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COVERING NOTE 

Thc Evidence of Analysis presents: 

0 

Selectcd graphs. 

1nfor-m:ition o n  the rationnlc and method used (e.g. dcrivation of the financial 
input data). 
1,irnitations t o  the data sets. 
A significant amount 01' infolmation on the findings of this study which has had an 
important bcaring on our discussion and conclusions. 

There is regular cross rcfcrcncing between this rcport arid thc Results and 
liecommendations Rcpor-t to assist the user in acccssing more detailed information i f  
this is required. 



Appendix 1 - Awareness raising analysis 

1.1 Introduction 
For- tlic pi-poses o f  this study, awarcncss raising has been clnssificd 3s a n  output of 
estuary managcmcnt. All estuary management proccsses in England are carrying out 
work that is gcsrcd towards ;~wiircncss raising. I t  is not clear whcthcr or not all o f  
thcsc awareness raising activities arc assisting in progress towards sustainable 
development. 

1.2 Rationale 
The data set can bc bi.oadly subdivided into two catcgot-ics: 

I .  Statistical information that outlines the amount o f  awareness raising occurring, 
and the levcl of inipoi-tance that participants in this study place upon it, (c.g. 
percenttlgc o f  consultccs who view ilwal.ciicSs raising ;is i t  strength of estuary 
imanagcincnt; pcrcentage of cstua1.y imanagement partnerships producing an action 
plan). All of this infoimation is drawn from telcp7honc intcrviews. 

2. Suimmary information about why awareness raising is considcr-cd to be important 
i n  cstuary management, and cxamples of the typcs of activity being undertaken by 
di ffcrent estuary partrierships. 

1.3 Method statement 
Each of thc data so~irces listcd below has been exainincd and information that rclatcs 
to awareness raising within the context of tlic cstuary management process has lxen 
extractcd. Prirnary data sources for this information are: 

0 

Summary table o f  the telephone intci-vicws. 
Rcvicw of progress towards English Niiture's corporate ohjcctives for the 
sustsinable use of England's Estuaries. 
Tntcrim review of the progress of English Nature's Estuarics Initiative. 
Summm-y of  results of cxploration of good practice from clscwhere in the UK and 

0 

overseas. 

Using t h i s  data sct, :in assessment has hccii made in the Results and 
Rccoimmendations report of: 

How aw;ucncss raisiiig relates to the origins of cstuary management in England. 
Tlic typcs of awareness raising activity hcing carried out by estuary management 
p"0ccsscs. 
Whether awarencss raising activities match the corc functions of estuary 
mmagciiient. 

1,4 Confidence in thc data 
A reasonable amount of information has lxcn supplied 011 thc types of awareness 
raising activity being undcrtalicii on England's estuaries. Thcre is however, little 
detailed information 011 thc iiatul-c o f  and rationale bchind cach activity and tlic 
evaluation of i t s  quality. 



Data collected on awarencss raising is siiinmarised below in Table I .  Tn addition, Box 
1 provides as 311 cxamplc, a more detailed breakdown of awarcncss raising material 
rcccntl y pi'oduccd by the Solent Forum md the Mor-ccamhc Bay Strategy. 

Table 1 Summar 

Data sourcc 

Summary taldc of tlic tclcphonc 
interviews 

Audit of House of Coninions 
Sclcct Coinmittcc 011 tlic 
Cnviroiimcnl x- Rcpoi-I o i i  C:n:istal 
Zonc Prolcctiori arid I'lanning 

Audit of Govcrnincnts Response t o  
LllC I-louse of Colllrnorls Sclcct 
Corn mi I I ce o n  tlic h i  v i 1-im rrrcnt - 
licport or1 C.'oast:il Zone Protection 
and Planning. 

of data collected on awareness raising. ---__ 

Refereiccto Awareness Raising 

Qucstionnaire AI!k 
What acitlcci value do you see coming froin your ISM Initiative? 
63% cited cross sccIoi-aI working / integration / co-ordiniition i is addcd v:due. 

Strengths, yucstioririairu A 
52(%, saw tsttiai-y tn:inagcrncrit process iis riiisiiig tlic profile of the estuary. 
4 I % s;iw tlic cstuxy rn:inagcmcnt pi-occss I-aising partners profile as a strength. 
4q) saw events and iiiitialivcs as a strcrigth. 
33% saw a easier p:ith tlii-oug1-r consultirlion duc 10 the cstirary managcmcnt pi-occss 
i fs  a stl-cn~tll. 

Strengths, yucstionnaire 1% 
77% saw iiiipi-ovcd ctirririiuriic~ition as a sti-cngth. 
60% saw [lie estuary iii:iniigcincnt pi-occss as raising the prorilc of thc cstuary. 
23% saw the cslu;ii-y managcriicrit process r:iising partners pi-ofilc as a sti-crigtli. 
38%) siiw cvcnls and initiatives as a strcngtli. 

Qucstionsiircs A & B 
1 0 %  saw awareness raising i i s  ;I lypc oFinfliicncirig. 

