of the main groups in this alliance were: the 
research group Grupo de Pesquisa em Energia Renovável e Sustentável da UNIR (University of 
Rondônia’s Research Group on Renewable and Sustainable Energy); the catholic organization 
for indigenous rights CIMI; the catholic organization for rural minorities CPT; the environmental 
NGO Kanindé; the civil society network GTA; the organization of rubber tappers OSR; the NGO 
Rioterra; the anti-dam movement MAB; and the environmental NGO Apremara. 

International Rivers Network 
International Rivers Network is an NGO based in California, USA, but with staff located in 
Cameroon, Thailand, Brazil and Germany. IRN works with a global network of policy and 
financial analysts, scientists, journalists, development specialists, local citizens and volunteers, 
criticizing the negative impacts of dams around the world. 

Kanindé 
The Associação de Defesa Etno Ambiental Kanindé is a local NGO based in Porto Velho. It was 
founded in 1992 and works to defend indigenous rights and the environment. It is very active in 
the national level through alliances and through involved with CONAMA. It was very active in 
the opposition to the Madeira dams, including the participation in some civil lawsuits against the 
enterprise and IBAMA. 

Movimento dos Pequenos Agricultores – MPA 
The Movimento dos Pequesnos Agricultores (Small Agricultural Workers’ Movement) is a social 
moviment for the rights of the pesantry in Brazil. It is a partner of MAB and the MST and is a 
member of Via Campesina. 
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Movimento dos Trabalhadores Rurais sem Terra – MST 
The Landless Workers Movement - MST - is one of the largest social movements in Latin 
America and fights for land reform and the rights of rural workers and small farmers in Brazil. It 
has an estimated of 1.5 million landless members and is organized in 23 out of Brazil's 26 states. 
It is a member of Via Campesina and has support groups all over the world. 

OSR – Organização dos Seringueiros de Rondônia 
The Rondônia Organization of Rubber Tappers opposed the construction of the dams and was 
part of the alliance that created the anti-dam campaign Viva o Rio Madeira Vivo. 

Rede Brasil sobre Instituições Financeiras Multilaterais 
The Brazil Network on Multilateral Financial Institutions is a Brazilian watchdog of multilateral 
financial institutions and has 80 associated organizations. It was part of the opposition against 
the Madeira dams. 

Rioterra 
The Centro de Estudos da Cultura e do Meio Ambiente da Amazônia (RIOTERRA – Center for 
the Study of the Amazonian Culture and Environment) is an NGO founded in 1999. It focuses on 
the search of an alternative sustainable development model for the Amazon. It was part of the 
alliance that created the anti-dam campaign Viva o Rio Madeira Vivo. 

Via Campesina 
Via Campesina is an international social movement and a network of 148 organizations of small 
agricultural workers around the world. It advocates family-farm-based sustainable agriculture. It 
was involved in the opposition to the Madeira Dams together with MAB, FOBOMADE (in 
Bolivia), MST, MPA, etc. 

WWF-Brasil 
WWF-Brasil is a Brazilian environmental NGO linked to the international WWF Network. It is 
based in Brasília and was funded in 1996. It was mainly engaged in the campaign against the 
dams at the national and international levels. 

c) Scholars 

Grupo de Pesquisa em Energia Renovável e Sustentável – UNIR 
The GPERS is a research group of the University of Rondônia, which focuses on finding 
alternative sources of energy that can be made available for isolated communities. It was part of 
the civil society alliance that launched the anti-dam campaign ‘Viva o Rio Madeira Vivo’. 

UNB 
Universidade de Brasília is a federal university. 

UNIR 
Universidade Federal de Rondônia is a federal university. UNIR has many projects with riverside 
communities. Sustainability, development and traditional communities are a few of the main 
subjects related to which projects are commonly developed at that university. Many professors of 
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UNIR were involved with the studies for the EIA; and others with civil society organizations that 
opposed the construction of the dams. 

d) Consultants 

COBRAPE 
Companhia Brasileira de Projetos e Empreendimentos is a consultancy company based in São 
Paulo but working in the whole country. It was hired by the Rondonia State Public Attorney’s 
Office to evaluate the EIA of the Santo Antônio and Jirau Dams. 

LEME Engenharia 
LEME Engenharia is a consultancy company in the engineering sector that works mainly with 
infrastructure. It was hired by Furnas to coordinate the EIA. 

MPS 
MPS is a consultant firm based in São Paulo, specialized in territorial and urbanistic projects and 
planning that make use of a participatory methodology. It has significant experience with 
participatory processes and for that reason was hired by Furnas to coordinate a participatory 
process with the riverside communities. 

e) Public actors 

ANA (under the MMA) 
The Agência Nacional de Águas (National Water Agency) is a governmental agency linked to 
the Ministry of the Environment and responsible for water management. Any hydroelectric dam 
must be authorized by ANA for the use of the waters. 

ANEEL (under the MME) 
The Agência Nacional de Energia Eléctrica (Brazilian electricity regulatory agency) is an 
institution of the Ministry of Mines and Energy. It is responsible for the regulation and 
inspection of the production, transmission and commercialization of electricity in Brazil. It was 
created in December 1996. 

CONAMA 
The Conselho Nacional do Meio Ambiente (National Environmental Council) is a deliberative 
council, which has the role of establishing and coordinating national environmental policy, 
making general and major regulations, and proposing federal laws to be submitted to the 
National Congress. 

It was instituted by the Brazilian National Environmental Law – BNEL - of 1981 (Lei 
Nacional do Meio Ambiente: lei 

FUNAI (under Ministry of Justice) 

 6938/81) and it is composed by representatives from federal 
and state agencies, foundations, NGOs, the private sector and unions through their respective 
associations (Biller, 2003; Glasson & Salvador, 2000, p. 117). Next to the BNEL and the 
constitution of 1988, Brazilian EIA system is based on several CONAMA resolutions. 

The National Foundation for Indigenous People (FUNAI: Fundação Nacional do Indio) is the 
governmental institution responsible for the implementation of Brazilian national policy for 
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indigenous peoples. This means FUNAI is responsible for indigenous basic education, 
demarcation and protection of the lands traditionally occupied by them, and fostering studies 
about indigenous groups (http://www.funai.gov.br/). In the licensing process of the Madeira 
dams, FUNAI is the reference in relation to impacts of the enterprise on indigenous lands. 

