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Introduction and General History
1.1 Country profile
Scotland is the northernmost country in the United Kingdom. However, in 1999
elections following devolution set up a Parliament in Scotland that to an extent, makes
Scotland self-governing. Certain matters such as foreign policy and defence are
reserved matters for decision by the United Kingdom Parliament in London. For other
matters including environment, agriculture, industry and sustainable development
issues, responsibility is devolved to the Scottish Parliament based in Edinburgh. The
Ministers of this parliament together with the civil servants that support them are
collectively known as the Scottish Executive.
Scotland has a land area of 77460 km2 and is characterised by a core mainland area
with a very indented western coastline and a large number of islands off the north and
west mainland. Mountains dominate the north and west with altitudes reaching
1300m. South of the mountains, the central lowlands dominated by the lower reaches
of the Clyde and Forth catchments contain the most heavily developed area of
Scotland. The Southern Uplands provide an area of high moorland between the
central belt and the English border to the south. In general, the watershed tends to be
in the west with steep, short catchments draining to the Atlantic and longer, less steep
catchments draining to the North Sea.
The average annual precipitation is about 1400mm with a sharp contrast between the
wetter north west where average annual precipitation reaches over 4000mm and the
drier east where average annual precipitation is less than 600mm. Up to one third of
the precipitation falls as snow in the highlands of the north, where altitudes exceed
1000m. Annual average runoff varies from below 350mm in the east to over ten times
that in the west, with an average across the country of nearer 1040mm (Marsh and
Anderson, 2002). Due to the scale of the surface water resource, groundwater is
nationally of only modest importance from a water resources perspective, though it
can be significant in localised areas. Overall, Scotland is one of the wettest countries
in the EU. With its relatively small population this means Scotland is relatively water
resources rich compared with most countries in the EU.
By area, Scotland is predominately a rural country with 30% of the population living
in rural areas and rural areas accounting for 90% of the Scottish landmass. The largest
concentrations of population lie within the central belt between the cities of
Edinburgh and Glasgow. In this area economic activity is dominated by
manufacturing and service industries that provide 58% of the employment in Scotland
as a whole.
Compared to many countries in Europe, the Scottish water environment is relatively
pristine due to the few pressures from anthropogenic activity across much of the
country. In a Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) review, some 91% of
the 50,000 km of river reaches, 96% of the coastal waters and 96% of the estuaries
classified in Scotland are of excellent or good quality (SEPA, 1999). Whilst the
majority of lochs in Scotland are not currently assessed for water quality, only 30 of
the 173 which are monitored were classed as polluted.
1.2 Geography and Hydrology
1.2.1 General regional dynamics
Agricultural and forestry land-use has a strong influence on the quality of the water
environment in Scotland, particularly in relation to diffuse pollution. The total area of
Scotland under agriculture has decreased by 4% in the last twenty years (National
Office of Statistics, 2003). In 2000 there were 5,492,000 hectares under agriculture, of
which 62% is rough grazing, the remainder being crops and grass (Scottish Executive,



2001). Crops are dominated by barley and potatoes which account for 75% of the crop
tonnage produced.
There are just over 2 million cattle reared in Scotland. This compares with over 9
million sheep and 558,000 pigs. Poultry are also significant with over 14 million birds
reared.
Forestry accounts for 16.4% of the land area of Scotland. This is a 3-fold increase
over the last 100 years.
The rural dispersely populated north and west of the country is dominated by high
mountains and moorland. This area is largely devoted to sporting interests (such as
deer stalking, grouse shooting and salmon and trout fishing), tourism and recreation.
Within the valleys, sheep and cattle rearing predominate with some rough crops and
privately owned and state owned forestry blocks. The rural east of the country is
renowned for its cereal production, particularly its barley which is used within the
whisky industry.  Intensive cattle rearing is important in both the north east and south
west and more dispersed through the highlands and islands. The southern uplands
(south of the central belt) are used for a combination of sheep rearing, forestry,
sporting and tourism interests.
Some 18% of the area of Scotland is designated under the EU Habitats and Species
Directives. Many of these rely on the largely pristine nature of the Scottish water
environment.
1.2.2 Background to Water Bodies within Scotland
In looking at the challenges of implementation of the Water Framework Directive (the
Directive) and especially the need for participation and engagement, it is important to
set the context regarding the state of the water environment in Scotland and hence the
level of public interest and concern. Compared with many parts of Europe, the water
environment is relatively pristine. Indeed, the quality of Scottish waters underpins key
industries such as salmon fisheries, whisky distilling and tourism. Whilst on a national
basis, the overall picture regarding water quality is good, there are concentrated
problems in certain areas. Water quality problems are largely focused on urban
conurbations in the central belt and settlements alongside coasts and estuaries (Ferrier
& Edwards, 2002). This pollution is largely due to sewage and industrial effluents and
discharges from mines. Diffuse agricultural runoff due to pesticides, organic wastes
and nutrients associated largely with arable farming in the north east and livestock
farming in the south west causes pollution problems. Pollution associated with nitrates
in groundwater is largely concentrated in a few geographically discrete areas where
agriculture predominates, notably in the north east and the Borders, reflecting the
problems with diffuse pollution (Scottish Executive, Environment Group, 2002d).
Some 13% of pollution incidents investigated by SEPA in 2001-2 related to
agricultural sources (SEPA, 2002b). Diffuse pollution associated with urban runoff is
a feature of towns and conurbations (SEPA, 1999).
The geographical distribution of the major contributions to pollution is shown in
Figure 1. Figure 1 also shows the locations of the habitats of Scottish watercourses
that can be classed as “obviously, extensively or heavily modified” by anthropogenic
activity (SEPA, 1999). A key driver of the ecological status of the water environment
is the physical quality of habitat. SEPA identified 28% of the 779 sites surveyed by
River Habitat Survey to be obviously modified, with 13% subject to extensive
modification (SEPA, 1999). Much of the modification, especially that associated with
river engineering and fisheries works currently has little or no control. Whilst there is
currently no systematic assessment of lochs, estuaries and coasts, there is evidence of
extensive modification in some places, especially around estuaries (SEPA, 1999). In



