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DETAILED METHODS
[bookmark: _Toc182823428]Definitions
Water Governance: There are several definitions for the term water governance (Tortajada, 2010). Building on the definition by Emanuel and Wilkins (2020), we define water governance here as the processes, principles, and institutions involved in decision-making about the use, management, conservation, and protection of water. For this review, we consider all real-world examples of decisions, laws, and policies related to water. Our focus is limited to freshwater systems, including both surface water and groundwater. Additionally, we cover issues related to water resources (such as lakes, rivers, and basins) and water services (including water supply and sanitation). However, this review does not encompass ocean water or coastal and marine governance.

Indigenous peoples: Defining Indigenous peoples can be challenging, as in certain contexts, Indigenous peoples are used interchangeably with ethnic minorities, or with local communities and tribes. For this review, we rely on the definition put forward by Jose Martinez Cobo, the United Nation’s Special Rapporteur of the Sub-Commission on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities in 1986, where they define an indigenous person as “one who belongs to these indigenous populations through self-identification as indigenous and is recognized and accepted by these populations as one of its members”(Cobo, 1986). 

Participation: Participation can be described as “a process where individuals, groups and organizations choose to take an active role in making decisions that affect them” (Reed, 2008), or simply “involvement in a process” (Carr, Blöschl and Loucks, 2012). We adopt a broad definition of participation and view it to mean involvement. Specifically, the review will look at how Indigenous peoples involve themselves or engage on issues around water governance, either while interfacing with or as a response to another external actor. This includes examples of Indigenous responses to state-driven policies such as political mobilization but excludes initiatives that are focused purely on Indigenous water governance and management without demonstrating how Indigenous peoples interface with any external actor. Within this framework of participation, we also review examples of the inclusion of Indigenous peoples in water governance processes. This means we will also look at how water laws, policies and/or frameworks have included Indigenous peoples, their values, their knowledge or their interests. Similar to participation, we analyze where, how, at what scale and what type of water laws, policies or frameworks include Indigenous peoples. This allows us to have a broader scope of the literature review by also reviewing water laws and policies, especially national water laws, and how they have provisions for including Indigenous peoples.

[bookmark: _Hlk181003339]Scale: Scale can refer to a dimension such as temporal, spatial, hydrological or administration/political or levels within the dimension(Cash et al., 2006; Moss and Newig, 2010). In our review, we define scale as levels of governance. For the geographies, individual countries were coded, but for presenting results, certain countries were consolidated into a distinct region for example South America. There were three isolated studies on Japan, Sweden and New Caledonia, consolidated into ‘Others’. Results were described for the following distinct geographies: Australia, Canada, United States, New Zealand, South America, Others and Transboundary. Transboundary case studies were treated as a distinct geography even though they were all along the United States- Canada border and were studied separately to avoid any dilution of results. Moreover, they were also treated as a scale.
Scale can refer to a dimension such as temporal, spatial, hydrological or administration/political or levels within the dimension(Cash et al., 2006; Moss and Newig, 2010). In our review, we define scale as levels of governance, categorizing it into six codes: local, regional, provincial, federal, international, and transboundary.
Additional variables for which case studies were coded for, included whether the case studies were described, evaluated and if Indigenous values, norms or methods were considered in the participation process. These variables were coded as either Yes or No. This last category is separate from the studies where the participation type was coded as “Inclusion of Indigenous knowledge and values”, because there were several studies of other types of participation that may have considered Indigenous values and norms.

[bookmark: _Toc182823429]Literature Search 
 The search was conducted on the 26th of November 2023, using Scopus and Web of Science research databases. To conduct the review, key search terms were employed using a Boolean search string to search English language articles that included these terms in their title, keywords, or abstracts. The search string employed on each of the databases is shown in Table 1 below:

[bookmark: _Ref177551058]Table 1: Boolean String used for Search Strategy
	Scopus
	( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "indigenous" OR "first nations" OR "aboriginal" OR inuit OR maori ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( "water polic*" OR "water strateg*" OR "water plan*" OR "water management" OR "water governance" OR "watershed plan*" OR "basin plan*" OR "water reform*" OR "water resources management" OR "Water law*" OR "water rights" ) ) AND ( LIMIT-TO ( DOCTYPE , "ar" ) ) AND ( LIMIT-TO ( LANGUAGE , "English" ) )

	Web of Sciences
	(TS=("water polic*" OR "water strateg*" OR "water plan*" OR "water management" OR "water governance" OR "watershed plan*" OR "basin plan*" OR "water reform*" OR "water resources management" OR “Water law*” OR “water rights” )) AND TS=("indigenous " OR "first nations" OR "aboriginal" OR maori OR inuit ) and Article (Document Types) and English (Languages)



The string strategy resulted in a total of 1229 results from Scopus and 587 results from Web of Science. After removing duplicates manually, the final list of unique results was 1341, which underwent a two-step screening process.

[bookmark: _Toc182823430]Screening at Abstract and Title Level
The articles were screened at the title and abstract level, against specific inclusion criteria to be included for a full-text review. For the inclusion criteria, we defined water governance broadly to include water policies, water laws, water regulations, water management, water rights and water projects, as well as the governance of any freshwater body such as rivers, lakes, basins, and waterways. We also included articles on dams as long as there was a clear reference to water. Indigenous peoples could include Māori, First Nations, Inuit, Metis, Aboriginal, Ethnic minority, or a named group. If there was any doubt about whether the paper met these criteria, it was included for full-text review. Based on these inclusion criteria, we excluded a large number of articles that were focused on political movements, on topics not related to water governance, and topics that were not discussing Indigenous peoples, but referring to Indigenous species or plants. 