IBAMA (linked to the MMA) 
The Brazilian Institute for the Environment and the Renewable Natural Resources (IBAMA: 
Instituto Brasileiro do Meio Ambiente e dos Recursos Naturais Renováveis) is the competent 
authority that decides upon the emission of the environmental licenses at the federal level. For 
more information about IBAMA and an analysis of its role in the process, see 7.1.3. 

INCRA 
The National Institute of Colonization and Land Reform (INCRA: Instituto Nacional de 
Colonização e Reforma Agrária) is the governmental institution responsible for the 
regularization of land tenure in Brazil. For more information about INCRA and an analysis of its 
role in the process, see 7.1.3. 

INPA 
The National Institute of Researches of the Amazon (INPA: Instituto Nacional de Pesquisas da 
Amazônia) is an institution of the Ministry of Science and Technology. Its function is to generate 
and disseminate knowledge and technology and work on capacity building for the development 
of the Amazon region. 

IPHAN 
The Institute for the National Historical and Artistic Heritage (IPHAN: Instituto do Patrimônio 
Histórico e Artístico Nacional) is an institution of the Ministry of Culture. It is responsible for 
the protection of the national historical and artistic heritage. In the case of the Madeira dams, it 
was mainly involved in the discussions about the Madeira-Mamoré railway, a historical railway 
very important for the history of Rondônia’s development and that will be affected by the 
construction of the dams. 

Ministry of Justice 
As part of the executive power, the Ministry of Justice (Ministério da Justiça) assists the 
presidency in the elaboration and implementation of public policy related to political and 
constitutional rights, being active in, for example: indigenous rights (FUNAI is an institution of 
this ministry); public security; nationality and immigration (the Federal Policy is an institution 
under this ministry). In 2009, it had a budget of R$9.8 billion. 

Ministry of the Environment 
The Brazilian Ministry of the Environment (Ministério do Meio Ambiente – MMA) was created 
in 1985. Since then it suffered many changes in its form and area of actuation, which also 
reflected in changes of status and name. It became a secretariat under the presidency in 1990, the 
Ministry of the Environment and the Legal Amazon in 1993, the Ministry of the Environment, of 
the Hydrological Resources and of the Amazon in 1995, becoming the Ministry of the 
Environment, in the form that it has today in 1999. In 2009, it had a budget of R$3.52 billion. 
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Ministry of Mines and Energy 
The Ministry of Mines and Energy (Ministério das Minas e Energia – MME) was created in 
1960. Before that, issues related to energy and mines were dealt with by the Ministry of 
Agriculture. In 2009, it had a budget of R$7.21 billion. 

MP 
Ministério Público (literally ‘Public Ministry’; in this study translated as the Public Attorney’s 
Office) is a governmental agency, which comprises a special group of lawyers and has as its 
main responsibility to conduct criminal prosecution. Nevertheless, the function of Brazil’s MP 
goes beyond criminal prosecution. Its responsibility that is most relevant for this study is that of 
defender of diffuse and collective rights, giving it an important role in the protection of the 
environment and the rights of minorities. For information on the MP, see Appendix 1 and 7.1.3. 

SEDAM 
Rondônia State Secretariat for the Environment (Secretaria do Estado do Desenvolvimento 
Ambiental) is the institution of the executive branch of government responsible for 
environmental issues at the state level (the Ministry of the Environment is the federal institution 
for environmental matters). 

BNDES  
Brazilian governmental development bank BNDES (Banco Nacional de Desenvolvimento 
Econômico e Social – National Bank for Economic and Social Develoment) was created in 1952. 
It finances mainly industrial and infrastructure enterprises, but also invests in agriculture, trade, 
services, micro, small and medium companies as well as in education, healthcare. It is the main 
financer of the Santo Antônio and Jirau Dams, covering about 75% or their whole costs. 

Presidential Chief of Staff Office (Casa Civil) 
The Brazilian Presidential Chief of Staff (Ministra da Casa Civil) is the highest-ranking member 
of the Executive Office and a direct aide to the President. S/he is a member of the president's 
cabinet and has the rank of Minister. S/he is responsible for assisting the President, and for 
negotiations with Congress and state governors. 

Municipality of Porto Velho 
Porto Velho is the capital of the State of Rondônia. It has around 379 thousand inhabitants 
(estimate 2008). The municipality covers the large area of  34,082 

Rondônia’s state government 

. Its mayor, Sobrinho, 
supported the construction of the dams because of the economic developments it is expected to 
bring to the region and the royalties that will be paid to the municipality. Moreover, the mayor is 
of the same political party as President Lula, the PT (Partido dos Trabalhadores – Labour 
Party). 

Rondônia is one of the seven Brazilian states of the ‘Legal Amazon’2

                                                 
2 The Legal Amazon (Amazônia Legal) is a Brazilian socio-geographic division, which encompasses 9 states that 
have the totality or part of their territories in the Amazon Basin, namely: Acre, Amapá, Amazonas, Pará, Rondônia, 

 and has an area of 237,576 
sq km. It amounts to around 2.8% of the Brazilian territory, equivalent to more than five and a 
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half times the size of the Netherlands and almost as large as the United Kingdom. The population 
of Rondônia is about 1,454,000 (estimate 2007) and the GDP R$1,311 million. Rondônia’s 
government was in favor of the dams mainly for the economic development they are expected to 
generate and for the large amount of royalties that will be paid. 

f) Riverside communities (comunidades ribeirinhas) 
The participatory process with the potentially impacted communities included 30 communities 
upstream from Santo Antônio and 28 communities downstream3

According to the social movement Movimento dos Atingidos por Barragens - MAB, more 
than 10 thousand people will have to be relocated for the realization of the whole Madeira 
Complex Project as planned under IIRSA, which includes all four dams. 