general terms water quality in Scotland is improving due to the improvement
measures put in place to meet the various EU Directives, particularly in relation to the
impact of point source discharges. This trend is shown in Figure 2 which is based on
the SEPA river classification system relating to physical and chemical water quality.
Evidence of other measures of the quality of the water environment is rather more ad
hoc. For example, there is a lack of systematic sampling to identify low flow
problems associated with over-abstraction and problems due to impoundment.
However, there is anecdotal evidence of such problems, though they largely lack
investigation in a robust scientific way. Clearly significant abstractions take place to
support water supply and hydro-power generation. It would not be surprising to find
evidence that detrimental environmental impact occurs in some places, given the fact
that many of these date back over decades and there is a lack of a consistent and
widespread abstraction and impoundment regulation system in Scotland (Fox &
Walker, 2002).
Nonetheless, whilst there are particular environmental quality problems in specific
geographical areas, the quality of the water environment across Scotland is generally
good.
Due to the relatively pristine nature of the water environment in most areas of
Scotland, the population is relatively relaxed about water management issues. Surveys
show that the public is concerned about raw sewage entering the sea (Scottish
Executive, 2003b), but that this concern has significantly reduced since 1991, perhaps
in line with the significant expenditure on wastewater treatment works associated with
compliance with the Bathing Water Directive.  Interestingly, only 7% of those
surveyed had concerns about fish farming even though there has been significant
press coverage regarding environmental quality and human health relating to
aquaculture in recent years. There was also little concern regarding farming and
forestry impacts on the environment, yet these will be the major drivers of poor water
quality in coming years as point source problems will have been largely addressed.
This will present major challenges to public agencies in generating an enthusiasm on
the part of the public to become involved in engaging in the debate on these issues, if
they are not considered by the public to be significant. This suggests early
engagement must concentrate on provision of information on the nature of the issues
prior to engagement in identification of problems and development of solutions.
1.3 Socio/Economic/Political Context
1.3.1 Demography
Scotland has a population of around 5.1 million, with a decline of 0.6% between
1991-2002 (National Office of Statistics, 2003).  Three quarters of the population live
in the urban conurbations of the central belt (lowlands), with over 20% living in the
cities of Edinburgh and Glasgow concentrated in the Forth and Clyde catchments.
Elsewhere the population is quite dispersed with a population density across the
country of 65 people km-2 in 2002. This masks the variation between the central belt
where densities reach 3290 km-2 and the extremely rural areas for example in
Highland Council area densities are around 8 people km-2. Relevant to the design of
participatory processes is the fact that rural populations are generally falling at rates
up to 10% over 10 years, with similar disproportionate rises in some of the areas of
the central belt. The nature of the population pattern presents significant challenges
for the approaches and logistics of participation with entirely different considerations
necessary in the urban compared with the more isolated communities.



In the remote rural areas nearly a quarter of people work from home. This is double
the figure for Scotland as a whole. This raises issues regarding participatory activities
in terms of when, where and how individuals and businesses are engaged.
1.3.2 Economic Activities
The Scottish economy grew by 0.6% in 2002 compared with 0.8% growth for the UK
as a whole (National Office of Statistics, 2003). The Scottish GDP in 1998 was £62.1
million with a GDP per head of £12117.  Around half of the population are
economically active with 73% of adults of working age in employment. In 2000
turnover in the manufacturing and construction was £31 billion and £73 billion in
service industries. Of this electrical and instrument engineering accounted for £16
billion and provided 17% of the gross value added of the manufacturing sector.
Offshore oil and gas exploration and production has made a significant contribution to
the overall UK economy over the last forty years with many of the 117 UK fields
lying off the Scottish coastline. There are four oil terminals, three gas terminals and
two refineries within Scotland.  The highest productivity figures are found within this
industry with a gross value added by employee (GVA) of £55900.
The key growth areas in the Scottish economy are high technology manufacturing,
information and communication technology and research and development (especially
relating to biotechnology and medicine). These tend to be based in the urban heartland
of Scotland or in smaller regional centres and have in recent years replaced the
traditional manufacturing industries such as coal mining, shipbuilding and steel
production. This shift has had a significant impact on the quality of the water
environment and hence the pressures it faces and therefore the focus of river basin
management.
In more rural areas forestry products account for 39% of the UK production. Scotland
contributes 42% of the UK exports in agriculture, fishing and forestry.
Food and drink is a sector that continues to grow with whisky production remaining a
key industry. For this and other niche products based on Scotland’s natural resources
such as salmon, the quality of the water environment is fundamental to their success.
In the service industries, the finance sector predominates by contributing a third of the
gross added value of the service sector and employing 16% of people in urban areas.
Scotland is the sixth largest equity management centre in Europe and fifteenth in the
world. Ten of Scotland’s top 20 companies are in the financial sector.
As much of the population is engaged in service industries that do not have a high
impact on the quality of the water environment, there is often little appreciation by
individuals of the importance of the good quality water environment to the economy
of the country. This suggests that in participation processes, the population at large
may see a lack of relevance of these matters to themselves and hence it may be
difficult to generate interest in participation, except from special interest groups.
1.3.3 Cultural Background
Whilst ethnically Scotland is not as diverse as the rest of the UK with less than 2% of
the population from ethnic minorities (Scottish Executive Central Statistical Unit,
2000), there are cultural and historical differences across the country which need to be
addressed in any participatory process. These have developed due to the remoteness
of much of the rural north and west of Scotland and it’s islands. This has resulted in a
perception of lack of interest in and understanding of the remoter areas by people in
the central urban heartlands. There is a feeling of a lack of relevance of decision
making that is based in Edinburgh or London or even in regional centres such as
Inverness or Aberdeen.



Particular cultural traits mean that participatory processes need to be designed in
different ways in different parts of the country. For example, in Aberdeenshire there is
reluctance to state views openly; therefore more anonymous methods need
consideration. There is a general mistrust and lack of interest in public agencies as
evidenced by the difficulties in obtaining attendance at meetings and workshops
unless particularly controversial proposals are being discussed.
Landownership is largely in private hands. However, there are significant
landholdings held by the Forestry Commission (Scotland) and the Crown Estate. In
the rural areas there are a significant number of large privately held landholdings or
estates. Such estates often own other enterprises within the rural communities and a
large proportion of the rural population depend on the estates for both employment
and housing. Agricultural holdings in these areas are often tenanted. In the northern
highlands and islands tenants in a community traditionally manage land as a crofting
township. There is a small though increasing number of estates owned by charities
with a conservation objective. These include the National Trust for Scotland and the
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB). In the last year legislation has been
passed which provides tenant community with a pre-emptive right to buy land when it
comes on the market and in the case of crofting communities, a community right to
buy at any time.  The variation in landownership within the country is a significant
feature that has to be taken into account in designing a participatory process. For
example, it is difficult for staff and tenants who depend on a large estate for their job
and house to publicly hold a different view to the views expressed by the owner.
Linguistically, some 60% of the population of Eilean Siar (the Western Isles) speak
Gaelic (National Office of Statistics, 2003). Whilst the Scotland-wide figure is only
1.2%, any participatory process in the Gaelic cultural areas needs to consider the need
for specific requirements of the Gaelic speakers.
Since devolution, there is a strong commitment from the Scottish Executive for social
inclusion and environmental justice.  This recognises that traditionally, environmental
decision making has tended to disadvantage key groups in the community who are
isolated either by geography, disability or social circumstances. Not only this, but
such groups have traditionally had no involvement in the decision making process
(Dunion, 2003). There has been a strong policy signal from the Scottish Executive
that public agencies must engage more directly with these groups and take steps to
enhance their capacity and participation in decision making regarding the
environment. These include initiatives like the Good Neighbour scheme where
managers of key industrial sites are encouraged to develop local networks of key
stakeholders and local communities to gain a better understanding of community
concerns and how these might be addressed. The Planning for Real initiative that is
being actively pursued in some communities also provides some pointers to good
practice in a planning context.
1.3.4 Legal and Institutional Background
Whilst it is the United Kingdom government that is responsible for compliance with
European Directives, the translation of the Water Framework Directive into domestic
legislation is a devolved matter for the Scottish Parliament. Hence the Scottish
legislation in relation to the Directive is quite different to that in other parts of the
United Kingdom. Indeed the philosophy and approach to implementation is also
different. This will present particular challenges, not least as several river basins
straddle the border between Scotland and England where some specific arrangements
will be needed to address these differences.



