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1.0 Executive Summary
The Maritime provinces are home to a vast number of watercourses and water bodies
dispersed through many watersheds and sub-watersheds. These freshwater lakes, rivers,
wetlands, and estuaries play a key role in the variety of ecosystems across PEI, New Brunswick,
and Nova Scotia, and represent an important resource for both the environment and local
residents and economic interests. Due to the number and often remote nature of the water bodies,
they do not always fall within Provincial government water quality monitoring programs. To
address this, citizens concerned or invested in their local watershed have formed organizations
and initiatives to develop and implement volunteer-driven Community Based Monitoring (CBM)
programs – often with the involvement and support of local or regional government.
Over the summer months of 2019, a qualitative study was commissioned by the Atlantic
Water Network to identify if these CBM initiatives, which were successfully driving policy
changes in their areas, had any common attributes or factors, which other organizations or groups
could integrate into their CBM initiatives. The study found that there were indeed reoccurring
themes that the representatives of these groups referenced or attributed to their program success.
The themes that were the most prevalent were: a specific issue within the watershed, broad
stakeholder inclusion in the program, guidance from a respected institutional partner,
involvement from scientific professionals, consistency and clarity in the program, support from
the local community, and organizational, and program longevity.
This report describes in more detail each of these themes and notes specific examples of
how they were referenced by the interviewed groups. It also explains that, while the themes were
the most common, not every group interviewed had mastered all six themes within their CBM
program. This leads to the conclusion that each of the identified themes is one part of a more
complex situational narrative for the different organizations and initiatives. However, the
prevalence of the themes to different degrees in so many of the cases does indicate a promising
finding. Other CBM programs can use the identified themes as a guide for which aspects of their
own initiative they can develop or strengthen to better affect change in local policies impacting
water quality. The report also includes a companion document titled How to Test Water Quality
and Influence People: Celebrating Successful Community-Based Monitoring Initiatives in
Maritime Canada, which explores in more detail the community groups and CBM initiatives
which were surveyed as part of this study.

2.0 Acronyms and Definitions
ACAP – Atlantic Coastal Action Program
AWN – Atlantic Water Network
CABIN - Canadian Aquatic Biomonitoring Network
CAWG - Cornwall and Area Watershed Group
CBIWA - Cape Breton Island Wildlife Association
CBM – Community-Based Monitoring
ISAA - Inverness South Anglers Association
MREAC - Miramichi River Environmental Assessment Committee
TREPA - Tusket River Environmental Protection Association
High-capacity well field – A group of wells in one area, each of which can extract water
at a rate of up to 4L/s (termed ‘high-capacity). Comparatively, residential wells typically
extract water at a rate of 0.02–0.05 cubic metres of water per minute when at full capacity
(Prince Edward Island Government, 2015; Prince Edward Island Government, 2019).
Warm Water Protocol – a process in place to forbid fishing when water temperatures
reach a certain temperature for a defined amount of time. It is implemented as the fish
populations are considered to be ‘stressed’ due to the warmer water, and unable to
recover from additional stressors such as fighting a fishing line. The protocol discussed in
this study was developed by Fisheries and Oceans Canada for application in the
Miramichi River (Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 2015).

3.0 Fresh water and the Maritimes

Figure 1: Small cove outside Peggy's Cove, Nova Scotia

A relationship with water is fundamental to the distinct cultural identity in the Atlantic
provinces of Canada. This includes the sea and coastal waters, which could be considered the
more prominent component, however, there are also strong cultural ties to estuaries and
freshwater lakes and rivers. In Nova Scotia alone there are approximately 6,674 lakes and 33,000
inventoried wetlands in 44 watersheds (Nova Scotia Museum of Natural History, 1996). On
Prince Edward Island (PEI), groundwater is a critical resource for residential use as well as the
agricultural industry that forms the majority of the islands economic and social fabric (Jiang,
Somers, and Mutch, 2004).
While fresh water plays such an important role in the Maritimes, the reality of small,
distributed communities and many water bodies means there is frequently a lack of government
capacity to consistently monitor water quality in all lakes and rivers (Aceves-Bueno et al., 2015).
This has given rise to local residents taking on the responsibility and creating citizen-powered,
volunteer-driven groups to address concerns about water quality.
3.1 Community-Based Water Quality Monitoring
Community-based monitoring (CBM) is the name given to a practice where local,
volunteer members of a community create and implement monitoring programs and protocols to
collect data on issues of concern. This study focuses on programs that have been developed to
collect data and monitor issues surrounding water quality. Community-based water quality and
watershed monitoring programs exist in multiple forms and with a wide array of objectives, with
over 60 water-related community organizations active across the Maritimes alone.
A number of these organizations participated in a national study undertaken in 2016 by
researchers Tyler Carson of Simon Fraser University and Dr. Alice Cohen from Acadia
University examining the status of water-quality focused CBM groups in Canada. The study was
intended to answer a number of questions around how the monitoring programs are managed,