. The Environmental Impact 
Assessment identified 2,849 people that will be directly impacted by the dams’ reservoirs. 
However, there were many communities that were not included in the first studies that will also 
be impacted such as Porto Seguro and Joana Dark. Only the last one houses around 1,070 
families (Instituto-Polis, 2006, p. 18). 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
Roraima, Tocantins, Mato Grosso and most of Maranhão. It has an area of about 5,217,423 sq km, 61% of the 
Brazilian territory, where 55.9% of Brazilian indigenous population live (http://www.ada.gov.br). 
3 Upstream: Betel, cachoeira dos Macacos, Engenho Novo, Ilha de Teotônio, Jaci Paraná, Joana Darci Ribeirinho, 
Joana Darc II Ribeirinho, Jana Darc III, Joana Darc III Ramais 17, 19 and 24, Morrinhos, Padre Eterno, Porto 
Seguro, Ramal do Arrependido, Santo Antônio, São Domingos, Teotônio, Trata Serio / Bela Vista, Zeca Gordo, 
Mutum Paraná, Praia do Avião, Linha Progresso, Abunã, Fortaleza do Abunã, Caldeirão do Inferno, Ramal 
Primavera, PA São Francisco, Embaúba, Ramal São Lourenço. Downstream: Aliança, Belmonte, Boa Vitória, Bom 
Jardim, Brasileira, Calama, Cujubim Grande, Cujubinzinho, Curicacas, Demarcação, Ilha de Iracema, Ilha nova, 
Itacoã, Lago do Cuniã, Linha da Amizade, Estudante, Mutuns, Nazaré, Niterói, Nova Aliança, Nova Esperança, 
Papagaios, Ressaca, Santa Catarina, Santo Expedito, São Carlos, São Miguel, São Sebastião. 
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Appendix 5: Timeline licensing process of the Madeira Dams  
 
2002 
17/12/2002 – Hydroelectric inventory of the Madeira River (section between the city of Porto 

Velho and the village of Abunã - at the Bolivian border), pursuit by Furnas and 
Odebrecht, was approved by Aneel (judgement n. 817) 

 
2003 
20/08/2003 – opening of the process at IBAMA as requested by Furnas in a letter two days 

earlier. 
 
2004 
14/05/2004 – public meeting in Porto Velho (reunião pública) to discuss the draft of the Term of 

Reference – 94 people were present. [This kind of public meetings to discuss the draft 
of the ToR are new for IBAMA, since it is not obligatory according to Brazilian 
legislation – (see list of invited and list of presence in IBAMA, 2003, pp. 105-107) 

28/06/2004 – letter by Furnas to IBAMA commenting the draft of the ToR, questioning points 
such as the requirement to study alternative locations for the dams and the 
definitions of the area of influence to be studied) 

18/08/2004 – 1st of 2 meetings in Brasília (and of a series, including meetings in Porto Velho - 
28/29/03/2005 - and Rio Branco - 29 and 30/04/2005) called by Furnas to discuss 
the document they called ‘SEA’ (AAE: Avaliação Ambiental Estratégica) of the 
Madeira River Complex. 

23/09/2004 – final version of the Term of Reference is sent to Furnas by IBAMA 
17/11/2004 – letter by Furnas to IBAMA questioning the ToR, contesting among others: the 

definition of the area to be studied, the way the transmission line was supposed to 
be included in the studies. 

  
2005 
19/01/2005 – meeting of IBAMA with Furnas to discuss the ToR (concerning Furnas’ 

contestation in the letter of 17/11/2004, reference GA.I.E.289.2004) – it was 
agreed that the minutes of this meeting would become integral part of the ToR.   

25/05/2005 – Furnas requests the Preliminary License (Licença Prévia), delivering 3 volumes of 
EIA-RIMA and the document “Complexo do Rio Madeira – Avaliação Ambiental 
Estratégica” (done by the Consultant firm Arcadis Tetraplan; sent on 30/08/2005 
to MMA, etc). Around a month later, Furnas substituted these documents by 
revised ones. 

07/06/2005 – presentation of the EIA-RIMA at IBAMA 
21/06/2005 – Dilma Rousseff became President Lula’s Chief of Staff (Ministra da Casa Civil). 

From January 2003 until then, she had been Minister of Mines and Energy. 
10/10/2005 – deliver of the following document by Furnas, identifying the conservation reserves 

expected to be impacted by the enterprise: “Aproveitamentos Hidrelétricos Santo 
Antônio e Jirau – Rio Madeira, RO – Interferência em Unidades de Conservação, 
no Âmbito dos Estudos de Viabilidade – Verificação de Campo – Síntese – 
DEA.T.RTT.082.2005”. 
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30/11/2005 – Technical Report 141/2005 – by UNDP consultant4

20/12/2005 – Official warning by the Minister of Mines and Energy Silas Rondeau Cavalcante 
Silva to the Minister of the Environment Marina Osmarina da Silva Vaz de Lima 
about the strategic importance of these two hydroelectric dams for the country and 
urging her to accelerate the licensing process (reference of the warning: 
295/GM/MME, see IBAMA, 2003, pp. 224-227). 

 Marcelo Gonçalves de Lima, 
analyzing the ‘SEA’. Lima criticizes the superficiality of the study and defends 
the necessity of a real SEA (IBAMA, 2003, p. 339). 

 
2006 
     01/2006 – publication of the manifest Viva o Rio Madeira Vivo (Switkes, 2008, p. 36). 
13/02/2006 – Ministry of the Environment sents the warning of the Minister of Mines and 

Energy to the office of IBAMA’s president for his appreciation and answer. 
24/02/2006 – Technical Information 12/2006 – COLIC-HID/CGLIC/DILIQ/IBAMA – 

concludes that complementary studies are necessary: “considerou-se que eram 
necessárias adequações para que o estudo a ser submetido às audiências públicas 
tivesse maior consistência.”; a letter was sent Funas by Kunz informing of this 
necessity (IBAMA, 2003, p. 333). 

09/03/2006 – meeting with Furnas and Ibama to clarify the complementary studies necessary 
(IBAMA, 2003, p. 347). 

??/03/2006 – Furnas contacts MPS to analyze their intended methodology for the participatory 
process and ends up hiring this consultant firm to conduct the process before the 
public hearings (according to interview with key informants). 

28/04/2006 – complementary studies delivered by Furnas as required by Technical Information 
12/2006 – COLIC-HID/CGLIC/DILIQ/IBAMA. 

06/06/2006 – Brazilian Development Bank BNDES requests a digital copy of the EIA, due to its 
expectation that BNDES will be asked to co-finance the project.  

26/06/2006 – Technical Information 08/2006 – COHID/CGENE/DILIC/IBAMA – concludes 
that the complementary studies presented by Furnas were not satisfactory (on July 

26/06/2006 – Signing of agreement between the Public Attorney’s Office of the State of 
Rondônia with Odebrecht, which will lead to the hiring of the consultant 
COBRAPE to conduct an independent analysis of the EIA (IBAMA, 2003, p. 
502). 

