
SECTION I1 - OBJEC‘I’IVF: IIEVTKW 

4 Rationale 
‘l’his scction siiiiirriarises the results 01’ tlic data gathering ancl analysis s t a g s  of  this 
study. In ordci. to piuvide ;i sensible structurc to this section ol‘tlic rcpor-t, the following 
stcps havc hccn tillten: 

1. A scrics of corc functions of cstuary management in gencral have liccn dcfined, Ihesc 
Iiavc bccn suggested in ordcr t o  provide ii refcrcncc point for assessing the clcgrcc to 
which estuary miinngcincnt accords with the i1iidci.lyi ng principle of sustainahlc 
dcvc I 0  pmen I.  

2. A series of key oulputs of estuary managcmcnt Iiavc :ilso been prcscntcd. These have 
k e n  put forward in or-dcr t o  help provide a hasclinc against which thc information 
collated on estuary management during this study can be cxamincd. 

3. Data collated d~iring t h i s  study has k e n  groupcd, as far as possible, according to kcy 
outputs. I3y comparing the outputs of estuary nlanagernent with the core 
functions an assessment has k e n  made of wlicther or not progress is being 
made towards sustainable development. Any conclusions tha t  have bccn drawn o n  
thc basis of c~iialitative information are more proiic to cr.oss-examination. 

Scclioii S hclow presents thc coic fiinctions of cstu:tr-y management, and scction 6 
picscnts the Ley outpiits. Estuary miinagcmcnt inputs  are set o u t  in scctinn 7.6 on  the 
l‘u n d 1 11 g of e s t Liar y ni an age men 1. 

Figure 3 hclow demonstrates the relationship between core functions, inputs and 
outputs. 
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When reading this rcport, it is important that time is spent understanding this 
ralionale as it sets the context for the rcniainder of Section I 1  of the report. 
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5 
'I'IK coic functions of cstuary ~ n ; i i i a g ~ i i ~ ~ i i t  ai.e sel o u t  in Tablc 3. 

Core functions of estuary nianagemcrit 

'lahle 2. The core functions of estuary m a n a g c m c n t .  
7- ~ .- 

The processes adopted in, and outputs gencrated by, estuary rnanagcment initiatives 
should dircctly relate one, or more, of the following core functions: 

Core Function I : 
'l'o inllucnce thc statutory planning system and tlie regulation or' activitics below IOW water. 

Core Function 2: 
'1'0 promotc a common understanding of'thc ol?jectives, beliefs and activitics 01' ihe organisations reli:lnt upon 
cstuarine reso~~~~ces ,  

Core Function 3: 
To inform dccision-makers itbout the status o f  the estuary and what progress i s  k ing  madc / needs t o  be madc 
towards sustninablc use. 

Core Function 4: 
To act as n mechanism for iigrccing the short, medium and long tcrm priorities fbr at1 cstu:iry. 

C,arc Function 5 :  
To help prevent conflict by prcwiding a balanccd ftxmcwork f ~ r  resource allocation, objective setting and 
decisiiin-making. 

Core Function 6: 
'1'0 be aware of the initiatives and plans of olhers and to cimniunicatc thcir irrrplications to  thosc organisations 

-"_ I_ 

who arc reliant oil the estuary. 
l__l_ 

6 Outputs of estuary management 
Kcy outputs o f  estuary mmnagcmcnt are set ou t  in Tablc 3. 

- Table 3 Key ouQuts of estuary management. - 

A. Awareness raising C:i)ininunication xnnteriais produced by esluary inanagcrncnt 
(of ecorroinic, social 
and environmental Awareness raising everits. 
issues of estuaries). 

part tiersh i p s 

Communication of the valucs, lcgislation (cc)nstt*aint.s), operations 
;ind beliefs of the orvanisations rcli:int upon estuarine resources 

P;x:imples of conflict prcvcntion N I L ~  resolution that can bc directly 
attributed to the estuary man:igemcnt process. 

,,,_""_____.._.___..__________l_l. . - _ _ I . " . " . ~ "  

B. Conflict 
. ..... prevention - . _ . . . - ~ . " ~ - " , " , ~ , I ,  < . " ~ . . . . ~ . . . . - _ - - _ _ - ^ "  ".. ...~ ..... ii..i"""iiil ~ - - - - - - - - - _  

cm ~ ~ ~ i ~ t i ~ ~  the Assisting itnd providing a i1icch:inism Zo influence other plans and 
ini t i :it i ves e, g . I.,nc;i 1 I-hvl ronmcn t Agency PI ;ins, S horcli 1ic 
Manugerneint Plnns, Spccial Arcas of Conservation. 

contrict between plans and initiat,ives oti cstuuries. 

Identifying fund; tig nccds and mechanisms. 

and initiatives of 
others Identifying and communicating thc potential lirr integration and 

* _  ~ _____""____.________I*I ,,",",* _ _ _ _ . _ +  .--. .... 

D. IGnancial 
x _ " . . _ . _ _ " . _  ___._.__ _ _ _ L _ _ l i _ _ , " , _  ~ .....-- + _ . . > L u L . 2 L  " _ _ _  
E. Yartncrships Involveiwlent of st;zkcholdcl.s, 

0 I m c l  ol' cornrnitmenr of stakcholders to the process. 
x._". 0 Fo1.m~ "--.".+. of endorscmcnt. __"+ -- 



7 Rcsults 

7.1 Awareness Raising 
I t  is clear from data aiialysis that all estuary inanagcmcnt pro-jects operating i n  England 
are engaged in  activities that aim to raise awareness about estuai-ics and the role of 
di I'fcrcnt organisations i n  estuary management. 

What is lcss clear is thc dcgrcc to which estuary rnanagemcnt projects arc raising 
awarcncss 011 matters rclcvant to  the core functions of cstuary management. Awareness 
~ i i s ing  relates io the core functions 2 and 3. 

Tablc 4 provides ii summary of the degree to which awarcncss raising is vicwcd as a 
strcngth o f  es t ~ i a r y  maii agcmcn t.  This in foimat i on has hecn exlt'ac ted f r o m  tclcphone 
interview data (scc p a p -  3 of the supporting papcix). 

Tablc -. 4 Degree to which awareness raising is vicwed as a -""- 

Raising the profilc of theestuary: 

52% of stakeholdcrs interviewed bclieve estu;iry man:\gcrncnt is I-aising the profilc o f  cstuarics. 
hO% ot'cstiixy pi-0-jcut uliaii-s ;ind cstu:iry pimjcct oflicci-s interviewed hclicvc cstuary manageinerit is raising the lmfilc 
of  estuaries. 

_- , ____X.l_ I_x"_-- 

Raising the profile of ttrc partners engaged in the estuary management process: 

41% of stakeholders interviewed believe raising the profile of p;irtllers i s  a strength of cstuury managernent. 
23% o f  cstiiai~y p j c c t  chairs and csti.i:iry pi-o,ject officers intcrvicwcd hclicve raising the profile ol' pi-tners is i1 strength 
of estunry m ; l n ~ l ~ c m c n t .  

Hold &<vents and initiatives: 
-- - _-I 

4% o f  st:ikcholdcrs interviewed see ;iw:irciicss raising events ancl initiativcs :is :I strerlgth of estuary rn:inagcmcnt. 
38% o f  cstuury project c ' t i 3 y w n s  _".r- :ind c s ~ u a i ~ y  offic'ei's sce -- thcsc 3s :I strength of estuary rrEiii:igcmcnt. 

Tablc 5 ,  which also origiriiitcs from telephoiie intcrvicws, summarises data on awareness 
raising activities or' thc estuary management projects. Two case studies, thc Solcnt 
Forum and thc Morecambe Ray Strategy, examine in inorc detail the nature of awar-cness 
raising iiiformation (sec Box 1 ,  Appendix 1 of tlic Evidcncc o f  Analysis Rcpoi-t). 

Tnblc 5 The ty 
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7.2 Conflict prevention 
Conflict prevention iclatcs to thc corc fiinction 5 .  

