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Executive Summary

Community engagement requires real participatory structures where communities can have
their voices heard, and where they can be included in the degisaiimg process
(2" River Basin Management Plan

| r el an-@@@kRiverBastkh Management Plan calls for community engagement in the
governance and managementfpulicinputiewaternd s wat er
governance i s supported by international pol
(2000) and the Dublin Principles (1992). Public engagement is also importhat to

integrated approaches to water manageitinetihave become dominant in the last 30 years

and are currently being pursued in Ireland. Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) and

other integrated water resource management frameworks seek to offesaalalti holistic,

and translational principles thaicorporate diverse perspectives and participants. However,

putting these principles and concepts into practice is where the challenge lies. This report
highlights key findings from a review of research on public engagement in water governance.
These findilgs inform recommendations for future public engagement as Ireland seeks to

improve the quality of its waters.

The repordiscusseshree key elements necessary for effective public engagement:

1. Recogniion of inequity. Inequity is the idethatthere are ifferences in the power,
resources, and authorities that individuals and groups have. Attention to inequity in
public engagement means working against the assumption that all voices and interests
are equafrom the outset

2. 4Expertiseis multiple and not thited to scientists or those with advanced degrees.
Public engagement must incorporate other forms of expertise such that it is not
additive but fundamentally restructures how knowledge is classified, valued, and
acted upon

3. Recognition otomplex interadbns acrosscaleand context Water governance is
simultaneously global and locdlhis means acknowledging that-existing policies,
institutions and structures create the contexts that mediate who participates and how
andthat concernare not isoleed at one scale (e.g., local, national, transnational).

We evaluate three case studies according to these key elements to offer examples of best
practices and lessons learned. Each case study helps highlight one of our key findivags and
particularinsights for the Irish context. Thesee:equity. Murray-Darling Basin Plan,

Australig expertise Greening the Twizell Partnership and Lune River Trust, United
Kingdom; scaleandcontext New York City Watershed Protection Program and Chesapeake
Bay Watershed Program, United States

We apply this analysis to current practices in Ireland and offer suggestions f&rRinee8

Basin Management Plan as it seeks to improve and maintain the status of water bodies in
Ireland into thduture. Inthe last @cade, Ireland has moved to more meaningfully include

the public in water governance. However, these efforts contiinweat public engagement
instrumentally within expertiriven approaches. There is a strong emphasis placed on

funding or a lack theredhat locks public engagement into limited models and forms.

Finally, these efforts unfold within a context that diffuses disagreement and contention, but in
so doing does not fundamentally challenge existing power relations, economic interests and
unsustanable water use.
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Clearer attention to equity, expertise, and scalgéxt withinexisting efforts to govern
water resourcewill begin toaddress these issu&8e offer general recommendatioabout
t hemes that need t o beoahrtoenptergaveanarker ed i n | r e

1. Include communities and individuals in procedures and decisiemaking around
water resources from the beginningCommunities and individuals should be valued
and included for thexperiences aneixpertise they provide from the beginning of
water management activities

2. Address entrenched power relationships in the participatory proces®ower
relations should becknowledged and address], rather thameinforced, throughout
the public engagement proce$tese efforts woulbuild trust between the public
andinstitutionalstakeholdes, rather than buttressing the interests of the same winners
and losers.

3. Underscore theimportance of regulation in fostering trust and accountability of
statestakeholders in facilitating water governance Enforcement of existing
regulation should be discussed and pursued more prominently as an important
component of water governance to #dhe role of statstakeholdes in facilitating
water governance.

4. Challenging existing silos oknowledgethrough support for interdisciplinary
research that fosters participation and knowledgeroduction. Fundresearch that
fosters participation and builds partnerships between scientists, social scientists and
communitieschallengng existing hierarchies surrounding whose knowledge is
valuableand generating richemderstandingsf water and catchments.
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1. Introduction

Public engagement in water management seeks to improve, maintain, and protect the quality
and availability of water resources now and in the future through just and equitable decision
making processes. Multidimensional and participatory agbesmhave become central to

water governance, and are stipulated by the
Basin Management Plan, and many international agreerfBsmsonret al, 2015;Boyden,
2014;Graversgaareét al, 2016; Whitmaret al, 2015; Woodhouse & Muller, 2017Public
engagement in natural resource management builds on wider attempts to incorporate public
domainsinto democratic lifg(Barneset al, 2003; Bloomfieldet al, 2001; Fung, 2006, 2015;

Head, 2007)While public engagement does not invariably lead to better environmental
outcomes, such measures tagilitate democratic practicdsy enhanag ownership, equity,

and empowermenand byfosteringmore sustainable uses of natural resou{Bafiester&

Mott Lacroix, 2016; DeCaret al, 2017; Laueet al, 2018) This report defines effective
public engagement to inform Irish water poli
guality (seeSection 2for definition).

Despite broad acceptance that jpribngagement can be beneficial, what public engagement
means, what it looks like, and what it achieves, is often left undefined in policy and is
debated within academic literatui@raversgaaret al, 2016; Whitmaret al, 2015)

Academics, governmentsiternational orgasations, and professional associations have
developednanydefinitions of public engagement and participatibese areften used
interchangeably with terms such as O6citizens
engagement 6, and O(Bloomkek & al|2004;CantbmndgeazpE/me nt 6
Dews, 2013; ESRC, 2019; Fung, 2006, 2015; NCCPE, 2019;datk2016). We do not

review these terms at length or their associated conceptual framewthriksenvironmental
management and governanbestead, irthe textwe offer shorbreakoutreflections on key
concepts from these debates around issues of justatdems ofparticipation andthe

tragedy of theeommors. With these conceptsye read acrossnvironmentagjovernance

debatego offer a robust analysis of public engagement that is theoretically informed,
evidencedriven,but also pragmatifor the Irish ontext

To that end, we make several assumptions about public engagement. Public engagement is
broadly supported by staségakeholdes but is not necessarily determined by them. It includes
communities, citizens, netitizens and stakeholders, but als@@ies beyond the local
scale. It is not only about ¢éraising awarene
encouraging behaviour changeit alsoincludes a commitment to social transformatioat

carries the potential for dissent and critique of thgustquo. This approach embraces the

idea that the public, broadly defined, should be involved in deemiking processes and
outcomes, as it is not only statutorily required, but can also lead to more just, equitable, and
sustainable decisiemaking (Bue, 2016). Public engagement engages a plurality of
viewpoints and interests but recoggs these are not all equally articulated or included within
existing institutional settings and fora. Thus, it involves generatinganeMbetteknowledge

and scienceapableof mobilisinginstitutional power at different scales to facilitéte

actionsthat will berequired to improve water quality.

2. Definition of Public Engagement

Effective public engagementécognisesnequity and diversexpertise in the design,
executionand outcomes of decisienaking around water resources. It has three pillars:
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1 It recogniseslifferences and the historic inequities that shape social, political and
ecological conditions.

1 It values different forms ofwpertise by rejecting hierarchical and additive approaches
to public input throughout the decistomaking process.

1 Itis simultaneously global and local, meaning that efforts towards public engagement
cannot be onsizefits-all or limited to decisiormaking and action at a pre
determined scale.

Effective public engagement must account for equity, diverse forms of expertise, and action
at multiple scales. The next sections explain why we highlight these issues.

Box 1: The Problem of Participation and Engagement

Curizen CoNTROL Public engagement has been championed as a hallmz
8 DEGREES OF good governance since at least the 1990s, but its
DeLecaTED POER GITIZEN POWER challenges have been lengcognisedArnsten 6 s L 4§
(Figure 1) is one athe most weltcited modek of public
participation thahighlights the emptiness of many of its
forms.Even though the ladder faiils account for

PARTNERSHIP

b structural impediments to participatiQirnstein, 1969)it
Pracation has been highly influential and offerseaninder that not
5 DEGREES OF all engagement is the same, and that some efforts carj
(LONSULATION TOKENISM . . . . .
not just neutral, but negative implications.
4
INFORMING More recently, sholars have documented how tbento
s participation within devolved forms of governance ofte
THERAPY entailsthe redistribution of responsibilities to local
) NoneARTICIPATION  CcOMMunNities and citizens without altering inequalities ¢
MANIPULATION access and voig8resnihan, 2016; McCarthg2002;

. Raco, 200QY his reconfiguration of power has created
situation where civil society is tasked with achieving

outcomes determined thte state and transnational level

(Li, 2002) Indeed, participation as part of devolved

mechanisms of environmentbvernance has, in many cases, consolidated state power rather thj
cultivating autonom and seHgovernancevithin communitieg Swyngedouw, 2005)

Figure 1: Arnstein's Ladder (1969)

However, piblic engagemerttoes not alwaymean thenstrunentalistion of civil society towards
endsdetermined by the staté&/here public engagement marks a significantly new approach to way
governance, the state must cede some control to determine problems, activities and olité®mes.
requiresacknowledging that the stagenda always able or willing toecognisecertain groups. These
groups may selbrganisearound particular concermsdbr have long been excluded from conventig
political processed\ot only does this kind of engagemeftendisruptthe status quo, but it takes tim
resources, and fundamental shifts in thinking among expertsoamahunities This transformational
approach can be pursued through the concepts discussed in Section 2.