, Kunz sends a letter to Furnas informing it). 

07/07  and 
12/07/2006 – Meetings with IBAMA and Furnas to present and clarify the demand for 

complementary studies: 1 meeting on the 7th and 2 on the 12th (IBAMA, 2003, 
pp. 448 -482). 

21/07/2006 – meeting with IBAMA and Furnas about progress in the studies (IBAMA, 2003, p. 
485). 

07/08/2006 – Furnas delivers revised complementary studies as required by Technical 
Information 08/2006 – COHID/CGENE/DILIC/IBAMA of 26/06/2006. 

                                                 
4 UNDP consultant (Consultor PNUD): since UNDP is not allowed to support Brazilian governmental agencies 
directly with money, it does it by paying consultants. In this way, many consultants paid by the UNDP are used in 
licensing processes such as this one. 
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11/09/2006 – Technical Information 34/2006 – IBAMA decides that, in spite of some (‘not 
impeditive’) pending issues, the EIA was ready to be submitted to public scrutiny 
in the public hearings. 

20/09/2006 – publication in the national government’s official journal (Diário Oficial da União) 
of the term by IBAMA saying the EIA had been accepted and was being made 
public for scrutiny. After this date, individuals and organizations had 45 days to 
request public hearings (IBAMA, 2003, p. 517). 

08/11/2006 – judicial decision calling off the public hearings. As a consequence, the hearings 
planned for Abunã (08/11/2006) and Mutum-Paraná (09/11/2006) had to be 
cancelled and only happened at the end of that month. The judicial decision was 
issued by Juiz Federal da 3a Vara Federal Élcio Arruda, due to a lawsuit by the 
Federal Public Attorney’s Office and the Public Attorney’s Office of the State of 
Rondônia. 

10/11/2006 – public hearing (audiência pública) in Jaci-Paraná (filmed and recorded; short 
minutes available – 3 pages) – 800 people were present 

11/11/2006 – public hearing in Porto Velho (filmed and recorded; short minutes available – 3 
pages) – 1100 people were present 

27/11/2006 – MPE’s public hearing to present Cobrape’s independent report about its analysis of 
the EIA. 

29/11/2006 – public hearing in Abunã (filmed and recorded; short minutes available – 3 pages) – 
404 people were present 

30/11/2006 – public hearing in Mutum-Paraná – (filmed and recorded; short minutes available – 
3 pages) – 663 people were present 

05/12/2006 – letter by IBAMA to Furnas declaring having received Cobrape’s report and having 
taken part in MPE’s public hearing about it; and requiring Furnas to answer to the 
issues presented in it. 

19/12/2006 – National Water Agency (ANA: Agência Nacional das Águas) authorizes the use of 
the river for the two hydroelectric dams (resolutions nr. 555 and 556/2006) 

 
2007 
     01/2007 – announcement of President Lula’s Programme for Growth Acceleration (PAC: 

Programa de Aceleração do Crescimento) 
     01/2007 – president Evo Morales state that any flooding of Bolivian territory would be an 

offence to Bolivia’s sovereignty (Amazon-Watch, 2009). 
09/01/2007 – letter from the executive secretary of the Ministry of Justice to the president of 

IBAMA, to President Lula’s Chief of Staff’s Office, to the Ministry of the 
Environment, to the Ministry of Mines and Energy, and to FUNAI, committing to 
cooperate for a fast handling of the process and the emission of the environmental 
licenses for the ‘governmental prioritized projects’ such as the Madeira complex 
(IBAMA, 2003, p. 1231). 

25/01/2007 – public meeting (Reunião Pública) in the district of Calama (filmed and recorded) – 
around 300 people present. The meeting was coordinated by CPPT Cuniã. 

12/03/2007 – Report by UNDP Consultant Carlos Eduardo Morelli Tucci “Análise dos Estudos 
Ambientais dos Empreendimentos do Rio Madeira” 

21/03/2007 – IBAMA’s experts’ Technical Report accusing uncertainty in relation to the 
feasibility of the project (including due to lack of commitment with the impacted 
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population): PARECER TÉCNICO Nº 014/2007 – 
COHID/CGENE/DILIC/IBAMA 

30/03/2007 – Judgment by Luiz Felipe Kunz, IBAMA’s Director of Environmental Licensing, 
rejecting report 014/2007 of 21/03/2007. 

12/04/2007 – Technical Information 17/2007 – requires the hiring of an expert of outstanding 
knowledge and the realization of a panel with him and peers in the area to discuss 
the pending issue related to the sediments of the Madeira River. 

23/04/2007 – Technical Informations 19 & 20/2007 
26/04/2007 – Presidential interim measure number 366 (Medida Provisória) creating the Chico 

Mendes Institute, and therefore dividing IBAMA in two. On 28/08/2007, the 
interim measure turned into the federal law 11.516 

14/05/2007 – IBAMA’s staff in the whole country go on a strike against the creation of the 
Chico Mendes institute, splitting IBAMA in two. The strike finished about two 
months later, on 18/07/2007. 

05 & 06/2007 – Intensification of campaign in favor of the construction of the dam, including at 
least 26 motions supporting the enterprise sent to IBAMA by labor unions, 
associations of professionals (e.g. engineers and architects) and federations of 
industry, etc (IBAMA, 2003, pp. 2213-2239). 

18/05/2007 – CONAMA’s motion  083 (published in the Boletim de Serviço do Ministério do 
Meio Ambiente no 04/2007; see also IBAMA, 2003, pp. 1761-1763). The motion 
criticizes: that the TR was not comprehensive enough (among others arguing that 
the whole watershed/basin should have been studied); that the TR was emitted 
before the (technical, economic and environmental) viability studies have been 
concluded; that the EIA did not consider enough technical and location 
alternatives and compared to the no-go alternative; the development model in 
which is behind IIRSA, based on large investments that do not consider the reality 
and necessity of local populations; the fact that the government excluded the 
navigation locks from the project, as a strategy to deceive the public opinion and 
approve the project, hiding the real objectives of the project from the population: 
“the unexpected change of the federal government, excluding the locks and 
channels for navigation from the project, is nothing more than a political 
maneuver to confuse the public opinion and license the enterprise, hiding from 
society one of the main objectives of the project”5

25/05/2007 – Meeting at the presidency about the Madeira complex, with Lula (Presidente), 
Dilma Rouseff (his Chief of Staff), Marina Silva (Minister of the Environment), 
Nelson Hübner (Interim Minister of Mines and Energy), Bazileu Alvez Margarido 
Neto (IBAMA’s interim President), Valter Muchagata (the new IBAMA’s 
Licensing Director), representatives of the entrepreneurs and a list of consultants. 
(for the minutes see: IBAMA, 2003, pp. 2351-2354) 

; 

09/07/2007 – (new) Final Technical Report signed by Roberto Messias Franco (IBAMA’s new 
Director of Licensing), approving the emission of the Preliminary License and 
suggesting over thirty conditions for its validity (IBAMA, 2003, pp. 1845-1850). 