[bookmark: _Toc182823431]Kappa Test
Screening was primarily conducted by one author (L.K.), and a random subset of 10% of the journal articles (n=360) was checked between two secondary reviewers (A.M.C. and S.W.) at the title and abstract levels. There was an 88% agreement with A.M.C, with a kappa score of 0.75 while agreement with S.W. was 83%, with a kappa score of 0.67 without deliberation. Kappa scores were above 0.6 showing substantial agreement (Gisev, Bell and Chen, 2013). Following deliberation with S.W, the kappa score was further raised to 0.97. 

[bookmark: _Toc182823432]Eligibility at Full-text
Following the initial screening, a total of 523 articles were reviewed at the full-text level to gauge eligibility. For eligibility at the full text level, we included articles that were published in peer-reviewed journals; written in English; and provided a specific example of how Indigenous peoples participate in water governance while interfacing with another non-Indigenous actor (active participation) or provided a specific example of how non-Indigenous water laws and policies include or accommodate Indigenous peoples, their interests, values or knowledge systems (passive participation). We excluded articles that were review articles or introductions to special issues; and articles that were not published in journals, such as book chapters, trade journals, conference proceedings etc. Table 3 sets out the criteria for eligible papers.
	INCLUSION CRITERIA
	ABSTRACT AND TITLE SCREENING
	FULL-TEXT ELIGIBILITY

	IN ENGLISH
	X
	X

	EXPLICITLY DISCUSSING ISSUES OF OR RELATED TO WATER GOVERNANCE
	X
	

	EXPLICITLY DISCUSSING INDIGENOUS PEOPLES OR THEIR KNOWLEDGE AND VALUES.
	X
	

	PUBLISHED IN A JOURNAL ARTICLE
	
	X

	SPECIFIC EXAMPLE OR CASE STUDY OF INDIGENOUS PARTICIPATION OR INCLUSION IN WATER GOVERNANCE
	
	X

	EXAMPLE MUST BE REAL-LIFE
	
	X

	EXAMPLE MUST DEMONSTRATE INDIGENOUS PEOPLES ENGAGING OR AN EXTERNAL ACTOR OR A RESPONSE
	
	X



The eligibility criteria were developed through an iterative process to ensure that the final result of articles would provide meaningful insights. This is because a great deal of the literature we initially found discussed Indigenous peoples’ ontologies, beliefs and practices around water governance, Indigenous water governance frameworks, general water security challenges within Indigenous communities such as lack of access to clean drinking water, polluted waters, infringement, or rights, as well as recommendations for increasing participation. Whilst these are interesting and important topics, they were excluded from this review as they did not include any example or case study of Indigenous participation or inclusion in water governance. Lastly, as we specifically want to review water governance literature, and not other environmental governance literature where water is peripheral, we excluded articles that were focused on other environmental issues such as biodiversity, fisheries, arctic ice, marine, land management, natural resources, climate change, and general political governance. In order to ensure consistency, we developed a decision-tree to support selection of articles (Figure 1)



Does the paper discuss Indigenous Peoples or their laws, values, norms, beliefs and practices?
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Does the paper provide an example of how water laws, policies or frameworks include Indigenous peoples?
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Does the paper discuss Indigenous /tribal water rights?
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[bookmark: _Ref177551049]Figure 1: Decision Tree for eligibility



[bookmark: _Toc182823433]Final list of papers and studies and flowchart of process 
After reviewing the papers for eligibility, a total of 222 papers were included. Several of the journal articles referred to the same case study or participatory process, while in a few articles, there were multiple case studies or processes listed. As a result, unique case studies were identified and extracted. Certain case studies appeared to overlap and where possible, these case studies were consolidated to get a clear understanding of Indigenous engagement. This was particularly the case when dealing with journal articles that reviewed national laws and policies. Furthermore, we only included those examples where the laws were specific to the issue of water and where some description, no matter how minimal, was provided. We excluded general laws and instruments that were not specific to water, such as Australia’s Native Title Act, New Zealand’s Resource Management Act, the UNDRIP, or the ILO 169. Each of these legal instruments have been used extensively by Indigenous peoples to establish rights to water, but none of these laws are specific or unique to water. On the other hand, we included Winter’s Doctrine as it specifically deals with water allocations. This is because our aim was to understand how the water sector specifically includes or excludes with Indigenous peoples. Similarly, while extracting individual case studies, especially from journal articles dealing with Indigenous and tribal water rights, we focused on case studies with adequate description provided and where the rights deal with water rights specifically.  In total, we extracted 182 unique case studies through an iterative process.  

[bookmark: _Toc182823434]Coding Scheme 
Coding was done for both the papers and the extracted case studies. The variables used to code the papers are documented in  Table 4. Any insights or information not directly related to these variables was kept in an “other findings” column. There were some challenges while coding some of these journal articles, where there was not enough information around the process of Indigenous participation or inclusion making it difficult to determine the extent of participation.  