Historically, there has developed an entirely separate legal framework for
environmental management in Scotland compared with the rest of the United
Kingdom. To support this, the organisational arrangements for river management are
also different to those in other parts of the United Kingdom.  Hence the nature, role
and responsibilities of the organisations involved north and south of the border are
also quite different.
Overall responsibility for implementation of the Directive and policy development
regarding river basin management rests with the Minister for the Environment and
Rural Affairs and his department of civil servants in the Scottish Executive. However
day to day responsibility for river basin management rests with a number of public
bodies. These include non-departmental public bodies (organisations at arms length
from Government Ministers, yet responsible to them) and thirty two local authorities
(the organisations led by locally elected councillors who are responsible for matters
such as development control planning alongside other public services such as
education, housing and local infrastructure).  Hence in Scotland there is a plethora of
statutory agencies involved in river management in Scotland (Table 1). A key
challenge for the implementation of the Directive will be to ensure that they work
together in a co-ordinated and structured way. The lead agency in relation to the
Directive is SEPA who will have overall regulatory control and be responsible for
other matters such as river basin planning and establishing the monitoring regime.
There will however be duties on other organisations such as those listed in table 1 to
provide appropriate support to SEPA in undertaking these and other tasks.
Inevitably with so many organisations involved there is the potential for institutional
rivalries and lack of communication and common direction. There will be a need to
establish adequate commitment and resourcing of Directive implementation. This is
an issue not just for the lead authority where the increased requirement for resources
will be apparent. It is perhaps an even more significant issue for those agencies who
may have duties placed on them but for whom water management is a peripheral
activity compared with more compelling demands from their core activities. It will be
a challenge to ensure that the importance and priority of delivering the Directive from
a broader society and government perspective is made clear and supported by
adequate funding.
Also challenging, especially for the those organisations that currently work within a
largely regulatory setting, will be the need to work in ways that are more engaging
and participatory with the stakeholders and the public. This will require different
ways of working and a different skills base for staff. Due to the breadth of technical
challenges to be addressed under the Directive, staff will be required who are skilled
in different technical areas than has been the traditional remit of river management in
Scotland. A key issue that requires addressing in both the short and longer term by the
Scottish Executive, universities and other training providers is to ensure that an
adequate pool of skilled staff is available to support implementation throughout the
life of the Directive.
A major challenge will be to ensure staff of the different disciplines are able to work
together both within and between the key agencies to deliver the required technical
expertise and consultative support.
In Scotland the Directive is being implemented through the Water Environment and
Water Services (Scotland) Act which came into law in March 2003 (Scottish
Parliament, 2003b). This set up the general framework for implementation and
established the SEPA as the lead agency responsible in Scotland for implementing the
Directive. More detailed secondary legislation is currently being developed which



will address the specific detailed elements of the arrangements for implementation in
Scotland. This will include for example, regulations regarding river basin
management planning and the introduction of new regulatory regimes such as those
regarding control of abstraction, engineering works and impoundment for which there
has been no comprehensive and all-embracing regulatory regimes in the past. This
secondary legislation will establish the roles and responsibilities of the key public
agencies that will have an involvement in supporting SEPA in implementing the
Directive. It will also establish the management regimes for the cross-border river
basin districts between Scotland and England.
There will be a significant challenge in ensuring a co-ordination of the Directive
legislation with existing areas of legislation, regulation and policy which impact on
the water environment within Scotland. These include the development control and
planning system, flood defence legislation (which in Scotland is seen as separate from
Directive implementation); international and national natural heritage provisions and
other EU instruments such as structure funds and rural development initiatives. Some
of these lie outwith the control of the Scottish administration. For example, it will be
important to ensure the Common Agricultural Policy is consistent with the Directive
at the European level before the full benefits of the Directive can be achieved in
Scotland.
In terms of participation and engagement with the public, another key institutional
group are Community Councils. They have no statutory powers but are a key group
used by the Scottish Executive, local authorities and public agencies in gauging local
public opinion. They are funded by the state and have a statutory right to be consulted
on some matters for example, in relation to development control planning. There are
around 1,200 Community Councils in Scotland. Their members are locally elected by
individuals in communities but are non-political and broadly based.
1.3.5 History of RBMP
Traditional approaches to river basin management in Scotland have been largely
sectoral and fragmented (Walker, 2000b). This is due to a proliferation of legislation
and organisational responsibilities (Table 1). The large number of statutory and non-
statutory organisations that have an interest in managing the rivers have, historically
acted without a common focus. In particular, land and water management have been
conducted separately. Traditional management has largely focused on individual
reaches rather than looking at the catchment as a whole and have been driven by often
short-term and sectoral interests. This has sometimes resulted in conflict and
environmental harm and opportunities for enhanced management have been missed.
Whilst there is a longer tradition of catchment management planning elsewhere
(Newson et al, 1999), experience in the United Kingdom has been largely limited to
the catchment management plans developed by the National Rivers Authority in
England and Wales (Woolhouse, 1994). Its successor the Environment Agency
extended these plans to cover land and air quality issues in its Local Environment
Agency Plans. These provide a mechanism, in theory at least, for a more integrated
and participative approach to river basin planning. However, there is little comparable
history of river basin planning in Scotland except at a local scale. Hence the Directive
requirements for river basin management and specifically the participatory elements
presents real challenges in a Scottish context. As indicated earlier, a specific challenge
will be to establish a framework for management and reporting for river basins that
straddle the boundary between England and Scotland. This raises issues not just
regarding the differing administrative and legal framework but also subsidiarity issues
in the context of a devolved Scotland.



Where examples of catchment management exist in Scotland, they are of very recent
origin, so there is little experience of widespread use. They often involve voluntary
partnerships and do not conform to any national guidance or template, having been set
up to address key local issues. They are perhaps more akin to the sub-basin plans
possible within the Directive, though they also address wider issues outwith the
ecological status objectives of the Directive for example, regarding tourism and
amenity. They typically include public agencies, key local stakeholders and the
community. A challenge will be to integrate this very good endeavour which is based
on engagement and collaboration and has inspired much goodwill and ownership
amongst local stakeholders within the more formalised river basin management
process which is being established to deliver rather different objectives. There is a
danger that by imposing a statutory framework for participation from the “top down”,
these effective partnerships that were developed “bottom up” will lose their
commitment, focus and indeed funding. The future role of these voluntary
collaborative partnerships needs addressing in setting up frameworks for participation
under the Directive.
Reviews have taken place of how a more integrated approach to catchment
management may be taken forwards in Scotland (Scottish Wildlife and Countryside
Link, 1994; Werrity, 1995; Environmental Resources Management, 1998)
Nonetheless, there still remains a piecemeal approach with no all-embracing
framework or widespread geographical coverage (Walker, 2002b).