                                                 
5 Translated from the Portuguese: “a mudança inesperada do Governo Federal de retirar as eclusas e canais de 
adução para navegação, não passa de uma manobra política para confundir a opinião pública e licenciar o 
empreendimento, ocultando da sociedade um dos grandes objetivos do projeto” 
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09/07/2007 – emission of the preliminary license signed by Balizeu Alves Margarido Neto, then 
IBAMA’s interim president 

18/07/2007 – end of strike in IBAMA 
17/08/2007 – MPS delivers to the mayor of Porto Velho a report that resulted from the 

participatory process coordinated by that organization 
10/12/2007 - Auction of Santo Antônio 
 
2008 
21/01/2008 – Meeting at IBAMA with MME, Presidential Chief of Staff’s Office (Casa Civil), 

entrepreneurs (now not anymore represented by Furnas, but by the consortium 
MESA – Furnas, Odebrecht and CEMIG), FUNAI, MMA, IPHAN, EPE, 
SVS/MS about the conditions of the preliminary license – LP. 

13/05/2008 – Marina Silva resigns as the Minister of the Environment; new Minister, Carlos 
Minc, takes office on 27/05/2008 

19/05/2008 – Auction of Jirau 
11/08/2008 – Installation License (the second required environmental license) is emitted for 

Santo Antônio hydroelectric dam. 
13/11/2008 – (partial) Installation License to start construction of Jirau (with the promise that the 

complete license will be given in the beginning of 2009). 
22/11/2008 – Federal Judge Élcio Arruda (3a Vara), in Rondônia, ordered the halting of the 

constructions of Jirau, arguing it cannot be initiated with a temporary license due 
to the large impacts. 

12/12/2008 – Federal Public Attorney’s Office and Public Attorney’s Office of the State of 
Rondônia request the removal from office of IBAMA’s president, Roberto 
Messias Franco, and of the Licensing Director, Sebastião Custódio Pires, due to 
the emission of Jirau’s partial license, ignoring Ibama’s experts’ Technical Report 
61/2008, which recommended not emitting the license. 

 
2009 
03/06/2009 – Emission definitive LI for Jirau 
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Appendix 6: Main inputs civil society 
 summary aspects Considered in decision-making? 
scope studies   
studies in the 
whole basin ichthyofauna - e.g. migration habits/homing behavior yes in Technical Report 014/2007, not in final decision  

 
better studies on impact on transportation of sediments and 
silting up of the river upstream of dams yes in Technical Report 014/2007, not in final decision 

 impacts in Bolivia yes in Technical Report 014/2007, not in final decision 
cumulative 
impacts whole 
IIRSA project waterway 

No, can be interpreted as outside of scope of this licensing 
process. 

 transmission line 
No, can be interpreted as outside of scope of this licensing 
process. 

Indigenous 
pop. Impact on isolated indigenous populations yes 
population 
boom 

studies about basic needs of the population in (indirectly) 
impacted areas only partly 

 impacts of the fast population growth on urban infrastructure  yes, but superficially 
land tenure 
irregularities 

studies on the actual situation and impact of the enterprise due 
to increased migration to the region no 

consideration 
of alternatives 

energy efficiency programs would eliminate the necessity of the 
dams No, outside scope licensing process 

 several small dams instead of the large project No 
 prioritize projects in less vulnerable basins No, outside scope licensing process 
   
mitigation 
and 
compensation    
indigenous 
peoples 

In relation to increased pressure on land and on resources; 
protection of indigenous reserves 

Yes, but unsatisfactorily according to civil society 
organizations 

 
localization and protection of isolated/uncontacted indigenous 
peoples 

Yes, but unsatisfactorily according to civil society 
organizations 

land tenure 

regularization of the land tenure in Rondônia as precondition for 
the enterprise to avoid land conflicts due to increase in 
migration 

no; partly a discussion that should have preceded the 
licensing process, belongs to planning 

 
regularization of situation of impacted riverside settlers who do 
not yet have land titles as precondition no 
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compensation 
for relocation 

transparency and favorable criteria for compensation of 
relocated families no 

Ichthyofauna mitigation to limit decrease of fish populations 
yes in Technical Report 014/2007; weakened in final 
decision 

 compensation fishermen yes 
population 
boom investments in basic sanitation, healthcare and education yes 
 housing program for middle and low income people no 
 city planning including zoning to accommodate immigration no, but outside de scope licensing process 
 investment in transportation yes 
malaria monitoring and mitigation yes 
sediments monitoring and mitigation yes 
mercury monitoring and mitigation yes 

water quality 

prevent or compensate impacts on the water quality of the 
riverside communities and especially in the water sources of the 
city of Porto Velho (one of the main sources is near Santo 
Antônio) yes 

   
others   

infrastructure 
Porto Velho 

resources from Federal Government to solve already existing 
infrastructure problems in Porto Velho, e.g. in relation to 
sanitation, healthcare and education outside scope licensing process; negotiated outside process 

royalties 
open debate about where the money should go to / participatory 
planning outside scope of the licensing process 

employment local labor should be used as much as possible 
outside scope licensing process; vague promises by project 
proponent and further negotiated outside process 

 
education/training for locals to enable them to work in the 
enterprise yes 

supply prioritize local suppliers 

outside scope licensing process; vague promises by project 
proponent and further negotiated outside process between 
entrepreneurs and local governments and private sector 

development 
projects 

support to development projects in riverside communities (such 
as communication projects (e.g. radio); local energy production; 
purchase of machinery and marketing of local production) yes 

energy sale as much energy as Rondônia needs should stay in the state 
outside scope licensing process; vague promises by project 
proponent 
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Appendix 7: Strategic Environmental Assessment – SEA 
Strategic environmental assessment is, roughly said, the environmental assessment of the 
impacts of policies, plans and programs (PPPs). It can be defined as “the formalized, systematic 
and comprehensive process of evaluating the environmental impacts of a policy, plan or program 
and its alternatives, including the preparation of written report on the findings of that evaluation, 
and using the findings in publicly accountable decision-making” (Therivel et al., 1992, p. 19-20, 
as quoted in Alshuwaikhat, 2005, p. 309; and in Sánchez, 2008, p. 2). 