The amount or' information provided during data gatlici-ing on conflict prcvcntion and 
conl'lict resolution is limited, and both this scction and the later discussion section should 
hc viewed with caution. 

During consu1t:itions carried ou t  as part of this study, refercncc was made to the terms 
conflict picvcntion, conflict I-esolution, and consensus building. I n  ordcr to  attempt to 
clarify the incaning of each of thesc terms, tlic following definitions are uscd in  this 
report : 

Conflict prevention 
Stopping :in estuary managcment issue actually hccoming a problem by working in 
partiicrship to agree policy / stratcgy for the estuary. Putting i n  placc a system that scts 
nut ways of addressing potential arcas of conflict within a framcwork o f  sustainablc 
dcvclopment. Identification of issucs and common goals may bc classed as part of the 
conflict prcvention pr-occss. 

Conflict resolution 
The process or' incdiating an agreed way forwarcl o n  ;in estuary rnanagcrncnt issue about 
which individuals / stakeholder organisations have opposing vicws. 

Consensus building 
Very similar to conflict rcsolution, h u t  dealing at a moi-c gcneral level working on 
heliefs, values and philosophy rather tlxin resolving site / activity specific problems. 

.LJsefd infonnation on h i s  topic tha t  has hccn collectcd via tclcplione interview i s  set out 
below. l n  addition [lie discilssion scction on conflict prcvcntion refers to some of tlic 
vicws put forward by English Nature during one to onc consul tations. 

77% of esluary stakcholdci-s saw coiiflict picvcnlion as a strength of estuary 
management. Only 3 1 % )  saw conflict resolution as i1 strength, with fcwcr being able to 
cite examples of a succcssful conflict resolution process. 

Tablc 0 Ixlow summal-iscs sonic cxarnples of whcrc coastal zone rnanageincnt initiatives 
that 11 iivc rc so 1 vcd con f I I c t . '1 'hi s i 11 form at i on w ;IS prov i ded duri 11 g t cl cph on e i nterv i e w s , 
and wiittcn consulhtion or1 Bcst Practicc. 



Table 6 

Dorset C ~ r s t  Projocl: 
a 

0 

Sc;/iol I C70rrsi  Mrr I  1 q C V I  W I  I t S ~ I  C I I  I c 

Examylcs - of conflict resolution. """ 

C'onditions of  ciper;itioris 01' ship-to-ship transfer ~ I G I  111 I,ymc 13ay. 
1H:indling Ioc:il input t o  the coiimori fishcrics policy reform m d  retention ofO/l2 mile l imi t ,  
Backing for possiblc World I-lci-itagc hid. 

'I'he irndcrlying 'cimtlict' between :icocss for rccreution and n;iturc conscrvation (which Icd to the 
cst;il>lishmciit o f  thc scheme) has bccn vcry miich solved. C'uricntly the scheme i s  trying to sct out thc 1 1 ~ d  

balancc hctwccn woodlantl h;ibitats and opcii dimr habitats, nnd a lso  trying better to explain thc nccd 
to work with co:istd pi-occsses. 

Dlrlklorr 
h i t  digging pi-oblcrns solved 

MO rrwirl 1 hr. l l q  

LUW 
licsolutiori of watc. 

r)isagreement over S p r r - / i r r r r  addi-cssed via public debatc. 

Tn order to providc inl'ormatron o n  the proccss of conflict resolution a casc study on  
Watcr-skiing on the River I,unc is pi-ovidcd in Appendix 2 of ttic Evidence o f  Analysis 
Rcport . 

RSPB casework dat;t iclcntifies that cstiiarics al-c the most frequcntly :iffccted habitat for 
casework bctwccn 199s and 1997, bcing more than double thc second ranked habitat, 
lowland wet grassland. 'I'his is evidence of the on-going pr-cssure that estuarics air  
under. Such ;I largc cascwork load suggests that the potential for- conflict remains, and i t  
is thereforc questionable whether English Nature's objcctivc to reduce cascwoidt has 
been satisfied. 

7.3 
This scction presents information o n  the relationship and degree of intcgration between 
cstuary managcmcnt and the other initiativcs snd plans affccting estuaries. This dircctly 
relates to corc functions 1 a n d  6. IJndcrlying data I S  surnmariscd i n  Tables 3, 4a and 4b 
i n  Appendix 3 of tlic Evidence of' Analysis Rcport. 

Influencing and co-ordinating the plans of' others 

Influencing Local Ihvironment Agcncy Plans 
Ttircc fol-111s of linkage were identified bctwccn Local Environrncnt Agcncy Plans and an 
cstuary maniigcnicnt pl:tn: 

0 As a seamless proccss with the estuary management plan providing the policy 
framcwork. This avoids tlic ncccl to  publish ;L sqxiratc Local Environmcnt Agcncy 
Plan e.g. 'I'hamcs. 
A foi-mal inemorandurn of iinder-standing to l'acilitate close working and integration 

A close working xsocration whcrcby the timescales arc mutually ad.justed to fit c.g. 
Tamar. 

0 

e.g. Severn. 
0 



Influencing Shorcline Management Plans 
Tlic i n tcgrat i on between est uai.y in an agcme n t plans and S liorcl i nc Management Plans i s 
si rni I arl y variable, with 1 i r i  kagcs i nc I udi ng : 

0 

0 

Tlic pixiduction of i1 memorandum o f  understanding between the two c.g. Scvcrn. 
Direct policy influcricc vi:i iqresentzition of' the Estuary Project Officer / chair and 
Slrorclinc Management Group Cliairpcrson at mmagcmcnt group level on 1mth 
initiatives e.g. Dec. 
Formal consultation c.g. Dart. 

Natura 2000 Sites 
Telephone intcrvicw data indicates that, wlierc they ovcrlap, Spccial Areas of 
Conservation (SAC) have usually benefited from the establishcd cstuary managcincnt 
process. It is howevcr i mportiint to notc that a number o f  stakelioldcix have reservations 
about  the henefits of tlic linkage betwccri estuary management and SAC Inanagemcnt: 

'I'he rn:tizagctnciit of Nnturii 2000 sitcs is ;i statutory process and the statutory duty 
placcd on  thc Rclcvant AutIior1ties occurs iiicspcctive o f  an cstuary manageincrlt 
plan (cotiimciit by Associated TJi.itish Ports - sec tclcphonc Interview data i n  
supporti rig paper 3). 
On some estuaries, the cxistcnce of an estuary management plan lias confused the 
process and creatcd the potcntial fo r  duplication, especially in sctting up Relevant 
Authority groups. This was particularly cvidcnt i n  the early dcvclopment of  SAC 
inecliani sms ( scc t cl cp hone in tervi c w data i n supporting papcr 3). 

? %  I he cstuai'y ni:inagement proccss h a s  completed much of the groundwork in raising 
awwcncss of the rolc of the different orgnnisations using and managing estuaries, and 
provides the fraincworlc for consultation and the developmcnt of Rclevant Authority 
groups. 

A variety of ap1m)aclics have bccn talicn ranging from tlic cstuary rnanagermcnt p~ocess 
being supcrscdcd b y  the SAC tnanagement schcmc (Fa1 Bay), to the SAC: process 
piggy- txiclci ng' the estuary rnanagernen t proccss (Morecambe Bay). " 

N o  arrangcmcnts have heen put in placc or tested for Spccid Protection Areas. 

1,ocal I'lans 
Local Plans 31-c influenced by cstunry management pliins i n  tcrrns of: 

Consistcncy in thc dcfiiiition of the coastal mnc  c.6. Dce. 
Policies associated with the nziturc consci-vation importancc of cstuaries e.g. Tnrntl~*. 

A kcy S U C C ~ S S  I'actor in iiiflucncing lociil plans is that estuary managcrncnf piirtnei*sliips 
provide tl mcchaiiisin to facilitate closc working with local authority officers during 
plan ni n g pol i c y dcvcl o p e n t  . l?x ainplcs of t 11 i s i nc I ude : 

0 lJsing the estuary management plan to influcncc organisational policy e.g. 
Local authority officers attending mzinngcmcnt gr(iup meetings c.g. Mcrscy. 