[bookmark: _Ref177551129][bookmark: _Ref177551124]Table 4: Variables used to code articles 
	[bookmark: _Hlk181000867]Variables used to code journal articles
	Coding

	1. Reference (authors, year, title, and journal)
	-

	2. Geographical area
	Deductive

	3. Are Indigenous peoples the focus of the study? (Y/N)
	Deductive

	4. What thematic focus or issue of water governance are Indigenous peoples engaging in?
	Open code

	5. What case study or example is discussed?
	-

	6. How are Indigenous peoples participating?
	Open code

	7. Who are Indigenous peoples participating with?
	Open code

	8. At what scale is the participation taking place?
	Deductive

	9. Does the literature discuss details about the participation? (Y/N)
	Deductive

	10. Does the literature evaluate the participation? (Y/N)
	Deductive

	11. Are Indigenous values, norms or methods used in the participation process? (Y/N)
	Deductive

	Variables used to code case studies
	

	1. Case study details
	Open code

	2. What thematic focus or issue of water governance are Indigenous peoples engaging in?
	Open code

	3. How are Indigenous peoples participating?
	Open code

	4. Who are Indigenous peoples participating with?
	Deductive

	5. At what scale is the participation taking place?
	Deductive

	6. Are there details about the participation? (Y/N)
	Deductive

	7. Are Indigenous values, norms or methods used in this participation process? (Y/N)
	Deductive

	8. Is there an evaluation of the participation? (Y/N)
	Deductive

	9. Paper detailing the evaluation	(cross reference to paper)
	-



Coding for both papers and case studies was done using a mix of both inductive and deductive approaches depending on the variables. For example, while coding the scale of participation and who Indigenous peoples were participating with, we used a deductive approach, while we used an inductive approach while coding for the type of participation.  
Coding for participation required an inductive approach with several iterations, since many existing typologies for participation did not capture the range of participatory processes encountered in the case studies. Open coding was used initially, and the codes were then consolidated based on themes (Table 5). Case studies that used vague wording to describe participation such as ‘working with’ or ‘engaged with’, were usually coded as general participation in the absence of additional information or description, even though these processes may have involved partnerships. 

Table 5: Definitions for Participation codes
	Code
	Definition 

	Recognition
	Recognition refers to when certain groups are ‘recognized’ which could be on the basis of their common humanity, their differences or their individuality (Taylor, 2021). While multiple models of recognition exist, not all forms of recognition necessarily advance Indigenous aspirations (Jackson, 2018). We code case studies as recognition, where Indigenous peoples or their knowledge systems have been recognized or acknowledged in water laws, policies and plans, symbolically or otherwise.

	Representation
	Often viewed as a subset of recognition, representation refers to when seats on representative bodies are reserved for members of certain groups for example Indigenous peoples. (McBride, 2005)

	Inclusion of Indigenous knowledge and values[footnoteRef:1] [1:  
] 

	Inclusion is defined as the act of ‘including,’ and there can be varying levels of inclusion. We code case studies as inclusion, where Indigenous peoples’ knowledge systems, perspectives and values are included in the participatory process.

	Consultation
	Consultation is a process where governments (or industry) consult indigenous peoples, “through appropriate procedures” when taking any measures that affect them (ILO, 1989).

	General, Undefined Participation or Policy engagement
	Any form of participation which is unclear, generalised or undefined. We also consolidated this with general policy engagement processes which can be viewed as the range of activities that can impact “government policies or political systems”(Kim, Yoon and Oh, 2023). 

	Partnerships and Collaborations
	All forms of participatory processes where the term ‘partnership’ or ‘collaboration’ has been used.

	Negotiations
	Refers to policy engagement or participatory processes that lead to an agreement, often used in the context of treaty or water right negotiations.

	Legal engagement
	Refers to processes where Indigenous peoples engage through legal approaches, including through lawsuits, court cases or settlements such as around water rights or treaties.

	Resistance & Political Mobilization
	Refers to all forms of movements and initiatives where Indigenous peoples contest and oppose state policies and laws and thus engage in ‘created’ spaces of participation (Van Buuren, Van Meerkerk and Tortajada, 2019). Includes forms of advocacy, political mobilization, protests and marches.



For the geographies, individual countries were coded, but for presenting results, certain countries were consolidated into a distinct region for example South America. There were three isolated studies on Japan, Sweden and New Caledonia, consolidated into ‘Others’. Results were described for the following distinct geographies: Australia, Canada, United States, New Zealand, South America, Others and Transboundary. Transboundary case studies were treated as a distinct geography even though they were all along the United States- Canada border and were studied separately to avoid any dilution of results. Moreover, they were also treated as a scale.
For scale, we used six codes: local, regional, provincial, federal, international, and transboundary.
Several variables, such as the type of participation and the scale of participation used multiple codes, and as a result, percentages had to be carefully calculated as sum of individual codes exceeded totals. 
Additional variables for which case studies were coded for, included whether the case studies were described, evaluated and if Indigenous values, norms or methods were considered in the participation process. These variables were coded as either Yes or No. This last category is separate from the studies where the participation type was coded as “Inclusion of Indigenous knowledge and values”, because there were several studies of other types of participation that may have considered Indigenous values and norms.

[bookmark: _Toc182823435]ADDITIONAL RESULTS
1. [bookmark: _Toc182823436]No. of journal articles and case studies 
Table 6 lists the total number of journal articles and case studies within each country. Transboundary articles and case studies were all from Canada and the United States, but they were counted separately to provide distinction. Percentages are calculated as a total of the articles (n=222) or case studies (n=182)

[bookmark: _Ref180399575]Table 6: Journal articles and case studies by country (no and %).
	Country
	Papers (no)
	Papers
(%)
	Case Studies (no)
	Case Studies (%)

	Australia
	78
	35%
	57
	31%

	Canada
	60
	27%
	31
	17%

	United States
	56
	25%
	27
	15%

	New Zealand
	29
	13%
	19
	10%

	Chile
	15
	7%
	10
	5%

	Transboundary (US/Canada)
	14
	6%
	6
	3%

	Brazil
	1
	0%
	5
	3%

	Peru
	4
	2%
	2
	1%

	Ecuador
	9
	4%
	6
	3%

	Bolivia
	5
	2%
	4
	2%

	Guatemala
	2
	1%
	5
	3%

	Mexico
	4
	2%
	4
	2%

	Colombia
	3
	1%
	2
	1%

	Sweden
	1
	0%
	1
	1%

	France
	1
	0%
	0
	0%

	Japan
	1
	0%
	2
	1%



[bookmark: _Toc182823437]Journal articles by year
Figure 3 shows the year in which the journal articles were published and whether the article discussed a study within the CANZUS region (Canada, Australia, New Zealand or US) or discussed a non-CANZUS country or had examples of both.


