
Public Participation Network Structural Review 

 

Feedback Template 

 

Further to the publication of Mazars Structural Review of the Public Participation Network 

– Report, the Department of Rural and Community Development is eager to hear the views 

of all Public Participation Networks, the CCMA, Local Authorities, host organisations and 

other relevant stakeholders on the report.  

 

We want to work with you to prioritise recommendations, to address any gaps and to 

develop an implementation roadmap to guide any changes that may be made to how PPNs 

are structured. The process will not be limited to the recommendations made by Mazars in 

the structural review report, but will also be open to further ideas and recommendations 

prompted by the report and by your own experiences.  

 

In advance of a webinar on the Report which is due to be held in September, we would be 

most grateful if you would share your feedback on the report. This will be used to structure 

the webinar, so that the discussion can be directed to issues which PPNs and other 

stakeholders feel are most significant.  

 

We are therefore requesting written feedback from PPNs, the CCMA, Local Authorities, host 

organisations and relevant stakeholders on the recommendations made in Mazars report, 

any gaps which the report does not address, and any other issues of concern which you 

would like to raise.  

 

We would also be grateful for your initial thoughts on implementation, for the roadmap 

which will be developed to guide action on strengthening the national Public Participation 

Network structure in the coming years.  

 

We have set out some questions below to gather your input. We would be grateful if you 

would take time to consider the content of the report over the summer and return your 

feedback by email to the Department at PPN@DRCD.gov.ie, by Wednesday, 31 August 2022. 

  

https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/f6fe9-ppn-structural-review-report/
https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/f6fe9-ppn-structural-review-report/
mailto:PPN@DRCD.gov.ie


Section 1. Your views on Mazars Report and Recommendations 

 

Following the publication of Mazars Structural Review of the Public Participation Network – 

Report, the Department of Rural and Community Development is eager to hear the views of 

all Public Participation Networks and other stakeholders on the report. 

 

A. General feedback 

 

1.1 What is your broad feedback on Mazars Structural Review of the Public Participation 
Network – Report?  
 

Many of the findings and recommendations are not new and have (as pointed out on 
page 16) been highlighted in Annual Reports since 2019.     
 
The language and narrative of the report wasn’t always clear, concise, and transparent.  
This made some points difficult to understand.  At times it also appeared as if the policy 
development & community development lines were blurred.  Also, it wasn’t clear (in 
places) if the report was talking about the PPN as an organisation or the PPN 
membership.   
 
There needs to be more opportunities for discussion on some of the recommendations to 
develop understanding and facilitate agreement on how to move forward, particularly 
(but not exclusively) in relation to the possibility of developing a national structure.  While 
national coordination is much needed, an additional structure would add more layers to 
the PPN structures rather than simplifying them (report recommendation).  All 
stakeholders will need to understand and agree what the role & remit of the structure is. 
It would also need to be clear that any new structure would be a beneficial efficiency and 
not an added burden.   
 

1.2 Are there areas that you think are important but which were not addressed by the 
report? If so, please give detail 
 

The report did not focus on the participative aspect of the PPN 
 
Some of the recommendations refer to structures and processes outside the control of 
the PPN. 
 
The main purpose of the PPN is to support bottom up, cross sectoral inclusive citizen 
engagement and facilitate deliberative democracy.  Deliberative democracy can only be 
achieved when all stakeholders adopt a partnership approach to decision making, from 
the (strategic) planning stage to the implementation stage.  It is not something that can 
be achieved by the PPN alone.  Consequently, this report has a major flaw in that it only 
reviewed the structure of the PPN in relation to its (the PPN’s) “strategic effectiveness 
and how they are achieving their stated purpose”.  It is difficult for PPNs to be truly 
effective and achieve their purpose if/when the structures they engage with are not 
operating strategically.  Many of the recommendations and sub-recommendations in the 
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report could be considered by Strategic Policy Committees, indicating that a review of 
SPCs should also be undertaken 3.3.1. 
 
The establishment of the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) has given national 
governments clear economic, social and environmental standards against which 
established policies should be judged and prospective policies should be measured.  The 
lack of reference in the report to the SDGs and the role that PPNs can play to contribute 
to /work towards the implementation/ achievement of the SDGs from the bottom up was 
noted. 
 
1.3 Is there existing good practice in particular areas that could serve as a model for 
addressing any of the findings in the report? 
 

There are good practises in various areas across the PPN national network e.g. when PPNs 
were established, Wicklow immediately set up a Liaison Sub-group that has a 
representative from the host organisation, the local authority, the Secretariat and the 
Resource Worker.  The subgroup meets quarterly and ensures good communication and 
relationships between the major stakeholders.  Many more good practises have been 
identified in the PPN Annual Reports. 
 