such as where and how they are operating, and what the groups are aiming to discover or achieve
with the data being collected (Carlson, Cohen, and Hartwig, 2017).
Through a survey of water-quality-focused CBM initiatives across Canada, the 2016
study found that many of these organizations had robust, science-based, volunteer-driven water
quality monitoring programs in place. However, the study also found that in many cases, the
groups were not explicitly aware of whether the data generated by their CBM program was being
included as a factor in local or regional decisions about water. Other respondents stated that they
were confident that the data they collected though the CBM program was not being reviewed or
used by those decision-makers (Carlson, Cohen, and Hartwig, 2017; Carlson and Cohen, 2018).
This is a troubling finding, as there is much discussion in academic literature about the utility
and the accuracy of citizen-collected data. Additionally, CBM programs provide other benefits to
local communities through engagement and education.

Figure 2: Marshland in Cape Breton Highlands National Park

In the Maritime provinces of Canada there have been several organizations that have seen
success in addressing pressing environmental concerns in the region. In 2018 Acadia University
developed a research proposal with Atlantic Water Network (AWN) to explore these successes.
AWN supports watershed groups throughout the region by providing access to water monitoring
equipment, training and networking opportunities. The proposed qualitative research project
aimed to examine water quality CBM programs in Atlantic Canada and identify common factors
leading to success in influencing local or regional decision-making authorities.

4.0 Looking Deeper: A Qualitative Study

Figure 3: Overlooking the eastern end of Cape Breton, Nova Scotia

Widespread use of volunteer-driven CBM programs across Atlantic Canada means there
are many cases available to study the impact of these types of programs on local and regional
water monitoring, and subsequent policy decisions. There are also a number of researchers in the
domain at academic institutions across the Maritimes. The study was developed as a qualitative
investigation, using an interview format, using input from researchers and practitioners in the
field of community-based water quality monitoring and management, including Dr. Alice Cohen
of Acadia University, Dr. Cathy Conrad of Saint Mary’s University, and Emma Wattie of Saint
Mary’s University’s Atlantic Water Network.
4.1 What We Looked For
The main objective of this study was to identify specific factors that are frequently
present in water quality CBM programs that have had success in influencing government policies
– especially those which could be adopted by other organizations to increase the impact they
have within their local watershed. The study sought to discover specific elements of the
programs attributed by the organizations to their program’s success. The hypothesis was that
certain themes would be common among these programs and would be noted as contributing
factors by both government and program representatives as a key component of their success in
influencing policy or decision-makers.
A secondary objective of the study was to celebrate these successes that CBM programs
have had in their watersheds and highlight them with a companion document to this report. The
responses have been analysed to identify actions these groups are taking, as well as the impacts
the groups have had locally and regionally. The report provides examples, quotes, and photos to
provide inspiration in addition to guidance for organizations using CBM initiatives to spur action
within their own watersheds.
4.2 How We Looked
This qualitative study was undertaken through recorded interviews. Two lists of questions
were created: one for interviews with CBM and conservation groups, and one for interviews with
local and regional government representatives - the ‘decision-makers’ in terms of policy

generation. The question sets are included in Appendix A at the end of this report. While the
questions were being developed, specific cases of CBM programs were identified from local
media, research, and from organizations that work with Atlantic Water Network to submit their
data to Atlantic DataStream - an open access platform for storing and sharing water quality data.
Individuals involved in those cases were contacted either by phone or email and presented with a
description of the research objectives and methods through a recruitment letter. Cases where the
group responded to participation request and met the criteria described in section 4.3 were
included in the study, and representatives were required to complete a participant consent
document. All associated documentation is on file with Atlantic Water Network at Saint Mary’s
University.