2. Public Participation
2.1 History and institutional Background
In recent years there have been advocates of a more meaningful participatory
approach to integrated catchment management in Scotland (Watson, 1996), Werritty
(1997), Walker (2001)). However, there still remains a lack of impetus, structure and
consistency (Walker, 2002). This will be a major challenge as Scotland seeks to
implement the WFD and generate real and meaningful community engagement and
ensure widespread implementation of a strategic and integrated approach to catchment
management.
The impetus for change from previous approaches is being stimulated not just by the
implementation of the Directive but also by wider initiatives regarding open
government and community planning such as the development of the Aberdeenshire
Local Plan (Aberdeenshire Council, 2003). These have largely been driven by
legislative and policy developments at a Scottish level. Since devolution there has
been a demand for more transparency in decision making by government
organisations.
Hence public agencies across Scotland are increasingly engaged in public consultation
processes. Since the formation of the Scottish Parliament, many hundreds of
consultations have been instigated by the Scottish Executive and it’s public agencies.
There are several reasons for this. Firstly, it is in line with Scottish Executive policy
towards community planning which seeks to encourage public agencies to work with
communities and facilitate joint working of public agencies at strategic level.
Secondly, in some cases there is a statutory requirement to undertake consultation.
This is the case with the Water and Environment and Water Services (Scotland) Act
2003 that enacts the WFD under Scottish legislation. It also ties in with international
obligations such as the Aarhus Convention and links to the Scottish Executive
modernising government agenda. The more cynical might say public agencies are
becoming more involved in participation because it is the politically correct thing to



do. On the other hand, stakeholders are increasingly expecting involvement. This is
partly due to a sense of increased closeness to policy development following
devolution, but also due to an increasing lack of trust in scientists and other
professionals as traditional hierarchies within society break down. From a public
agency perspective, the underpinning reason for participation is or should be because
it is recognised as an essential part of a robust decision-making process.
 In 2003 the Local Government in Scotland Act, provided a statutory basis for
community planning. This seeks to deliver a more effective local public service
provision that delivers community needs within national priorities by setting up a
framework for partnership between the local authorities, other key public agencies,
the non-governmental organisation (NGO) sector and communities.  The key benefits
of community planning have much in common with the intended benefits of river
basin management planning in that community planning seeks to develop a shared
vision and looks to address cross cutting issues by joint action. It seeks to overcome
fragmented service provision by delivering joined up strategies, policies and plans. In
this way community planning seeks to deliver better value from public resources and
ensure that plans and services better reflect local community and stakeholder needs.
Hence from a Scottish perspective, community planning seeks to ensure joined up
working of public agencies at the strategic level as well as agencies working with
local communities. This contrasts with England and Wales where community
planning relates specifically to working with local communities.
More collaborative approaches to decision making are increasingly being undertaken
in some aspects of environmental planning. Examples include calls for collaborative
deer management (Deer Commission for Scotland, 2003) and the consultation by
Scottish Natural heritage (SNH) regarding the establishment of the Cairngorms
National Park (SNH, 2001). The latter was widely hailed as a major success in
community and stakeholder engagement.
In discussing participation, it is important to recognise that collaboration may engage
three different groupings – other public agencies, other stakeholders and the wider
public. Some or all of these groupings may be relevant or not to individual decision-
making processes. However, depending on the nature of the audience, the purpose,
mechanisms and timescale might be quite different.
Though participation is now much a part of public policy development in Scotland, its
effectiveness is somewhat variable. In the context of Arnstein’s Ladder of
Participation (Arnstein, 1969) policy development in Scotland remains well short of
the citizen power associated with more inclusive sharing of power between public
agencies and stakeholders (Figure 3).  Typically participatory processes fall into the
middle ground of informing and consulting rather than real engagement in decision-
making.  From Priscoli’s perspective (Priscoli, 1990), current participatory
approaches in river basin management in Scotland relate to ensuring that stakeholders
are heard before a decision is made rather than having any real influence on the
fundamentals of a decision (Figure 4). From a stakeholder’s perspective, currently
participation largely allows some modifications around the margins of a decision
rather influencing the main substance of the decision or helping form the initial
agenda.
2.2 Current status of river basin management
2.2.1 Purpose of participation in RBM
Whilst at present there is no structured or widespread approach, a range of recent river
basin management partnership initiatives show that there is some developing
experience in community and stakeholder involvement in river basin management in



Scotland. Investigation of these initiatives has included review of the success on the
ground, interviews with staff in lead agencies and face to face discussions with key
participants. This has provided a knowledge base from which to draw key lessons that
can be used to help inform future development of participatory mechanisms in river
basin management in Scotland in the future. Unlike the participative process
associated with the establishment of the Cairngorms National Park (SNH, 2001), a
review of the effectiveness of participation processes is not normally part of the
documentation regarding river basin management projects. Hence much of the
information presented here has had to be obtained interactively rather than by review
of the literature or other formal outputs associated with the projects. Bearing in mind
this has largely been done retrospectively, the investigation did not have the benefit of
forward planning in research design nor the opportunity to collect information during
the period of the engagement process. Because of this historical perspective,
assessment of the engagement processes is therefore a largely subjective procedure,
requiring a number of value judgements to be made.
The projects that have been used as the basis for analysis have various objectives and
are geographically dispersed throughout Scotland. They have been conducted at a
range of spatial and temporal scales. For example, one relates to the Tarland with a
catchment area of only 52km2 which drains rural Aberdeenshire, another covers the
Spey catchment with an area of over 3000 km2, the seventh largest in the United
Kingdom. The Dee catchment management plan preparation began in 1999 and is still
ongoing. This compares with the Cairngorms Rivers project was undertaken over a
six-month period. Investigations have included partnerships seeking collaborative
management of estuary areas, those dealing with lochs and those dealing with the
integrated management of whole catchment areas of river basins. They include
projects to deliver specific identified outcomes for example enhanced water supplies
in Strathspey (North of Scotland Water Authority, 2002) and others that relate to
ongoing stakeholder and public participation as part of partnership working. Some
projects have been formally reported through project reports or other publications.
Examples of these include the Loch Lomond Catchment Management Plan (SEPA,
2002c); Spey Catchment Management Plan (Spey Catchment Steering Group, 2000a);
the Dee Catchment Management Plan (SEPA, 2003a) the Cairngorms Rivers Project
(Walker, 2000a) and the 3 Dee Vision Project (Walker & Langan, in press). For
others information has been obtained by word of mouth.
The engagement exercises in river basin management that have taken place in
Scotland have typically involved the development of a management plan at a
particular scale. The initiative for the larger scale projects typically has come from a
single or number of public agencies. In the some cases such as the Tweed and the Dee
this was in response to concerns particularly from fisheries interests. In the case of
Loch Lomond one of the main drivers was visitor pressure. In the Forth estuary there
was a need to co-ordinate the activities of a number of public agencies in the area. In
other cases such as at Loch Leven the plan was developed to address diffuse
pollution. On the R. Spey the driver was the designation of the river as a candidate
Special Area of Conservation under the EC Habitats Directive which required a
management plan to be set in place. For the 3 Dee Vision project the driver for the
project was to deliver on the ground environmental improvement projects relating to
habitats, flood risk and water quality. Unusually in the case of the Water of Leith, the
impetus for the plan came from the local community rather than the public agencies.
This reflects the scale of the watercourse and the fact that the community could
identify with it and chose to take responsibility for taking the initiative forward. Such