Morecambc T3 ay. 



An Estuary Prqjcct Officer working closely with planning officers e.g. Tamar. 

Some estuary managcrncnt plans are yet to influcncc the local plan proccss I~ecause of ;I 
time lag bclwccn the plan preparation process and formal 1,ocal Authority adoption 
rcvicw. 

lnfliiencing structurc plans and unitary dcvclopment plans 
Thc clcgrcc of influcncc on structure plans and unitary development plans is variable, 
with only ;I few exainplcs of direct influencing c.g. Wiiwl linitary Ilevclopmcnt Plan by 
thc Mcrscy Strategy. Generally, policy at county lcvcl is rcstrickd to  stratcgic issues e.g. 
definition of the coastal ~ o n c  in  Cheshire, whilst the responsibility for estuary planning 
policy i s  lai.gcly devolved to district and IJorough Icvel. 

Regional Planning (hidance 
Direct intlucnce on regional planning guidance is 1-cstrictcd to  one examplc on the 
Tli;ttncs, where the estuary rnanagement process influenced the coritcnt of sub regional 
planning guidancc (RPCiOa) foi* Ilic T h m c s  Gateway. 

Comparison with thc 1997 English Nature data 
English Nature sirrvcycd estuary projcct chairs i n  1997 (6'17gIish Nutnuc. iiizprrblisliod 
ckrrtr ,  1997). A comparison hctween this study and the  English Natui-c survey revcnls 
that: 

Locsl Environmcrlt Agency Plans atid estuary inanagcmcnt processes arc 
incrcasingl y working togcthcr, with freqiicnt cxarnplcs of integration and .joint 
oblcctivc setting e.g. Mcrscy. 
The inl'luencc (of estuary rnanagcment plans on the developmcnt planning system has 
increased siucc 1997 e.g. T m ~ r .  
Shoreline Managcmcnt Plans remain largcly isolated from cstuary management plans 
e.g. Fal. 

Added value 
Tlic following are evidcncc of added value dclivcrcd by estuary managcmcnt processcs: 

Improved scctoixl ob.jectivc sctting by utilising the policy and management 
fixrncwork provided by t h e  estuary rnmagctmcnt process (c.g. T Tumhci-). 
A single managctncnt plan or IWO intcgratc plans ;ire more cost efficient and 
in t egra t cd t h a t 1 s e p r a  te es t uar y man agernen t pl an s and Loc a I Bn v i ron m cn t hgen c y 
1'1 an s (c. g . Tli ames ) . 
Economies of scale at joint events (e.g. tlic cstuary managemcnt px-tnerstiip hclping 
to organise a joint launch for the Fa1 Bay estuary management plans and Local 
En vi roil incn t Agency 1'1 an). 
Accclcrating the process of developing managcmcnt schemcs for Special Arcas of 
Conservation (c.g. Morecambe Bay). 
LJti l i  sing the frame works dcvclopcd by es t uai.y management plans for consultation 
over- plans and ptnposiils (e.g. 1,ocal Auttior-i ty countrysidc management strategy on 
the Dee). 



7.4 Estuary managcment partnerships 
This section relates to all of tlic c o i ~  functions of estuary managcmcnt. The Ibllowing 
fcatures o f  the estuary inanagcmcnt process have hccn used t o  provide an indication o f  
the strength (01’ ot hci-w i sc) o f  ex i sting part ricrshi ps : 

0 

0 

rn Seniority of repi-esentation. 

The degree o f  involvcinciit of stalteholder groups. 
Endorscmcnt of the estuary managcmcnt plan. 

All of the data was collcctcd via tclcphone interview (SCC supporting paper 3 for 
CO in p I c t e dat ase t ) . 

Involvcnient of Stakeholder C; roups 
57% of rcspoiidcnts hclicve their estuai-y niaii:igernenl projcct involves all stakeholder 
g1-oups. 
10(,41 bclicvc that hey staheholdcrs NC involved, but smallcr intcrest groups ;ire missing. 
24% bclrcvc that key staheholdcrs ai-c missing. 

Of those st;ikcholdcrs thoiight to he missing, 75% of rcspnndcnts listed srnall and 
medium cntcipriscs, S6% lisicd community intercsts, and 25% listed Ministry of 
Agriculture, I~isherics and Food and its agcncics. 

A qualitative assessment has been inadc of what factors encouragc 01’ motivate 
stakeholders to become involved in the cstuary rnanagcment proccss. Thcsc include: 

0 

In order to dircctly influence thc policics i n  thc estuary inanagcrncnt plan. 
As a damage limitation cxcrcise and to protect sclf interest - i t  is bcttcr tn be involvcd 
than not.  
To be sccn to tx taking part. 
In  order lo pv-sue organisation:il agciidx e.g. nature conservation q p d a s .  
In  orclcr- t o  influencc cstuwy management plan content 
To work i n  piirtnership and bcttcr understand organisatioiis. 
To access useful infoimation and intelligcncc. 
I n  order t o  ildopt a sustainable and holistic ~ p p i ~ l c h  to managing cstuaries. 

Ihdorsement of thc cstuary management plan 
Thc formal cndorsement of an cstiiary managerncrit plan hy relevant stakcholdcrs is ;i 

uscful indicator o f  commitment to irnplcmcntation of  an estuary rnaiiagcmcnt process. 
The assumption k i n g  that pliin guidancc and recommendations arc more likely to hc 
rcflcctcd in  the policies of tlic partners. Endor-scmcnt procedures vary from lettcrs of 
endorsemcnt to signed protocois, and tend tcu give the estuary imanagcmcnt plan “rniiterial 
consideration’’ status particuliirly in 1,ocal Authority planning processes. 

Tnblc 7 siiiiimai-ises data provided on plan endorsemcnt. 



Table 7 Examples of cndorsenienL -- 
Estuary management -I plan Form of' &lorsernent 
Dart 

D C C  

I'al 

Gndoi-sec1 b y  local authorities at cotnmilke level. 
Porscd by key stakcl-iolcle!s.___"~_ 
mcnt signcd by thc rrmjorily of 

.," ..-.- 
~cgulatory I ;ig$"&s and local st:kcholclers. 111111""-- 
Plan fonnally endorscd hy  stakeholders. Now 
superseded by tlic S p i n 1  Area of Conservation 

Stakeholders have endorscd thc sit-atcgy through 
woi-king groups. .Environment Agency has made 
ii formal commilment to implcrnent clcinents of 
thc striilcgy via i t s  statutory lunctions ;ind by 
woi-ki ng in p2Iajjcrs h i 13. 

Endorsenient protocol signcd by m:my 

Letter of ettdoixmcnt sigticd by most 

.E:,S(LI:U.~ sti-iitegy endorsed by c a d ~  I ~ ) c a l  
Authority :it committee level. All 10 bodies on 
the man:igcmcnt forum have etidorsec1 thc 

I__x-"_ x1 -- p rclccs~; __I 

Ilumbcr 

~- .,I_"".- _,""..XI ".- 

Mersey 

Morecambe Isay 

'I'arnar 

"" stakeholder~s ; l t ~ " [ c g ~ l a t o r y  :tgcncles -- 

... "".. shkclioldrrs -X_X..IIXI"- and regulatory :tgcncics "_""x- 

Seniority of representation 
The scnior-ity of r-epresentation 011 tlic cstuary management group is another indicator of 
thc lcvcl of commitment the partncrs have to estuary managcmcnt process. Tltblc 8 
sum m ari scs c iir-~-ent I e ve 1 s of reprcsc 11 tat i (3  n : 

7'able 8 
1,cvel of representation 
on an estuary nianagcment group 
Elcctcd mciiihcr 36% 
'I'ier I 2 7 '$1 
'I'ici- 2 9 1% 
Tici- 3 5 5 % 
'i'iw 4 18% 
Via cvcnts on ly  9% 
Via forum only 3G'Xl 

Current --- rcprcsentation of' key ,, -- stakcholders in estuary management. 
_.*__(+ 

Proportion of estuary managemcnt plans with 
this level of representation 

I X'%' 
_I.-", Via woi-kiriF gi'oup only 

'I'icr 1 - Dircutoi- / Regional OfficcI / I-lar.hou1- M a s l o  
~I ." 