Figure 4: Recording equipment used for the interviews in this study

The study was designed to include a sample which represented the diverse regions and
watersheds within the Atlantic, each with their own unique set of challenges. To this end,
participating groups ranged geographically from Yarmouth in the south-east of Nova Scotia, to
Sydney, Nova Scotia, on the western end of Cape Breton Island, as well as groups from
Cornwall, PEI, and Saint John, New Brunswick. To achieve this varied sample set, the
researchers contacted over 60 different organizations across the three Maritime Provinces,
Indigenous land and water management organizations, and groups in Newfoundland and
Labrador.

4.3 Eligibility and Selected Cases
To be included in the study, the group had to be located within an Atlantic Province and have
conducted water-quality sampling or monitoring led by volunteers or by a scientist or
technologist working in a non-professional capacity (i.e. Not as a government scientist or
working for an environmental monitoring contractor). Another criterion was a demonstrated
influence on local government or business decision-makers relating to watershed management.
Of the groups that responded, seven met the criteria and were selected to be included as cases in
the study:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Fox Point Lake Water Quality Committee
Tusket River Environmental Protection Association (TREPA)
Cornwall and Area Watershed Group (CAWG)
Miramichi River Environmental Assessment Committee (MREAC)
Cape Breton Island Wildlife Association (CBWIA)
Atlantic Coastal Action Program - Saint John (ACAP Saint John)
Inverness South Anglers Association (ISAA)

During this process, the scope of the study changed from the Atlantic Provinces to the
Maritimes, because the researchers were not able to successfully connect with a CBM group
situated in Newfoundland and Labrador which met the established criteria.
For each case, the participating representatives interviewed in their office or outside, near
one of the areas where they work. One interview was done as a teleconference video call to
accommodate availability limitations. Depending on the case, interviewees included members of
a committee, technicians, government representatives from local and regional governments, or
testing coordinators. Many of the interviewees held multiple roles within the organization they
represented, or within the community served.

5.0 What We Found

Figure 5: Harry Collins of the Miramichi River Environmental Assessment Committee overlooks the Southwest Miramichi
River from one of the organization’s real-time monitoring stations.

The interview findings revealed valuable insights into the practices each group attributes to
its success. As the research progressed, very clear themes emerged as instrumental components
of these programs – a ‘theme’ being defined as an element of how the program and/or
organization was designed, implemented, or communicated. The following list highlights these
themes or aspects of the organization or program that were noted in multiple interviews:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Specific issue identified
Broad stakeholder inclusion
Institutional guidance
Professional involvement
Consistency and clarity
Community buy-in
Longevity

Each of these program or organizational attributes are explained in more depth in the next
seven subsections. It is important to note that each case demonstrated these themes in different
ways, and to different degrees. Some cases did not attribute or demonstrate all the identified
themes during their interview, and different respondents had different perspectives on which
themes contributed to their program or organizational success.

5.1 Specific Issue Identified
A common theme seen with many of the groups who had success in reaching policy- and
decision-makers in their local areas and regions is the focus on a specific issue with regards to
watershed health. The issues in question varied greatly. In some instances, the issue was actual
impact to water quality; for example, increasing incidence of algal blooms. In others, the
catalysing issue was perceived threats - such as the potential for water pollution by newly
proposed water-front development projects. In these cases, the water quality program was
developed in response to this singular issue.
“So, in this case it was more the issue was known before the data was available… the
community members around Fox Point Lake noticed changes as a result – or at least the
perceived cause – was a development that was taking place nearby. Because of that, council
became involved and the committee itself was formed to gather the data and create a baseline to
try to determine what impact and whether or not - what causes were impacting to the lake and
sort of to keep an eye and to monitor those.”
- Garth Sturtevant, Senior Planner and Municipality of Chester Representative
Fox Point Lake Water Quality Committee

5.2 Broad Stakeholder Inclusion
Many of the cases studied through this research initiative described the importance of the
specific combination of people on the governing board or committee associated with the water
monitoring program. Some of the roles or committee members that they identified frequently as
essential include:
-

A local ‘champion’: This person is a volunteer who is the main driver of the program. They
are passionate about the project, have time to dedicate to its development, and are willing to
jump in and do the work to make it happen.

-

An industry representative: This is someone who represents an industry whose activities
could potentially have impacts on the water quality. Often this role relates to the ‘issue’
which is the focus of the water quality monitoring program (E.g., blue-green algae,
sedimentation, etc.).

