
9 Conclusions Section 

9.1 Overall assessment of the strengths and wcakncsses of estuary management 
in England. 

Table 10 sets out 311 ovcr-all assessment o i  thc s t i cng ths  and weakncstics of cstuary 
manageincrit in England. This helps to providc a link between the main findings of  the 
okjective rcvicw and thc conclusions / rccornmcndations, which rnakc up thc remainder 
o f  this report. 

Tlic table covers each of tlic key  outcomes sct out within the ob+jectivc icvicw. It is 
structured according to  the following features of  estuary management: 

I%rtner*ships 
Plans 
T’mjcjcct officers 
Pro.jects 

Table 10.1 Key strcngths and weaknesses of esluary management in England. 

Partnerships Strength ,joint working ofp:irfners t ~ 1  shared objectivcs li)r estuary 
m:in:igenient. 

Increase tlic :iw:ii-cness of estuaries and iirganis;ilions through hetta 
coinrnunic~ition. 
Pi-omotcs ;I cointnun iindcrstanding o f  estu;iry issucs. 
Wc.:rknesses -No mcthod h i -  measuring quality of awiircncss raising outputs. 
Awnreticss raising ciin be delivered through ollici- mcukanisrns and initiatives 
e.g. shoixlinr: nxwageriicnt plans. 

Plans Strength -Can r:iise awareness via inform:ition prcsented in the plati, and 
especially during the plan preparation proccss. 
Weakness - Effectiveness of awai-ciiess raising depends o n  plan quality, 
contcnt and distribrrt ion. 

Project Officers Strength -can providc ;I foct~s for an cstuwy maixigernent project via 
prcscntations, cvents and meetings. 
Weakness - dependant on the cimmunication skills of the officcr. - 



Table 10.2 Key strcngths and weaknesses of estuary management in England. 

Conflict prevention 
Directly related to ccxc function: 
5 'I?) h d p  p r o i i ~ ~ i l  cor!f/ict b y  providing ci Iraimicc.u'fraiiicwt)r-l;.,lijv rr?sourCc' 
crlloc*aiiori, ohjc~c. l ivc~ srttiii8q criicl c~~~c,i.sicirr-ilzcrkirlfi. 

I'artnersliips Strength - I-cguiar cont;ict and hcttcr mutual understanding via the estuary 
m:inagcmenl partnership reduccs the likelihood of conflict / confront;~tion. 
CO ticerns ;I nd d i fficul I i cs identified before ;I co till ic t x i  scs. Joint ob,j ec t i ve 
setting reduces thc likelihood o f  conflict. 
Wcakness - relinnt o n  cominitmcnl t o  the partnership and pccr prcssurc. No 
mcch:inism or authority to iirbjtratc a solution. Voluntary approach must be 
cIc:irIy explained so as not to Lindcrmine the statutory process. 

Strcngth - provides consistency via it policy fr:inicwork and baseline to inl'oim 
decision making. This i s  thought t o  lead to I-cduced conflict. 
Wcakness - consensual nature of plan policies arc open to wide intcrprctalion. 
N o  mcchanisrn 10 fiie:wrc the SLICCCSS ( 

inflexiblc with regards to new pressures and conflicts. 

Strength - can hell3 l~rovide sul>Ix)i-l :uid provide informal ;idvice to lxcvent 
conflicl. Ahlc to i q x ) n c l  tlexibly. 
W ~ X ~ K ~ ~ S S  - quality ol'advice open to subjcctivity, must be accountnblc to plan 

Plans 

my) of coritlict prcvcntion. Can be 

I'roject Officer 

guid;lncc. 

Pro<jects Strcnglh -,joint projects can help ccmcnt relationships :ind build shared 
ohjcctivcs that are less likely to conflict. 
Weakness - few examples of succcssfd conflict resolution. 
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Table 10.5 Kcy strcngths and weaknesses of estuary management in England 

Plans 

Project Officers 

1'ro.jects 

Strength I can indirectly lead io gain via partnership working, raised 
:iwareness, and conflict prcvcntion. 
Weakness - enviri,nrncntal gain only one part (of sustainable dcvclopmcnt and 
i s  not it core function ol'cstuary managernent. I t  is the  responsibility of the 
stakcholcicrs to deliver direct environmcntal / wildlili: gain, riot the estuary 
managcinent partnership. 

Strength ~ provide ;I policy fiarncwork to focus and prioritjse issues and can 
encourage progress hcyond thc legislative minimum. 
Weaknesses - plans very broad ;ind can mcan all things to all people. 

Strength ~ c;in assist in setting ohjcctivcs and encouraging compatibility with 
the plan policies and objectives. 
Weakriess - usually insufficient expertise and resources to directly deliver. 

Strcrigth - xhlc t o  identify and priijritise wilcllilc / cnvironmeiital projects. 