TIN 2 - Assistant Director / Service Hcid 
/ 'I'cani I,caclct Tic~- 4 - Planning 0l.I'icci" / S"!!:. M a n q c r  _- 

'I'nwards sust;rin;ihlr rstrrary nianagcnieiit 14 Section I I  Ohjcctivc rcvirw 



7.5 Wildlife and environmcntal gain 
Wildlife and ciivii.oiirncnta1 gain hiis not Ixmi included as ;I key outcolnc of estuary 
rnanagcnicnt (see discussion scction 8.5). This section docs however form part of corc 
function 3. 

Examples of wildlifc / cnvironrnental gain attr-ihutahle to or assistcd by tlic cstuary 
rnanagernent prnccss ai-c identified in Tablc 9 Ixlow (see also Tablc 6 in  Appcndix 6 of 
the Evidence of Analysis rcpoi-l). 

- ^  - 

Assisting in Local Nature Reserve dcsignahns.  

hssi sting i n i w i w  t i o nal vcssc I i-cgi strnt i o  11 
hi-suing I Icritage Coa>t""~lcfi nit ion. .*._- ..... - 

;ind agrccd :iction plan 
d on rncxsurcs to protect ;I sensitive tern habitat. 

Assisting in dune and bcach man:igcmcnt / restoration project hy 
providing :idvice and helping to dclivcr shared ob-jectives, 
Assisting i r i  thc (1 hjccti ve setti iig for rnanagcd rc-:iI i gnment 
sc herncs. 
Bat roosting boxcs scl  up. 
Reedbed managcmcnt / creation project, 
Organised vol untecrs I'oi 
Salt rnrirsti creation / rnanagemerlt project initiatcd. 
Identification of alternative iicccss route to a National Nature 
I<escrvc. 
Organise beach clems. 

It marsh management. 

"I --- 

Table 9 

initiatives of others' 

ISxaniples of wildlifc gain / damage avoidance. -_I----. 

T11flUCnCjng tjlc plans and Intlnencinl: / promotinE Eiotliversity Action Plans. 

Conscrvat ion piujcc ts 

Clean-up, pollution 
pxcvcntion ___x "" 

.Educ at i o ri 
A w ai'cness raising 

C h n  fl i c t picvcnt i on / 
avo i dance 

Rcsearc 11 / mon i to ri ng 

Note: Sh:ided text i 
nor-tnal text are ex;irnples of whcrc thc e ~ t ~ i i i r y  mnnagerncnt process has assisted nnd ci>-or.dinotcd 
initi:itivcs tha t  have indirectly benefited wildlife and  cc)11serviition interests. 

tnplcs that arc ;I direct result of thc cstu:iry managernent p r i w  

. ~,", 

C 13- 13 0 M . 
Kvcnts. 
I >ent1cts. 
I3Mlt; Navigatc with Nature. 
Code of conduct puhlic:ition. 
ronferences. 
Web site. 
Generic signage project with cnvirniirnental information. 
Scal awareness. 
Loci11 N;irure I<cscrvc signagc. 
Aucehs :ind rights of w:iy. 
Rnit digging. 
T'crsimil Water Crali '~ assisting in conflict prevention. 
I Jsci- group support. 
4W1) ;icccss managernent. 

__I -l.",."l"l,.-,- 

__^". Wildfowl ing management ,PI  an. .n*X. 

I mproved co-ordi nuti on of wildfowl C U U ~  t s I 
Bait digging research. 
T-T:ihitat arid species mapping. 
Littcr mrmitoring scheme. 
Sand dune erosion prqjcct. 
Sedirnetit budgct pr0.jcct. 
Survey o f  t-ccrea~j~!~~;il use. .- 
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7.6 Funding of estuary management 
This section prcscnts the background data o n  inputs to  thc cstuiuy managemcnt 
processes. A summary o f  thc financial zinalysis is given in Table 7 and Figurcs 1 - 5 in 
Appendix 7 of tlic Evidence of Analysis Rcpnrt. Further financial data is given in ‘Iablcs 
S - 12 of the Evidcncc of Analysis rcport, and in supporting papers 3 and 7. 

Detailed financial information was collcctcd during the telcphonc interviews from a 
sample o f  I I cstuary management partncrstiips (Colne, Dart, Dcc, Duddon, Fa1 Bay, 
Mersey, Morcciiinhc, Severn, ’l’amw, Tccs :incl Thames). 

An assessment has bccn madc o f  the following funding parameters: 

1 .  Number 01‘ funding Imdics. 
2. Types of fundcr-. 
3. Level of core funding and expenditure. 
4. 1 ,cvcl o f  piirtnership funding and expenditurc. 
5.  Direct costs o f  officcr employment. 
6. Typcs o f  funding in  kind. 
7. Notional cost of partner officer timc. 
8. 1,cvcl of draw down firnding. 
9. Success of fundraising. 

On the basis of these data, tlic total financial input to estuary managcmcnt has been 
estimated. C’omment is also inaclc on the direct and indir-cct economic benefit of this 
expcndi turc. 

Number of funding bodies 
A total of 116 funding partners support cstuary management in thc above 11 cstuarics, 
with ;in avcragc o f  11 fLmding partners per estuary (range 2 - 2 3  The total figure 
includcs multiple entries for agencies that fund a number o f  partnerships. 

Typcs of funder 
C’.~~i-rently the l‘ollowing range o f  bodies arc funding estuary management proccsscs: 

Statutory arid regulatory bodics (including govci-nmcnl agencies, 1,ocal Authorities, 
port and harbour authorities). 
LJK dcvclopinciit agencies. 
Eu ropeaii funds. 
Commercial organisations. 
Voluntary bodi cs. 
Grim t inalci n g trusts. 
Privatc donors. 
Other (Sea Fishcrics Committees, Ministry o f  Defence). 

I,cvel of core funding and cxpenditure 
Avcragc cnrc funding and expendituic i n  l997/98 was &34,193 (range &7,78O - &SS,OOO). 

On the basis of 35 cstuary inanagement proccsscs in England, this gives a total annual 
coi*e expenditure of 51.2. million, two thirds of which (EO.8 million) is directly used in 
employing :in Estuary Pro-ject Officcr.. Assuming an average pc”iocl of p h n  preparation 



of 3 ycars, this gives a core expenditure to dat.c in the or-dcr of f3 .6  mi1liori. On thc basis 
of 29 est.uary rnanagcmcnt processes in Englmd i n  implement.ntioii for onc and :I ha1.f 
ycars, this givcs a total annual itiiplctiiciitatiori expendit.urc of 51 .O million. Assuming an 
average period of plan prcparalion and implcrncntation o f  four and a half years, this 
gives ;I t.ot.31 corc cxpcnditure to dat.c in the order o f  LS.1. million. 

Level of pro,ject funding and expenditure 
Average estuary managerncnl process project. funding and expcnditurc in 1997/98 was 
&40,027 (range &O ~ f300,OOOj. This avcragc is distorted by ~ J I  outlier of &3OS,OOO 
project expcndit.urc on the ‘l’tirnar estuary. With this outlicr excluded, avcragc 
ex pcn di t.urc a mou 11 t s to 1: I 6,s 3 0 ~ 

On (.he basis of 35 estuary rnaiiagcmcnt processes in England, this gives a t.ot.al annual 
cxpcnditure of L578,SSO. 

Funding in kincl 
Thc partners in estuary management contribute i n  many ways. Contributions in kind 
i K’I C 1 lldc 

Providing officc space. 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Providing secret.arial / administl-ativc support. 
Providing mccting rooms and  vcnucs. 
Spcciialist officer support (e.g. press and PR). 
Reprographics, publication and printing costs. 
Undertaking survcy and data managcmcnt. 