2.1. WhyEquity?

One of the central tenets of effective public engagement is equity, or more specifically,
inequity.Inequity is the ide#hatthere are differences in the power, resources, and

authorities that individuals and groups have, and that these stem from combinations of
historic, social, political, and ecological processkslividuals and groups may have been
ignored,misrecognisedor misunderstood in economic development, spatial planning, and
environmental management decisions in the past. These differences mean that members of
the public do not begin from the same starting point, have the same ability to participate, or
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the same pwer to effect change&onsideration of equity should shape how public
engagement is pursued by addressing inequities that magfigagement. highlights who
participates and who does not, how they participate, and what impact they have on-decision
making processes.

Just and SustainableEnvironmental Governance

Several justice principlelelp illustrate importantdimensions ofdecisionmaking in environmenta
governance and sustainable development.

Distributive JusticeMuc h of what wei rubn deerr sdjamslt éasf odd U
things. Distributive justice refers to how things (resources, risks, responsibilities, etc.) are dig
within society. It calls attention to the distribution of environmental goods and bads anj
experieces the positive and the negative consequences of particular interventions.

Procedural Justice:Procedural justice focuses on the process of deeisgking; not just wh
decisions are made, but how. Perceptioiithe fairness of the process can influence how decisio
perceived. This may mean having open and transparent procedures and allowing partici
determine the decisiemaking processes This can enhance the perception of natural res
managemeneven when participants do not get what they v(hatieret al, 2018; Syme, Nancarroy
& McCreddin, 1999) This issimilar to collectivechoice arrangements that value local knowled
natural resource management and require that those affected biprde@king have the mean31
changing the rules that govern thg@ox, Arnold, & Villamayor Tomés, 2010; Ostrom, 19
Schauppenlehnédfloyber & Penker, 2016)

Recognition: Recognition accounts fomarginalisationand misrecognition of groups that may
reflected in the unjust distributions of goods and bads and/or injusticem wligicisionmaking
processes. It extends beyond formal governance and includes how groups are valued in socid
an analytic purpose in articulating reasons why peopkximate or notand howdifferent viewpoints
are heard or not. Recognition also has a practical purpose in that it can help guide proced
distributive decisions to avoid perpetuating longstandimguities(Fraser, 1990; Schlosberg, 204
Young, 2011)

Recognition of inequity is a recognition of differenthere are multiple viewpoints,
perspectives, needs, and goals that need to be managed and are often competing. By
recognisingdifference among members of the public, the point is not to seek consensus, but
rather to facilitate mutual understanding thro@gnified but not unifornapproach

(Schlosberg, 2004yith an understanding that not all processes or outcomes will be
beneficial to everyone or everything.

Serious attention to the issue of equity stands as a corrective to dominant discourses around
equality (Figure 2). This is important in dominant modes of public engagement that involve
public meetings and hearings. Making everyon
voices to be shared misses the critique of equitgt everyone is equally abto participate

or be heard. The social and political context outside the spaces of hearings or participatory
activitiesinfluences the ability to be heard and seen. This is important in Ireladdcussed

in Section Swherewe findthat dialogueften focuses orequality rather than equity, aod
assertingcommonalities and agreement amgagticipants, rathaghanacknowledging and
negotiatingdifference.

Whengovernance institutions arstakeholdes aim to avoid difference and controversy by
assuming shared interests and gaalsan reinforce existing power relationships,
undermining the lgitimacy of the government asstakeholdein environmental resource
management, something we explore intleac4. By attending to inequity aniy drawing
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out different knowledges, opinions,
expectations and impactsylgic
engagemerntas the potential to
intervene inhe status quo
particularly incontexts where
members of the public feel that in the
past their voices have been unheard
or unable to influencdecisions.
Publicengagement in water
governance can ov@ascribe to goals
that seek, unproblematically, to

" encourage Wy-in to stateled efforts,
and winwin scenarios without
acknowledging the power

Figure 2: Equality vs. Equity (geealscience.org, 2017) imbalances within societies and
communitiegSee also, Box 2)

Because these efforts gloss over difference, rather than account for it as a key dimension of
civic life, theycan lead to a lack of trust in political authority and can ultimately thwart the
broader goals of public engagement, as we discuss later in the report. Thus, a focus on equity
means that effective public engagement involves the negotiation of the norpratoiples
that determine how to address difference and power imbalances; these principles will also
underlie what is deemed to be effective and how such an outcome will be pursued

The perceived equity of governance processasaonnectedo issueghat carbe

underminng, particularly low levels ofransparency, accountability, and truetdconcerns

of institutionalcapturéBlomquist & Schlager, 200%5rafton, 2019; Head, 2007; Metcalf

al., 2015 Singleton, 2000)This requires addresg) communities and societies as

stakeholdes who do not start from the same vantage pointgratidressing key power
relationships overtlyWhitmanet al, 2015) Achievingequityin governance processalso
requiresacknowledgindhistorical relationship and the lack of orsizefits-all solutionsto
governanceTrust building takes time (Head, 20@f)3dic an be eroded very
g ui c(Arhitageet al,2009, p. 9Y.Moreover,iii nst i t uti onal arrangemert
management are not necessarily fixed in time or space, and that institutional arrangements
will vary wit hetal, @009, gOX).We ret(riitahesequestpeof context
andscalein Section 2.3.

2.2. WhyExpertise?

Calls to incorporate community knowledge in decisimaking through integrative and

participatory approaches position local knowledge as an efficient, timely, and sustainable
complkement to scientific knowledg@etcalfet al, 2015; Singleton, 2000Ho we veac a | @ |
knowl edge or 6l ay knowledgeb6é is often consid
analysis, incorporated onét certain stages of the decistamaking processather than being

a key component of how procedures, goahsl decisions are written and pursu@de of the

challenges, then, is to fundamentally rethink how knowledge and expertise are described and

valuedwithin participatory approaches to water goventa

By pursuing efforts to democratise science, the point is to dranudtiple sources of
knowledgeand expertisso thatwhen brought togethetheycan generatécher, more
integrated, and pladeased assessmemisdrecommendationfr catchment maagement

and water managemeiithis requires a shift in how science is currently produced and used.
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Wehnet al (2018)locate this problem in the tendency feater governance to be dominated

by scientists and experts who value their own kinds of expertecision making and can
undervalueod eval ue the very knowledge they purpor
participation of stakeholders is often consi
(technical) knowledge and expertise required for situation appraisal or resolution (Edelenbos

Van Schie, &G er r i t s, 2t 3Z)8). Knowladge batween experts and the public

often becomes siloed to moments within the management process where scientific experts

deem local input helpful and/or able to facilitate compliance with regulafious, scientists

often set the standards and goals of water governance before local communities are involved

and determine where local knowledge would be relevant.

We are mindful that this shiih approach to expertise is challenging given currerausson

facts and science within public discourBecusing on shifting what counts as expertise is not

about undermining science, but democratising scisackthat it might foster better

outcomes (Forsyth, 2003; Harding, 2000, 2008; McCormick, 206d)lead to greater trust

in scientific and Ackmavtedgihgiptbliccconeeins gbout ed ef f or t
environmental scienéeor enhancing public participation in the framing of ingéinpay

improve both the perceived relevance of science, and puldicih scientific institutions

(Forsyth, 20@, p. 238).

Setting out the rules, goals, and structures of governance, with the input of multiple forms of
expertiseincluding contextual expertise, requires rethinking how, when, and why knowledge
is valuedand allowed to impact and influence. Achieving this means moving away from bi
lateral communication, twsided, expert vs. community or government vs. community water
management. Governance and management shoul d
incorporate scientific experts as one kind of expertise among nfiaisya challenging shift in
emphasis but one that can be pursued without flattening the higher relevance some forms of
knowledge may have @ddress certaikinds of issues (Forsyth, 2003)hus, effective

public engagement should seek thepcoduction of knowledge through multiple forms of
expertisgLandstronet al, 2019; Landstroret al, 2011; Lanest al, 2011) The orientation
towards knowledge and expertise is tied to the trust and authority that efforts at public
engagement have with those it enrols.

Environmental knowledge can peliticised hindering efforts to conserve, protect, or restore
environmentsThe politics of environmental knowledge and science shape astituethe
adoption and resistantewards management strategiEsrsyth, 2003; Korfmacher, 2001;
McCarthy, 2002; Scha#t al, 2018) Importantly, where local expertise and knowledge has
not been integrated in governance and management meaningfully and consistently, low levels
of trust and collaboration have been foumdcontrast, meaningful engagement, and
translational communication has been associated with higher levels of trusipmaaddpt
implementation strategies, and meeting environmental tgfgesshet al, 2012; Rhoadst

al., 1999) This approach to expertise is prescient in Ireland, which has a history of expert
driven environmental resource managemastdiscussed in Semti 5 This hascontributel

to feelings of distrust and resentmenstidte officialsand state scientistarhereoutside
expertsare seen alling rural dwellershow to manage their resourd@esnihan 2016see
also,Tovey, 2009)
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Box2:The6 Tr agedy of the Commonsd® or the

The O0Tragedy wdsa terim eoin€ldymstientiss @arret Hardin in 1968. In his infar
essay, Hardin describes an imaginary situation in which a group of herdsmen graze their andn
common pasture. Because the pasture is open to all, he argues, each herdsman is able to irf
number of animals he grazes without any restriction. However, the cost of the increase is di
among all the other users of the pasture. The maswltimately destroyed by overgrazing:

herd without limitd in a world that is limited. Ruin is the destination toward which all
rush, each pursuing his owrest interest in a society that believes in the freedom
commons (Hardinl968,p. 1244).