Weakness ~ few examplcs of direct wildlife / environmental gain. 

Table 10.6 Key strengths and weaknesses 01  estuary nianagenient in England. 

Partnerships 

Plans 

Pro. j ec t 0 ffice r s 

Proejects 

Strength - leverage potential :ind opportunities lor pooling resources and 
shnt-ing fi naiici;~l burden of the cstuxry rniunagcment process. 
Weakness - funding pnrtncrships short term, fragile, unsustainablc and not a 
core area of partncr work (seen iis a luxury). I t  i s  difficult to idcntify outputs of 
estuary m:inagcrncnt considering the large time and financial investment into 
the process. 

Strength - cost of preparation can be shared amongst partnership. 
Wcakriuss - cost of pi-cparation not evaluatcd against outputs  and outcomes 

Strcngth - provides ;I focus and tnCi.itlS o f  co-ordination for the producing a 

Weakness - two thirds of direct financial costs duc to funding ;in officer post. 
Value for money hard to dcinonstrale, cciuld ftinds bc divci-tcd more effectively 
elsewhere? Not cxpei-t at fund raising. ('onfusion about the fundraising role of 
1)t-o.jcct Officers. 

Str-cngth - partners vlleir more willing to fund specific prnjecls with specified 
outcomes. 

Wuakiiess - projects as ;I direct conscqucncc of the estuary manngemcnt 
process need t o  be managed and may not always relate to  core functions. 

p I an. 
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9.2 Conclusions 
Ovcidl this objectivc rcvicw has shown that thc curicnt system of estuary management 
is dclivcring some benefits. Thc process that has cvnlvcd is broader than English 
Naturc's Estuaries Initiative. Thc cstablishment of partncixhips and the dclivci-y of plans 
wc thc primary focus. No cvaluation of the quality of thc  plans produced has bccn made 
3s 1m-t neither o f  t h i s  rcvicw nor systematically at thc local o r  national lcvcl. 

The estuary inanagcrncnt process i s  contributing towards the sustainahle dcvelopment of 
estuaries becausc sonic of its oLitpi i ts dircctly linked to  the six core functions. When 
compared lo English Naturc's original ob.jectivcs for the Estuaries Initiative there is little 
evidencc of dircct wildlife / envirorimcntil gain or any reduction in  casework load. 

At the inomcnt individuiil estuary management projects sct their own prioritics 
according to local circumstances. Whilst this shoirld continuc to bc the case, i t  is 
recomniendcd that estuary manngcmcnt in  the future is guided by thc six core functions. 
C'OE Ferric ti OII s provi de a beiich nim-k agai nst which al f cs t i i ~ y  management acti vi tics 
ciiI1 bc asscsscd. Other xtivitics cLi1-r-icd out at local lcvcl may add value and satisfy 
local nccds hiit are additional to, ~ind should not rcplacc, thc core functions. Rcfcrring 
back to the six corc functions will provide greater control over the accountability, 
direction and focus of cstuary managcmcnt. It also will help discipline the evaluation 
proccss, which must bccoinc more outcornc oiicntated. 

A fundamcntal conclusion of this study is that tlic cstuary management pi-occss can be 
effcctivc at preparing ;I plan, dcvcloping partnerships and raising awarcncss, hut more 
accountability, monitoring, cvdiiation and focus is rcquircd. In addition, thc scale of the 
estuary wi 11 affecl almost cvcry aspect of the managcmcnt approach takcn. 

Spccilic conclusions relating to each section of this objective revicw arc sct out below, 
in addition ;I sel of conclusions is also presentcd on cstuary pro-ject officcrs. 

Awareness raising (see rcsults section 7.1 and discussion section 8,l) 
1 .  Individual cstuary management plans do outline thc institutional, policy and 

legislativc fraincwork for relevant oi'ganisations at local Icvel. However, incrcased 
aw;irencss has not necessarily lcd to a decreased duplication of effort, and thcrc i s  
still consic1cr:ihlc scope for duplication and confusion in thc coastal zonc. This is 
being tacklcd at the locul levcl via local agreeinncnts bctwccn organisations arid thcir 
initiativcs on an estuary by cstiwy basis and not at thc rcgional or national Icvcl. 

2. The cstuary rnanagemcnt process does raise awxcncss, but no assessmcnt is being 
imdc of thc cffcctiveness of awarcness raising initiativcs in  relation to progrcss 
towards sustainable developnicnt. There appear to bc no quality standards for 
awareiicss raising materials and cvcnts. 

Conflict prevention (see results section 7.2 and discussion section 8.2) 
3. Conflict prcvcntion i s  a core functiori of estuary rnannagcmcnt. Conflict resolution is 

not core function but a dcsiihlc add-on. Conflict prcvcntion and resolution shnulcl 
assist, not rcplacc statutory systems. This fact is oftcn not made clear and can lead to 
frus tra t i 011 within statutory bodies. 