Direct costs of employing an cstuary officer 
For thc 1 I estuary management proccsscs, the average officcr ernploymci?t cost in 
1997/98 was &23,053 (range &6,6611 - E3S,OOO). 

‘This represents 67% of average corc cxpenditurc, suggesting that two thirds o f  the corc 
hnding of an estuary managcmcnt process is needcd to pay for officer employment. The 
rcinaining third is I-ccluiicd f o r  core communication rniiterials, officc cxpenses, travel and 
s u bsi s ten ce . 

Partner officer time 
Part r i  cr n i p  n i s a t i 
costs of this time input arc significmt, an attcmpt to qua.nt.ify this has been made hclow. 

s c 011 t.ri hu t e to es t uary ni  an agcrnen t t h rough staff i n vc) I verncn t . The 

On the basis of an estimated tot.al timc input of 839 partner officer days over a 3 ycar 
pcriod i n  plan preparation, t.hc cost to the cmploying organisat.ions of‘ estuary partncrs 
is i n  the order of &2SS,OOO per estuary (sec Table 9, Appendix 7, Evidence of Analysis 
Iieport). 

On the basis of an cstimated annual input o.f 220 officcr days for plan irnplcrnenlalion, 
the :innual cosls to thc cmploying organisations of estuary pai-Lners j s  in thc ordcr of 
&67,000 per estuary (scc T:ible 10, Appcridix 7, Evidencc of Analysis Report). 



For 35 cstu:iry rnanagernent partiictdiips, this indicat.es an officer cost of around 
L8.93inillion to prepare the cst.uary mmagernenl plans, and for 29 estuary rnariagcincnt 
p;vtnership, an annual iniplcmcntation cost ol' a.i~ouiicl f 1.94million. 

Level of draw down funding 
Draw down funding has bccii dcfincd ;is the financial rcsoui-ccs spent by tlic prutnci-s in 
an cstuary miiniigcmciit prowss that would othci.wisc havc heen spent elscwhcrc. 

For the 1 1 estuary manageinent proccsscs sampled, draw down funding averagcd 
237,672 in 1007/98 (range LO - &305,000). However, (his figurc is distorted by t.hc 
2305,000 draw down funding on the Tainar. Excliiding this, t.hc average level of driiw 
down funding was f10,940. For 3.5 estuary managcnicnt partnerships. this would 
suggest a national I'igur-e 01' around f382,900 draw down funding per year. 

For every & I  .OO of corc funding on  estuary management, up  to 25.50 has been drawn 
down. I lowcver, the modal avcixgc is only E0.20 drawn down per partnership. 

Success of fundraising 
O n  average, Estuary Piujcct Officers spcnd 21%) of their timc fundraising (range S - 
40%). This is a significant amourit of time, with an averagc notional cost of &S,O63 per 
pt-0.ject per year. 

In comparing t h c  cost of t.his furidraising effort wit.h tlic amount  o f  draw down funding 
sccurcd, the balance of  funding raised averages &32,609 per projcct. pcr ycar. Howevcr, 
this is again ciistol-tcd h y  the very high clraw clown funding sccurcd by the Tmw cst.uary. 
Tf this outlier- is excludcd, thc average balancc of  funding raised per ycar is o n l y  25,895. 

The total input to estuary management processcs in England 
An estiinzlte of the total i npu t  in Englnnd has heen calculatcd on tlic basis of thc above 
cx pc n d i t 11 re fi  gure s. 

Thc lotal cost of pi'nducing an est.uary management plm (ovci- a period of 3 ycai-s), 
calculated o n  t.hc hasis of estimat.cc1 corc expenditure and pmtncr officer t.imc, is in  the 
nrdcr of f358,OOO per est.u:iry. This suggests ;I n;it.ional cost of around'Ll2.53 million for 
3 5 estuary in an agc tncn t pr-oces scs. 

The total cost of 29 plans i n  jrnplcrncntation, calculated on thc hasis of estimatcd 
initiativc expenditurc arid partner officer t.imc, is in the order of &105,455 per est.uary pcr 
ycar. This suggests a total national yearly cost o.f around L3.06 million. 'Ihis figurc is 
liltcly t o  rise in Puturc if i inpiementation picks up speed. 

The economic bcncfits of estuary nianagement processes 
Thc total annua l  cxpcnditiirc on est.uary management is est.im:itcd at arotmd L l  20  
mill ion corc m d  f0 .58  millioii pwtiicrship cxpenditurc (t.ot~i1 fl .78 million). Of this, 
around fO.38 million is drawn down. This cxpcnditur-e will have 3 clircct economic 
impact, which can bc clu;intified in terms of its impact 011 joh crcation. 

In addit.ion, indirect economic bcncfit will arise from tlic 1-csulls of estuary rnanagcrnent. 
Thi s i tic I udcs: 



* 
Conflict piwcn t ion  . 

0 

Increased inward invcstmcnt. 

More efficient and cfr‘cctivc decision innking. 

Syncrgics arising fr-om the cstuary nianagement partnership. 
A rcduction i n  the economic impact of poor envirorimcntal quality. 

Iiicrcascd tourism and recreation rcvcnuc. 

QLizintifying thc cconomic value o f  thcsc benefits is beyond thc scnpc o f  this study. 
I Jowcvcr, these indirect benefits arc likely to be very considcl-able. 

Reswrcing the estuary mamgement process 
Additional points that wise from the data gathering and consultation includc: 

Local Author-itics wc the most common hosts for the estuary mmigcrnent process. 
Tlicy also provide ;I significant proportion of the support services to cstuary 
rnansgcment, siich as printing costs, administrativc suppoil and meeting ~‘oonis. 
Harbour auihoritics and port compnnics provide significant contributions in kind, 
oftcri i n  association with hosting an esluary rnanagcmcnt process. . English Nature hosts fcwcr cstuary rnanagcmcnt processes comparcd to 1994, when 
over 50% of tlic initiatives were housed within ;in English Natur-c office. Although 
the Environment Agcncy provides ;I vcniic for meetings and support in kind for 
estuary managcimcnt e.g. data and report printing, though it is rarely the host 
organisation. 
Most of thc organisations survcycd commented that although use had been made of 
their offices for meetings and events, more usc could be made i f  thc cstiiary 
managcrucnt pwtncrstiip demonstrated the need. 

0 The current core fiinding mix is fairly broad, hut it  is not deep - i.c. tlic bulk of the 
funding burdcii falls o n  Loczil Authorities, English Naturc and the Enviroiiimcnt 
Agency. Any problcms with continucd cni-c funding from thcsc three key sources will 
jeoprdi  se the futurc v i d i  1 i ty o f  tlic estuary management process. 
There are ovc~’ I 10 partners funding estuary managemcnt throughout the country 
(including multiplc funders), Iwt only 1 0  havc iniidc a long-term commitment to 

Over the last two ycars 5 funding partncrs have left cstuary maniigement funding 
partncrs and 33 havc joincd. 
The level o f  projcct I‘unding, particular-ly funding drawn down hy the estuary 
managcment process, is tmodcst. With the exception of the ‘I’arnar, thc cstuai-y projects 
can demonstrate littlc siicccss in securing significant funds for implcmcntation. 
Fundraising is time consuming and is currently undertaken largcly hy Estuary Project 
Officers and chair-pcrsons. ‘I‘he balaiicc of funding raised is small when the costs of 
officer tinic are taken into account. Only o n  the Tamar and to  a lesser cxtcnt thc Tees 
docs tlic officer timc spent fundraising reprcscnt good value for money. 