[bookmark: _Ref180399600][bookmark: _Ref180399593]Figure 3: No. of journal articles over time

[bookmark: _Toc182823438]Case study scales by country/region and by scale
Table 7 shows the case studies of different scales within each country by region. Percentages are calculated both as a fraction of the total case studies in the country/region (Table 8), as well as the total case studies of that specific scale (Table 9).

[bookmark: _Ref180399716]Table 7:  Case studies within each country/region at a certain scale 
	
	Total
	Australia
	Canada
	United States
	New Zealand
	South America
	Others
	Transboundary

	Total
	182
	57
	31
	27
	19
	38
	4
	6

	Local
	81
	27
	11
	5
	8
	28
	2
	-

	Regional
	45
	14
	3
	11
	6
	11
	-
	-

	Provincial
	41
	11
	18
	11
	-
	1
	-
	-

	Federal
	56
	10
	8
	15
	9
	13
	1
	-

	International
	7
	1
	-
	-
	-
	5
	1
	-

	Transboundary
	6
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	6



[bookmark: _Ref180399631]Table 8:  Percentage of case studies within each country/region at a certain scale as a fraction of the total case studies in that country/region
	 
	Total
	Australia
	Canada
	United States
	New Zealand
	South America
	Others
	Transboundary

	Total
	100%
	31%
	17%
	15%
	10%
	32%
	2%
	3%

	Local
	45%
	47%
	35%
	19%
	42%
	74%
	50%
	0%

	Regional
	25%
	25%
	10%
	41%
	32%
	29%
	0%
	0%

	Provincial
	23%
	19%
	58%
	41%
	0%
	3%
	0%
	0%

	Federal
	31%
	18%
	26%
	56%
	47%
	34%
	25%
	0%

	International
	4%
	2%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	13%
	25%
	0%

	Transboundary
	3%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%



The percentages in the total column are a fraction of the total no. of case studies (n=182) while the percentages in the country/region columns are a fraction of the total no of case studies in that specific country /region.

[bookmark: _Ref180399752]Table 9:  Percentage of case studies within each country/region at a certain scale as a fraction of the total case studies of that scale
	 
	Total
	Australia
	Canada
	United States
	New Zealand
	South America
	Others
	Transboundary

	Total
	100%
	31%
	17%
	15%
	10%
	32%
	2%
	3%

	Local
	45%
	33%
	14%
	6%
	10%
	35%
	2%
	0%

	Regional
	25%
	31%
	7%
	24%
	13%
	24%
	0%
	0%

	Provincial
	23%
	27%
	44%
	27%
	0%
	2%
	0%
	0%

	Federal
	31%
	18%
	14%
	27%
	16%
	23%
	2%
	0%

	International
	4%
	14%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	71%
	14%
	0%

	Transboundary
	3%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%



The percentages in the total column are a fraction of the total no. of case studies (n=182) while the percentages in the country/region columns are a fraction of the total no of case studies in that specific scale.	

[bookmark: _Toc182823439]Participation types by country/region 
Table 10 lists the types of participation within each country region. Totals are shown, but percentages are calculated both as a fraction of the total country/region case studies (Table 11) as well as the fraction of the total participation type (Table 12).

[bookmark: _Ref180399766]Table 10:  Participation type by country/ region (totals)
	
	Total
	Australia
	Canada
	United States
	New Zealand
	South America
	Others
	Transboundary

	Total
	182
	57
	31
	27
	19
	38
	4
	6

	Recognition
	24
	15
	3
	2
	2
	1
	1
	-

	Representation
	24
	11
	3
	1
	1
	3
	-
	5

	Inclusion of Indigenous knowledge and values
	15
	4
	4
	-
	5
	1
	-
	1

	Consultation
	8
	1
	1
	-
	1
	5
	-
	-

	General, undefined Participation or Policy engagement
	44
	16
	12
	3
	6
	3
	2
	2

	Partnerships & Collaborations
	29
	14
	8
	2
	5
	-
	-
	-

	Negotiations & Agreements
	10
	2
	2
	4
	1
	1
	-
	-

	Legal engagement
	40
	4
	3
	19
	5
	7
	1
	1

	Resistance & Political Mobilization
	29
	-
	-
	4
	-
	25
	-
	-



[bookmark: _Ref180399792]Table 11:  Percentage of case studies of a certain participation type within each country/region as a fraction of the total case studies of that country/region
	
	Total
	Australia
	Canada
	United States
	New Zealand
	South America
	Others
	Transboundary

	Total
	100%
	31%
	17%
	15%
	10%
	32%
	2%
	3%

	Recognition
	13%
	26%
	10%
	7%
	11%
	3%
	25%
	0%

	Representation
	13%
	19%
	10%
	4%
	5%
	8%
	0%
	83%

	Inclusion of Indigenous knowledge
and values
	8%
	7%
	13%
	0%
	26%
	3%
	0%
	17%

	Consultation
	4%
	2%
	3%
	0%
	5%
	13%
	0%
	0%

	General, undefined Participation or Policy engagement
	24%
	28%
	39%
	11%
	32%
	8%
	50%
	33%

	Partnerships & Collaborations
	16%
	25%
	26%
	7%
	26%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Negotiations & Agreements
	5%
	4%
	6%
	15%
	5%
	3%
	0%
	0%

	Legal engagement
	22%
	7%
	10%
	70%
	26%
	18%
	25%
	17%

	Resistance & Political Mobilization
	16%
	0%
	0%
	15%
	0%
	66%
	0%
	0%



The percentages in the total column are a fraction of the total no. of case studies (n=182) while the percentages in the country/region columns are a fraction of the total no of case studies in that specific country/region.	