Towards sustainable esl o;try m:inagcmcnt 31 Section 11 - Cloridusions 



4. The data gathered for this study indicates that conflict resolution has only occuncd 
in  relation to ‘smaller’ issucs (mostly recreational e.g. slipway access), and estuary 
management pal-tncrships hwc not been tested by ‘higgcr’ issues (e.g. large scale 
development j, whcrc statutory systems arc, i n  any casc, more appropriate. 

Assisting the plans and initiatives of others (see results section 7,3 and discussion 
section 8.3) 
5. The cstuary management process has particularly intlucnccd Special Area of 

Conservation managcmenl schemes and it has helped some Local Environment 
Agency Plans and Jmxl Authority Plans. Gcnci-ally this is in the form of informal 
consultation, provision of policy guidiince and through the use of establishcd cstuary 
maniigemcnt framcworks and partnerships. On some estuaries this has led 10 the 
integration of policies and plans. IIowcvcr, i t  is imporhnt to note that without the 
cstuary inanagement plan, ~ n i ~ n y  of thcsc initiatives would continue rcgardless. 

6. The estuary managcmcn1 partnership and framework can add valuc by: 
Providing assistance for- launchcs and joint evcrits c.g. Local Environment 
Agcncy PI an. 
Piuviding access to informal mechanisms c.g. Local Plan informal 
consultation and acccss to established partncrships e.g. Schemcs of 
Management for Spccial Areas of Conservation. 
Cornmunicaling the relationship bctween different plans and organisations in 
an cstuary. 
Lending support in thc development of funding bids. 
Llata and information collation and supply. 

a 

7. No prcscr-ibed ~~rocess or framework has evolvcd in England to clarify the 
relationship between diffcrcnt plans. Accountability and adaptability is ngrccd at thc 
local lcvcl through esluary inanagcmcnt partnerships. Tlic potential for duplication 
of initiatives and roles remains unless it has been addrcsscd at the local level. 

8. Estuary management plans and shoreline managemcnt plans are poorly integratcd. 

Partnerships (sec results section 7.4 and discussion section 8.4) 
9. ‘The dcgrec of commilment to the partncrship appears gencrally sufficient to deliver 

an agreed estuary management plan. 

10. C‘ornmitmcnt to the partneI*ship is lcss clcar during estuary management plan 
implemcntatioii. Specific outputs and activities during irnplcmentation should bc 
agrced bctwecn the stakeholdcrs and clearly articulatcd to members of thc 
partncrship. An action plan, giving credit where crcdit is duc, is an appropiiatc 
xnccliani sm. 

11. Membcrship of the management group should be equitable and, at all stages in  tlic 
process, mcnibcr-s need to act ;is rncssagc carriers to their own organisations. 
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12. The rcasons Ixhind stakeholdcr gi‘oups missing from the estwtr-y management 
process is liirgcly an issue of relevancy. If missing stakeholders arc to bc rccruited 
the mutual bcncfits of involvement in thc partncrship should be evaluatcd bcfore 
recruitment efforts a1.c made. The perception hy an estuary managcrncnt 
partnership that an ‘outsidc’ organisation necds to be involved is not iicccss:irjly 
shared by thc organisation in question (e.g. small and medium entcrpt-iscs). 

13. The loci11 corninunity is poorly represented in thc cstuary management pmccss. An 
estuary for-urn is one proven mechanism for local community involvcmcnt. 
However, concern has lxcn expressed at how rcprcsentative spokespcrsons nr 
“activists” are of the wider- community. 

14. Local Authorities are the most frcqucnt host organisation for estuary management 
projects. Tlic host organisation usually provides a package that includes 
xiministration support and iicccss to support services. 

Wildlife and environniental gain (see results scction 7.5 and discussion section 8.5) 
15. Estuary management partnerships do not directly deliver wildlifc or cnvironmental 

gain. Jlowevcr, through the establishment of paIInerships, cstuary management can 
assist the clclivci-y o f  wildlife and cnvironmental gain. It is thc partner organisations 
who havc tlic ahility, resources and rcsponsihllity to delivcr bcncfits o n  the ground, 
not  the estuary rnanagcimcnt partnership or thc Estuary Project Officcr-. 

16. Significantly, the estuary inanagcment process and plan can assist in thc dclivery of 
shared ohjcctives which can lcad to the prevention of conflict / damage to wildlifc 
habitat. 

17. Wildlife and environnicntal gain should not bc promoted as the primary goid of 
estuary management. Sustainability is tlic primary goal, with social, cnvironmental 
and econornic bencfits of cqual importancc. 