Therein lies the tragedy. Each man is locked into a system that compels him to inc]

Despite being based on no empirical evi ds
accounts oenvironmentategradation and the responses thaseaas a result (Ostrom, 1990). One
the argumentdés main assumpti ons -intrestethand focuse
on short term gains. Critics from many different disciplines have challenged this assu
documenting the manways that people coordinate equitable access to and use of shared re
(Acheson, 2003; Bresnihan, 2016; Ostrom, 1990; Ostbal, 1994; St. Martin, 2009). A key less
that emerges from thigsearchs that individualsmayact as the herdsmenfhar di ndés s
under certain social, economic and political conditions that encourage, and even force,-tise @f
resource®r degradation of ecosystenia other words, individualistic, seifiterested, and shetrm
behaviour is not a natal condition but one that is a logical extension of certain political and ecol
values and systems.

Argumentschallengingthe sec al | ed &6 Tragedy of the Common
equitable andustainabldéorms of environmental g@rnance and resourceanagement (Mehta, 2011
They point to the need to consider the social relations and institutions that surround the access
availability of environmental resources. Rather than assuming all individuals to be the saif
appoach helps to distinguish between individbals v avalues idstitutional norms, and practiteat
shape relationships emvironments (Achesofa McCay, 1990; Forsyth & Johnson, 2014).

One way of categorising different ways of relating to the environment or natural resources is in
publ i c, private and common goods. Whi |l e t
relations that surround it. These different soc@ions anduses may also come into conflict. R
example, the concerns surrounding a lake that is valued and used by a community differs
interests that surround private property, private water squarek the protection of farmland a
livelihoods, even as these types of waters are connected. This is important in Ireland
environmental (common) concerns are often in opposition to economic (private) concerns, \
state being made responsible for adjudicating what is in the public inteeesthpriterm economig
development for some, or lofigrm environmental protection for all). In an approach that downy
di fference, the Ilrish state wiaanotescekadrti o,
are always winners arldsers in the allocatioand useof resources.

2.3.WhyScale?

Clearly, catchments exist at multiple scales and scale is not an objective construct.
There is no one right scale, but scale is neverthelesmabrtant.
(Daly, Archbold, & Deakin, 2014.69

Consider the question: what counts as loB&pending on our answer, different
constellation®f concernsstakeholdes, institutions, and processes will be considevkie
others will notIn the context of the complex, widely distributed social, peitiand

economic drivers of changing water quality, the question of what counts as local (or global)

1C
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is thus allimportant. Scalelelimits what is relevant and irrelevant for addressing the problem

at hand. Consider also: what is the role of the local® Hitferent scales are incorporated

both rhetorically and through governance practices matters. In many cases, appeals to the

60l ocal scalebdb can be more cursory timgauw meani
approaches to water governance ¢asfien the goal in appeals to rethink the scale of

governance), they reinforce existing power structures.

Water is at once global and local, influenced by global climate changes, international and
national economic policies and trade, and local socidtiens and practicesWhile scale is

a commonly used term, frequently used to describe nested hierarchies (European, national,
regional, county, local), geographers think about scale differently. For geographers, scale is
not something that exists a piibut is something that is produced by social and political
practicesand ways of thinkingMarston, 2000 2004; Normaat al, 2012; Norman & Cook,

2016 Swyngedouw& Heynen,2003 Szeet al, 2009. Focusing on the local does not
resolvelong standing concerns about how to govern water resources through the institution
of boundaries (watershed, catchment, river basin, towns, counties, etc.) and the scales at
which to locate oversight, decision makiagd accountabilityBlomquist & Schlager, 2005;
Cohen, 2011; Cohen, 2012; Weltal, 2018 Swyngedouw, 20055zeet al, 2009. The

local is as much a scale that is negotiated through governance, as it is a scale that is produced
by those same governanuectices.

The scales produced antbbilisedto govern water, and their relationships to one another,
are inherently political decisiorf€ohen, 2012; Cohen & Bakker, 2014; Cohen & McCarthy,
2015; Reectt al, 2018 Swyngedouw2005) even ifit is not intentional.Discussions ofop-
down and bottorup governancepproaches debate the politics of scale, how knowledge is
valued, and if reconsidering the scale at which water is governed can lead towards more
sustainable environmental managem@me exampl®f this isthe focus on local governance
and local knowledge in governance structuvekile approaches to public engagemeray

call for flexibility and place specificitya local lens to environmental governance can place
all the responsibility for aatin on specific places, communities and individu@lss can
obscue howpressures and processleat operate at national and internaticstles
prescribdocal decisioamaking and possibilities for actionsuch as, economic policies,
funding and regulation.

3. Measures of Public Engagement

Equity, expertise, and scale/context guéding congilerations to incorporate within

approacksto public engagement in water governaimckeland. Measuringublic
engagemenhusrequires tools that assess how well public engagement accounts for and is
successful in addressing inequity, how well public engagement involves multiple forms of
expertse, how well public engagement works across scale, and how well public engagement
helps facilitate an improvement in water quality and availability now and in the future

Ways of measuring public engagement are connected to goals that are set by desyrbynit

the state, and international bodies, but they are also related to the role that public engagement
has within environmental governance strategies mgenerally. Publiengagement is just

one approach and component of many models of environmentingmce that have taken

hold in the last 50 years. Efforts in the 1960s and 1970s to manage environmental resources
by statestakeholdes were dominated by regulatory approaches that, for example, measured
pollution levels, and fied and/or prosecuted offend€¥®gel, 2013. However, within water
governance, privatization, voluntary, and ma#ased solutions became more common

11
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through the 1980s and were coupled vaighift in many places towards-tegulation
particularly as coomand and control and centralised approaches were seen as unable to
address diffuse pollution sources (Bensbal, 2015)

By the 1990s, public participation and engagement began tqbiee by international
principles and national lawss it was doemented how important local, decentralized
approaches to environmental governance were in achieving good out@amnser{ et al,
2015;PahtWostl, 2019 Singleton, 2000 While public participation had long been
discussed within academic literature, witemvironmental governance literature thkeas

been an explosion of concepts seeking to define and integrate publics, governments, and
industries into the structure of environment
6col | abor a aniog etlieapp@actieseactcdne with a different set of
assumptions about the nature of humangi@timaking and state actigArmitageet al,
2009;Benson et al, 201Bbjaz-Kope & Miller-Stevens, 2015; Lockwocet al., 2009;Paht
Wostl, 2019.

We do notake a side in the extensive debates that surround these terms. Instead, we broadly
embrace what they have in commdrey acknowledge the importance of communities and
individuals in the decisiemaking processes surrounding natural resource use andelppro

the government as a muficeted facilitadr of environmentafovernance. This of course
requires, fAconsiderable capacity of the stat
(accountability, transparency, equity, inclusiveness, respeness, effectiveness,

ef fi ci e AWNogtl)2019p. B.aMnile the role of the state in enforcing regulations

varies across these modetss essential that the statafore its own regulations in order to

be perceived aillfilling good governate principes by members dhe public (Bresniharet

al. forthcoming) This is further important, as public participation may more generally be

seen not as a positive elementofgnr nance, but as a wfeomitst hat tF
obligationsin enfordang environmental regulation®aker and Chapin, 2018)hus, public

engagemerit and the wide diversity of formand objective# takes(policy making, direct
management, agenda setting, €tds just one component of many measures that can and

have been implemented to manage natural resources.

Researclthat measuregublic engagementtilisesa variety of methods. These include
surveys, participatory mapping, walking methodologies, focus groups, ethnographic research,
semistructured and unstrtired interviews, participatory model), and measurements of
water quality/quantity outcomégBoschet al, 2012; Whitmaret al, 2015; Paolisso,

Trombley, Hood, &Sellner, 2015; Ballester& Mott Lacroix, 2016; Adams, Juran, & Ajibade,
2018;Rollason, Bracken, Hardy, & Large, 2018; Sclealal, 2018) There are no onsize

fits all approach to measuring public engagement. The measures have to be adapted to
specificcases and contexts through which public engagement occurs. We provide a
description of some of thmethodshighlighted in the literature below (Table Thes

methods have not been applied or developed sufficiently in the Irish context and can be an
effective means for engaging the public and improving water managemeimgbigant to
reiterate, however, that these methods are effective only in so far as tegigreed and

driven by the participants.

Tablel: Methods foMeasuring GeneratingPublic Engagement in Water Governance
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Method Description/Utility

Measures effectiveness of public engagement, perceptions of environmenta
Surveys impacts, justice of governance goals and decision making, trust in institutior
agencies, environmental science

Participatory Allows for ground truthing and validating models, drawing on expertise of lar|
Mapping use, not | imited to 6local d scale
Walking Allows for Ground truthing and validating models, drawing on local expertise

Methodologies | land use, historieselationship to place

All ows for &égroup thinkd over the
Focus Groups | of environmental impacts, and environmental justice of governance efforts,
facilitates discussion over those perceptions

Ethnographic Allows for contextualisedin depth accounts of perceptions of environmental
Resarch impacts, and environmental justice of governance efforts

Interviews, Semi| Allows for assessment of the effectiveness of public engagement, pemsepiti
Structured, environmental impacts, and environmental justice of governance efforts,
Unstructured elicitation of different forms of expertise, concerns, and perceptions.