“bottom” up approaches are unusual in Scotland at a catchment scale, though there are
other examples of communities taking the initiative regarding small stretches of river.
2.2.2 Participation in the Establishment of River Basin Management Procedures
Whilst the structures and mechanisms are not yet in place for widespread stakeholder
and public engagement in river basin planning, much preparatory work is being done
in this regard. It is especially laudable the development of the national legislation
underpinning the Directive (the Water Environment and Water Services (Scotland)
Act 2003) was accompanied by an unprecedented level of engagement with key
interest groups. This took the form of key public consultation documents, firstly
exploring the principles (Scottish Executive Environment Group, 2001) and then
considering the specific proposals for legislation (Scottish Executive Environment
Group, 2002a). These were circulated to key stakeholders and widely publicised to
members of the public. In addition a range of seminars and workshops were held with
key stakeholders and public agencies to consider the issues in the documents. In
addition to holding consultation events themselves, the Scottish Executive supported
key interest groups that held their own consultation events with their members. The
results of the consultation were collated and analysed and in addition to helping
inform the nature of the legislation, the comments received were made public and
feedback was published both as written documents and also via the Scottish
Executive’s website (Scottish Executive, 2002b and c). This approach to
implementing the Directive through participation of key interest groups is continuing
as the technical requirements of the Directive are addressed (SEPA, 2002a) and the
secondary legislative regulations are developed and put in place. Both the Scottish
Executive and SEPA as lead Agency have set up a number of advisory groups that are
contributing to the development of the detailed implementation. These cover matters
as diverse as the development of the new regulatory regimes, socio-economics and the
roles and responsibilities of the different organisations that will have new legal
obligations as a result of implementation.  A particularly important engagement
activity that is on-going relates specifically to the nature of river basin management
planning and establishing the framework for stakeholder engagement and public
consultation.
2.3 Involvement Dynamics of RBM
2.3.1. Type/Level of Involvement in Proposals for the Future.
 Participation in river basin management in Scotland has until now been a voluntary
activity, however in setting up the administrative structures regarding the
implementation of the Directive such engagement will be compulsory by the public
agencies who have a remit regarding aspects of river management. The lead agency is
required to encourage other key stakeholders to take part in participatory mechanisms
and ensure that adequate information is available to ensure that this engagement can
happen in a meaningful way. Until now, power within participatory mechanisms has
remained with the public agencies involved. However, to be increasingly meaningful,
participation processes in river basin management in Scotland will need to allow a
sharing of power between the public agencies, key stakeholders and the public. This is
a fundamental shift in position and culture.
The legislation requires the lead agency, SEPA, to develop river basin plans with the
assistance of Advisory Groups. These Advisory Groups will reflect a range of
interests. The lead agency is currently (2003-4) engaging with a range of interests
through a series of workshops held across the country to decide how such
participatory mechanisms should work. Discussion is taking place on how many
advisory groups should be established. As there will be one river basin district for the



whole of Scotland excluding cross border areas there is required to be a minimum of
one Advisory Group to cover this District and another to cover the District joint with
England. However, there is a developing view that there will need to be an advisory
group structure at the sub-basin level to complement the Group operating at the
national scale. Without this more local grouping it will be hard to ensure adequate
engagement with local communities and stakeholders within individual river systems.
These interests will be unlikely to engage in the national deliberations and their
expertise and knowledge will be more relevant to developing the sub-basin plans
within the context of the framework of the national river basin plan. Discussions are
also ongoing about the geographical boundaries of the advisory groups. Whilst it
appears logical to have the geographical remit of the group defined by the boundaries
of the river basins, the majority of the community have more understanding and
appreciation of administrative boundaries. Equally in terms of public agencies, their
organisational boundaries tend rather to reflect administrative boundaries rather than
catchments. The nature of representation of the representation on these groups is also
under discussion. For the national river basin district it is likely that key national
interests will be represented involving senior staff from national public agencies,
national policy staff from the key interest groups such as the National Farmers Union
of Scotland and environmental NGOs. The sub-basin advisory groups will have a
more localised focus with representation from either regional or even more locally
based organisations.
2.3.2 How participants have been Involved
A range of opportunities have been used to engage and involve participants within the
small number of participatory river basin management initiatives in Scotland. In the
case of the Cairngorms Rivers project (Walker, 2001), the project was publicised
widely through the media, press and local organisations prior to the direct contact
from the project manager through focus groups or individual approaches. Of the 69
organisations approached directly, only four organisations that were approached did
not reply and only one said that it had no wish to comment. Some organisations
responded on their own initiative to the project manager having heard about the
project through the publicity and wishing to make their views known. This
impressively large response suggests that the key stakeholders had been identified and
that these organisations perceived the Rivers Project to be important. Consultees were
asked to identify existing plans and policies for the rivers, identify any conflicts with
other plans and any gaps of which they were aware and suggest the major issues they
would like addressing through the management plan. In this way, the planning process
was entirely collaborative with no organisation initiating the process by providing
their own issues list as the starting point.  Over 130 existing policies and management
plans were collated. Around 30 recommendations for priority action were agreed
through discussion and negotiation. Most of these were cross cutting and could not
have been achieved by any single organisation.
Unlike in the Cairngorms Rivers project, the Dee catchment project was initiated by
the principal environmental regulator, SEPA, providing a consultation document
listing the issues that it thought were important to resolve in managing the Dee
(SEPA, 2000). Around 30 key stakeholders were approached.  Responses were
received mainly from the public sector agencies and the fisheries, forestry and
agriculture sectors. This reflects the nature of the concerns and issues that are
prevalent on the Dee. However, certain key interests were not directly engaged in the
process including those with access and recreation in the belief that a more focused
plan was more appropriate.