The issue in relation to sharing good practice is having the time and opportunity to 
identify them, communicate them, adopt them as standard practise, share them and 
store them as a resource that can be accessed and used whenever needed. 
 
There are also policies already in place that would mitigate some of the issues the report 
has raised, if they were correctly implemented e.g. Dept. of Public Expenditure & Reform 
“Consultation Principles & Guidance” November 2016; SPC Schemes Meeting Protocols 
dictate that documents for meetings should be circulated well in advance of meetings 
(recommendation in various Annual Reports as well as Mazars report) (3.3.1, 3.3.2) 
 
Participatory budgeting such as 300K Have Your Say (South Dublin), and the Westmeath 
MD Protocol are very good examples of deliberative democracy in action. 
 

1.4 Do you have any other ideas or want to raise any other issues in relation to Mazars 
Report? 
 

 
 
 

 

  



B. Feedback on Recommendations 

 

1.4 Which three recommendations in the report do you think should be prioritised as the 
most urgent to address?  
 

Back to Basics 
Various recommendations in the report speak to a lack of understanding and clarity about 
roles/functions, remit, responsibility, and expectations of all PPN structures & processes 
(including interdependent stakeholder structures) 3.1.1, 3.1.3, 3.2.2, 3.4.3.  Conversations 
need to take place that will identify firstly the role, remit, and limitations of a particular 
structure/sub-group and then how the structures should interact/work together for 
mutual benefit.  
  
This lack of understanding, or common agreement also transfers to language/terms.  For 
example, it is vital that a PPN has the independence to represent & work under the 
guidance of its member groups without hinderance.  However, it appears that more 
clarity is needed when considering independence when there is also a need for 
accountability.  This is particularly necessary in relation to staffing and fiscal 
accountability.   Additionally, all stakeholders need to have an agreed understanding of 
what local deliberative democracy is and what it looks like in practice.  Performance 
indicators could be developed showing engagement levels and outputs. 
 
Simplifying the language and terminology around PPNs and using plain English in all 
communications should also be considered.  
 
Mutual understanding and agreement will provide a strong foundation for development 
and should take equal priority along with staffing and resources. 
 
Staffing & Resources 
PPNs, in their current form are not sustainable because they are under & ineffectively 
resourced both financially and in their staffing.  The annual funding model is detrimental 
to forward planning and it undermines any security of tenure for the PPN as an 
organisation and for the staff.  This is demoralising and shows little commitment to public 
participation.  Sufficiently resourcing the PPNs with muti annual funding should be a 
priority action to strengthen its structure & continued development. 
 
The key focus of the PPN is participation, however due to the wide variety of other duties 
and the increased call for participation at national level it is difficult for PPNs to facilitate 
participation effectively and efficiently without additional staffing resources.  Engagement 
is time intensive. 
 
The report highlights the challenges in employing and retaining staff (3.5.2).  This is crucial 
because the staff are central to a well-functioning PPN. Roles & Responsibilities as well as 
Terms & Conditions need to be revised and standardised across PPNs.  While staff may 
have different employers a directive should be issued from the funding bodies that 
staffing terms and conditions should be standardised and aligned with the statutory 
sector/local authority structures and this should be adequately financed. 



 
Salesforce (3.3.3.1) and the Hub are useful resources and need to be used.  The Hub 
contains a mine of information from individual PPNs, policies etc.  It would be more useful 
if some of this information was better coordinated and consistent so that it would be 
easily accessed and adapted for use. 
 
Coordination & Communication 
To date PPN development has been self-directed with little national coordination.  This, 
coupled with the lack of communication between stakeholders, the significant staff 
turnover, and the practise of immediate action rather than/without strategic & forward 
planning & development has resulted in many of the issues that the report has raised and 
made recommendations for particularly 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 3.4.1, 3.4.2, and 3.4.3 
 
Part of the responsibility for coordination lies with the Dept Housing, Local Government & 
Heritage, due to their role in overseeing local government and by extension the SPCs, and 
the Dept Rural & Community Development due to their responsibility for PPNs.  Working 
together these two departments could review and develop processes that could enable 
real deliberative democracy, citizen engagement, and strategic planning 3.3.1. 
 
Working in silos is not efficient and adds an unnecessary workload on individual PPNs.  
Developing and rolling out common processes as well as providing consistent information 
would be extremely useful.  This would also benefit communications, providing a strong 
collaborative message for PPNs both internally and externally.  Retaining institutional 
memory and experience and making it accessible is also important, particularly in relation 
to staffing/secretariat/representative turnover.  With PPNs being increasingly approached 
to input at national level some coordination/guidance at national level would also be 
useful. 
 