Allows for stakeholders to be involved in modelling of social, economic, and
ecdogical stakeholdes from the initial development of the model to the final
outputs

Participatory
Modelling

Allows stakeholders to take photograph in response to a prompt. These canj

Autophotography environmental resource use within existing energy and consraf8ox 3)

Water quality Allows for measuring of key parameters and issues of concern, determined
sampling community groups, government agencies, or international requirements

The methods outlined aboaee commonly used to assess how public engagement meets
certain goad and to measure certain elements of institutional arrangements within
environmental governangsee for examples and discussions, Berttii@,, 2017; Dwyer &
Bidwell, 2019; Graversgadet d., 2018; Head, 20Q7However, they aremployed with
particular research objectives and questions that fall beyond the scajhe aeohit of this
desk study.

Qualitative methods aneluable for measuring levels and experiences of public engagemen
For example, senstructured interviews or focus groups can be used to elicit makepiin
accounts of individual and communitgvel relationships to public engagement initiatives.
Through interviews and facilitated discussions, a better understaofdiagv and why

people feel involved (or not) in particular initiativiesachieved. These findings can provide
more valuable insights than simple quantitative approaches (i.e. numbers attending a
particular meeting).

Often, research methods to assessipyalrticipation are seen as distinct from the strategies
used to engage commues €.g.education and outreach, community meetings, comiy
events).Yet, participatorymethods can in themselves be a means for engaging communities
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and publics within water governance and catchmeartagemeniMoran& Rau, 2016)
Participatory methodhus servawo functions:(1) they can elicit better understandings and
knowledge about ¢cehments and water that can bsed to inform decisiemaking; (2) hey
can open a space for public and active participatibine measurs that we emphasize in this
reportare specifically chosen becaukey do not decouple research from engagement and
paticipation(see Box 3)

Box 3: Visual methodsto foster participation and new information

Bresnihanet al. (forthcoming) have utilised autophotography and phetigitation to facilitate
community discussions around water quality in rural areas of ttelmophotography is a method
the social sciences that asks research participants to respond to themes or questions through
vantagepoint, using images taken by a camera. These methods give individuals a differen
representing their pgpective visually, but also can help them form, solidify and share connectio
relationships to places and communiti@gdam et al, 2018; Dodman, 2003; Johnsenh al, 2008;
Lombard, 2013)Community membersre askedo take photographs with a disposable camera
given prompt and theare interviewed about the photographs. This exercise has been succes
getting individuals and communities to think about their relationship to water differeritig plsotos
tell stories of wider concerns, stories of place, landscape identity that often exceed a concern
water. This kind of visual method may be useful in generating new connections between
resource use and existing forms of care and everyday emperias well as helping individuaj
articulate broader concerns about government policy or changes in the localt aisa. offers
individuals a different way to share their expertise, from their own pafintiew, valuing their
differences and uniqueepspectives. Moreover, often there is a concern that people do not carg
their water. By utilising visual imagerit, is clearthat people care for water in many, often surpris
ways that are not always reflected or accounted for within existingroant programmes.

4. Case studies

Three national contexts have been selected as case studies: Australia, the United Kingdom
and the United States. Examples within each country have been chosen to illustrate examples
of equity, expertise, and scale and key issues to negotiate when desftgttige public
engagement. Some of these case studies have been widely acclaimed, but as our analysis
shows, in each case study, there are significant challenges to effective public engagement.

Eachcase studpffers lessons for Irelaneivenas the legl and regulatory contexts, sizes,
hydrology and ecology variek each context, there are parallels to Ireland, be it the
influence of agricultural pressures, the legacies of historic forms of environmental
governance, or the supports given to local eatdhmentased programmes.

1 The Murray Darling Basin deals with issues of equity, strong agricultural interests,
and a | arge catchment that is the source
1 Inthe UK, the Catchment Based Approach mirrors the participatorpagpes being
undertaken in Ireland, but through the comparison of two examples, problems and
opportunities of this approach become clear as relates to expertise.
1 IntheUS examplesstrong legacies of agricultural land use and pollution are in play;
howe\er, they offer very different ways of incorporating local expertise and history,
which are relevant to the legacies of environmental governance in Ireland.

We are carefl to stress that none of the models or approaches described in the case studies
shouldbe read as replicablaut rather as means for identifyingessons and best practices
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that should be carried forward in the design and evaluation of future public engagement in
Ireland.

4.1.Case Study 1: Murrdyarling Basin, Australia
4.1.1.Murray-Darling Basin, Australia

The MurrayDarling Basin (MDB)in
southeast Australia produces much
oft he countryds a
(Dare & Evans, 2017Figure 3) Its
geography makes governance
challenging; it transects multiple
stateboundaries andntangles
upstream and downstream concerng Aift‘l‘{l'l’n New South ¢
across socioeconomic and S Wales /
biophysical processes (Abet al,

2016).Water availability has been a
key focus of water governance in thg
MDB as it intersects with
agricultural interests.

S~ N

t wrral® val ue

)

Murray River

In 2012, there was widesgad
agreement across government that
plan was needed to manage Weder
carefully and protect the Basin for

futuregenerations. The Murray Figure 3: MDB (Hart, 2016)
Darling Basin Plan was developed to
manage the Basin as a whole connected sy§Rass & Connell, 2016)

. TN\ (
Victoria e—-
lbour !

The MDB Plan has been heralded as a model of water management. However, focusing on
inequity within the MDBPlanas a current and intergeneratiooahcern reveala different

story that shows the perils of decisionaking at higher level scales that lacks attentm

equity, transparency and the importance of overcounistifutionalisedoower when it

relates to fundamental debates over private interests and the public good. Over the last
several months, these issues have erupted into civil unrest and farmstsgrotee region
(Figures 4 and 5)'here hae been calls for a pause in the 201&hRegarding the equity of
decision making in water allocations and managenieejuity is a helpful concept to
understand what has been unfolding within the MDB, asljihto highlight the importance

of understanding the power relations that shape whose voices and standpoints are heard and
considered within decisiemaking, and the consequences of not sufficiently attending to
equity in governance.

In the early 1990s, éstralia implemented an innovative ashecentralise@pproach to water
management that negotiated the complex administrative boundaries it encor(iRasses
Connell, 2016)The 1990s saw the implementation of water markets to manage low water
supply anda turn to catchment management and sustainable development overseen by an
interstate commissiort this time water rights werseparated from land rights and water
became a tradable commodity under the ratiotigiefarmers would bmcentivisedto use
water more efficientlj’Wheeler, Zuo, &Bjornlund, 2014farmers ee allocated a certain
amount of water from the river system that they can opt to use or sell. The govertament
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buy back water entitlements from farmeksown as buybacks, which reduabé amount of
water taken frm the river system. The watertradel on markets that have become an
important part of many farming businessé&ter markets havieng raised questions
regarding theiequity and fairnessut havepersisted $ymeet al, 1999) Water markets
continuedevenwhengovernance structure was sifigantly reformedn the mid2000sto
respond to the ovallocation of water foirrigation, anissueexacerbated by the Millennium
Drought (19962010)(Hart, 2016; Ross & Connell, 2016h the mid2000s, the MDB
entered a new mokentralise¢phase ofvater governance in an effortstabilisewater

)

supplies. Oversighif water resources was transferred to the federal government and codified
under one management pl@stablished in 2012While theregionalstates still retained

some regulatory powethis shift in approach has had lasting impacts on the andt

legitimacyof decisionmaking in theMiDB.

Therapid changes towardentralisatiordiminished trust in what was already a contentious
policy spacdAlstonet al, 2016) From the onset, public participation was not sufficient and
failed to address the pexisting relationships thgovernment had with rural communities,

on the one hand, and powerful, privedeming interests on the othén.the end, many large
irrigators and members of the afpod industry helpefinalisethe decisions taken under the
Murray Darling Plan implemeadin 2012 (Hart, 2016) Since then, ater buyback
arrangements have favoured large, multinationatfagd industry players and irrigators.

The government paid attention to the needs of lesgale irrigators because of their ability to
help generatgrowth.

The reinforcingof powerful interestss furthercompounded by spatial effectdpstream
extractions impact downstream farmers and communities, leaving downstream communities
with little or no water despite their reliance on it.

The Murray Darling Basin Plan has increased the flow of money and water to big
agribusinesses and has increased the vulnerability of everyone else in tlie Basin
Aboriginal people, floodplain graziers, downstream communities and small irrigators
(The Australia Institute, 2(®).

Thespatial distribution of burdens is particularly significant because of how policies impact

groups differently, a point that has not been understood or foregrounded by the government.
AThere has been -$thapé¢ée tabhteddbawaieradfoorgdnigllya c e
focusing largely on irrigators (or sectoral interests) and transferring public money for private
beneyt the Commonweal th appears to Aken overl o
et al, 2016, p. 61)
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Small scale farmers and communities downstream in particular have been vocal about the
uneven burden of responsibility they are made to carry under theipidomoad terms, the
protest is about wholesale deregulation across agribusiness over dectmbetsiet largely
supported by farmer advocate groups, but has now translated into market distortions which
have been detrimental to industries like dai@han, 2019)

4.1.2.Significancéor Ireland

In the Murray Darling Basin, issues of private economic interests, transparency and
legitimacy have long shaped the perceptions of, and anger around resdmoai#ons.
Examiningthe MDB it becomes clear that the management strategies being put in place
undermine the trust and legitimacy of the institutions charged with governing because of the
ways that difference is ignored, and voices remained silenced.