On the R Spey a Steering Group of key public agencies identified what they thought
were the key issues and this was used as a basis for engagement with a wider group of
stakeholders (Spey Catchment Steering Group, 2000b). Engagement took place
through public meetings, focus groups, drop-in sessions, facilitated workshops and via
a website. Engagement was through a project officer and also through the key public
agencies that were involved on the Steering Group. A particular feature highlighted
by the R. Spey experience is the need to iterate over a number of consultation
exercises, including not just issues identification but also management plan proposals.
Over 70 responses were received. Not surprising for such a key fishing river, one third
of the responses came from fisheries interests. A further 12% came from nature
conservation organisations, 10% from agriculture and forestry and 12% from
recreation and tourism (Spey Catchment Steering Group, 2000b). The remaining
responses largely came from local authorities, industry and government agencies.
Whilst 4 community councils responded, over 20 did not respond. This perhaps
reflects their voluntary officers had a lack of time available or that the mechanism to
engage them had been inappropriate. One may have expected a greater response from
agriculture and private forestry interests, given the importance to the local economy.
Following this initial engagement, key stakeholders were further engaged through a
series of working groups set up to address a subset of the issues identified in the initial
participatory exercise. In this way participation was utilised in coming up with
potential solutions as well as initial problem identification (Spey Catchment
Management Group, 2003).
In the case of the Loch Lomond plan a more indirect method of engagement was used
in addition to face to face interviews. Over 50 questionnaires were sent out with a
response rate of 75% (SEPA, 2002c). This is an extremely good response for this type
of survey. A broad range of interest groups and geographical location were included.
The level of response indicates a strong commitment to resolving the management
issues at Loch Lomond and effective targeting of the audience.
At a smaller scale, the Tarland project has sought to engage with members of the
public as well as the key public agencies and interest groups (Walker & Langan, in
press). This project was initiated by a consortium of public agencies but key local
interests are being well integrated into the project through participation. As the project
is seeking engagement with the public a range on engagement processes are being
used including public meetings, maildrops, one-to-one interviews as well as the use of
existing community special interest groups.
It is interesting that in all larger scale initiatives, there were particular difficulties in
engaging the public. However in the smaller scale more local projects this has not
been such an issue. Evidence suggests this is because members of the public only
prioritise their involvement with engagement exercises when they can see a direct and
local impact on their lives. Hence they are happy to contribute to initiatives at the
small scale but unwilling to engage at the larger catchment scale. This resonates with
more general public agency experience which shows poor levels of public attendance
at public meetings and drop-in sessions unless there are local and highly controversial
matters on the agenda.   
2.3.2.1 Use of ICT to stimulate involvement
ICT tools are not generally used to stimulate involvement in participatory activities in
Scotland. More traditional mechanisms of group animation techniques are used
instead. As participation in river basin management develops it is likely that group
animation techniques will be used in the short term with the use of ICT unlikely in the
immediate future.



2.3.3 Consistency of Involvement Across Country
As has been intimated earlier, there is as yet no consistent or extensive geographical
coverage of participatory approaches to river basin management in Scotland.
2.4 Effects, impacts and outcomes of PP
2.4.1 Value of engagement from a public agency perspective
From a perspective of public agencies involved in implementing the Directive in
Scotland, there are a range of advantages to participation that are starting to be
recognised from the limited river basin management experience. In line with the
Cadbury Report (Cadbury Committee, 1992) a series of principles of conduct
underpinning public life have been adopted by the Scottish Executive and its public
bodies (Scottish Executive, 2003a). Agencies are realising that participation helps
deliver these in terms of openness, transparency of decision-making and
accountability for public policy development and the expenditure of public funds.
Where participation has been used in river basin management in Scotland,
engagement has usually allowed a better understanding of the nature of the issues
under discussion and an appreciation of the decision-making process than is the case
with more passive involvement. From a public agency perspective, engagement in
these cases has provided a mechanism to receive feedback from stakeholders and
provided a forum for developing stronger relationships that have been shown to be
helpful beyond the immediate decision-making opportunity. Engagement has shown
itself capable of helping identify problems earlier than would otherwise have been the
case and has assisted with conflict resolution. Ultimately the goal of engagement is
better-informed decision-making and workable river basin management plans and the
few examples to date of collaborative river basin management have shown the
potential for this.
Experience has also shown that participation has had to show real engagement rather
than a means to inform or consult. The process has needed to be open and transparent
and begin early in the implementation process. Key issues that have had to be
addressed include who is to be involved at what stage and in what way. Clearly, there
are times when informing and consulting will be more appropriate than engagement,
but this must be an active decision by the lead authority, not something which
happens by default. It thus follows that a key challenge to the river basin management
process is the development of a participation strategy. Especially challenging is the
provision of adequate financial and human resources to a task, which could easily be
underestimated. Experiences indicate the scale and complexity of such processes.
Unfortunately in many cases, participation is seen as an “add on” late in the project
planning process rather than being a significant element of the project which has been
taken into account in the project design and planning stage. This has led to inadequate
time and resources being devoted to participation task. It has been shown to be
essential to identify the need for capacity – building within both stakeholder groups
and government agencies to provide adequate technical and participatory skills to
ensure successful implementation. In some cases it has been necessary for
government agencies to set up training facilities to develop capacity within those
groups with which they are wishing to engage for example through training
facilitators or organising training events. These issues have been recognised as
fundamental to the successful implementation of the Directive. Whilst current
Scottish proposals set out the administrative framework for participation, more
fundamental to success is the need for a change to a more engaging style and
philosophy amongst key agencies and their staff. This is needed to both develop



participatory mechanisms and develop capacity within those groups that agencies are
seeking to engage. Such skills and expertise is severely limited at present.
2.4.2 Engagement with other public agencies
There are significant benefits in public agencies working together in partnership in
river basin management. In addition to this being an overarching principle of Scottish
Executive policy regarding “joined up” government, there are real advantages from a
public agency perspective in the development of a shared vision. Partnership has been
shown to allow cross cutting issues to be addressed by joint action in order to
overcome fragmented service provision. In theory, partnership working should
provide for compatible and interacting strategies and policies. This should lead to
better value from public resources and ultimately plans and services that better reflect
community needs.
In setting up partnerships, it has been shown to be critical to have the appropriate
number of partners. Too many become unwieldy and there is a danger of developing
“talking shops” which lack a clear delivery focus. Too few and the outputs may
become burdensome to individual organisations and other organisations may feel
isolated and alienated from the process. A fundamental point in setting up a new
partnership is how and by whom the decision is taken as to whom should be involved
in the partnership. This might be done objectively through some structured framework
of stakeholder analysis or it may be a more (initially) informal coming together of
organisations with common aims. Unless this is an inclusive process, isolation and
alienation may result. It is important that all partners have a capacity and capability to
deliver their element of the project.
Successful partnerships (as opposed to “partnership working”) tend to been output
focused with a clear objective and time frame. There needs to be a strong culture of
co-operation and this needs supporting with adequate resources and time
commitment. Too often partnerships are seen an extra to routine work without
sufficient slack being developed in the workload planning systems to allow adequate
resourcing. This leads to under performance of the contribution to the partnership and
frustration amongst other partners as progress is inhibited by a lack of commitment of
adequate resources within one or more of the partners.
In setting up partnerships it is important to establish the working principles in advance
and have a clear understanding of the resourcing and skills that each partner brings to
the table. Clarity will also been needed about whether all partners have equal shares in
the project or whether the power base within the partnership is distorted in some way.
Roles need to be clearly defined. Much depends on the level of support, trust and
commitment of the organisations involved, but the personality and behaviour of their
representatives can also be an important element in successful partnerships. Also
important is the status of each representative to make decisions on behalf of their
organisation so that negotiation and decision-making can take place within the
partnership rather than routinely requiring external authorisation. That said, it is
important to have robust and accountable corporate governance mechanisms in place
both within the partnership and within the partner organisations.
Achieving the desired objective is clearly important to the success of a partnership.
However, the process itself is important in establishing robust working delivery
mechanisms, positive working relationships and links between organisations.
In progressing successful partnerships, there can be barriers to success. These include
the potential for tension caused by an organisation being a partner in a collaborative
venture yet also having a lead agency role, for example in relation to some regulatory
remit. Inter-organisational politics can undermine joined up thinking with the