-

A government representative: From either local or regional government, the role of this
representative is to participate in committee meetings and activities like defining objectives.
They also convey concerns and plans articulated by the committee back to local and regional
authorities.
“…From 2009 up until 2013, we had a researcher [in Yarmouth County] hired to do annual
monitoring within that watershed to try and better understand what was causing the algal
blooms for loading - nutrient loading. And then that morphed in, in 2014 into a multistakeholder committee, which included industry, Mink Breeders Association, Nova Scotia
Power, Nova Scotia Federation of Agriculture, other government departments - Fisheries
and Agriculture, and Nova Scotia Environment, federal departments. We have the Federal

Department of Agriculture involved. And then local concerned citizens, municipal
councillors from the three counties involved in the Carleton River Watershed… as well as
local NGO groups with the Tusket River Environmental Protection Association. So, all of
those groups came together, created this committee. And through that, a volunteer
monitoring program came to be and since 2014 they've been doing the annual monitoring in
the watershed.”
-

Andrew Sinclair, Surface Water Quality Specialist and Monitoring Program Lead
Nova Scotia Department of Environment

5.3 Institutional Guidance
Many case study representatives highlighted the
importance of institutional involvement during the
formation of their monitoring initiatives, or in an ongoing
capacity. Key activities representatives noted included
developing protocols, identifying sample sites, and offering
added technological capacities. An example of this was a
discussion about the impact of having started as an
“ACAP” group (Atlantic Coastal Action Program), a
program initiated in the early 1990s by what was then
Environment Canada (now Environment and Climate
Change Canada). ACAP was established with the aim of
bringing local perspectives into policy-level dialogues
about coastal watersheds in Atlantic Canada (Ellsworth,
Hildebrand, and Glover, 1997).

Figure 6: ACAP Saint John's CBM Sampling
program site-map

The representatives who discussed this element in their
interview took care to highlight the additional legitimacy
that involvement of a university or government institution
(such as ACAP) brought to their program when sharing
their reports and collected data with other institutional
bodies.

“Environment Nova Scotia was crucial to developing this [water quality monitoring] program.
They have been involved in getting the methodology, and it was a priority of theirs and of [Mercy
Tobiatic Research Institute] MTRI’s that this be a volunteer driven program, so it would be
sustainable.”
- John Sollows, Executive Director
Tusket River Environmental Protection Association

5.4 Professional Involvement
While water sampling and other monitoring programs are frequently run and/or carried
out by volunteers, involvement of a professional is another key element that many of the
programs described as an important contributor to their success. Within the cases, this
characteristic was often referred to in the form of an accredited lab for analysis. For others, it

took the form of a biologist or environmental professional for interpretation of the results and
contributing to a regular report which offered context for the sampling results, trends, and
other factors to be considered in the outcome of the sampling data (for example, rainfall
trends).
‘It’s more general - the best practices in the water sampling community that we know, and in
the original report we wrote for the proposal that had all of the documents of how the program
would take place – that included specifics on quality assurance and quality control, and in both
taking samples, replicates, blanks, but also how to take the sample and what volunteers would
have to do. So, we provided that to them. But, we also work with the committee for new
proposals or new programs or new protocols that need to occur.”
-

Sarah McLeod, Team Lead – Watershed and Water Quality
Coastal Action Lunenburg

5.5 Consistency and Clarity
Though not a specific action, the
themes of consistency and clarity came
up frequently in discussions around
processes for sampling, volunteer
training, and record-keeping. Five of the
seven groups discussed the importance
of clear, concise protocols, diligent
record-keeping, data integrity, and
regular sampling intervals as necessary
for maintaining legitimacy and trust
from all of their partners – industry,
community, and government.

Figure 7: Vlad King of MREAC shows the internal operations of
the real-time monitoring equipment

“You can't ask someone to volunteer for something when you don't have a clear picture of what
you want them to do.”
- Jean Cleveland, Volunteer Coordinator - Carleton Lakes CBM Program
Tusket River Environmental Protection Association