There are many differences between the issues at play in Mbariing Basin and those in
Irelandsuch as its experience of the persistent and devastating drought conditions, the
implantation and refining of water markets, and the feesederelationship.The Murray-
Darling Basindoes however havelessons fothe Irishcontext, wheragriculturalconcerns
are often a dominant, if not the dominant, underlying issue in water governance .debates
Frustration and lack of trustmongst communities and the public can folletaen the
differences between private, public and common goods and interests are obscured or
conflated(Bresniharet al, forthcoming (see Box 3 and Section 5 for more discussion of
these issues)

Moreover, the MurrayDarling Basin also revesiwhat is aistake whemroups are
homogenized on an abstract |[ewdnen there are very different interests within groups. While
water allocation debates often pit the environment against agriculture, environmental and
agricultural interests are not homogenous oesole. Location, the size of operators, and
their activities (graziers, cotton, rice, grapes, citrus, etc.) vary significantly and impact
stakehol dersd interests and how they are

aff

Again, this is important to the Irish contex wher e &6f ar mer sd and Oagr.i

discusedhomogenously, without acknowledgement of their differetes in producing

water quality issues and their different interests and expectations surrounding how to manage

water.This is reflected in th ways that data on land use and agricultural meacicurrently
collected and organised at a national lewaltérschemes.ie, 201#s will be discussed in
Section5 and Section @reland shouladnake space for multiple viewpoints and interests to
beheard and considered in ways that help foster, rather than undermine, the legifithacy
state as stakeholderThis will likely mean not only naming these vested interests, namely
agriculture, but also naming how there are uneven interests withagticelltural system

such that farmers cannot and should not be treated uniformly.

4.2.Case Study 2: Greening the Twizell Partnership and the Lune River Trust, United
Kingdom

Under the WFD, the UK includdsl River Basin Districts in England and WalBEPRA,

2019, which are overseen by supratchmenbrganisationastructures. These structures
coordinate individual catchment projects and catchiparibershipsRollasonet al, 2018).
Tomeett h e WEgDigments for public engagemehi UK has implemented the
Catchment Based Approach (CaB@&)gure6) @A an i nc | u sladinigative thatv i |
works in partnership with Government, Local Authorities, Water Companies, business and
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more, tomaximset he nat ur al val U@BA 2019, and is based onr o n me n t
ICM (Rollasonet al, 2018)

Early research on the pi |-scalacatghmentnmsagesenbf t he
strategies through negovernmentabrganisationsound the approach lacked fuéalisation

because prevailing forms of environmental decision making had not funtiipehanged

(Watson, 2015)Here we focus on two case studies that attend to a key issue within studies of
public participation and engé&V¥hiemarenat,, namel y
2015)Thesetwo research projects highlight the difficubipd complexity of meaningfully

engaging diversexperiences and forms of expertigghin these governance structures.

What becomes clear is that restructuring established paradigms and structures of authority

takes concerted eff&tan openness to exfp@entation among parties, and, above all, the

time to develop trust between participafiellasonet al, 2018; Whitmaret al, 2015)

4.2.1.The Lune Rivers Trust, Northwest England

The Lune River Catchment, located
in northwest England, was the site
of a collaborativeproject that
implemented Participatory Action
ResearclfPAR) between
researchers and the Lune River
Trust on slurry risk to the
catchment 6s wat
projectds broad
the roleof local expertise in
catchment managemigoy
fundamentally reweighting and
reconceiving the authority giveo t
contributions from community
members and scientists. The
purpose here was twthchallenge
conventional models of research
and science around catchments in ways that made research more denascvaditas
generating better, evidenbased findings #t could inform novel interventions to tackle the
problem The group was successful in developing an assessment tool to guide decision
making around slurry risk in their area, using knowledge produced collectively by the PAR
researchers and the Lune RiVeust.

Measure outcomes
& adjust delivery

Implement
catchment
management
interventions

Improve plan

Figure 6: CaBA Workflow (CaBA, 2019b)

Using PAR researchers worked with the Lune River Trust to identify and develop

management strategibg drawing on the collective knowledge, experience and interests of

the researchers and Lune River Trust members. lRABesan iterative and daborative

process whereby typical experts (researchers
knowl edgedo or extract it from | otecachtenewe si den't
shared knowledge (Whitman, Pain, and Milledge 2015pédscot prescribe methods, but
ratherutilisesandadaptamethodgo the concerns, questions, and objecttedbe context.

Thegroup decided to work on issues of slurry pollutiooupling existing landise

classification and models with g@he-ground aalysis of land uses to create a Farm

Vul nerability Tool. The Lune River Trust now
reduce farm vulnerabil i t(Whitmanetal] urry reaching
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2015)Developingthetool tookmultiple workshops and meetings in which both the

researchers and the members openly shared ideas, asked questions, and returned with answers
to collaboratively and contextually build new knowledge based on their existing expertise.
Participatory mappinggiscussion meetings, interviewsadrisk modelling drew on expertise

of multiple formsi local history, chemistry, and ecologyutwas importantlyexpertise that

was rooted in place.

They understood to a much greater extent than the academic members of the group
what would oOoworkdé in their catchment. Thi
through a long association with it, meant they were well placed to filter out topics that
wereeither too political or too large for this proje@tvhitmanet al, 2015)

Because PAR begins from a point of openness, the questions to be answered were not known
in advance. This orientation towards doing research can prove challenging to social and
natural scientists. PAR draws on social and emotional as well as technicallskdtgiires

letting go of control of knowledge production and placing trust in the process and in other
participants(Whitmanet al, 2015) PAR requires time, relationshipileling, and trust

gualities that are not always supported by the time constraints and demands of funding cycles
as we discuss in section 5.PAépresents an effective approach to meaningfully engaging

|l ocal expertise t hat ndatisnaltodhe prdeztdtiat unfold. €hds b ut r
has benefits for both governance and scieAsat was funded by UK Grant, itrepresents

an example in which researtland the funding sources that support reseacan be

leveraged taneet governance godlsrough active public engagement

4.2.2.Greening the Twizell Partnership, Northeast England

Several research studies have examined the implementation of projects led by rivers trusts
and catchment partnerships supported by the CaBA. Here we focus Diwitel-Burn

Catchment, located in the northeast of the UK and the work undertaken by Retlason

(2018) Rollasonet ald s r eilstratas thé problems that can arise whewernance
reproducs the very problems iegksto redress. Their example of the TwizBlirn

Catchment shows how, even where efforts are made to aveitbtap management, tep

down structures still mediate governance and management of water resources with negative
effects.

Rollason and colleagues emmed how ICM was beingractied in the Greening the Twizell
Partnership (GtTRJtilising walking interviews, surveys, ethnographic research and
participaory mapping. The GtTP wasproject managed by the Wear Catchment Partnership,
anorganisatiorsuppated under the CaBA and operating in an area shaped by a history of
mining andissues of sewage and agricultural pollution. The GtTP undertook several
initiatives within the catchmenipcludingworks focused princigdly on water quality and
biodiversity in the lower parts of Twizell Burn, argkneral rehailitation of the urban area
including housing regeneration, the retrofitting of SustainBbéénage System&uDS),and

the installatiorof a heritage trail tdlustrate the area's World Waheritage.
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Figure 7:Twizell Burn (Rollasoret al, 2018)

According to Rollasort al.(2018), mly one of the initiatives undertaken by the GtTP
allowed for meaningful participation across the entire planning and implemergedicess
Thiswas theproject for the Heritagerail whereenergy to develop thgroject originatedn
bottomup concernand communityparticipation It took time and relied onlzost of
informal trusting relationships. Local expertise was drawn upomlskd consistently, in
contrast to the other initiatives.

Apart from the Heritage Trail project, all other projects undertaken by the GtTP were
dominated by toglevel policy divers and funding mechanisms. Rollagtral. find that this

is due to théiembedded nature of traditionally grounded policies and peastivhich shape
emergent catchmentganisationsuch as th&t T Rallasénet al, 2018 our emphas)s
Many of theactivities remained expeltd, despite appeals fioommunity engagemetin
examining the initiatives prompted by the GtTP, Rollasbal. (2018) map the forms of
public engagement that occurred in each of the initiatiVes exerciselocumens how,
despite devolving some control to the catchment partnerships, the partnership ultimately
reproduced the scalar relationsh@sBA sought to undermine. The differences among the
initiatives undertaken by the GtTP were not just shaped by approaches tonlmebddge

but its institutional context and pressures, particularly with respect to funding and compliance

with the WFD. GtTBshowsh
6catchment o

ow
can

expertise scaled to the oI
¢ alownh managemeinParadoxiegl the gbvemancet o p

drivers that push for public engagement can also set the conditions to undermine it.

4.2.3.Significancéor Ireland

Attending to expertise requires fundamental shifts in how knowledge is thought about. In the

UK, issues of expertise, equity and scale are inseparable. The examples chosen in the UK
were selected because they offer positive and negative examples offlooatlgd projects
operating within a catchmeifitcused governance structure, mirroring in many ways the
approaches being pursued by Local Authority Waters Programme (LAWPRO), discussed in

Section 5.