0 I t  is not clear c ~ i  what basis requcsts for funding from stakeholdcr organisations are 
rnade, prtic~iIiir1y with rcgard to the anticipatcd outputs and consequent bcncfits to 
funding organisations. I t  appears that  significant amounts of funding may be 
request-cd on thc hasis o f  good will rather than clear, demonstrable benefits. 
Tlic cost of implementation in tcrms o f  partner officcr time is much greater than 
originally pi-cdictcd. IZ is not  clear whcthcr this additional bul-dcn rcprcsents value for 
iiioiicy for partners, or whcthcr i t  has distracted tlicrn from their core interests. 

fundi11g. 



x Discussion Scction 

8.1 Awareness Kaising 
Estuary munagcrncnt p i -opts  expcnd considcrable ime and rcsourccs in raising 
awareness o f  estuarics, cstuary managerncnt, and thc role and activitics o f  different 
organisations. Thcrc arc some important diffcrcnccs n the perccption of awareness 
hctwcen the stakcholdcrs, and Estuary I’mjcct Officers and chairpersons. The former :ire 
more concerncd ahout raising the ;jw;1rcncss of organisatioris, and the latter ~norc 
conccincd with raising ;iw;ircncss of the estuarics thcmselves and the cstuary 
man ageme n 1 proccs s. 

Crucially, thcr-c is an almost univcrsal lack of monitoring of thc quality and effcctivcncss 
of ~iw~i’cncss raising. Herc, thc dispmly between 4% of staltcholders valuing ttic cvcnts 
;md initiativcs a s  a strcngth of the estuary inanagcmcnt process, comparcd to 38% of 
cstuary project officers ;uid chairs, is striking. 

This raises a crucial cjucstion about thc objcctivrty and valirc of aw;ircness raising. If 
awareness raising is not perceived as a strciigth b y  the parincrs, i t  will not add valuc to 
the estuary rn:iii:igcment process. It is qucstionablc thcrcforc whether rcsoiirccs should 
bc divci-tcd towards initiativcs and events unless the hcncfits can be rclatcd to the corc 
function 2 “7b proiiiot(1 CI c o i i i i i i o i i  r i i i d r i s l c r u l d i r i g  of tirc ol?jcctivos, hdii)fi ciriel cic*tivi/ios 
nf’tlic or~~crui i s t r1 iv i i . v  roliurit i i p o i i  rstrrtiriiicj ~ L ~ S O I I ~ W S . ~ ’  Clcar, cffcctive communication 
is ;I common ihcinc running throughout the core functions of cstuary managerncnt. The 
need for clunlity standards in thc communication materials developed by the estuary 
management par-tncr-ship is criticit1 and should be takcn on hoard as a priority. 

Only onc cxample has bccn iclcntified of whcrc an attempt has bccn made to ineitsiii~c 
changcs in  stakeholder awaicncss prior to plan puhlication, immediately after and during 
implementation (Dcc, unpuhlished data). 

Ovcrall i t  would appear that, thc cstuary inanagement pr-owss is beginning to dcliver 
core function 2 in so far as cstuary stakeholders appcar to have u grasp of onc another’s 
objcctivcs, hcliefs and  activitics. I t  IS  unclear from thc information collcctcd in this study 
as to whcthcr the estunry inanagcment proccss i s  fulfilling corc function 3. 

8.2 Conflict prevcntion 
‘X’hc contcxt for conflict prcvcntion i n  estuary rnanagcrncnt may bc cxplor-cd by looking 
at tlic bxlcgroiind to English Nature’s Estuaries Initiative. During thc IC)8O7s thc Nature 
C‘onservancy Council had regular: 

0 

Public inquirics. 
* Isolation from other users. 

Conflict with otlicr scctoral interests 

Tn taking ;I new ~ippro:ich i n  their work on cstiiarics, the following nceds wer-c idcntificd: 

* Kedlrcc cascworlc 
Ikfusc issucs before thcy reach the conflict stagc. 

Halt increrncntal hahitat loss within cstuaries by raising awareness. 

20 Section I1  Oh,jcctive review * >  I owards s~~st;iinirI~le rsluary nianagement 



So, the principlc of conflict prevention underpins ttic Estuaries Initiative, and hcricc the 
prcdoininant approach to estuary managcmcnt i n  England. 

Conflict prevention can bc iichicvcd thi-oiigh the development of joint objcctives during 
plan preparation. Conflict rcsolution and consensus building are more tenuous, arid nccd 
to be carefully consider-cd in  relation to statutory systems and the status, if any, that a 
vo  I U II tar-y cs t uary rn an age men t p 1 an 11 as. 

Conflict prevention is thus a corc function of‘ cstuary management, whereas conflict 
rcsolution and consensus building are not, The lattcr arc dcsirable ‘add-ons’ that may 
develop niitiirally as :in estuary management pr-occss inaturcs and proves itself‘. 

Only Jinglish Naturc made referencc to conflict prcvcntion during one 1.0 one staltcholder 
Tncctings. English Nature notcd that i t  is hard to quantify thc succcss of conflict. 
icsolution, but felt thcrc has bccn an improvement in ‘atmosphere’ and a reduction in 
fcclings of ‘them and us’. Thcrc is also a fundamental qucstion o f  who has the rcinit to 
nssi s t t hc con f I i c t r-cso I u t i on procc ss . Dur-i n g cons u 1 tati on on En g 1 is ti N at  u re ’ s S t m ~ r g y  
j i )r  tlzc Srrs/aiviiihlc i,i,se of Kiiglaiid’s Evluciries i n  1993, the following points were raised 
i n  rclation to  conflict resolution: 

A methodology is needed for  ad$udicating lxtween ~onflictiiig vicws, and  the 
co~~seiisiis voIi.mtary :ippimicIi lias its limits. T20c;tl cstuary managers iiccd cnhanced 
powcr to implement conflict resolution (consultation commciit froin Clwyd County 
Council and RSPB). 
J t  is necessary to ncccpt tti:it some issues ;ire of ovci~iding concern and that 
conscnsiis may not bc rcalistic. Estuary rn;msgcrncnt plans need to clxify their 
relationship with tlic responsibilities of  the statutory agencies. (Consultation 
comments from 1)cpartrncnt o f  the Environment, MAFF and the Royal Yachting 
Association). 

At hcst, cstuary inanagemcnt pi.occsscs can providc ;i fr-amcwor-k and partnership for. 
bringing parties togetlicr to attciiipt t o  resolve a conflict, hut has n o  power to imposc will 
o r  a solution. Tlic only examples citcd of succcssful conflict rcsolution, dircctly assisted 
by the cstuary management projcct, arc r-elated to recreational issucs like bait digging. 
Here the cstuary management projcct can provide n framcwni-It and guidance without 
rccoursc to tlic statutory system of control. 

For larger, more subsiantivc issues (i.e. where lots of money is involved), thc statutory 
system 1s thc appt.oprt ate mechanism aiicl there are only examples of unsuccessful 
attempts at conflict resolution. I t  i s  howcvcr import;int t o  notc that consultation during 
this study with staff working on the, very wcll cstalAished, Fraser Rivcr Estuary 
Man agemcn t PI an, Can acla 1 ndicii t ed that t hcrc many con fl1 c t s be twccn poif -rcl ated 1 and 
uses and conservation interests have bccn avoided, primarily via thc introduction o f  
systems for  directing developmcnt :iway from valunble habitats. 

As the data set for this clement of  the study is poor, i t  n o t  possible to makc an assessment 
as to whctticr estuary mariagcmcnt is currently meeting core function S. 



8.3 
Loc a 1 En vi romncii t A gcnc y PI an s and S h orcl i nc  Man tigemen t PI an s wou 1 d be de ve I opcd 
irrespcctivc of the existence of ;in cstuary management plan. There are many cxarnples 
ot wherc appropriate local partnerships hnve bccri dcvcloped irrespectivc of the  estuary 
m i ~ ~ ~ j i e ~ ~ ~ i t  plan c.g. H~ii~iber  Estuary Shoreline Managcincnt Plan, Fa1 I.ocal 
Enviroii mcn t Agency PI an. 

Assisting the plans and initiatives of others 

The crucial observation is that voluntary mechanisms can be developed under thc 
guidance 01‘ thc estuary management pi-occss to encouragc worlti ng i n  partnership, joi tit 
ob.jcctivc sctting, co-ordiniition and intcgration betwecn initiatives. ‘This is particularly 
thc casc if the cstuary managcmcnt can provide ;I rcady-madc framework for working in 
partncrship. I f  sircccssful, this approach can lcad to ful l  integration between estuary 
managemcnt plans a n d  the plans of others c.g. Mersey and Thaincs Local Enviroiimciit 
Agciicy Action plan. 