Funding (see results section 7.6 and discussion scction 8.6) 
18. ‘I’he minimum invcstment in the cstuary management proccss, under the aegis of 

English Naturcs Estuaries lnitiativc, in England since 1992 is flS.59 million. 
With such a large investment in cstuai-y management, i t  is csscntial that ii formal 
systcm for ineasunng thc outputs and outcomes of t h c  cstuary managerncnt 
proccss is introduced. 

19. It is essential that estuary management projects do not bccome dependent on a single 
major source of core funding, paiticularly if  this is discrctionary. A balance of 
funding strcams is vital to sustain thc management process irrcspcctive of having nn 
Estuary Projcct Officcr or equivalcnt. A single ma-jor sum of inoncy cm usefully 
sustain a projcct for a pcriod of timc (c.g. European funding on tlic Tamar), but 
will not nicct the need for long-tcrm financial sustitinability. 

20. Funclr-aising is ;I time-consuming and specialist skill, which should be undcrtakcn by 
speci a1 i st s. 
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21. Raising small sums of money from the private sector does not reprcscnt good value 
for money i n  terms of officer time. Mor-c suhst:tntial applications to E.U. and public 
bodies x c  nioix efficient 

22. Competition bctwccn estuary managcmcnt projects, and bctwccn estuary 
mmagcmcnt and other aspects of coastal zone management, is likcly to intcnsify as 
di scret i onar-y corc fun di n g gr-an t aid di mi ni s h cs , 

Estuary Pro,ject Officers 
23. Estuary Prqject Officers fulfil1 a useful role in helping to provide a focus and 

accountability for the cstuary management process rind completing specific tasks on 
helialf o f  the partnership. 

24. The i d c  of Estuary Projcct Officers is highly varinblc in  intlucncing the plans of 
ot hcrs. Es t iiary Project 0 ffi ccrs can legi t imatel y champion tlic cstuary management 
pi'occss and encourage the partners to participate in the proccss. However, there arc 
cxamplcs o f  where Estuary Projcct Officers are perccivcd to hinder- joint working 
and the initiatives o f  pa~lners. 

25. Estuary Projcct Officers represent onc option for the estuary mmigcmenz process. 
They are especially cffcctive during the plan prcprition phase and thc initial 
formation of estuary Tnanagement partnei+ships. They cannot be classified as 
esscntial because some estuary management partnerships survive without them. It is 
too early to judge whether- cstuary project officers arc ncccssary for implernentalion 
over the long t c ~ m  

26. Estuary ProAject Officers can offer significant draw hacks in  terms of cost, legitimacy 
of r-olc and by creating too much of a focus on thc pcrson rather than the proccss of 
establishing effective partnerships. This can result in over-1-cliancc on the officer to 
dclivcr outputs when i t  is the rcsponsibility of* thc mcmhcrs o f  the partnership. 

27. However, i f  the day to day running o f  an estuary partnership is considered thcrc is 3 

need to: ser-vicc ancl sustain a piurnership; providc a single point sourcc of 
in for-mation; monitor the implementation o f  the plan, monitor thc state of  the 
cstuai-y; respond flexibly to ncw issucs; review thc plan; producc annual action 
programmcs ctc. A committed estuary pimject officer is likcly to prove cheaper than 
;I consultant in dclivci-ing this. 

28. The decision to employ an Estuary Pro-ject Officcr lics with individual estuay 
management partnerships and must be clearly justified. 

9.3 Value for money 
Assessing value for money in cstuary management is sub-jectivc and varics according 
to thc organisationnl oL3jjectivcs and pci-formance of individual cstuary management 
p-tncr-ships. Based on the results of tlic oh-jective review and the corc functions of 
cstuary management, an overall asscssmcnt has been made in Table 11 of the different 
features of the estuary inanagcmcnt process. This will assist organisations in making 
their own assessment of value for- money. 



Table 11 The desirability and effectiveness of key features of estuary 
__l_ll* manaKernent. - y--- 

Iicalurc of tlic cstuary Essential, dcsirablc Ovcrall effectiveness 
rnanagement process or not ncccssary 

Pnrtncrship 

Process 

Estuary Project 
Officer 

Prqjects 

Dcsirablc 

Esseiitial 

Essential 

nesi rable 

Desirable 

Et'fective in providing the partnership with U focus 
and tangible outcome. .Assists in communicating 
key messages. 

Broad partncrship is the greatest strength of the 
voluntary approach. Partnerships would deveiop 
regardlcss crf estuary management although they 
may be narrower in scopc. 

Effectivc in building partnerships and helps provide 
a rncclianism for integration and ro-ordination with 
the initiativus of others. 

Variable quality and role hut generally an effectivc 
mechanism to provide a focus and to delivcr specific 
tasks for the partnership. 