reinforcement of functional or sectoral “chimneys” and often an unwillingness to give
up power. Sometimes there is a historical mistrust between organisations or clash of
organisational cultures that makes working in partnership difficult. It can also be
difficult to integrate new members into partnerships which have already been in place
for some time since new members can feel isolated and marginalised until they
understand the group dynamics of the partnership.
2.4.3 Impact on Communities through Involvement
There have been shown to be significant advantages to communities of being involved
in decision-making regarding river management. Such involvement has allowed
communities to develop an understanding of public decision-making processes. It has
helped develop capacity within communities and a sense of confidence that has
allowed more direct engagement in future consultation initiatives. By involving the
community there has often been a healthy challenge of traditional public agency
values. Often members of a community have local and historic knowledge that is
otherwise unavailable to public agencies. Inevitably, they are likely to present a
different viewpoint on proposals compared with the agency promoting them. Initial
identification and understanding of “the community” and whether this should be done
on a geographical or specific interest basis has been shown to be an important first
step in any engagement process. By including the community perspective at any early
stage, the potential for conflict has been reduced. If communities have been involved
in identifying the problem and have some ownership of the solution, public decision-
making is more robust and implementation plans more readily achieved. Certainly,
community involvement in the process has been shown to develop credibility for both
the solution and also the public agency involved. This credibility can extend far
beyond the community directly involved in the process. This can be good for the
organisational profile and reputation of the public agency. That said, it is somewhat
risky if expectations are raised which are not then delivered upon. Experience has
shown that in these circumstances, there can be a disaffection by the community of
key partners and a significant undermining of confidence, not just in the public
agency involved but across the wider public service.
For community involvement to be successful, policies must meet needs of people not
the needs of the public agencies. The public needs to feel a sense of engagement with
public agencies and a trust that public agencies are delivering in response to public
needs and aspirations. The public are not interested in functional chimneys and
become frustrated when a range of organisations are involved if a particular issue
straddles the boundaries of responsibility between a number of organisations. To be
meaningful, communities need involvement at start of the decision-making process.
They need a clear understanding of framework for the decision-making process, what
is and what is not negotiable and how much influence they ultimately can have on the
decision. Normally, it is the public agency with statutory responsibility or
accountability for the decision that is ultimately the decision-maker. In an ideal world,
the community would be involved in forming the question or issue on which
engagement is taking place. In practice this is rarely possible as usually a public
agency or group of public agencies have taken the initiative in establishing the scope
of a participatory mechanism to address a particular feature of river management.
Whilst in theory public agencies should reflect community priorities, there can often
be a mismatch either because of policy or statutory drivers or due to a basic
misunderstanding about what community needs and aspirations are.
It is important to recognise that communities themselves are not necessarily cohesive,
so care needs to be taken in identifying differing opinions. There are normally



factions within communities and the most vociferous and eloquent may not reflect the
views of the majority.  In developing engagement processes attention needs to be
given to allowing some form of confidential engagement since some individuals may
feel inhibited from making their views know in public.
Much is said about the need to include excluded communities. This does not just
mean involving traditionally isolated groups such as the socially disadvantaged or the
young. It also means overcoming practical barriers to inclusion such as a lack of
public transport or childcare facilities that makes attendance at meetings difficult.
Involving communities in deciding for themselves how a participation process should
be carried out has proved useful in some cases and has led to an increase in
community confidence.  Consideration needs to be given to the timing and location of
engagement exercises. In some cases going out to meet people in their working
environment has been a helpful way of overcoming community inertia. There remain
significant challenges for public agencies in encouraging people to take the time and
effort to become involved in decision-making processes. Modern life places great
demand of people’s time and public agencies should recognise that in most cases,
unless they are embarking on a particularly controversial course of action, their
invitation to a public meeting will fall well down the list of priorities of most people.
This suggests that public agencies should be exploring innovative ways of developing
engagement and feedback. Even for those who are actively involved in interaction
with public agencies, for example members of Community Councils, there are major
time constraints since many are in full-time employment and have a number of other
interests. This is not helped by the number of consultations undertaken by government
and public agencies that are on going at the same time, leading to a sense of
consultation saturation and frustration. Public agencies have not always recognised
this in the past so should in future consider how consultations can be brigaded
together to prevent this. Whilst community planning was envisaged as a help in this
regard, it has yet to fulfil its promise.
From the experiences so far in river basin management in Scotland it is clear that for
successful public involvement, the engagement process needs to be developed in a
structured way with a clearly defined purpose. It is important to meet people’s
expectations, yet not raise false hopes. Hence a clear framework is essential in
explaining the consultation process and the nature of the engagement and its
relationship to the decision-making process. It helps to define success criteria and
monitor against these. Clarity needs to be given as to the role of the involvement – is
it informing, consulting or engaging. During a single decision-making process all
three may be relevant to either the same or different audiences. However, to support
robust public decision-making processes, real engagement is needed rather than the
more passive information delivery or consultation. In order to engage fully,
communities need to identify with the issue at a local level. Experience shows that it
is unlikely that individual members of the public will wish to engage at a regional or
national level. This is more likely to be achieved through representative groups.
Public agencies are starting to recognise that capacity, confidence and capability are
different between different communities. This may partially be overcome by the
public agency providing resource to develop the capacity within the community.
However the differences between communities must be recognised and it would be a
mistake to endeavour to engage equally and by the same means everywhere. In
particular the cultural and historical differences between communities are starting to
be taken account of in participation processes.
In devising public engagement processes it has been shown that it is often productive