Strcmgths, questionnaires A Sr 13: 
57% saw irrrpi-ovcd cornrnutiication 3s a shcnglli. 
hl,% saw the estuary ~ n a n a g c ~ n c n ~  process as raising the profile of tlic csluary. 
43% siiw the csluxy niaiiagcment process raising partncrs piofilc 2s a srrcrigtli 
14% idcntilicd cvcrits arid initiativcs iis ii strciigtli. 

(iovcrntiicxit agrccd with thc Scloct (:oirlrnittce that given thc coinplcxitics of- tlic 
i s s w s ,  and tlic riccd for focus on the coaslal zone, i t  is i n  a11 cases vital that 
rcsponsiihilit ics sliould he a s  cIc:ir :IS possildc. It does not hclicvc that tl~erc is 
widcspi-cad poor co-ordinntion. 1 !owcvcr. the division 01' rcsponsitilitics fol- coatilal 
dc fcncc. pol l u l  ion, I im  ircscai-c t 1 and for  local cst 11 iiiy m aiiagcincri t Iiiivc twcti 
ci-iticiscd. 

Policy Guidance for the coasl was subsequently produccd. This hclpcd to rnakc 
c lcx the Icgisla~ion tlial is operative within thc coasl;il zone. Individual cstu:lry 
managcrricrit plans should a1so uutliiic I I J C  Icgis1:itivc framcwork for i-clcv:inl 
organisations at 1oc;il Icvcl. 

3 Evidence of Analysis Kcpnrt 



Data source 

Andysis ol'llro corrsiillation on 
ringlisl~ Nature's Strategy for the 
Sristaina1)lc Usc of England's 
Estuarics. 

I'r~c)grcss towards English Naliii-c's 
col-por-ate ohjrcLives for tlic 
Sust;iinahlc lisc of- England's 

l,"__"l"" "". 

Intcrini Ilcview o f  the Progress of 
Eng 1 i sh Natu I-c ' s M u  ar-ics 
Initiative ((;i-ahrova~ 1995). 

Woi-ksliop e v a l i d o n  sheet 
analysis 

I 

Reference to Awareness Raising 

N o  mcntion of :iwai-cncss raising 

1SN ob,jrclive / issue; 
F,nconi-aging cstLi:iry managers to undcrstand the iiiiiis and iinplications oi' 
sustainable clcvclopnicnt. 

I'rogress to diite: Esttiary managemen[ plans contain n definition of snstainahlc 
dcvclopincnt. 'l'lie policies / ohjcctivcs seek to ;ri-ticulatc tlio pi-inciplc of sustainahlc 
dcvcloptncnt througli policy guidance. 

Strenj$h: Awarcncss of suslainahlc dcvclopmcnt raised 

I'rogress to date: estuary nianagcincnt plans generally contain policics that 
encourage recycling of hi-own field land fir dcvclopmcnt in prcfcrcncc lo grccnlicld 
sites. 

Weakness: N o  attcmpt has 1)ccn tnadc to tncasurc the link hclwccn ltic cxistencc of 
1-clcvant c s~~ ia ry  rnan:igctncnt plan policies and intlucncc tlic recycling of land. 

'To raise iiwiirenrs~ of' thr. iniporlancc of estuaries" is one ol' Ihr overall 
ol),jt~utivrs of llnglisli Nature's Estuaries Initiative. 

I'rogress to date: Key focus o f  tlic cs1ti:iry rnanagcmcnt proccss II;IS bccn lo raise 
awili-cncss. Indccd, tlic rnanagcmcnt rramcworks ;rnd networks cstahlisticd to 
pi-cpai-c estuary rnanagcincnt proccss has been an cltwlive tool at raising awiir~ncss. 
Many cxainplcs o f  hest practice e.g. poskrs, events. ncwslcttcrs, scttinx up news 
group's etc. 

Qnmtil'ying outputs / benefits: 
Few attcmpts to I I I C ; L S L I ~ ~  changes in  pcrccption and awarcnclis Chihrovaz rcvicw 
( I W S )  concluded that good i~1-0gi-c~~ has hcon imdc Imt did not attempt to quanlily 
incrc:iscd iiwai-cncss (valuc hascd judgctncnt). 
Incl-case involvcmcnt and raising iiwiii-cncss i s  patchy arrrorlgst those cngagcd in 111~ 

pl'occss and Ixtwccn scclol-s: 

I<cprcscntation - private scctoi- and local corriniiinity Involvcmcnt ciin bc vcry 
patchy (Smnll Kr Mcdiurn s i x d  Enterprises). 
Ccrmmunic;~tion :inti co-ordination - officers engaged in iniinagcnicnt and 
woi-king groups inay he aware hut is ~ h c  message hcing convcycd vertically 
and horizontnlly tliroi.igliorit tlicir organisation / network? 

_x.ll_ 

Thc pi-occss 01' co-oi-dinating, arhitrating conflict :1nd raising awar-tricss was sccn as 
Ccy for tlic cstuary managcmcnt pi-occss and not  tlic planning docuincrits itsclf. The 
plxr was sccii i i s  ii w:iy ufgct~irig people involved. 