The popularity of SEAs is the result of two factors: 1. the awareness of the often negative 
socioenvironmental impacts of PPPs; 2. the understanding that project level EIAs sometimes 
take place too late in the decision-making process, not managing to include socioenvironmental 
aspects in the consideration of alternatives that precede the elaboration or choice of a project 
(Sánchez, 2008, p. 2; Wood, 2003a, p. 331). 

Luis Enrique Sanchez cites the policies for the colonization of the Brazilian Amazon of the 
1970s and 1980s as a good example of PPPs with large unforeseen impacts. According to him, 
the socioenvironmental costs were not weighed against the benefits of sending large contingents 
of population to the region, since the dominant elite privileged geopolitical arguments, fearing 
the occupation of the region by foreign countries (Sánchez, 2008, p. 3). 

The main limitations of project-level EIAs are: 
• They do not adequately consider the cumulative impacts of several projects; 
• They often do not adequately consider indirect impacts or impacts resulting from activities 

induced by the project under study; 
• Many, often irreversible, decisions have already been made and the project might have 

already been planned quite specifically, limiting the consideration of alternatives. Many 
issues raised during the review of an EIA refer to decisions made in an earlier phase or to 
public policies already in place; 

• The consideration of alternatives is also limited by the technical culture or legal attributions 
of the governmental agencies or private actors that propose the project. A company 
specialized in roads cannot will have difficulties analyzing the option of a railway to its 
proposed project. 

(Alshuwaikhat, 2005, pp. 308-309; Sánchez, 2008, pp. 5-6) 

The advantage of the SEA is the potential to influence the formulation of PPPs, instead of 
testing an already elaborated project for approval or legitimization (Sánchez, 2008, p. 1). In the 
words of Alshuwaikhat: “SEA is a proactive approach that identifies alternative goals and seeks 
the preferred option among a variety of alternatives and selects the preferred course of action, 
and EIA is initiated reactively to determine in greater detail the potential impacts of the preferred 
alternative” (Alshuwaikhat, 2005, p. 314). 

The SEA is not meant as a substitution for the project-level EIA, but instead to complement 
it. Sánchez argues that a project that derives from a PPP that was subject to a SEA is most 
probable easier to evaluate in an EIA than otherwise. Moreover, the SEA allows for the 
integration of different PPPs during planning, diminishing contradictions that would arise during 
the EIAs of the derived projects (Sánchez, 2008, p. 9). 
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Appendix 8: Outline of Brazilian federal laws and regulations 
related to environmental licensing and EIA 

Sources:  Glasson & Salvador (2000); 
IBAMA (http://www.ibama.gov.br/cgeam/index.php?id_menu=73). 
 

* The laws and regulations cited in this report are written in bold letters. 
 
• Law 6938/81: The Brazilian National Environmental Law - BNEL (Lei Nacional do Meio 

Ambiente) established the national environmental policy, the three-part environmental 
licensing system (LP; LI and LO), and instituted EIA as one of its instruments and as part of 
the licensing requirements. 

• Decree 88351/83: Established the regulation of Law 6938/8, which outlined the basic 
contents and conditions of EIA studies and reports. The decree also indicated that the 
detailed requirements for EIAs should be defined by the CONAMA. 

• CONAMA Resolution 001/86: Established the legal responsibilities, contents, technical 
criteria and general guidelines for EIAs implementation. This Resolution also established the 
activities or projects that should be subject to an EIA. 

• CONAMA Resolution 011/86: Identified for EIA those activities related to vegetal coal 
utilization over 10 tons per day and agricultural and cattle projects in areas over 1000 
hectares. 

• CONAMA Resolution 005/87: Identified for EIA those activities potentially harmful to 
national speleological sites. 

• CONAMA Resolution 006/87: Defined rules for environmental licensing of major projects 
for electrical power generation, noting that the LP concession would depend on the previous 
approval of the EIA. 

• CONAMA Resolution 009/87: Defined the guidelines for public participation in the form of 
public hearings in the licensing process.  

• Constitution of 1988: Article 225 provides for the right of every citizen to an ecologically 
balanced environment and establishes governmental responsibilities to guarantee this right. It 
also establishes the requirement of EIA for licensing of those projects with considerable 
polluter potential and gave the municipalities the power to require EIAs. 

• CONAMA Resolution 005/88: deals with the licensing of projects related to sanitation. 
• CONAMA Resolution 006/88: deals, in its article 1, with the environmental licensing of 

enterprises or activities that generate dangerous industrial residues. 
• COMNAMA Resolution 008/88: Deals with the licensing of mining activities, of the use of 

metal mercury and cyanide for gold extraction. 
• CONAMA Resolution 015/89: Determined that PETROBRAS should make an EIA related to 

methanol for the use as a vehicle fuel in the Brazilian territory. 
• Decree 99.274/90: In its chapter IV, provides for the environmental licensing of activities 

that make use of natural resources and that are polluting or potentially polluting. 
• CONAMA Resolution 009/90: Established specific rules for licensing and EIA of those 

activities related to research and extraction of minerals of Classes I to IX, excluding Class II 
minerals (for civil construction, such as sand and stone). 
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• CONAMA Resolution 010/90: Established specific rules for licensing and EIA of extraction 
of Class II minerals (for civil construction). According to this resolution, that kind of activity 
can be exempted of EIA, under the criteria of each state authority. 

• CONAMA Resolution 013/90: Provides that any activity in an area within a distance of ten 
kilometers from the limits of a reserve must be licensed. 

• CONAMA Resolution 016/93: makes licensing obligatory for the formulation, production, 
commercialization and distribution of new fuels. 

• CONAMA Resolution 023/94: Established the environmental licensing and EIA for the 
exploitation and extraction of liquid fuels and natural gas. 

• CONAMA Resolution 002/96: Determined that those activities which may cause relevant (or 
great) environmental impacts, according to the EIA, must implement a preservation unit or 
ecological reserve of public domain. The alternatives and the proposal for the reserve shall be 
presented in the EIA. 