Can bc highly efrective in focusing thu partnership 
and communicating the benefits of the process. 
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Table 11 (continued) The desirability and effectiveness of key features 
of estuary management. 

Ijcatnr-c of fhc estuary 
nianagement process 

Partnership 
I I-- Process 

Estuary Project 
Officer 

Essential, desirable Overall effedvcncss 
or not ircccssary 

Desirable Influence and cffcctivcness can increase over tima 
Need an cffcctivc rncchanisrn for review and 
performancc monitoring. 

I 

Essential Depth and breadth of partnership needs developing 
to build 51 shared commitment to working togetlier 
and delivering outcomes, 

Desirable ElTective at providing a mechanism to assist co- 
ordination and conmiunication. 

I 
3 Too carly to say, although the role can add value it 

is poorly defined and costly. Probably most 
cffcctive al the local lrvel, 

Desirable 

~~ 

Few exarnplcs of cffcctive projects that are directly 
relatcd to core functians. Partners will implement 
projects regardless if a need is idcntificd. 

Projects L 
Tn addition to tlic conclusions and key findings or the objectivc rcvicw, the key rnessagcs 
i r o m  the consulkitions completed ;is part of th i s  study will be uscd to suggest ways forward 
for estuary managcrncnt in England. ?'11c suggcsted ways forwurd arc prcscnted in Section 
111. 
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SECTION 111 - SUGGESTED WAYS FORWARD 

10 Ob,jcctive 
'Ihe oL3jcctivc of this section is: 

'1'0 make clear recommendations on the way forward for estuary 
management in Iihgland, including how to secure the nccessary 
ownership, commitment and funding. 

The suggested ways f.orward presents t hc key tasks necessary to prqy-ess and irnprovc 
cstuary managcmcnt i n  England. They dirwtly relate to thc licy findings of thc 
ohjcctivc review. In addition, clcments o f  this section 1-cflcct comments madc by 
cstuary stakeholdcrs, Estuary Project Officcrs and chairpersons during consultation 
worltshops. Tlicse workshops focused upon the possible options for the I'uture of 
cstuary management (sec tlic Supporting Papers 8 and 1 0 ) .  

On the hasis of the objective review it is imporhiit t o  note that the bcncfits of estuary 
rnanagcrncnt do not appcai- to significantly oiitwcigh its dr-awbacks. This is may be due 
to inadequate accountiil,ility, rnonitoring, evaluation and focus. As a rcsult many of the 
suggested wziys forward focus on these matters. 

10.1 
The following principlcs have been dcvclopcd to help guide thc communication of thc 
main findings of this study. 

Communicating the suggestcd ways forward 

Within the Steering Group: 
Gain cotiseiisus which conclusions and suggcstcd ways forward arc to he communicated morc 
widcly. 
Agrcc :I consultation ;riicl ct,mrnLinicntion process for  the conclusions and suggested way f o t . w ~ d  
:it thc local, I-cgional : r i d  national Icvcl. The existencc of the Stcct-ing (.+roup is a strength because 
i t  1im tlic pokntial to offcr 3 united and ba1;inced approach to action arising I'rom this rcport, 
Identify arcas whet-c i t  has  not h e w  possible to I-each cotisctisus within thc Sleering (hmup. 

iiicial implications of implernenting the suggeskd ways forward. 

At the local Icvcl: 
C'areful consideration must be given 10 thc poterltid irnpnct o f  ihis study because of the 1l"ly 011. 

go i ti g cst U ary  mr nage rne ti t p r0.j cc t s. 
Ckarly cornmuiiic:itc m y  imrnedinte action t h t  needs to be taken. 
Implcmcnt recomrneridativns on a trial basis 
system ol' cstuxy tTl;iiiiigemetit i ti Ihigland. 

rn 

do riot instig:itc wholesale changes to thc existing 

At the regional Icvcl: 
t3e quick to inllLtcncc the region;il agcnd~i bccause i t  is emcrging very rapidly. Opportmitics to 
intluencc (~hvct-nmcnt Office and tlic Regional Development Agcncies will pass by  12.1999. 

At  the National Imcl: 
Ikvelop thc Steering Group into ii national skcring group for cstuiiry management i n  fhgland 
(mcmhct-ship will need to hc widcncd and protocol agreed). Engage key national hodics in this 
1,rocess. 



1 J ‘Ihc suggested ways forward 

1 1.1 Rationale 
The suggested ways forw;ird for estuary managcmcnt in  England are prcscntccl in  this 
section. Tlicy follow a similai* strircturc to tlic objective review but arc also suh-  
divided into local, I-egional and national actions. Each table identifjcs thc otjective, 
how thc oh-jective will hc satisficd, by whom and by whcn. 