Because PPNs are engaging on many different levels and with diverse communities’ 
communications and processes must be adapted to target each different audience.   It 
must be coherent, concise, consistent and easily shared in and on different stakeholder 
platforms   
 

1.5 Do you think that a central coordination structure, set out in section 4 of the report, 
would be beneficial to PPNs?  
If so, which of the three recommended options do you believe would be most suitable?  
If not, please provide your views as to why not 
 

While we acknowledge that there is a definite need for some form of central coordination 
structure, we are unsure that the models provided in the report will address those needs.  
The PPN structure has been identified as complex and adding another layer would add to 
that complexity, therefore adding a new structure/layer must be beneficial without being 
an added burden.   
 
The report indicated that recommendation 3.1.1.1 “Further Review of the Secretariat” 
resulted in the Secretariat structure being omitted from the examples of a central 



coordination structure.  This causes great concern and shows lack of understanding of the 
importance of the Secretariat structure 
 
We would welcome the opportunity to have a facilitated national conversation to further 
explore the suggestions of a central coordination structure so that any development 
would be understood and approved by PPNs as fit for purpose. 
 

1.6. Did you identify any areas which you feel were not addressed in the recommendations 
made in the Report? If so, please share your recommendations in this regard 
 

Section 3.4 Training Delivery & Supports focused on PPNs however as highlighted in 1.2 of 
this submission it omitted to recognise the importance of training other stakeholder 
groups.  For example, local authority structures, and in particular SPCs should have PPN 
training.  PPN Reps should also receive adequate induction training for working with the 
SPC.  Equally important would be that all members of SPCs should have an opportunity to 
access training together in relation to the policies and procedures that will impact on the 
work of the SPC.  This would facilitate mutual learning, understanding and respect. 

1.7 Do you have any other feedback on the recommendations made by Mazars in the 
report? 
 
Retaining the 3 College Structure (3.3.1.1) is vital to the PPN.  It ensures equal access of 
participation for minority communities e.g. social inclusion & environmental groups 
bringing the valuable knowledge and experience of these important cohorts into the 
planning & decision making arena.  Furthermore, the local authority allocates the 
community seats on the Strategic Policy Committees to the social inclusion, community & 
voluntary and environmental sectors.  Given the many environmental and social inclusion 
issues/crises we face, now is not the time to reduce the reach, visibility or status of the 
environmental and social inclusion pillars within the PPN.  These voices should not be 
generalised or diluted for many reasons. 
 
The report did not appear to sufficiently acknowledge the importance of the Secretariat 
(3.1.3).  A PPN Secretariat is diverse and brings together valuable experience from the 
geographical and social spectrums within the county/local authority area.  The Secretariat 
is the first port of call for advice and direction for the PPN workers and is public 
participation personified.  As a central pivotal structure to the PPN, it is surprising that a 
review of the Secretariat was not included as part of this “root & branch” review and is 
instead being raised as a recommendation. 
 
The report refers to an over reliance on volunteers and onerous responsibility on the 
Secretariat (3.1.3).  While we acknowledge that the availability, capacity, and 
commitment of volunteers is finite and shouldn’t be taken for granted, we would caution 
against the possibility of transferring responsibility and decision making to a higher level.  
That would go against the bottom-up approach that is intrinsic to PPN principles.  One of 
the great successes of PPNs is its grass roots engagement. 
 
3.4.3 Climate Action is a huge issue and needs sufficient resources to tackle the Climate & 
Biodiversity Emergency that was declared in 2019.  Currently the PPN is under resourced 



to support climate action in a significant way. Establishing a link between PPNs and the 
Citizen’s Assembly on Biodiversity should be explored. 
 

 

Section 2. Your input on the Implementation Roadmap  

 

A working group, representative of key stakeholder groups, will be established to develop a 

roadmap to guide implementation of the recommendations in the Mazars report and any 

additional recommendations that stakeholders agree on during consultation. We will seek 

members for the working group in due course. 

 

The Implementation Roadmap will be used to guide action on strengthening the national 

Public Participation Network structure in the coming years.  
 

2.1 What is your broad feedback on the areas that should be included in the 
Implementation Roadmap?  
 

Many of the recommendations appear to need further research done in consultation with PPN 
stakeholders prior to the development & implementation of actions/processes. 
 

2.2 What issues do you feel should be prioritised in the Implementation Roadmap process? 
 

“Making everyone part of the journey” (page 56).  This is the most important sentence in the 
whole report 
 
 

2.3 Did you identify any issues that should be considered as part of the Implementation 
Roadmap that were not included in Mazars Report? If so, please provide further detail 
 

Buy in from stakeholders external to the PPN but who’s work & processes impact on the PPN 
achieving its purpose. 
 

2.4 Is there any other feedback you wish to share on implementation or any issues which 
you wish to raise? 
 

There would appear to be a need for monitoring, updating and future implementation.  While it is 
understood that a Working Group is to be set up to progress the implementation of agreed 
recommendations it is unclear who would be responsible to undertake and coordinate this 
significant workload 
 
 
 

 