• CONAMA Resolution 010/96: Regulates the environmental licensing of activities in beaches 
where maritime turtles lay eggs. 

• CONAMA Resolution 237/97: Regulates aspects of the environmental license established in 
the BNEL and revises procedures and criteria for environmental management. 

• Law 9.605/98: Know as the Law on Environmental Crimes, it defines, in its article 60, as 
environmental crime subject to detention and/or fine the practice of polluting activities 
without the due environmental license. Its article 66 provides for sanctions to the 
governmental staff that omits information or emits wrong information about technical-
scientific data related to authorizing or environmental licensing procedures. 

• CONAMA Resolution 279/01: Establishes simplified procedures for the environmental 
licensing of electric plants of little potential impact. 

• CONAMA Resolution 281/01: About models of environmental licensing requests, 
differentiating enterprises of less impact from those of larger impact. 

• CONAMA Resolution 284/01: About the licensing of irrigation projects. 
• CONAMA Resolution 286/01: About the licensing of activities in regions where malaria is 

endemic. 
• CONAMA Resolution 289/01: About the environmental licensing of land reform settlement 

projects. 
• CONAMA Resolution 305/02: About the environmental licensing, the Environmental Impact 

Assessment – EIA – and its executive summary – RIMA – of enterprises that work with 
genetically modified organisms and its derivates. 

• CONAMA Resolution 312/02: About the environmental licensing of activities related to 
breeding of crabs and other crustaceans in the coastal region. 

• CONAMA Resolution 334/03: Establishes the procedures for the environmental licensing 
related to the collection of empty pesticides recipients. 

• IBAMA’s Regulation 65/05 (Instrução Normativa 65/2005): Regulates the licensing by IBAMA of 
hydroelectric power plants and micro hydroelectric power stations with the “potential to cause 
significant environmental degradation.”  Among others, it determines the terms within which each 
phase of the licensing process should occur. 
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Appendix 9: Licensing process according to the legislation 
* The steps up to the firs license are described in more detail for being the focus of this study. 
* Sources: the presentation of Alexandre Polastrini, representing IBAMA, at the public hearing in Jacy Paraná (see 
video DvD 3); IBAMA's Technical Report 52/2006  (IBAMA, 2003, pp. 1161-1162) and IBAMA’s regulation 
(Instrução Normativa 65/2005). 
 
• Publication of the license request, followed by the emission by IBAMA of the Term of 

Reference – ToR -  for the studies. The law does not provide for public participation in this 
phase, but IBAMA is increasingly often holding public meetings to discuss the ToR, as in the 
case of the Madeira River Complex. 

• The EIA is pursued by independent consultants hired by the project proponent and delivered 
to IBAMA. 

• IBAMA first has sixty days to analyze the comprehensiveness of the studies, i.e. if the 
studies covered all that was required by the ToR. Then, if complete, the studies are sent to 
regional governmental agencies and to IBAMA’s experts to analyze if its content is 
satisfactory to judge the viability of the enterprise. For this analysis, IBAMA conducts field 
visits. It has a hundred and twenty days to give an answer, and the other governmental 
agencies involved in the process are required to respond to IBAMA within ninety days after 
they receive the studies. If necessary, complementary studies are required. 

• Once the studies are considered satisfactory for the analysis of the enterprise’s 
socioenvironmental viability, the executive summary, RIMA, is made available on IBAMA’s 
website6

• The Public hearings take place and must be registered (audio and/or video) and transcribed. 
The transcription must be sent to IBAMA within fifteen days of the hearing. Until fifteen 
working days after the hearings, stakeholders are allowed to submit documents into the 
record. IBAMA may require new hearings, complementary studies or further explanations 
from the project proponent based on new information and questions raised in the submitted 
documents or during the public hearings. 

, and the EIA in specific locations, for public scrutiny. From that moment, 
stakeholders have forty five days to require public hearings. 

• Elaboration of the final technical report by IBAMA’s experts, which may or may not attest 
the socioenvironmental viability of the enterprise. It should be based on: the EIA, the 
technical visits conducted by IBAMA, the analysis by the local governmental agencies, the 
public hearings as well as the submitted documents. 

• IBAMA’s Licensing Director decides for the emission (or not) of the preliminary license. He 
does not need to endorse the conclusions of the experts’ report and recommendation, having 
the discretion to reject it and call for a new report, as Luiz Felipe Kunz did in the case of the 
Madeira River Complex. In theory (according to IBAMA’s regulation), the process should 
take no longer than two hundred seventy days from the moment the EIA is delivered to 
IBAMA to the moment of the final decision in relation to the emission (or not) of the LP. In 
the case of Santo Antônio and Jirau, it took over two years. 

• Elaboration in details of mitigation and compensation measures decided upon during the first 
phase in the form of the Basic Environmental Project (PBA: Projeto Básico Ambiental). 

                                                 
6 In het case of the Madeira dams, also the EIA was made available on IBAMA’s website. 
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• PBA’s approval by IBAMA and emission of the Installation License (LI: Licença de 
Instalação), which authorizes the construction. 

• After the construction has finished and all agreed mitigation and compensation measures 
have been implemented, IBAMA emits the Operation License (LO: Licença de Operação). 
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Appendix 10: Charts recommendations 
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                                                                                      Summary 

This thesis deals with one of the main mechanisms of direct public participation in 
environmental policy-making in Brazil: the participatory process related to Environmental 
Impact Assessments – EIAs, which are required for all large infrastructure projects before the 
necessary environmental licenses can be granted. Its main objectives are to generate insights into 
the Brazilian EIA system and its shortcomings, and to elaborate recommendations for its 
improvement, having as central research question: to what extent is the public participation 
related to Environmental Impact Assessment in Brazil effective and how can it be improved? 

‘Effective public participation’ is defined here based on the objectives of an EIA and of 
public participation in it. An EIA aims at evaluating the socioenvironmental impacts of a project 
and at incorporating these considerations into the decision-making about whether or not to 
proceed with an enterprise. I pointed out three main objectives of public participation that also 
function as indicators for its effectiveness: mediation among conflicting views and interests; 
governmental responsiveness; and capacity building. 

I moreover compiled from literature a list of conditions expected to be essential for 
effectiveness in public participation. These were grouped into four categories: institutional and 
process design; stakeholders’ capacity; governmental institutional capacity; and discourses. 