11.2 Priority actions for the suggested ways forward 

Awareness raising at local level. 
nac kgi-ound: Considerable cffort 11as t m n  placed on raising awareness of estuarics, 
cstuary management and thc rolc of organisations. Few attcmpts have been inadc to 
__ mciisurc thc  cffectiveness or‘ thc -_- outputs , , (conclusions -IIx. I and 2). 
Objective 1 - ‘10 quant,ify and demonstrate the effectiveness of awarene 

(.’omplcting the sui-vey. 
0 

Devising iiii attitude ant i  :tw:irc~icss simey. 

I<cl:iting thc survey fiiiclings to kcy communication 
objectives 

t’roiiiotion 01‘ quality s~aiidnrds i n  cominunic:ition outputs, 
i nc 1 L I ~  i ng CO in in U ri ica t i (1 ii 11 I ;in 11 i ti g, add rcss i ng the right 
tudicncc, and identifying kcy oornmunicatirrn ol1,jectivcs. 

Who? 
Tndividuai estu:uy 
stakeholdcr groups. 

LJnder the x g i s  o l  thc 
nntional Stccring 
Slvu p . 

raising. 
When? 
Within 2 
ycars. 

a core function of cstual-y management but this 
study has identificd that i t  is difficult to mcasurc whether- this is actually occuring 

*_____ 

andconimunicate the strenshs and limittations of 
csthary management p&ncrships in conflict prevention and conflict resolution, 
How? Who? When? 
To develop guiclance o t i  thc rolc of’ estuary m;in;qwnent 
Ixirtncrstiips in contlict prevention and rcsolution. Prepare ;I 
serics o f  conflict I-csoiution principles h s c d  upon, and sl!ppc>rted 
hy, woi-king exarnples of goid pr:toticc. 

Managed by Steering Within 2 
C;i-oup / individual years. 
st:ikchoidcrs. 



Co-ordin-s -~~~~ at local -- level. 
Backgiwiid: Thc role of estuary iiiariagcrncnt partnerships and Estuary Pi-ojecl 
Officers i n  influencing thc plans of othcr-s varies (conclusion 25). Few attempts have 
been made to measure tlic cxtcnt of influence. A quantitative measure is essential to 
pstify-firrthcr invcstmcnt i n  estuary managcrnciit pxtncrsliips (conclusions - 5 and 6 ) .  
Objcctivc 3 - '1'0 measure the influence of estuary management plans and 

-- 

estuary management partnerships on the plans of 0th 
How? 

xl",""" ". x_ X_. " "" "". 

Me. A U I  , - 1  t the intluence or' estuary managcrnent plans on the plans of' 
othcrs by: 

0 Developing ;I methcidology that cnablcs consistent 
mcas ui-ciiie tit of i n fl ue n c ~ .  
Hench mirking hctwcen estuary maniigctiicnt partnci-ships. 0 

rs. 
Who? I When? 
Co-ordinated by the 
Steering Group. 
Implcmcntcd hy 
individual estuary 
rnn n;i geme n t 
IJrOJWtS. 1 Method 

04,2000 
Agreed 

-,._I"x" Co-ordinating - the plans of' others at regional level. _-- "_I_x 

Exkgr-ound: Consider-ablc pntcntial remains Soor the duplic:ition of effort betwccn 
difier-ent plans and iriitiativcs o n  estuaries. Tlic currciit approach is to icicntify local 
solutions o n  an estuary by cstuary basis. Thcrc i s  no 1-egional or national co-ordination 
(conclusion 8). Rcgionalisation of England is cvolving a t  p x e  and offcrs oppoi-tunities 
to improve co-nrdinstion by Regional Dcvclopmcnl Agencies and Gover-nment 
OSSi ces. 
Objective 4 - To Ernprove thc co-ordination and reduce the potential for the 
duplication of effort lictween initiatives on estuaries and coastal zone 
rnaua gernen t plans. l_l - 
1 Inw? 
' I ' r id  it rcgiond approach to co-ordinating cstuat~y and coastal 
zone managernelit: 

Get support froin DETR and Government C)fficc lor a trial, 
i nc I utl i ng adeq u i i  te funding . 
C.larify the relationship between different plans and 
initiatives at the regional level. 
Identify the trial region iind gain local suppiirt. 
Set-up ii regional group t o  assist with co-ordination and 
specifically identify opportunities to reduce duplication. 
IJsc thc gt-oiip as  ii rnechanisrn to ciiminunicate with and to 
i n  Ilucncc Regional I'hnning Guidnncc and the licgional 
13evcloptncnt Agency strategies. 

0 

Who? 
Govcmrneirt Office, 
IXTR, Shoreline 
Managernent Plans, 
estuary 
rii a nagc men t p 1 :ins , 
English N:iturc, 
Environment 
Agency, md 
Regional 
Dcvclopment 
Agency. 