In the case of the Twizell Burn Catchment, issues oéeige and scale intertwine. Despite
the emphasis on local catchmenit® infrastructures and requirements set by supra
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catchment level organisation circumsaimany locallyled initiatives The example ahe

Lune River Trust shows how multiple formsexpertise can be meaningfully integrated into
scientific researcin ways that also produce meaningful public engagenttare,

individuals were not viewed with a deficit approach but were valued for the knowledge and
expertise they provide. In this exal®pgesearch is shown to help generate transformative
ways of approaching public engagemednalso offers a different way of funding public
engagement, through research, but draws upon existing forms of expertise in new ways.

The examples from thaK areparticularly important to the Irish context because of the
similarities they share with the Irish context. Namely, both are pursuing an ICM approach,
and both have instituted governance structures that seek to fostescaldti interactions
thatmoveaay fr om ex<dlowsidbv @ Fuyptdd tadpppdhefiadnds éam.

the case of the TwizeBurn Catchment offer a sobering cautionary message: structures that
seek to move away from tegpwn dictation of local initiatives, can perverseyl s¢inforce
those structures. As we discuss lateBection 5this is important in Ireland with respect to

its emphasis on fundingithin participatory and engagement modé®reover, the Lune
River Trust provides an example of reseagolgagement partnergisi that can be pursued to
change how expertise and knowledge are drawn upon, built, and aclddeap.efforts seek

to recast the roles of commtnmembers and scientific experts Mediminishing the
hierarchies of knowledge that exist between thewevelop shared understandings and
actions around catchments. This endeavour, as we describe in the final siesttoibes a

form of researclengagement that we think cha positively pursued in Ireland, and which
can better integrate the work of scietgtiand communities.

4.3.Case Study 3: The New York City Watershed Protection Program and the
Chesapeake Bay Watershed Program, United States

The New York City Watershed Protection Program and the Chesapeake Bay Watershed
Programs provide two additional perspectives on watershed (catchment) management. These
underscor¢he importance of mukscalar governance strategies and of corgprtific

knowledge and histories in facilitating public engagement. Both New York City and the
Chesapeake Bay Watershed Programs negotiate agricultural pressures to water quality that
impact the quality of water supplying large urban centres. In both cases, a#tiophs a

key issue addressed through agricultural land management and are situated within multi
scalar systems of laws, regulations, and agencies. The two examples, however, represent
different approaches to managing these relationships and incongdoatal context and

local expertise in water governance and management.
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4.3.1.The New York City Watershed Protection Program

New York Cityo6s |wWad/gilvrs upp I‘,_,‘yl
comes from th&€atskills, Delaware, Watersheds .

andCroton catchments in upstate
New York in the nortkeastern : o

Schoharie
Reservoir

<
%
%
s

eeeeeeee

United States, comprising 5,100 km
(Figure8). Rural agricultural sources
of pollution in these areas challenge
efforts to protect the water supply fo
the largestity in the United States.
This became significant in the late
1990s under Safe Drinking Water
Act regulations Regulations
required infrastructural upgrades
water infrastructuréo address
microbial and chemical pollutants
unless such pollutants were

controlled effectivelyupstream WATERTUMNELS
within thewatershed. In 1997, a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
was signed to facilitate preservation
and restoration efforts across
municipal boundaries, with New

York City contributing significant 2% il TR L
resources (but likely lowehan the Figure 8: NYC Watershed (DEC, 2019)

cost of treatment facilities) to
implement pollution management strate¢@skills Mountain Keeper, 2012; Catskills

Watershed Corporation, 201®nportantly, the execution of this project allowed for not only
effective, crosscalar collaborabn, butitalsot ook i nt o account NYCOs h
management with respect to the surrounding rural communities and adaptedtitss to

those circumstances.

=

nnnnnnn

The relationship between the city and rural agricultural communities had been shaped b
histories of topdown governance that were understood to impact the ability of government
agencies to help shape best managemm@atices on farmsThis speaks to the large point

within this report regarding the significance of contéxiparticular, €gacies from eminent
domain (compulsory purchase) that took over private lemdeeatea r eser voi r f or
water supply in the 1950s and 1960s shaped perceptions of authobtatige and

hadeinforced urbanural tensionsRecognizing this historyynder the MOA, strategies were

put in place to facilitate the development of community groups and involve them in
meaningful and direct participation in decision making and management strategies. Best
management practs were fully funded, which was patlarly important in this context

where New York City was perceived to be benefiting most from the watershed management
project.

Moreover, the approach was collaborative, and local expertise was used to help facilitate the
creation and implementation ofamagement praceés.i The approach t o devel
implementing policy in the NYC watershed emphasised broad, local government

engagement, utilising both local citizen and expert knowledge to inform policy creation and

i mpl ement atetab A0D5, pl 1R tWhile m ether cases of watershed management,

22



Desk Study on Public Engagement in Water Governadoae2019

Ohi geerel 6 authorities may i mpl eleint regul at i
stakeholder engagement (see next section)thévree st at e operates as a ¢
relationships across local and federal regulations and agencies, rather than aslaviop

authoritative enforcer of regulatio(Sterneret al, 2015)

4.32. Chesapeake Bay Watershed Progr:

The Chesapeake Bay Watershed in the
north-eastern Unite®tates spans 64,000
mi2(102,998.02 krf) and 17 million
people(Diaz-Kope & Miller-Stevens,
2015)(Figures9 and1(. It is a cross
jurisdictional watershed that mediates
upstream and downstream concerns and|
involves multiple stakeholder interests.
The Chespeake Bay Program is an effort
across 6 states, governed principally by Chesapeake Bay Program

national legislation and the financial and
scientific resources that affords Science. Restoration. Partnership.
(Hassenfordeat al, 2019) A key issue and
a focus of management and restorative
activities iseutrophica't)n caused by Figure 9: Program Logo (Chesapeake Bay Program, 201¢
agriculture. Howeveitechnocratic solution® agricultural sources of pollutiatominate and
seek to diffuse contention. This approach has conversely helped to reproduce a problem
exacerbated by limited roles for public engageménéBay Program offers several lessons
around public engagement, particularly as it is an agency and-exjver approach to water
governance.

—

The Chesapeake Bay Prograra P e——
collaboration involving state and federa— sweeomcay
agencies, community stakeholders, Cresspeeey
NGOs and amdemics was first
formalisedin the Chesapeake Bay
Agreement of 1983. In the subsequent
thirty-five yearsit has undergone
significant changes to account for
emerging environmental concerns and
lack of progress on key water quality
issues. In 1987, gaalvere introduced to
reduce nitrogen and phosphorus in the
water supplies. Changes to the progran
in 1992 incorporated attention to
upstream concerns and the chemical
contamirantsin the watef(Chesapeake
Bay Program, 2019 hesapeake 2000
expanded on tlse concerns, including
102 specific aims to guide protective an
restorativeaction. However, the program
has had a Omi xed?d

y U1 S UL UL T S S

Figure 10: Chesapeake Bay Watershed (Chesapeake B
Program, 2019)
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(Chesapeake Bay Prograg@19) anchas been shaped significantly by federal involvement
in setting standards and requirements

The Chesapeake Bay Progratiisesa multistakeholder modelyhere stakeholders gather
within teams and committees to achieve the g
and generally favours consensus building among stakeholders in decision.rmakiiay

Program encourages broad participation withifiemd a pt i ve management 0 afy
respond to changing conditions and the availability of better informé@ibesapeake Bay

Program, 2015)

Public participation, however, has suffered from how such participation has been

implemented and incorporated irtee governance structure. The public is involved in key
components of this framewor k, but their role
management strategy is limited by the emphasis on scientific and technocratic decision

making that has eWwed within the programme, particularly with respect to the Chesapeake

Bay Model. Scientific modelling of the watershed, used to help facilitate decision making,

aims to provide technical answers to what have been highly political and contested questions
around land use and best management pexctiThe lack of public engagement in both the
development of the model and its use has ultimately, and paradoxpiticisedthe

model.

The exclusion of the public from the modhels a long historygarly mockls in the late 1990s
and early 2000s were made available to the public, but public input did not itn@mmodel
even ast evolved to guide landse decision making at finer resolutiqk®rfmacher, 2001)
Moreover, the model shared with the public wa@s complex and really only fit the needs
and concerns of academics, scientists, and state maiiidgeimeacher, 2001)

Regulatory developments in 2009 and 2010 marked a new focus for the Chesapeake Bay
Program. Activities, now dominated bycancern for Total Maximum Daly Loads (TMDLS)

and Watershed Implementation Plans, are informed by the Chesapeake Bay Model that helps
determine actions and best management pes{tPaolisset al, 2015) As had been the case
previously, however, the modeds been the domain of experts despite being used to
implement policies that will be very costly and may have significant impacts on the Bay and
those who live around and depend upgP#olisset al, 2015)

That the model is the domain @tperts, fails to incorporate local knowledge and has

potentially significant implications for those it impacts, has shaped public perceptions of the
model and its authoritativeness. fAAs a resul
t he meffdctivieniess at predicting outcomes and representing the quality of the actual
Bay as well as the policiesandpreets t hat are recommended basec
(Paolisset al, 2015, p. S98)Paoclissetal,.c oncl ude t hat @A[t] hee CBMS
ofmodél i ng figoing publico but afitsicambined societai t h o ut
and environmental effeacis ( p . S98) .