On the other hand, the cxistcnce of an estuary nianagcment plan can actually hinder the 
pwtncrship approach and statutory pt+occdurcs by creating confusion between 
responsibilities or duplicating meetings. Tf a joint appi+oach i s  to hc adopted, i t  is 
fundamental that all partncrs ful ly  undcrstand and abide by a partncrship agreement. 

‘Ihe estuary managcment plan c;m adcl value t o  policy dcvclopmcnt by providing a policy 
bilsclilic and a framework for joint objective setting. It is therefore dlrectly related t o  
corc function 1 “to i i i f l i i t ~ i i w  /ho stutritocy p l a r i r i i i i x  systerrz n i i d  tlic rtJ,qiyluliori of’ 
wtivilies hclow low wrrlrr” and core function 6 “ t o  hr UWCIW ofthe iriilialives und pluris 
nf‘mtlrcus c ~ t i d  to c . cn i i i i i i i i i i c ‘u te  tlirir iiiipliw1ionL\ to t l lmc mu~uiiisations wlro uuc’ wlicriit 
011 tlitJ rstiiory. ” It may not be csscntid to  have an Estuary Pi-ojcct Officer in post to 
f x i  11 t atc t h i s process. 

On the basis of information supplied to this study, i t  would appcrir that a few estuary 
management prtncrships are succcssfully dclrvering core functions I and 6 (e.g. 
Mcrsey, Morecnmbc Bay and ‘I’amar- cstuarics). But t h a t  these corc functions are not 
hci ng met iicross the hoai-d. 

8.4 Partnerships 
The strength of tlic cstuary managcmcnt pmtt”erships has hccn assessed through thc 
fool1 ow i iig i n di cators : 

Involvement of stakcholder groups. 
0 Scn i ori t y o f  I-cprcscn t at i on. 

Gndorscmciit of the estuary inaiiagcmcnt plan. 

Involveincnt of stakeholder groups 
From the quaiititativc data, i t  appears that the degree of partner involvement is sufficient 
to dclivcr cstuary mau:igcmcnt plans, but that some effort needs to hc made in recruiting 
‘missing’ stakcholdcrs. Here, tlic question o f  who is a ‘stakeholder’ is a mattcr of 
perccption. I t  seems that Estuary Pmject Officers, chaiipcrsnns and agency 
r-epiwcntativcs believe small arid medium entcrpr-iscs to be key stakcholdcrs, whilst this 
belicf‘ inay not be shared by the enterprises themselves. ‘lhere i s  thus a necd to prornotc 
the lxncfits or‘ estuary managcincnt t o  this scctor in a way that they can 1-clatc to, and to 
crnphasisc that the estlli.try man:igcment proccss is not conservation Iccl. 



?‘he local coinmuiiity is also poorly represented in ilic estuary management process. Tn 
terms of community involvement, the scale of thc  cstuary is important. Tt may be 
feasible to directly engage the local community on smaller or rural cstuaries, but i t  is 
much morc difficult for  largcr urbaniscd sites e.g. Merscy and Thames. An estuary 
for-uin is onc proven mechariism for. local community involvcmcnt. However, concern 
was expressed at how icprcscntative spoltespcrsons or “activists” are of the widcr 
com mun i t y . 

Our kcy conclusion about the degree of involvcmcnt in  estuary inanagcincilt is that those 
stccring tlic process need to be ; i w w  of thc motivations of their partner organisations. A 
kcy tactical and strategic aim should be to sustain this involvement over the long tcrm. 
Ultimately, this will dcpcnd o n  the direct bcncfits tha t  accrue to the partner 
organ i sat i on s. 

Seniority of representation 
r he estuary nianagcincnt process is largely seen ;IS meriting middle to senior level 
reprcscntation hy the key stiikeholdcrs. However, representation hy clected rnernbcrs is 
lirnitcd. A number of issues wise from representation at mixed levels of seniority: 

r l  

1. Mcmbcrship of ;I managcmcnt gi.oup should be as equitablc as possible at ,211 stages 
i n  the estuary mzinagcincnt process. Stakcholclcr rcprcsentatives should act as 
incssagc carriers to, and decision rnalters for? their owii organisations. When a group 
is f‘ormcd from ;i wide r a n g  of management tiers, incquality is created bccause 
junior staff do no t  have the authority to  make decisions. I-Icrc, senior staff, who are 
cmpowcrccl t o  nialce decisions, c m  t>ccome frustratcd at thc lack o f  decisiveness. 

2. Management groups function on ;i combination of trust, rcspect, personal cibility :Ind 
organ i s;i t i on al p w c r .  Many rnztnagcmcri t groups have acknowl cdgcd this I atter 
point, and limit membership largely to statutory agencics mnd icgulatory authoritics 
(analogous t o  a Relevant Authoiitics Group under tlie 17abit:tts Directive Regulation 
33). IXowcvci-, during implemcntation, there may be a pull to widen the ineinbcrsliip 
o f  the m an agenien t g1.o up. 

Junior r-eprcsentation on Inanageiment groups is an indicator of potenlial lack of 
oiginisatronal commitment. Thcre is ;I cave;il howcvcr, that on smaller cstuarics e.g. 
Dutidon arid Aln, where Intiny of the groups and organisations arc smaller, senior lcvcl 
involvernent miiy not hc ncccssary. 

If the estuary inanagcment process is pcrccivcd as not delivcriiig thc goods or becoming 
less relevant, rcprcscntiition at scnior lcvcl may Ix replaced with more junior staff. Thc 
focus on dclivcring change through practical action and improved dccision making must 
therefore be sustairicd at a11 times. 

Endorsement and implementation 
’l‘hc endor-scmcnt o f  an estuary managcmcnt plan indicates that thc partner organisation 
will pay due regard to its guidance, and is inore Irltcly support thc jrnplcmcntation 
process. TTowcvcr-, cndorsement is a voluntary agreement and lias no Icgd authority or 
power. 



All estiriuy mmagcmcnt plans so far produced have hccn endorsed in one way or anothcr 
hy their- partner- agencies. ‘I’his is a sign that tlic plans al*e promoting policies and actions 
that are acceptal?lc to partner agencies. Fiowcvcr, i t  inight also indicate that thcse 
po 1 i c i  cs ar I d act i oil s arc ii  nco 11 t r-U v ersi d. 

Over 85% of the estuaries in English Nature’s Estuaries Initiative now I i w c  completed 
plans, whilst others ;ire wcll on the way to dclivcring thc plan. This is an indicator of the 
commitment o f  the paifncixhip towards preparing a plan, but says littlc about the 
coininitment to iniplcmcntation. A varicty of appr-oaches have hccn uscd to sustain 
intctcst and to continue to build commitment rncluding: 

Tlic dcvelopment o f  Action Plans (c.g. Morecambe Bay). 
Implementation of Flagship pro<jects (Dart) or a projcct portfolio (e.g. Mcrscy). 
Development of Nationill and E.U. funding bids (e.g. Dart and Tamar). 
Attempts to rcsolvc conflict (e.g. Lunc). 
Influenciiig and co-ordinating thc plans of others (e.g. Hurnhcr and Thames). 

However, the most succcssful approach is being pursued o n  the Tamar, wlici’e the 
emphasis on action from the vcry beginning, combined with cffcctive fundraising, h x  
paid dividends in t e r m  of strong partner support for implementation. 

Although pcci‘ prcssur-e from other members ol‘ the partncrship can encour-agc 
commitment to action the activitics nccd to  be closely nligncd to  the ob+jectivcs of 
stakeholdcrs. Thus, gaining ol*gzinisatinnsl commitment to a flagship p j e c t ,  may bc a 
mechanism t o  givc implementation a focus and help build longcr term support for thc 
estunry nianagcmcnt process. 