[bookmark: _Ref180399799]Table 12:  Percentage of case studies of a certain participation type within each country/ region as a fraction of the total case studies of that participation type.
	
	Total
	Australia
	Canada
	United States
	New Zealand
	South America
	Others
	Transboundary

	Total
	100%
	31%
	17%
	15%
	10%
	32%
	2%
	3%

	Recognition
	13%
	63%
	13%
	8%
	8%
	4%
	4%
	0%

	Representation
	13%
	46%
	13%
	4%
	4%
	13%
	0%
	21%

	Inclusion of Indigenous knowledge and values
	8%
	27%
	27%
	0%
	33%
	7%
	0%
	7%

	Consultation
	4%
	13%
	13%
	0%
	13%
	63%
	0%
	0%

	General, undefined Participation or Policy engagement
	24%
	36%
	27%
	7%
	14%
	7%
	5%
	5%

	Partnerships & Collaborations
	16%
	48%
	28%
	7%
	17%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Negotiations & Agreements
	5%
	20%
	20%
	40%
	10%
	10%
	0%
	0%

	Legal engagement
	22%
	10%
	8%
	48%
	13%
	18%
	3%
	3%

	Resistance & Political Mobilization
	16%
	0%
	0%
	14%
	0%
	86%
	0%
	0%



The percentages in the total column are a fraction of the total no. of case studies (n=182) while the percentages in the country/region columns are a fraction of the total no of case studies of that specific participation type.

[bookmark: _Toc182823440]Participation types by scale
Table 13 lists the types of participation within each scale. Totals are shown, and percentages are calculated both as a fraction of the totals of that specific scale (Table 14)as well as the fraction of the total participation type (Table 15).

[bookmark: _Ref180399879]Table 13:  Different participation types at a certain scale 
	
	TOTAL
	Local
	Regional
	Provincial
	Federal
	International
	Transboundary

	Total
	182
	81
	45
	41
	56
	7
	6

	Recognition
	24
	6
	1
	9
	8
	0
	0

	Representation
	24
	11
	5
	2
	5
	0
	5

	Inclusion of Indigenous knowledge and values
	15
	3
	4
	4
	5
	1
	1

	Consultation
	8
	5
	3
	2
	2
	1
	0

	General, undefined Participation or Policy engagement
	44
	22
	9
	7
	7
	3
	2

	Partnerships & Collaborations
	29
	15
	11
	6
	4
	0
	0

	Negotiations & Agreements
	10
	3
	4
	2
	7
	0
	0

	Legal engagement
	40
	10
	14
	13
	24
	2
	1

	Resistance & Political Mobilization
	29
	23
	11
	2
	11
	2
	0



[bookmark: _Ref180399881]Table 14:  Percentage of case studies of a certain participation type at each scale as a fraction of the total case studies within that scale.
	
	TOTAL
	Local
	Regional
	Provincial
	Federal
	International
	Transboundary

	Total
	100%
	45%
	25%
	23%
	31%
	4%
	3%

	Recognition
	13%
	7%
	2%
	22%
	14%
	0%
	0%

	Representation
	13%
	14%
	11%
	5%
	9%
	0%
	83%

	Inclusion of Indigenous knowledge and values
	8%
	4%
	9%
	10%
	9%
	14%
	17%

	Consultation
	4%
	6%
	7%
	5%
	4%
	14%
	0%

	General, undefined Participation or Policy engagement
	24%
	27%
	20%
	17%
	13%
	43%
	33%

	Partnerships & Collaborations
	16%
	19%
	24%
	15%
	7%
	0%
	0%

	Negotiations & Agreements
	5%
	4%
	9%
	5%
	13%
	0%
	0%

	Legal engagement
	22%
	12%
	31%
	32%
	43%
	29%
	17%

	Resistance & Political Mobilization
	16%
	28%
	24%
	5%
	20%
	29%
	0%



The percentages in the total column are a fraction of the total no. of case studies (n=182) while the percentages in the country/region columns are a fraction of the total no of case studies of that specific scale.


[bookmark: _Ref180399882]Table 15:  Percentage of case studies of a certain participation type at each scale as a fraction of the total case studies of that participation type.
	
	TOTAL
	Local
	Regional
	Provincial
	Federal
	International
	Transboundary

	Total
	100%
	45%
	25%
	23%
	31%
	4%
	3%

	Recognition
	13%
	25%
	4%
	38%
	33%
	0%
	0%

	Representation
	13%
	46%
	21%
	8%
	21%
	0%
	21%

	Inclusion of Indigenous knowledge and values
	8%
	20%
	27%
	27%
	33%
	7%
	7%

	Consultation
	4%
	63%
	38%
	25%
	25%
	13%
	0%

	General, undefined Participation or Policy engagement
	24%
	50%
	20%
	16%
	16%
	7%
	5%

	Partnerships & Collaborations
	16%
	52%
	38%
	21%
	14%
	0%
	0%

	Negotiations & Agreements
	5%
	30%
	40%
	20%
	70%
	0%
	0%

	Legal engagement
	22%
	25%
	35%
	33%
	60%
	5%
	3%

	Resistance & Political Mobilization
	16%
	79%
	38%
	7%
	38%
	7%
	0%


The percentages in the total column are a fraction of the total no. of case studies (n=182) while the percentages in the country/region columns are a fraction of the total no of case studies of that specific participation type.