Whil e the model seeks to Aprovide answers to
managers and stakeholders and, ultinyafekr the setting of regulatory TMDLS on nutrient
and sediment runoffo its scientific approach

its focus on scientific and technical solutions. Instead, it reinforces polemics amongst

stakeholders and rdorces a system driven by experts, scientists, and agdhizissenforder

et al.2019) This is important as in many contexts efforts to deal with budgetary realities are
expanding passive sensors and techna«l ogy; th
knowl edged and miss how knowledge often cons
by those it impacts.
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4.33. Significancéor Ireland

TheNew York City and Chesapeake Bay Watersheds offer contrasting examples regarding

how contextualisedocal knowledge and expertise is situated within management efforts.

New York Cityos Wat er s h bigdoriqgpagacies oflladiseand e x a mp |
seizure werdaken into accournit how plans were developed and implemented. The

importance of context and understanding how legacies of resource management shape social
relations in the present were centBy. contrast, the ahistorical and devalued rofdazal

knowledge within the expedriven, t@- down approaches in the Chesapeake Bay watershed

pose challenges to the legitimacy of modelling efforts on which management decisions are

made Local knowledge and expertiaeetreated additively and has cerat the expense of

peopl ebs perceptions of t hemdkiagiprocesss and | eg

These examples from théS offer valuable lessons to the Irish context regarding the role of
projects sensitive to the local context in which they falkee.As Section 5 discussewsater
governance in Ireland is shaped by longer histories and relationships between the state,
communities, and natural resource use. The frequent use of-dxpert approaches, even
where communities may have some rokyénbearing on the ways current stat efforts

are pursued. Histories of lack of trust and transparency, which may be rostespicion
surrounding governmemigencieshouldnot be ignored particularly as these relationships
can influence if and howdividuals participatelssues regarding lack of trust has been
reflected in moments of reluctance and in disillusiadis connected to issues of trust in
governmentscientific andotherinstitutionsin other sectors ancbntextgDevineWright,
2011,Dwyer& Bidwell, 2019;Langeet al.2018§ O 0 Ret ab, @0dHWalkeret al, 2010.

5 aaSaavySyid 2F LNBtlFIyRQa tdzomfAO 9

Without the involvement, cooperation andavenership of water management by
local people andommunities, and the opportunity to learn from these communities,
the objectives will not be achieved. This area is perhaps our greatest future challenge.

(Daly, Archbold, & Deakin, 2016, p. 165)

Current efforts to engage the public in ICM in Irelamdmoreforward thinkingthanthose

of thepast Communities and individuals have somlkace within the governance structure

and are given opportunities to have their voices heard within ICM. However, it is not enough

to simply add communities into the miRoyden, 2014)Existingapproacheto public

engagemendo not offer opportunities to consistentlydameaningfully inform decisien

making processetft.is not enough for scientists and government officials to decide what

needs to be done and then enrehoaunities in doing thatworkilow t he Opubl i co
incorporated, and when, matters to not only the success of engagement efforts by the state but
also the legitimacy and trust that communities afford government agenciesgutsir

active public participation.

aO)

Communities and individuals engaged in current I@sictiees are not divorced from their
experiences of environmental governance in Ireland in the past. With ICM in Ireland, the
storyoftenbegins with the failuresfahe F' River Basin Management Plan and the failures
to include the public in decisiemaking processesiowever, thdegacies of previous
governance efforts matter. We suggest that it is essential to take a broader view of the
assumptions and approache®nvironmental governance in Ireland, particularly those that
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underpin relationships between commuvaipert knowledgedn Ireland, two dimensions are
particularly importantthe reliance on expedriven approacheandan instrumentalist
approach to egaging communities that devalues their contributions and experiences.

Environmental policymaking and environmental governance@tendominated by

technocr aoptei miis$ te& Ram 8qLe) andexpertied (Tovey, 2009)

approacheswhere sientistsare tasked witlleveloping the research for policy well as

implementing that policyUnderstandablynanyvalue their ways of developing and acting

upon knowledge. However, exp@itivenresource managementposes an implicit, if not

explicit, hierarchy of knowledge. State agencies and scientists come into commuaitigs,
outresearch, and thenform communitiesaboutwhat is wrong with current pracés and

whatshould be don® improve their management of resources and envirorsmehis

approach, however, can be interpreted as paternalistigadrahising suggesting that

communities are lacking some fundamental knowledge, are necessarily doing something
owrong6, or that they ar e aecondmitgdpoliicala vacuun
forces that originate far beyond local conteXtsis is problematic in rural places that have

already felt simultaneously blamed and abandonetidogtate and can reproduce an urban

rural, expedcommunity antagonism that is exclusionary amakes environmentalism and
environmental stewardship the domain of only
environmentalism as a struggle by enlightene
6i gnoranced about e nyv ipopdationge(Toveg 2009 psl®u es among

Education and citizen scienege ofterelevated as important forms of public engagement

When such efforts are pursued, however, it is essential that these do ndiybagsnming a
knowledgedeficit ortheneedlt o 6t eachd6 communities because t
information. Social learning approaches should focus on enabling integaatil

translational knowledge exchange and produd@#omitageet al, 2009; Wehet al, 2018).

How such efforts are implementedan important consideratidar the activities currently

planned and being undertaken by institutions in Ireldhdse efbrts could utilise more

participatory practes, as we discuss 8ection 6, to avoidmparing andextracting

knowledgeand approaching communitiggdvertentlythrough adeficit-model

'Water Forum ;
(An Féram Uisce) J > Water Policy Advisory Committee
T .
- P T r——
{ ime Group - T Management Committee

Regional Committees

Midlands &
Eastern

Border Western

Local Authority Waters & Communties Office

Figure 10.1 - Governance and co-ordination structures for implementation of the second-cycle RBMP

Figure 11: Water Governanc8tructures (RBMP, 2013021)
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These longer trajectories and approadhemnvironmental governance in Irelaiodm the

context in whichcommunities are now experiencing the efforts being undertaken by the

Local Authorities and Waters Programm@&WPRO), theEPA, and the Water Forum,

among otheagencies. Whileve focus on ICM and the work of LAWPRO most specifically,

it is important to note that within Irelarechew governance structure has been established

one that seeks to foster dialogue across diftesesles of governance and not subsume

0l ocal 6 governance wi t h -downganagemehteTheadlffisultho f a u't
in instituting these policies is highlighted$®ction 4.3, the case studies frdra UK. While

the management of catchmetiteough LAWPRO is a dominant component of water
governance, it imtrinsically relatedto the work ofother government entities around urban
waste water treatment, domestic waste waigricultural policy ane&nforcement of

agricultural regulations, wat abstraction, drinking water, among many other waser

issues. The relationship and complexity of these issues are laid out i Riee? Basin
Management Platdowever,we focus orthese local and regional effods illustrative of

why it is so importanto pursue the three themes as laid out in this report when designing and
implementing effective public engagement.

5.1Integrated Catchment Management in Ireland

As has been discussed in Section 2qyursue effective environmental governance and
management, it is important to recast expertise. Importantly this means dismantling

hi erarchies that value one kind of knowledge
more equitablend effectivdorms of decision making and action. This is much more than

adding communities into the process. Integrated Catchment Management in Ireland, as it has
been implemented through tB¥River Basin Management Plan, has focused significant

attention on the locaklel through, particularl), AWPRO. LAWPRO has sought to

thoughtfully engage communities in the activities going on around their waters and
6catchmentd by supporting communitand groups,
helping to spread catchmemivareness to local communities. These efforts have already had
tangible benefits for the groups and individuals who have become involved.

However,drawing onforthcoming research (Bresnihahal), as well asreview of EPA

reports, and catchment newsletteve highlight issueshat could limit the potential of these
effortsparticularly the way in whickhe institutional structure of water governance continues

to reify scalelCM requires integrated governantcee qui ri ng engagement bot
downd and O6bottom upb

Thusit requires more engagement from 6the bot:
seeks to foster that scale of participation. LAWPRO is very new, and from our own research
interviewing LAWPRO officers, attending community and operational meetings, reviewing
Catchment Newsletters, and interviewing and working with several communities concerned

about their wateiit appears that the work of LAWPRO followsany of the core elements

elaborated byhethree models discussed in the next sectidawever, it was not within the

scope of this study to assess LAWPROs work.

Within the scope of the River Basin Management Plan for Irelandi2@0821, sientistsand
community water officerare engagingvith communities, albeit in different ways.
Community Water Officers are gaging, encouraging, and facilitating community groups to
develop and to apypfor and secure funding, asme groupsre consideringnodek more

akin to the Rivers Trust in the UBresniharet al forthcoming) Communiy Water Officers
help facilitate education and have been involved in citizen science activities and research
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with schools and have offered their own expertise and guidamegimg communities
achieve new goals in their own management of important water bodies. Thesengfforts
much of what is discussed in th® River Basin Management Plan and the role of such
officers.