5.6 Community Buy-in
Another reoccurring theme is that of community engagement. A majority of the groups
that participated in the study felt they had a strong relationship with their community; listening to
concerns and communicating activities and results frequently. Due to these close ties to the
community in many cases - in some cases spanning decades - the interviewed organizations were
considered to be in a position of trust and leadership. The respondents felt their organization was

viewed as a source from which the community could receive sound information on the health of
their local water bodies in a way they can understand.
“We have always prided ourselves on being a community-based organization, which as far as our
staff and board are concerned, means being a resource for the community. So that means being
able to provide plain language responses to questions about ‘is this water safe, or should I be
worried…?’, or any of those sort of basic questions and to… provide something that's
understandable and not just say, you know, ‘a raw count of coliform’ without any context or, or
some reference to pH and not say what that means for a fish population or something like that.”
– Graeme Stewart-Robertson, Executive Director
ACAP Saint John

5.7 Longevity
For this study, longevity was a prevalent element for success. This was seen in the sampling
programs but more often in the establishment and activity of the organization more broadly.
Based on responses from the organizations interviewed, longevity was defined as having 10 years
of history or more as an organization. This decade mark was chosen due to the fact that all of the
organizations interviewed except one had existed for more than 10 years. In the case of the
organization that had not, it had partnered with a former ACAP program which had the longevity
and experience that the newly formed committee felt it needed.
“Well, I'd have to say that the most important lesson to be learned is they say you just have to
have incredible patience, you know, and… expect to see results after 25 years… It's not an
immediate gratification, you know, little by little.”
Geoff Nishi, Board Member and Secretary
Inverness South Angler’s Association

6.0 The Fine Print
As discussed at the beginning of this section, not every case studied had all six elements.
Where the elements were discussed in the interview, not all of them were given the same level of
importance when attributing success. Certainly, each case has its own unique story, participants,
and local context which has led to its success. Table 1? below shows which of the identified
elements are present for each of the cases studied to offer a better sense of how the organizations
included in the study have employed them to find success.
Table 1: Interviewed organizations and presence of identified 'element' for success

‘Element’ for Success
Group
Tusket River
Environmental
Protection
Association (TREPA)
The Cornwall and
Area Watershed
Group (CAWG)
Miramichi River
Environmental
Assessment
Committee
(MREAC)
Cape Breton Island
Wildlife Association
(CBIWA)
Atlantic Coastal
Action Program
(ACAP) Saint John
Inverness South
Anglers Association
(ISAA
Fox Point Lake
Water Quality
Committee

Specific
Issue

Broad
Stakeholder
Inclusion

Institutional
Guidance

Professional
Involvement

Consistency
and Clarity

Longevity

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*
*

*
*

*

*

None of the six points alone or in any specific combination is shown to be a guaranteed
recipe for immediate results. However, it was clear through the interviews with different
organizations that the above points were frequently presented either overtly or inadvertently as a
critical component behind the success of the organization in approaching or achieving their
objectives. As a watershed organization in Atlantic Canada, developing each of these areas may
help build a strong foundation of trust and legitimacy, which can in turn further organizational
influence in policy decisions on the local or regional level.

6.1 What We Might Have Missed
The study does have some limitations to consider when reviewing the results. With
regard to representation, the study includes a sample of seven groups out of the more than 60
existing in the Atlantic Provinces. The study does not include Indigenous-led watershed
conservation or management groups, nor groups from Newfoundland and Labrador. Having a
small sample size limits the study’s ability to offer a comprehensive analysis of the many
activities and successes of the broad range of water governance groups and non-governmental
organizations across the whole of Atlantic Canada.
Additionally, this study focuses specifically
on the elements of a CBM program or
organization that contribute to its success.
This could be considered a limitation as
there may be other factors or conditions
which affect the impact a group can have,
or specific impediments to success that
organizations face which have not been
identified or analysed – for example,
consistent funding. Additionally, each case
is unique, with its own history and a distinct
array of involved parties. What works for
one organization or program might not
result in the same sort of success for
another.
Despite these potential limitations,
Figure 8: Researcher and study author Alexandra Webb's boots
many watershed groups face similar
questions and criticisms regarding their
volunteer-driven CBM programs including data accuracy, the processes and methods followed
for data collection, the regularity of sampling, and the interpretation of data, to name a few
(Aceves-Bueno et al., 2017; Conrad and Hilchey, 2011; Rose et al. 2016). Identifying common
factors in the stories of successful groups in the Maritime context might offer some much-needed
insight into clear, actionable practices community organizations can implement to increase their
chances of generating tangible change in their local watershed governance decisions. While not
all of the organizations share the same levels of success in influencing local policy or changing
watershed governance practices, each of the organizations interviewed has had some success in
progressing their unique goals.