[bookmark: _Toc182823441]Themes by country/region 
Table 16 lists the themes within country/region. Totals are shown, and percentages are calculated both as a fraction of the totals of that specific country/region (Table 17) as well as the fraction of the total theme (Table 18).

[bookmark: _Ref180400004]Table 16:  Different participation themes by country/region 

	
	Total
	Australia
	Canada
	United States
	New Zealand
	South America
	Others
	Transboundary

	Total
	182
	57
	31
	27
	19
	38
	4
	6

	Water rights & laws
	39
	6
	2
	17
	2
	12
	-
	-

	General water &
water governance
	36
	22
	3
	1
	2
	4
	2
	2

	Dams, mining &
development projects
	27
	4
	2
	4
	-
	15
	2
	-

	Indigenous knowledge &
cultural flows
	13
	5
	3
	-
	4
	-
	-
	1

	Lakes and rivers
	15
	3
	1
	2
	8
	-
	-
	1

	Water Quality  &
Pollution
	13
	1
	-
	9
	-
	3
	-
	-

	Groundwater
	5
	3
	-
	1
	-
	1
	-
	-

	Drinking water &
source water protection
	6
	-
	6
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Environmental Watering &
environmental  flows
	10
	10
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Conservation &
watershed management
	12
	1
	9
	-
	-
	1
	-
	1

	Floods
	3
	-
	2
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-



[bookmark: _Ref180400006]Table 17:  Percentage of case studies of a certain theme within each country/region as a fraction of the total case studies within that country/region.
	 
	Total
	Australia 
	Canada
	US
	New Zealand
	South America
	Others 
	Transboundary

	Total
	100%
	31%
	17%
	15%
	10%
	32%
	2%
	3%

	Water rights & laws
	21%
	11%
	6%
	63%
	11%
	32%
	0%
	0%

	General water & water governance
	20%
	39%
	10%
	4%
	11%
	11%
	50%
	33%

	Dams, mining & development projects
	15%
	7%
	6%
	15%
	0%
	39%
	50%
	0%

	Indigenous knowledge & cultural flows
	7%
	9%
	10%
	0%
	21%
	0%
	0%
	17%

	Lakes & rivers
	8%
	5%
	3%
	7%
	42%
	0%
	0%
	17%

	Water Quality & Pollution
	7%
	2%
	0%
	33%
	0%
	8%
	0%
	0%

	Groundwater
	3%
	5%
	0%
	4%
	0%
	3%
	0%
	0%

	Drinking water & source water protection
	3%
	0%
	19%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Environmental Watering & flows
	5%
	18%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Conservation & watershed management
	7%
	2%
	29%
	0%
	0%
	3%
	0%
	17%

	Floods
	2%
	0%
	6%
	0%
	5%
	0%
	0%
	0%



[bookmark: _Ref180400007]Table 18:  Percentage of case studies of a certain theme within each country/region as a fraction of the total case studies of that participation theme.
	
	Total
	Australia
	Canada
	United States
	New Zealand
	South America
	Others
	Transboundary

	Total
	100%
	15%
	5%
	44%
	5%
	32%
	0%
	0%

	Water rights & laws
	21%
	61%
	8%
	3%
	6%
	31%
	6%
	6%

	General water & water governance
	20%
	15%
	7%
	15%
	0%
	11%
	7%
	0%

	Dams, mining & development projects
	15%
	38%
	23%
	0%
	31%
	56%
	0%
	8%

	Indigenous knowledge & cultural flows
	7%
	20%
	7%
	13%
	53%
	0%
	0%
	7%

	Lakes & rivers
	8%
	8%
	0%
	69%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Water Quality & Pollution
	7%
	60%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	23%
	0%
	0%

	Groundwater
	3%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	0%

	Drinking water & source water protection
	3%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Environmental Watering & flows
	5%
	8%
	75%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	8%

	Conservation & watershed management
	7%
	0%
	67%
	0%
	33%
	8%
	0%
	0%

	Floods
	2%
	15%
	5%
	44%
	5%
	0%
	0%
	0%



[bookmark: _Toc182823442]Theme by scale
Table 19 lists the types of participation within each scale. Totals are shown, and percentages are calculated both as a fraction of the totals of that specific scale (Table 20)as well as the fraction of the total participation type (Table 21).
[bookmark: _Ref180400366]Table 19:  Different participation themes at a certain scale 
	
	TOTAL
	Local
	Regional
	Provincial
	Federal
	International
	Transboundary

	Total
	182
	81
	45
	41
	56
	7
	6

	Water rights & laws
	39
	12
	9
	14
	23
	1
	0

	General water & water governance
	36
	10
	8
	7
	9
	4
	2

	Dams, mining & development projects
	27
	14
	8
	4
	5
	2
	0

	Indigenous knowledge & cultural flows
	13
	3
	2
	3
	4
	0
	1

	Lakes & rivers
	15
	7
	9
	0
	4
	0
	1

	Water Quality & Pollution
	13
	4
	3
	5
	6
	0
	0

	Groundwater
	5
	3
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0

	Drinking water & source water protection
	6
	5
	0
	3
	2
	0
	0

	Environmental Watering & flows
	10
	7
	3
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Conservation & watershed management
	12
	7
	3
	4
	0
	0
	1

	Floods
	3
	2
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0




[bookmark: _Ref180400368]Table 20:  Percentage of case studies of a certain theme within each scale as a fraction of the total case studies of that scale.