Catchment Scientistby contrast, have less diteor sustained community involvement, at
least at this stage in their work. Catchment Scientists were involved in undertaking desk
studies across the areas for action before doing on the ground rapid assessments of critical
areas deemed in need of moreedi attention. Catchment Scientists teams have been training
and working together with Community Water Officers have been leading meetings to
introduce communities to their activities dadyerprojecs. These efforts have also been
coupled with a new agsory groupled by TEAGASC, the Agricultural Sustainability

Support and AdvisorProgramme (ASAP), which have been holding meetings directly with
farmers and will provide assistance to farmers following the assessments and
recommendations of Catchmeni&tists

To examine how thesxctivitiespertain directly to the three core themes of this report

equity, expertise, and scale/context,examinethree models of water governance and

management in Ireland that have been proposed in the last decadewd/hitcept that

models are by definition abstract and approximate representations-aforéinteractions,

we alsorecognisdheir power to inform policymakers and shape approaches to

environmental governance. By examining three diffenendels, we are alsable to identify

patternghat underlie approaches to ICM in Irelaiithese models were developed through

in-depth experiences of the Irish context and havealmadaningful impact on current

approaches to public engagement withinintegt ed cat chment managemen!i
model, Rolstoretald s model , eialdds Bmdddlngeach offer posi
effective public engagement by acknowledging the role of stakeholders and communities,

and in their efforts to upend tajpwn prescriptive governance strategies. However, they also

share interrelated impediments to effective public engagement. We discuss these interrelated
issues before turning to the specific models.

First, in public engagement, some public is being engagestdmestakeholderhowever, the
stakeholdgs) are often implicit and largely unstated. Models imply that the primary
stakeholders a government agency organisatiorthat it is engaging with, and in some
cases helping to create communities arounchoagats Working from a perspective that
seeks to advance maeguitable approaches to catchment manageraquotres thatlarity

on who is engaging whom and helould not be left implicit

Second, and relatedlthe threamodels treat public engagememstrumentally.

Communities, publics, and stakeholders provide feedback at targeted points in the
management process, providing very particular kinds of information to scientists. This means
that catchment management continues to rely on egpgen pradices. On the other hand,
someOpublicsd are engaged through a deficit mc
an assumption a deficit, where communities are engaged so as to tbach. This does not
beginfrom a point of translational and democraience, where attachments to and

knowledge of water may be more dynamiaithfowed for. Itmay be that members of a
community lack information and awaren@d®utcertainissues and aspects relating to water
However, it is also the case thaiientists and other professionals have much to learn from

the communities they engage wiithe challenge lies in developing the means to translate
between thesdifferent forms oknowledg from the beginninglf this is not addressed

can reinforcdeelings of mistrust and/or disempowerment, where individuals do not feel as
though they are able to make a difference to and challenge existing power stracilias,
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to connect their experiences with the failure of the state to fulfil its @ammitmens (e.g,
by not listening to their concerns adequatetyhynot enforcing regulations) (Bresnihain
al., forthcoming).

Third, there is a strong emphasis placed on funding, or a lack thereof. A focus on funding
reflects real institutional constraintsalso channels participation to particular moals
organization, forms of knowledge, and goals that align with the requiremguastictilar

funding bodies androgrammesThesemodelsunderpin incentive based and community

based approachebBheymay abko reinforce suppositions that the government and/or experts

are only engaging communities to do their bidding in the absence of strong state interference,
in terms of enforcement or direct fundimdost significantly, however, it helps perpetuate

cycles ¢ funding and data that are se#finforcing, recasts the content of community

concerns, and can further facilitate forms of precarity that are always tied to the next funding
source Successfufunding bidsoftenrequireinformation and analysis that is as® justify
applicationsputit canalsoc hange t he nat uerestodHosethhtare gareo up 6 s
bureaucraticprofessionalizedand technocrati@Bresniharet al.forthcoming) This is a way

that community egagement can be shaped by-tlapvn pressureshifting it from being a
bottomup initiative to one that is determined by the requirements of funders and grant
applicationgmost often directed towards European funding bodies and programmes)

Further,although not all fundingequires this, many large funding sources are tied to doing
things that are oO0innovatived or newest meani ng
new methods ostrategiesBut even where successful, Hapilots maynot be replicated

becausduture fundingsimilarlyr e qu i r e s . @ur pomtcherai$ notdonséy that

funding is all bad but rather to suggest thaiblic engagement should ot be overly

determined by it ashtherestrictions it carriedn what follows weexaminethree influential

modelsfor public engagement within integrated catchment manageméetand.
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52 EPAand ICM 1. Build Partnerships

e |dentify key stakeholders.

The EPA has led many of the s e
significant changes to water H i

governance in Ireland and the
implementation of the WFD
requirementsTh e EPAO s

772 Create and CommunicateaVisionof iCM
e For example: A healthy, resilient, productive and valued water resource
= that supports vibrant communities.
3. Characterise the Catchment
e Gather existing data and create a catchment inventory.
0 ﬂ Idcnhfy dﬁ g.;'bs & collea additional data, if needed.
Analyse data

and Cont“butlons to the knoWledge e |dentify causes and sources of pollution <h : s

H H . . stimate utant loads aracterisation
used Wlthln the ICM apprOHGn . Ev‘alua:c ::)(lllmlm;vlphodloglcd pressures. <: Analysis Tools

H 1Fi 1 ® Undertake risk asses nts.
lreland have been S-|gn|f|C&(‘E|gure & Undenal:: :u;hef Ch:::ct:risation > GIS
11) Many Of these |deas Stem from . Eollcuand c:alualclocalm{'g;:\‘;hon » Databases
. . . ocate critical source areas S). »
a model introduced and refined by * Undertake investigative monitoring. i i
Daly (Dalyet al, 2016). o i Ut e ene il > Numerical
i models

! mp ortant | y , t - h e A 6.d$:;flzicmxﬁgelq;ﬁfwanagement Strategies > Elivideaag
includes steps to develop a vision of o Get stakeholder input » Load estimations

e Take account of ecosystem and geosystem services, water value, > Monitoring

ICM and acknowledges that pollution sources and CSAs
stakeholders need to keentified o e e oyl i s Mg
from the beginning (step This e e Catchment
model offers a form of catchment :
management that appreciates the
importance otontextualised
placedbased research, and the role
of iterative analysis to achieve more

j@

sustainablevater management

¢ Undertake economic analysis. Information

e Rank the measures.
Tool
Design anImplementation Programme

Set environmental objectives.

Select appropriate mitigation measures.
Develop an implementation schedule with milestones

Develop the monitoring component

Develop an engagement strategy

Identify technical & finandal assistance needed.
Prepare RBMP. River

=T e Basin

6.
7. Implement the River Basin Management Plan Management
8

However, the EPAQ®
relies on an expedriven approach
that engages other forms of
knowledge instrumentally and late i
the process. All of the research, the
characterisatioand evaluabn of
catchments and the pressures they Figure 2: Stepe/inhe ICM Propess

face, is undertaken without the involvement of Figure 12: ICM Process (EPA, 2019)
stakeholders and communities. It is not until Step o

(Identify and Evaluate Possible Management Strategies) that stakeholder input is solicited.

C Mparu bp‘d w@ sflou and long-term outcomes. Plan
® Implement thé measures
e Use metrics to track progress. <:
* Integrate with planning process.
e Conduct engagement, including awareness raising, consultation &

collaboration

Measure Progress and Make Adjustments
® Analyse trends and outcomes & give feedback to stakeholders

=]

o Make adjustments, if necessary.

Step 6 (Design and Implme nt ati on Programme) includes the
strategy6, which is i mplemented in Stage 7,
rai sing, consultation, and coll aborationd oc

A truly collaborative approado ICM would include takeholders from the earliest possible
stage.We argue that local expertise be engaged not at some later point in the ICM process,
but from the very beginning and that is should be allowed meaningful impact in decision
making and actions undertaken.

5.3.Rolstonet al. (2016

The ideas introduceid Rolstonetalé s 2016 EPA report, ATowards
Management o, provide a targeted analysis of
offer suggestions that directly underscore the ingmme of integrated scientific and social

science. Here we focus on the gap analysis that ickksdifr e as fAwhi ch woul d ne
filled to achieve the ideal future state for



Desk Study on Public Engagement in Water Governadoae2019

(2016 p.6). Each point raised by tlgap analysiemphasiséocally scaled, community
interventiongFigure B).

Figure 13: Gap Analysis (Rolston et a2016)

Thereare similarities to the CaBA approach particularly with respect to the governance
structure. Gap 1 seeks a consistent model fo
delivery model 0. Developing | ocal7.Howveyegci ty o
as was discussed with respect to the CaBA approach pursued in the UK, efforts to move away
from topdown approaches can ultimately serve to reinforce tieditionally, while on the

one hand, these are positive suggestibasvalue local kneledge, the extent of this

incorporation is limited and led by governmstdkeholdes. This model places theost

emphasi®n helpingto produce and facilitate new local initiativ€3ap 6 suggests a top

down strategy in which the government creates aliti@es groups or opportunities for the

community to become involved. Gap 7 suggests a state agency coming in to solve the issue of
water managemenimplicitly, local places are being given these opportunities by
governmenstakeholdes.

Itisimportann t o di fferentiate between o6l ocal 6 and
described by Rolstond Local 6 and 06 b emaytindicate com@unityni t i at i v e s
participaion but the extent to which this participation is open and meanirsgdilready

circumscribed by thanplicit requirements o$tate agenciesnd policies This becomes

clearer in the next model.

5.4.Ballingeret al.(2016)

Introduced in Ballingeetals 2 016) EPA Report, ADelivering I
Management througthe Bottoraup: A criticalan al ysi so6, t he approach t
is closely aligned to the activities being pursued by CommutéierOfficers. This

perspective on public engagement in ICM stresses collaboration, flexibility, and the longevity
prgects, all concerns we have also highlighted as important elements of public engagement
(Figure 1).
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