Overall, i t  would appcx  that, ;is far as partnerships are concemcd, f11c core functions of 
estuary imanagcmcnt are being inct at cstuary rnanageimcnt plan production stage. 
Pal-tncixhip success in  implcmcntation remains gcncr.al I y untested. 

8.5 Wildlife and cnvironmental gain 
Few diiwt cxainples of cstuary managcmcnt projccts delivering wildlife or 
cnvironmental gain havc bccn identified. This is not surprising becausc tlic underpinning 
philosophy of estuary managerncnt is sustainable devclopincnt. The telephonc 
interviews (supporting papcr 3) idcntificd that estuary inanagcment prqjects wcic ncither 
good nor- well equipped t o  directly deliver wildlifc / cnvir’onmental gain e.g.: 

“tlic cstuary management plan provides an opportunity to address non COTC 

conservation issues." 
“we would likc t o  sec Indicators of pcrfoi-mancc because we suspcct thcrc are rew 
cli i‘cc t txne fi ts to con scrvati on .” 

“estuiiry maniigcincnt plans have been vcry succcssful at  raising thc awmtiess of  
estuaries h i i t  we suspect thcrc have hcen very few dircct gains fnr  wildlife.” 

The real value 01‘ the cstiiary management proccss is that i t  can indirectly liclp dcliver 
wildlife and environincntal gain through partnership working. When this leads to  raised 
iiwarcncss of cstuarics and the roles of oipnisations, especially during joint otJjectlve 
sctting, potentially damaging dccisions, including effects on wildlifc, can be avoided. 
‘I’his was cited as a strcngth of the estuary inanqpncnt  process during lclcphonc 



iiitcrvicw and i n  the submissicons hy English Nature Conservation Officers (English 
Nature, nripirhlislid clutcr 1999). 

Thus, i t  is the estuary imnagcmcnt process which providcs mcchanisms to prcvcnt 
conflict and damage to wildlifc sites by virtue of inipi-ovcd awareness e.g. events and 
leaflets and partnership working within inanagernent groups, and not the direct delivcry 
of wildlife or conservation gain pi-ojccts. Direct conscrvation action e.g. managed rc- 
dignmcnt scheme, remains thc rcsponsi'bility of the partncr organisation(s). 

In considering thc dclivery of wildlife and cnvironmental gain, thcrc is an irnpo~lant 
I-cspoiisihility and res~)urce issue. Soinc pai-tner organisations have a direct responsibility 
to deliver wildlife / environincntal gain. The valuc of thc cstuary management process is 
that i s  c m  add valuc t o  joint ohjectivc setting, lcnd the support of thc cstuary 
inanagcincnt partncrship to particular projects if they accord with joint objcctives, and 
encourage cxtra improvements abovc, for instance, the legislativc minimum. Thus 
wildlifc / cnvii-onmental gain is partly rclatcd t o  core function 3 "to ir?fonii ckccisiotr 
wntnkrrs d m i t  tlir stcrtr,is of /liw estiinry and wlint progress is beirzg trinrlc / w t d s  /o  he 
muclc. towiivds si~~stcxiiirrble i ~ s o  ", lxxause sustainablc dcvelopment has sociitl and 
cc o n om i c dimensions a1 so. 

8.6 Funding estuary management 
Clearly, the sustainahlc funding of the estuary management process is a major challenge 
that i s  only bcing partly met at  prcscnt. I t  is encouraging that 33 organisations have 
joined estuary managcrncnt funding partnerships in the last two yearsr cornparcd to 5 
leaving. I~urthcniiorc, wlicn the reasons for tliosc lcaving are analysed, i t  is not through 
;I lack o i  support or disillusionment for thc process, hut  rather as ;1 rcsult of other factors 
such as policy changes, down-siying and re-organisation (e.g. IcI), o r  severe funding 
cons trai n t s ( c  . g . boro LI gh c o 1111 c i 1 s j . 

Ilowcver, securing adcquatc funding remains a pcr-cnnial problem. Much o f  the 
fundraising effort by Estuary Project Officers nppcars to bring little I'inancial rcward 
(:ilthough other benefits will B C ~ I W  i n  terms of  incrcascd ownership and corninitxncnt t o  
the pi*ocess). Tlic most cfficient way of fundraising a p p i r s  to be for the partnership to 
focus on st:itutory agencies m d  dcvclopmcnt funds (including Eumpc:in j. It may also I?c 
worthwhile considering cngaging professional fundraisers to deal with the pr1v;ttc and 
charitable sector, lottcry funds and landfill tax.  

Contributions in kind 
Local Authoritics are the most coinxnon host organisation for cstuary management 
projccts and as  3 consequence o f  this closc association, frequently pi-ovide help such as 
rcport printing costs, iidministi.:itivc support and the provision of mceting rooms. 

On somc cstuaries, hxbour autlioritics and port cornpanics arc well placed to provide 
contributioiis in  kind 01' host an Estuary Projcct Officer e.g. Poole. English Nature is 
now a lcss common host organisation compared to 1994 when ovcr SO% o f  the Estuary 
Projcct Officers werc housed within ;in English Naturc officc. 

Thc naturxl home for an est~rary management pmject depends on local clrcumstnnccs. 
Local Authoi*ities illid harhour authorities / port cornpanics arc becoming increasing1 y 
important as thc host organisations Ibr cstuary inanagernent projects and an officcr ( i f  in 
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post). Sincc the start of the Estuaries Initiativc thcrc has been a conscious inovc away 
from housing Estuary Project Officers within English Nature offices bccausc of concerns 
ihoui tlic naturc conscrvation bias of thc carly estuary management planning process 
(30% of tclcphonc interviews identified conscrvalion bias as a wcakncss). 

Bcttcr use can also bc rnadc of parlners' resources such as  offices for lncctings and 
events. This may Ix a potenlially useful way of involving organisations moi.c closely in 
the estuary management process. 

The naturc of the funding chnllcngc 
Thcrc are ;I nurnber 01' l'caturcs of the estuary inanagcmcnt process" which, in its current 
state of dcvclopmenl, present significant constraints to fundr-aising: 

1 .  The lack of statutory duly to deliver coastal zone rnanagcrnent. The funding 
climatc i s  changing, piirticul;irly within Local Authorities, and discretiunary grants 
arc bccoming sciirccr. Estuary management cannot continue to dcpcnd on 
discretionary funding being provided by a limited nurnbcr of organisations. Thc 
challcngc i s  to structure cstuary management proccsscs to enable i t  to acccss thc 
(mostly capilal) funds that do exist, and then to handle the consequences of being 
succcssful i n  a way that will clclivcr revenue outputs. 

2. 'Ihc lack of demonstrable benefit of estuary management. Estuary rnanagcmcnt 
have so far compleied littlc rigorous evaluation to show whether or not cstuary 
management pruccss is inccting its goals. Until such proo1' is forthcoming, funding 
agencies arc liltcly to  retain a dcgrcc of scepticism about the value of estuary 
imanagcrnent, especitilly givcn other urgeni calls on thcir rcsources. 

3. The lack of practical action on the ground. In gencral, thc estuary managcmcnt 
process has focusccl on planning and stratcgy development, ratlicr than on practical 
aclion on the ground. I t  is the practical rcsults o f  estuary managcment which will, 
ullirnatel y, pursuadc par-tncr agencies, local people and their political representrttivcs 
t o  support continuccl funding for estuary management. 

4. The lack of profcssional fundraising cxpertise within estuary nian:tgement. 
Much I'iindr:iising hy loci11 projects is undertaken by thc Estuary Project Officer both 
dctracting from tiinc Ixttcr spcni on thcir corc cstuary nianagcrncnt functions, and 
missing potential opportunities t h a t  could bc better utilised by a specialist fundraiscr. 
The balancc of funding raised by cstuai-y pro-ject officers i s  almost universally poor. 

Clearly, sornc of these constraints arc outwith thc scopc of estuary managcmcnl 
partncrships or English Naturc to influence. Tt will bc necessary thcrcforc to 
:iccommodate thesc m d  work around them to the inaximum extent. 