	
	TOTAL
	Local
	Regional
	Provincial
	Federal
	International
	Transboundary

	Total
	100%
	45%
	25%
	23%
	31%
	4%
	3%

	Water rights & laws
	21%
	15%
	20%
	34%
	41%
	14%
	0%

	General water & water governance
	20%
	12%
	18%
	17%
	16%
	57%
	33%

	Dams, mining & development projects
	15%
	17%
	18%
	10%
	9%
	29%
	0%

	Indigenous knowledge & cultural flows
	7%
	4%
	4%
	7%
	7%
	0%
	17%

	Lakes & rivers
	8%
	9%
	20%
	0%
	7%
	0%
	17%

	Water Quality & Pollution
	7%
	5%
	7%
	12%
	11%
	0%
	0%

	Groundwater
	3%
	4%
	0%
	5%
	4%
	0%
	0%

	Drinking water & source water protection
	3%
	6%
	0%
	7%
	4%
	0%
	0%

	Environmental Watering & flows
	5%
	9%
	7%
	2%
	2%
	0%
	0%

	Conservation & watershed management
	7%
	9%
	7%
	10%
	0%
	0%
	17%

	Floods
	2%
	2%
	0%
	2%
	4%
	0%
	0%



[bookmark: _Ref180400370]Table 21:  Percentage of case studies of a certain theme within each country/region as a fraction of the total case studies of that theme.

	
	TOTAL
	Local
	Regional
	Provincial
	Federal
	International
	Transboundary

	Total
	100%
	45%
	25%
	23%
	31%
	4%
	3%

	Water rights & laws
	21%
	25%
	4%
	38%
	33%
	0%
	0%

	General water & water governance
	20%
	31%
	23%
	36%
	59%
	3%
	0%

	Dams, mining & development projects
	15%
	28%
	22%
	19%
	25%
	11%
	6%

	Indigenous knowledge & cultural flows
	7%
	52%
	30%
	15%
	19%
	7%
	0%

	Lakes & rivers
	8%
	23%
	15%
	23%
	31%
	0%
	8%

	Water Quality & Pollution
	7%
	47%
	60%
	0%
	27%
	0%
	7%

	Groundwater
	3%
	31%
	23%
	38%
	46%
	0%
	0%

	Drinking water & source water protection
	3%
	60%
	0%
	40%
	40%
	0%
	0%

	Environmental Watering & flows
	5%
	83%
	0%
	50%
	33%
	0%
	0%

	Conservation & watershed management
	7%
	70%
	30%
	10%
	10%
	0%
	0%

	Floods
	2%
	58%
	25%
	33%
	0%
	0%
	8%



[bookmark: _Toc182823443]Selected Case studies with evaluation
Of the 182 case studies, 27 case studies had some form of evaluation. A distinction was made on whether the evaluation was limited, that is there were only a few sentences around the process, its outcomes and generalised recommendations, or it was detailed evaluation, where there was a more in-depth discussion about the process of participation and its outcomes. Only 7 case studies provided detailed evaluations of the process. In the remainer 20 of the case studies, the evaluation was limited to brief discussion about the positive or negative attributes of the process. There was only one case study where an evaluation was conducted where Indigenous peoples took part in the process of evaluation, and this was the evaluation of the Murray Darling Basin Plan (Goff, 2020; Quitian & Rodríguez, 2016). 

	
	Case study 
	Paper providing evaluation
	Type of evaluation

	1
	National Water Initiative
	(Cranney and Tan, 2011; O’Donnell, 2013)
	Detailed 

	2
	NSW Aboriginal Water Initiative (AWI)
	(Moggridge, Betterridge and Thompson, 2019)
	Detailed

	3
	Murray–Darling Basin Authority’s (MDBA) Basin Plan 
	(Quitian and Rodríguez, 2016; Goff, 2020)
	Detailed


	4
	River Murray Water Allocation Plan
	(Jackson et al., 2012)
	Limited

	5
	Aboriginal Waterways Assessment Program
	(Poirier and Schartmueller, 2012; Mooney and Cullen, 2019)

	Detailed

	6
	Tiwi Islands Planning
	(Jackson et al., 2012; Ayre, Wallis and Daniell, 2018)
	Limited

	7
	Safe and Healthy Drinking Water initiative 
	(Hall, Grodecki, et al., 2021; Hall, Lee, et al., 2021)
	Limited

	8
	Ord River Planning 
	(Ayre and Mackenzie, 2013)
	Detailed

	9
	Gulf catchments, Queensland
	(Ayre and Mackenzie, 2013)
	Detailed

	10
	Rio Tinto Iron Ore (RTIO) and Indigenous engagement in the Pilbara region
	(Barber and Jackson, 2012)
	Limited

	11
	Case study of Mirarr Indigenous people Gundjeihmi through Aboriginal Corporation (GAC) and the Energy Resources of Australia in the Ranger Uranium Mine in the Northern Territory, Australia.
	(Hart et al., 2015)
	Limited 

	12
	Bana Yarralji Bubu Inc. /Kuku Nyungkal people case study in the Wet Tropics region. 
	(Maclean and Bana Yarralji Bubu Inc, 2015)
	Limited


	13
	Daly River Planning and Community Reference Group
	(Jackson, 2006)
	Limited

	14
	NWT Water Stewardship Strategy 
	(Latta, 2018)
	Limited


	15
	Friends of the Nemaiah Valley (FONV) engagement with the Xeni Gwet’in First Nation
	(Von Der Porten, De Loë and McGregor, 2016)
	Limited

	16
	Okanagan First Nations engagement with the Okanagan Basin Water Board 
	(Von Der Porten, De Loë and McGregor, 2016)
	Limited