When? 
Start ASAP i n  
ordcr to 
inliitcnce 
regiiinal i sat ion 
before 
December 
1999. 

Trial from 
start 2000. 



C-rs -_ at -- r- 
Background: Estuary rnanagcmcnt projccts should not work in isolation (conclusion 
5 ) .  Much can be lcaiwd frorn the experiences of others. At the regional lcvcl thcrc 
may bc issucs and opportunities t l ia t  I?cncfit f i n m  ;I co-ordinated q p m c l i .  There are 
cx:impIcs of regional co-ordination in thc North West with thc Partnership of Irish Sea 
Coast and Estuary Strategies, in  thc South West with the E.U. funded Atlantic Living 

Ob.jective 5 - To improve the communication and ctr-ordrktion betwcen estuary 

-- 

~ _ _ ^ _ _ _ _  Coastlines project and on a sub-regional h i s  e.g. Solent For-urn. --- 

management plans on a regional basis. *_ 

IIOW? Who? 
l)cvclop :uid where necessary form:ilisc the liaison mechanisms Chairpcrsons and 

Estu:iry Project 
Officers. 

Occasional i-cgion:il estuary project mcctings. 
Identify opportiinitics for joint working that deliver cconomics 
o f  scope nnci scale. 

When? 
Annual 
I i ai son 
niccting. 

Co-ordinating the plans of othcrs at national _I,"- levcl. 
Background: The study has revealed that estuary inanagcmenl projcc1.s have difficulty 
in corninunicating and quantifying tlic bcncfits o f  the process (conclusions 5 and 25). 
It is hccorning increasingly iniportant to communicate tlic outpiits and added value of 
cstuary management. Financial input should be linked to spccific outputs (conclusion 
20). Failure to do so is undcrrnining the process and may lead to withdrawal of local 
funds and support. 
Ob*jective 6 - To develop a system that can clearly dem%strate and 
communicate the outputs, outcomes and added value of the estuary management 
process. ll___l_* _l^" 

Ilow? 
Mcnsure the i i~f luence of estuary in:inagcil-ient plans on thc plans 
:ind i r i i  t i a  t ives of ot hers by: 

Ikvcloping a consistent methodology that cnubles comparison 
and bcnchmarking of influence bctwccn pliins. 
Developing pcrformancc indicators for 1ndividu:il plans. 

Link the piuvision o f  core I'uiiding to specificd outputs by 

C'omplcting iiri appra1s;il of ttic influcncc that the estuiiry 
rn:inagcmciit plan i s  havi rq :  on other plans once every two 
yc:irs. Idcntily this activity in thc Action plan. Ikvel(:)p 
pcrlimnance indicators biiscd on the core functivns of estuary 
In a nil gerne fi t . 
Idcntilying core outputs and outcomes in funding kids. 
l'rcparc a n:itional lcvcl Business 1 ' 1 ~ .  

_Xl"""r __." . 

Who? 
Steering Group. 

Manngement 
gro U ps of i nd i v i d ua I 
es tuii r y pro~jcc t s. 

Mnnilgcmcnt Gl.OUl> 
and/or Estuary 
Project 0 ffi ccr. 

Whcn? 
Annually. 

BY 
12.1999. 

Every 
two years. 

F3y 200 1 



Partnerships at the local level. _._-I-_- 
km 

Background: Given that tlic principlc o f  sustainable iisc undcipins thc estuary 
management proccss arid thc six core functions of cstuary managcment, few attempts 
have been made to incasurc whcther progress is bcing madc (conclusions 11, 17 and 
20). I t  is important that sustainability indicators arc dcvclopcd that are inforrncd by 
on-goi n g studies ;HI d ciii-rcii t I< now ledge. 
Ob-jective 7 - To measurc progress towardi-ihe sustainable USG of estuaries that 
is a direct consequence of estuary management pro& 
Ilnw? 
Develop indicators of sustain:ihlc usc, and inoiiitoring 
methodologies, to  ine;~sure progress towards the six core functions 
and ob~jectives of iiidividual cstuary man:igcment prrojects. 

Set-ulJ working ~ r011p  01- cornplete a study that: 

I)cvclops gcncric sustainability indicators. 
Develops ii rnonitoring methodology that  c;iri be :ipplicd on all 
estu;iries in f'ngland. 
Encourages local estuary m:inagcmcnt partnerships to dcvclop 
and add their owti locd i ndiciitot-s. Tliese must n o t  replace 
gcncric indicatot-s. 
Monitors and report progress made towards the indicators. 

9. 

Who? 
Co-ordiiiated by 
Steering Group. 

Individiial cstuary 
project 
management 
groups . 

When? 
Within 2 
years. 