to use existing recognised fora such as community associations or young mums
groups as a focus. A key challenge is to effectively engage individuals, particularly
those who tend not to be active in the community. There is a need to engender
commitment and enthusiasm. This is often best done by addressing particular issues
rather than broad-brush concepts. Engagement can be difficult and time consuming
for both public agencies and those being consulted. Hence adequate time and
resources must be applied. A variety of methods have been used, tailored to the
particular community. What is clear is that there is no panacea. Similar mechanisms
can show successful engagement in one community and fail in another. Even in the
same community the same mechanism may have different levels of success depending
upon the issue under discussion.  In developing community capacity to respond, long-
term training has proved helpful in some cases, together with opportunities to learn
from other communities who have more experience in engaging with public agencies
on similar issues. A recent course has been developed at a Scottish University leading
to a diploma in Environmental Justice (Dunion, 2003) to develop community capacity
and expertise. Experience shows that it often helps for public agencies to ensure a
continuity of its personnel during a series of participation processes. This can help
develop a level of trust and understanding between the community and the public
agency. Clearly the skill and personality of this prime point of contact between the
agency and the community is critical to a successful outcome.
Whatever the outcome of the decision-making process, experience shows that it is
essential that adequate feedback be given to participants in order that they can fully
understand the nature of the decision and the reasoning behind it. This is especially
necessary when the decision may be out of line with what participants were wishing
to happen. It is important that they are able to understand why the decision was made
in the way it was in order that the participation process is not undermined. Otherwise
the participants have been seen to lose confidence in engagement with public agencies
and indeed may not wish to take part in future consultations whether from the agency
involved or another public agency. This ultimately will lead to poorer public decision-
making and decisions will be less sustainable and less focused on the needs of
communities and other stakeholders
2.4.4 Constraints on effective engagement from an institutional perspective
Whilst in principle, the full and active engagement of communities and other
stakeholders is something which most public agencies in Scotland now are trying to
aspire to, there are significant constraints to the successful implementation of this
approach. Whilst as has been alluded to earlier, there is a range of legislation that is
encouraging and even requiring more engagement, there are elements of existing
legislation which preclude such an open approach.
Often the timescale needed to deliver projects such as the need to deliver
requirements of European Directives to a statutory deadline precludes a more
inclusive approach. In theory the answer is to begin the process early enough to allow
meaningful engagement. However, in practice there is often insufficient notice given
of the statutory deadlines. It should however be recognised that whilst engagement of
the community and other stakeholders may seem to delay the progress of a project,
especially in the early stages, such active and early engagement is likely to reduce the
overall time needed to implement the project. This is due to a reduced likelihood of
objections, the need for local or public inquiries or even judicial review.
However, whilst collaboration may be an ideal goal, it is ultimately the public agency
that is responsible for making decisions. It will be the local authority members or an
agency’s board and senior management who are accountable for that decision. It



would be inappropriate for those who do not have responsibility and the
accountability for delivery to make the decision. Ultimately local authorities are
responsible to their electorate and non-departmental public bodies responsible to
Ministers. It is important that collaborative decision-making processes do not
circumvent this democratic accountability.
Further constraints on the effective engagement of communities and other
stakeholders may relate to the staff resources and skills available within the public
body. This might especially be the case where staff come from a highly technical and
scientific background and may have no experience of the softer skills required to
deliver effective participation.
There may also be organisational culture issues particularly in a situation where an
organisation has predominantly been a regulator and as a result has traditionally had a
more distanced relationship with stakeholders. There may also be inevitable
constraints caused by a limited sphere of agency’s remit.
Even when a public agency is keen to conduct effective participation, there are
significant threats to a successful outcome. At the outset, the lack of a clear strategy
regarding the purpose of the engagement and the targeted audience, together with a
lack of clarity about the most effective practical mechanisms for undertaking the
participation process can seriously undermine effective participation.
False expectations on behalf of those who are participating, perhaps in relation to their
influence on the ultimate decision or in relation to the decision itself can be damaging
to public agency reputations because of the alienation of stakeholders. Community
and stakeholder confidence can also be undermined.
Apathy can be harder for public agencies to handle than conflict. Sometimes apathy
relates to a perceived lack of relevance of the issue under discussion. Hence if the
issue were framed differently there might be more interest. Alternatively, apathy may
reflect a sense of mistrust of the public agency. For example, the view may be that the
participation process is cosmetic because the decision is already made or the
participation process is a means of obtaining information from people that they would
be otherwise reluctant to give. In some cases apathy hides the view of some that it is
the job of the public agency not the community or other stakeholders to make the
decision. They resent being asked to take part in the process. Others might feel
content that the capability of the public agency will allow it to come unaided to the
correct decision.

3. Conclusions – Overview of National Approach
3.1 Outline of Main Lessons Learnt
Lessons have been learned regarding consensus building and consultation in river
basin management from the small number of experiences in Scotland so far. These
can be used to inform implementation of participatory processes in the future
development of river management plans under the Directive.
Currently, the application and effectiveness of participatory processes in Scotland is
very variable. In order to improve the likelihood of success in conducting
participation it is important to commit to a participatory approach at the start of the
river basin management process. It is then necessary to establish the purpose of the
engagement, clear objectives, carefully identify and understand the target audience
and establish effective practical mechanisms for involvement. Public agencies need to
recognise the significant resource and skills requirement associated with effective
participation. In the short term, participation might be seen as a delay in taking
decision-making forward. However, in the overall timeframe of implementation of



river basin management, early and meaningful engagement is likely to reduce the
implementation timescale. Agencies also need to recognise that there are capacity
skills and confidence issues within their own organisations and within stakeholders
and communities with whom they wish to engage.  Agencies may need to consider
providing resource and support to ensure the required capacity is developed.
Whilst it is recognised that effective participation is a significant aid to public
decision-making it should also be recognised that there are significant risks to the
public agencies if such processes are not conducted effectively. As a minimum there
can be significant delays to the management process. More worryingly, the reputation
of the public agency can be damaged, the river basin management process
undermined and there may be a potential impact on the level of public trust in the
public agencies in general.
3.2 Comparison of PP in national approach with that as outlined by the directive
and other developments, if any
Whilst engagement is increasingly becoming a key element of decision-making in
public institutions in Scotland, there is currently no strategic framework or
widespread geographical implementation of participatory approaches to integrated
catchment management in Scotland. However, experiences from other sectors of
public service, together with learning points from those small number of participatory
approaches to river basin management that have taken place, have shown the value of
this type of approach. Done well, public participation has a key role to play in
ensuring that better and more sustainable decisions in river basin management are
delivered by the public agencies, key stakeholders and the communities working in
collaboration through participation. However, because of the lack of widespread
current experience, combined with the existing low level of capacity, skills and
confidence in public agencies, key stakeholders and communities regarding
participation, the adoption and effectiveness of such approaches will be a key measure
of the success of WFD implementation in Scotland.
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TABLE 1. Principal Statutory Agencies with a River Management Function

water supply and sewerage Scottish Water
water resources planning Scottish Water
water quality & pollution control SEPA
flood warning  SEPA
flood alleviation works (urban) local authorities
flood alleviation works  (rural) landowners
development control planning local authorities, national park authorities
strategic land-use planning local authorities, national park authorities
fisheries District Salmon Fisheries Boards
ecology, landscape, conservation Scottish Natural Heritage
recreation sportScotland, tourist boards etc.

Figure 1 Pressures on water quality in Scotland (source: SEPA, 1999)
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Figure 2 Trends in Scottish water quality
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CITIZEN CONTROL

DELEGATED POWER

PARTNERSHIP

PLACATION

CONSULTATION

INFORMING

THERAPY

MANIPULATION

citizen power            tokenism            non-participation

Figure 3 Ladder of participation (after Arnstein, 1969)



AGREEING TO DECISION
negotiation, arbitration

HAVING INFLUENCE ON DECISION
collaborative problem solving

BEING “HEARD” BEFORE DECISION
workshops, focus groups

KNOWING ABOUT A DECISION
public information, public meetings

Figure 4 Public consultation (after Priscoli, 1990)