7.0 What Comes Next?

Figure 9: Brackish water lake near Cole Harbour, Nova Scotia

Volunteer-driven CBM programs can be applied to a number of environmental issues. In
the case of water quality monitoring, CBM programs can come with additional concerns from data
users regarding the validity of the collected data due to the involvement of non-professional
volunteers in sampling activities. However, the cases studied in this qualitative research project
have highlighted a number of actionable steps that watershed management and wildlife
conservation groups can take to improve the likelihood of the data they generate from their
monitoring program being reviewed and considered by local and regional decision-makers:
o
o
o
o
o
o

Specific issue identified
Broad stakeholder involvement
Institutional guidance
Professional involvement
Consistency and clarity
Community buy-in

By organizing their monitoring program around a specific issue, it can offer some clarity on
the objectives of the monitoring program, as well as help to identify exactly which stakeholders
should be represented on the program committee, or in program discussions. Guidance from, or
partnerships with, local institutional actors such as government departments or universities can
assist the program committee in developing scientifically rigorous protocols. They can also add
profile and legitimacy to the program. Additionally, having a focus on building community
engagement can help develop a base of committed volunteers, as well as increase the number of
community members who are concerned about and understand the issue at hand. These
individuals can help keep the issue at the forefront of local and regional political discussions to
spur action.

The most important recommendation that this research generated for groups and citizens
working to develop their monitoring programs, or to have their data recognized is:
o Keep at it!
Or, as it was termed in the study – Longevity. The data being generated by these programs can be
extremely useful in identifying or confirming critical water quality issues. The type of smaller
water bodies that are often the focus of sampling programs are key components of the Maritime
ecosystems (Biggs, Fumetti, and Kelly-Quinn, 2016). CBM also provides many other benefits to
the environment and communities through engagement, education, connection and understanding
of the local environment, important inter-disciplinary conversations (Conrad and Daoust, 2008;
Lakeman-Fraser et al., 2016; Storey et. al., 2016).
Even if the data being generated is not (yet) in front of the key decision-makers, wellorganized and consistent CBM sampling programs create a baseline dataset and historical record
that are extremely important for long-term water quality trends. These programs are also
engaging community members and other stakeholders in defining the problem and beginning to
work towards a solution. As the cases in this study all demonstrate, perseverance, consistency,
and building trust in the organization’s processes are all key to successfully influencing policies,
programs, or activities around watershed health.
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9.0 Appendix A – Interview Questions
For: Watershed Organization Representatives
1. Can you please tell me more about your sampling program?
- How was it developed
- What support did you have in creating it?
- Which scientific protocols do you use for guidance?
- How are the sampling personnel trained?
- How is the equipment maintained?
- How do you ensure the data is Accurate, Precise, and Representative of the body being
tested?
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

7.
8.

9.
10.

Where does the data go once it is collected?
Who has access to the data?
How long did it take for your testing data to become a part of policy decisions?
Can you tell me more about the government program/policy the data has impacted?
- How did the partnership come about?
- What does the program do?
- Do you feel it has generated a tangible change in water quality?
Can you tell me more about how the data has been used in the program?
- How have you ensured the data is ‘trusted’ by the government organizations
- Is it combined with gov. or automated data?
Do you feel that having the monitoring program has given any additional legitimacy to concerns
your organization has had about water quality?
Did your monitoring program show any surprising results when you started it?
- Did those results lead to any discoveries about industry or residential pollution, or other
activities which were affecting water quality?
Was there any person or other factor which was instrumental in building this partnership?
What are some barriers you have faced during this process?

For: Government Representatives
1. Can you tell me more about the government program/policy the data has impacted?
- How did the partnership come about?
- What does the program do?
- Do you feel it has generated a tangible change in water quality?
- What are the objectives of the program?
2. Who has access to the data, and how to they access it?
3. Can you tell me more about how the data has been used in the program?
- How have you come to ‘trusted’ the citizen collected data?
- Is it combined with gov. or automated data?
- Does your organization perform any training, audits, or other hands-on type involvement in
the collection process?
4. Has the data collected highlighted issues which your agency was not aware of, and has it changed
the approach to dealing with them?
5. Was there any person or other factor which was instrumental in building this partnership?
6. What barriers to do come across in integrating the CBM data into the program or policy
development process?