_ "  Estuary Project Officers -__- at tlic national level. 
Background: The rolc of Estuary Prqject 0fficci.s during plan implementation is 
iinclear and thcrc arc icscrvations aboiit thcii- uscfulness (conclusions 26 and 27).  
Thc r-olc of thc partnership and Estuary Project Officers in irnplcmcntatron shoiild be 
iclated to  the six cor-c functions and specifically to: 

a 

0 

a 

0 

Iclcnilfy potential gaps, duplications and conllicts bctwccn thc plans of others'. 
Measure the influericc on thc plans of others. 
Providc partners with assistailcc and advice for projccts. 
'I'rack and publicisc thc progress of projccts of others. 
Rcvicw the plan and action plan. 
EncoLiriigc tlic dcvclopment of pwtncrship wor-king. 

Objectivc 8 - To clarify the role and focus o€ the partnership and Estuary 
Prijject, Officers during implementation. 

H O W ?  
Define ; ind disscmi tiatc the kcy piirpse tit' irnplcrncntation in terms of 
partnership foctis and Ilstu:iry Pi-o-ject Officer responsibilities. 

Kclatc any  activities during implciiicnt;iti~in to the six core functions of 
cstuar y 11M 11;1 ge fTlCfl t . 

- 
Who? 
Stewing 
Group 

Individual 
estuary 
rnmagcrnent 
groups 

When? 
By December 
1999 



Funding at the local level, 
Background: Few cstiiwy management partner-ships are effective at raising funds 
(conclusions 31 and 23).  Fund raising is a spccialist ski I I  (conclusion 22). 
OlJjective 9 - To improve the efficiency of fundraising for estuary management 
projects. _*.-__+ .- 
Ilow? _.___I 
Iiiiprove the s~icccss o f  n:itional and  B.U. funding bid 
:ipplications by: 

Hrrgagi tie spccii3list I'undraisers where ~x~ssihlc.  
Providing tliosc with responsibility Ibr fundraising with the 
;I p pro pr. i ate t rai n i ng . 
I:ocusing 011 large funding sources c.g. Life or Interreg, and 
not stn:iIl inciividud pots of Inoncy. 

Who? 
Locnliy deterrni ncd 
nr a r1;1 geme 11 t group 

When? 
Stint 
AS AI' 

Funding at the rejjonal level. 
, 

Backgroiind: Core funding will diminish ovcr time with Englisli Naturc's Estuaries 
Initiative finishing in 1999, and a reduction in funds coming lrom J.,ocal Authorities is 
likcly (conclusions 21, 23 and 24). Other Govcrnmcnt Agencies e.g. Environment 
Agcncy is under increasing financial pressure. lf cstuary management is to continue a 
rnor-c sustainable approach to funding must bc sccurcd so that the projccts can plan 
longer term, liavc crcdihility and that staff (if any i n  post) can concentrate on the core 
issucs of cstuary rnanagcincnt rather than fund raising. I n  the short term it is 
necessary to provide some guidance to avoid short term loss of funds. This is not a 
sustainitblc solution in the long tcrm but has longer term merit when combincd with 
ot licr fundinc I-ccommendations. 
Objective '10 - To ensurc that the financial partners in estuary management 
projects are understand what outputs to expect from an investment in the 
process. 
Ilnw? 
Link the outputs and hcncfits o f  cstuary rn:inagcmcnt to the COK 

fiinc t ions. 

I, i  nk  coi-c funding to specific outputs  id o~tcomes. 
listablish the core mx~;igcrnctit costs 01' cstiiary mnn;igcrncnt 
pliins in the budgetary systcm o f  Locd Authorities. 

Who? 
Managcincnt Group 
and/or Estuary 
Pr0,jcct Officer. 

When? 
ASAP. 

42 
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Background: As local funds arid the Estuaries lnitialivc draws to a close, the funding 
for estuary mnniigcinciit projects IS  bccoming incl-casingly fragile (conclusion 24). 
Although the Gnvci-nmcnt advocates the voluntary appmich 10 estuary management, 

~~.__^__.-- no additional policy support or funding i s  availablc. 
Objective 11 - Securc a national policy comrnitnwnt to sustaining the estuary 
management process. 

-I."__.- How? ""_""" .-. 

1kmotistr:itc to Gova'nmetit lhe value and benefits of ihc estuary 
I1liln;lgetllcnt pr0"cSs. 

Use the findings o f  this s tudy  iis ii basis for p h n n i n g  and 
irriplctncnting a campaign Iiir nation;il support for thc further 
dcvc lopmcnt  o I' est 11 a r  y man age rric n t 17ro-i cc t s. 

Who? 
The Stccring 
Group and the 
organisations tlicy 
represe tit. 

When? 
Star t  to plan 
on consensus 

rccornmentlat 
ions. I.,ong 
terrn process. 

o f  s tudy  
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