	17
	Lower Similkameen 
Case Study
	(Simms et al., 2016)
	Limited 

	18
	Consultation by the Water Stewardship Division of the BC Ministry of Environment on the Water Sustainability Act
	(Von Der Porten and De Loë, 2014; Simms et al., 2016; Von Der Porten, De Loë and McGregor, 2016; Jollymore, McFarlane and Harris, 2018)
	Detailed


	19
	Consultation for EIAs in southern Chile
	(Höhl et al., 2021)
	Limited

	20
	Māori participation on the Hurunui river 
	(C. Thomas, 2015)
	Limited

	21
	Indigenous engagement in the permitting process of the Atlantic Coast Pipeline (ACP)
	(Emanuel and Wilkins, 2020)
	Detailed

	22
	Karuk Tribe engagement in the Klamath Basin 
	(Diver et al., 2022)
	Limited

	23
	 2012 Colorado River Water Supply and Demand Study
	(Chief, Meadow and Whyte, 2016)
	Limited

	24
	Great Lakes
	(Lukawiecki et al., 2021)
	Limited

	25
	Columbia River Basin Treaty 
	(Von Der Porten, De Loë and McGregor, 2016)
	Limited

	26
	Rainy Lake 
	(Strube and Thomas, 2021)
	Limited

	27
	International Joint Commission
	(Strube and Thomas, 2021)
	Limited




[bookmark: _Toc182823444]Case studies where Indigenous values and knowledge were considered in water governance
There were several case studies where insufficient detail was provided to determine if Indigenous values or knowledge was considered in participatory processes. Of the 182 case studies, only 33 case studies specifically mentioned that they considered Indigenous values, or knowledge in the process.
	
	Case study 
	Relevant paper

	1
	National Cultural Flows Research Project 
	(Taylor, Moggridge and Poelina, 2016; Bischoff-Mattson and Lynch, 2017; Moggridge and Thompson, 2021; Moggridge, Thompson and Radoll, 2022)

	2
	NSW Aboriginal Water Initiative (AWI) 
	(Moggridge, Betterridge and Thompson, 2019; Moggridge and Thompson, 2021; Moggridge, Thompson and Radoll, 2022)

	3
	Murray–Darling Basin Authority’s (MDBA) Basin Plan 
	(Quitian and Rodríguez, 2016; Goff, 2020)

	4
	Yarra River Protection Act 
	(Poelina, Bagnall and Lim, 2020; Provis, 2020)

	5
	Living Murray Initiative 
	(Jackson, 2005; Taylor, Moggridge and Poelina, 2016)

	6
	Aboriginal Waterways Assessment Program 
	(Poirier and Schartmueller, 2012; Mooney and Cullen, 2019)

	7
	Garma Indigenous Peoples Declaration
	(Taylor, Moggridge and Poelina, 2016),

	8
	Barmaha-Millewa
	(Robinson et al., 2015)

	9
	Rio Tinto Iron Ore (RTIO) Study on Indigenous values in the Pilbara region 
	(Barber and Jackson, 2012)

	10
	Milingimbi Water Project
	(Hayashi et al., 2021)-

	11
	Bana Yarralji Bubu Inc., Report 
	(Maclean and Bana Yarralji Bubu Inc, 2015)

	12
	Daly River Planning 
	(Jackson, 2005)

	13
	Fitzroy River Declaration and Fitzroy (Martuwarra) Council. 
	(Poelina, Bagnall and Lim, 2020; Bates et al., 2023)

	14
	Brasilia Declration
	(Young, Down and Mascher, 2023)

	15
	NWT Water Stewardship Strategy 
	(Latta, 2018)

	16
	Friends of the Nemaiah Valley (FONV) engagement with the Xeni Gwet’in First Nation, 
	(Von Der Porten, De Loë and McGregor, 2016)

	17
	Okanagan Nation Alliance adopted Siwlkw / En'owkin.
	 (Pahl-Wostl, 2020; Linton and Pahl-Wostl, 2023)

	18
	Adoption of the Cowichan Tribes principle.
	(Curran, 2019; Curran, Gleeson and Huggins, 2023)


	19
	Mistawasis Nêhiyawak First Nation WG project 
	(Mora et al., 2022)

	20
	Application of Yinka Dene 
	(Curran, 2019)

	21
	World Water Forum – Kyoto Declaration
	(McGregor, 2012; Taylor, Moggridge and Poelina, 2016; Berry et al., 2018)

	22
	World Water Forum - Mexico
	(McGregor, 2012)

	23
	Cultural Health Index 
	(Jackson, 2005; Moggridge, Thompson and Radoll, 2022)

	24
	Murihiku Cultural Water Classification System 
	(Kitson et al., 2018)

	25
	Legal Personhood of Whanganui River 
	(Frame, 2018; O’Bryan, 2019; Pahl-Wostl, 2020; Poelina, Bagnall and Lim, 2020; Strang, 2021; Young, Down and Mascher, 2023).

	26
	The Waikato River Settlement Act 
	Waikato River (Bryan, 2017; Hughey, Jacobson and Smith, 2017; Pirsoul and Armoudian, 2019; Fisher and Parsons, 2020),

	27
	Maori participation on the Hurunui River 
	(C. Thomas, 2015)

	28
	Waipa river act 
	(Fisher and Parsons, 2020)-

	29
	Lake Ellesmere and Te Waiharo 
	(Memon and Kirk, 2012)

	30
	Waitaki River catchment -  
	(Taylor et al., 2021)

	31
	Indigenous engagement with the Rotorua Lakes Council (RLC). 
	(Strang, 2014)

	32
	MRLF
	(Van den Belt, Schiele and Forgie, 2013)

	33
	Great Lakes 
	(Lukawiecki et al., 2021)
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