During a three-month fieldwork in Brazil, this theoretical framework was used as a 
reference for the case study of the environmental licensing process of the Santo Antônio and 
Jirau Hydroelectric Dams, in the Madeira River, in the Brazilian Amazon. The project of these 
two dams is interesting for being inserted in a context that incorporates four broad processes that 
influence the Brazilian EIA system: fast economic development; efforts to increase integration 
with neighboring countries through the realization of infrastructure; green agenda; and political 
democratization. 

One of my main sources of information was the analysis of documents: besides the EIA 
itself and its Term of Reference, I went through the first part of the records of the licensing 
process (related to the period up to a few months after the emission of the first license), and 
analyzed official reports issued by or for IBAMA and by or for the Public Attorney’s Office 
(Ministério Público – MP), as well documents and reports produced by NGOs about the case. I 
also followed the discussions on the media and on the internet, besides the scientific literature 
produced about this case. Another used method was the conduction of deep semi-structured 
interviews with 42 people. Finally, I also counted on numerous informal interviews and on 
participatory observation in several relevant events. 

When analyzing the effectiveness of the participatory process in the case of the Madeira 
dams, this research focused on governmental responsiveness and mediation, since evaluating 
capacity building would be too complex for its limited scope. 

In relation to mediation, I concluded that it contributed little to the dialogue among 
stakeholders. Instead of providing a mechanism of mediation among diverging viewpoints and 
interests, the licensing process increased an already polarization tendency in society, 
consolidating oppositions. 

Concerning governmental responsiveness, an important shortcoming was the lack of a final 
document synthesizing the outcomes of the societal debate. The absence of such a document 
made it difficult for the competent authority to take the inputs into consideration and diminished 
the transparency in relation to how concerns and aspirations of the civil society were dealt with. 
Furthermore, this case made clear that there is insufficient recognition of the political character 
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of environmental decision-making in Brazil. Even when there was no consensus in the scientific 
community and while IBAMA was under political pressure to accelerate the emission of the 
license, the most controversial matters were presented as purely technical. 

The rejection of the final report emitted by the experts of the competent authority, IBAMA, 
and the crisis it initiated demonstrated the vulnerability of the EIA system and of that institution 
to political pressure. 

Regarding the conditions of public participation, the conclusions of my case study led me 
to disagree with scholars that state that environmental legislation in Brazil is overall very good, 
the problem being the lack of capacity of governmental institutions. Conversely, I argue that 
several of the factors that hindered effective participation in the case studied were the 
consequence of flaws in the legislation. 

In the licensing of the Madeira dams, the consequences were, first of all, that participation 
took place at a too late stage and its scope was very limited. Moreover, the methods used for 
participation did not foster a broad societal debate, which was made worse because participants 
were not well prepared for the process or were not granted enough time to prepare themselves. 
The attitude of some governmental actors made matters worse, by engaging in an aggressive 
advertising campaign in favor of the dams, instead of informing the population and inviting it for 
the debate. 

Furthermore, there was little room for the incorporation of lay knowledge and local 
worldviews. The capacity of stakeholders to participate was, in addition, negatively influenced 
by lack of cooperation and coordination. 

In respect to the governmental institutions, it is important to mention the inaction of 
INCRA, which was responsible for the regulation of land tenure and the mediation between part 
of the impacted riverside communities and the entrepreneurs. Conversely, the Public Attorney’s 
Office (MP: Ministério Público) played an important role due to the several shortcomings of the 
process and, therefore, the consequent high intensity of conflicts. For many stakeholders, it was 
the only institution they could resort to when not satisfied with the legality of the process. 
However, the fact that the MP was led to take on roles that should have been played by one or 
more independent actors involved already from the beginning led to the judicialization of the 
process. 

From the conclusions of the case study, I also indicated shortcomings in relation to three 
factors that had not been included in the theoretical framework: 1. lack of strategic planning 
involving public participation, which is a common problem in Brazil; 2. lack of independent 
coordination of the studies and especially of the participation process, which diminished the 
possibility of cooperation among organizations and increased the polarization in society; and 3. 
lack of a strong link between participation and decision-making, which reduced governmental 
responsiveness. 

Based on the shortcomings identified in the licensing process of the Santo Antônio and 
Jirau Hydroelectric Dams, I elaborated five recommendations meant to contribute to the 
discussion on how Brazilian EIA system can be improved in respect to public participation.  

The first point addresses the insufficient inclusion of socioenvironmental considerations 
and the lack of public participation in strategic planning. A good way to remedy the lack of 
planning is the establishment of a Strategic Environmental Assessment system, not to substitute 
the EIAs, but complementing them. Besides offering a better opportunity to address cumulative 
effects, SEAs complement project level EIAs, incorporating public participation, environmental 
considerations and the consideration of alternatives directly into policy, plan and program 
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design. SEAs contribute to vertical integration - of different levels of policy-making - and to 
horizontal integration - of different government sectors. Effective public participation in the 
upfront SEA would also have a positive impact in the quality of participation during the project 
level EIA. 

In relation to the EIA system itself, adaptations in the legislation regarding at least three 
aspects are necessary to improve the effectiveness of public participation: 1. formal 
acknowledgement of the political character of environmental policy; 2. creation of regulations 
and guidelines for public participation during the elaboration of the Term of Reference and 
during the pursuit of the EIA itself; 3. adaptations in the regulations concerning the public 
hearings for the evaluation of the EIA (e.g. the possibility of holding separate hearings for 
specific publics or for discussion of specific issues and a methodology that allows for better 
debate). 

The third recommendation has to do with the direct link between the entrepreneur and the 
consultants that pursue the studies as well as the lack of an independent actor coordinating the 
participatory process. Both activities should be coordinated by one or more independent actors 
not chosen by the project proponent but hired by the government. These independent actors 
should coordinate a social platform that aims at conflict resolution and cooperation. 

The fourth point refers to IBAMA’s capacity, which plays a central role in the process. We 
observed that this institution needs strengthening in relation to its personnel, but also concerning 
its autonomy. 

Finally, the fifth recommendation refers to the necessity of a debate about the role of the 
government in such a licensing process. Being the responsibility of the government to inform the 
population and to mobilize the stakeholders for public debate, governmental institutions cannot 
allow themselves to engage in unbalanced advertising campaigns in favor of an enterprise. 
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