Strength: Links have hccn cslahlislicd with corninunities citlicr directly 01' 

i ndircctly via puhlicity matcrial. Tlici-cfoi-c, (Ire irnagc of estuaries must havc 
i mpi-c'vcd. 

4 Kvirfencc of Analysis Report 



Data source 

I : I mecling with Mr Iliclrard 

W i Id1 i fc Division ). 

I : 1 me t ing  with MI- Sinion 
I lopkinson (DE'I'K C.'otintrysidc 
Division). 

i : 1 rnccting with Dr Malcolm 
Vinccnl ( I N U ~ ) .  

(:llaplnan (DEW2 - Europcan 

I : I incclirrg with I'aul Wchstcr and 
Dianc Beck (Govcrnmcnl Ollicc 
North Wcstl. 

1 : I rriccting with Pctcr Rai-hani 
(Etivironmcnt Agciicy). 

Suininary o f  results of cxplor;itioii 
o f  good pi-aclicc fi-oni cIscwIici-c* i n  
thc U K  arid i)vci'scas. 

Write u p  of North & South 
Workslrops and EPO Workshop 

Reference to Awarcness Raising 
- 

No menlion c i f  awirrcncss raising. 

Idol of concern within N C C  ahoui. allrilion re. Planning dccisions and 13iIls. c.g. 
Folkcstonc Docks, (lai-diIf Hay. 'I'hc v:iluc that N C C  placed on estuxics didn't 
inialch (tic vicws 01' the puhlic. Rccognilion 0 1  [ h i s  hy NCC resulted i n  the r ~ v i c w  
rcpoi-1 produced hy Davidson et. Al.  

The I-cpcii-1 WLIS llicri used as the liasis fi-om which N r ( :  council decided to adopt a 
ricw appi-oacli to NCC's work cin csluai-ios. 

N W  / Englisll Natiirc goal: To cai-1-y oul woi-k (hat would dccrcasc the steady 
;rtt ri t ion on England's Esluai-ics. 

N o  mcnlion of awarcncss raising 

I'lic. estuary managcmcnl ~ I - O C C S S S  lias :issiskcl with: 
rn 13asitrg awxcncss of organisations and estuaries. 

Raising iiwai-ciicss and contributing to thinking on suslainahlc dcvclopmcnt. 

IIow do you promotc ancl puhlicise the work of your prfi.jcrt!) 

Chichcslcr Harbour Conservancy 
N o  r-csponso. 

Ihr-sct Coast Project 
Mcciings with the forum. press ~clcascs/ iiicdia cnvclngc, Intcincl (in prcp.), 
CD-ROM (in pi-cp.). 

Forth Esluai-y hi-iini 
Events (e.g. "I'all Ships Visil). Magazine articles, seminar series, & arnount 
of PR, e.g. I-adio. 

Fr;iscr R i vci- Esl uai-y M a riagc ment P1 an 
Web page, :tnnual reports, ncwslcttcrs, fact shcc(s. 

Scflon C'nast Managcmcnl Schcmc. 
13i-annuul coastal ncwslc~cr (Direcl mailing I000 people) and available 
througli libraries and coas~al  ccntrcs. Internet. Partners carry 0 1 1 1  ihcii- own 
cvcnts using the sclic'tiic logo. Joumils ;ind conrci-oncc proceedings. 

5 Evidence of Analysis Keporl 



Data source 

Tahlc of opporlunitics arid threats, 
t o  accornpuny analysis of strengths 
and weaknesses conlaincd witliin 
t clcphonc i ritei-vic w an:tl ysi s 

Reference to A warenes Raising 

N O ~ C  - t1ic numhci-s i n  hrackcts arc the numhci-s of responses specifically 
incntioriirig tlic opportunities and 1111-cats OLIL ol'a sarnplc of  37. 

Improved communication: 

Irnprovcd ctlrnniunicaiion 01 '  co-ordinalion (3). 
Ihiscd awarcncss ofcstuat-y ( 7 ) .  
Direct pcrsonal ctinlact speeds u p  thc identification of prohletns befoorc they 
I.rccoinc iii:i,jw - a poinl of contact to cnahlc chrifICariOT1. 
Nclwoi-king with othcr interests ( 6 ) ,  pulling divcrse groups in sainc dii-cclioti. 
Cominuni cat i on a i d  iiwarc-ncss of  othc I-s rol cs i rnprovcd ( 3). 
Gt-c;itcr ~ W ~ I I - C ~ C S S  of. activities 0x1 water - Ixilli an opportunity and ii t1irc;it of 
iritcrliwricc. 
C'om mu nlc;~i in y: and di spc I I i rig Lin Ihu ridcd hcl i c  fs , 
All decision m;ikci-s Ii:ivc the strategic pcrspcctivc. 

Positive putilicity: 

Dcmonsti-afing cnvirontncntal mponsibilily. 
Cornrnuni~-a~ion and puhlicity can potentially bc sliarcd :irrd hcttcr co- 
ol-di nal cd . 
C;rc;iici- awarcncss of issues e.g. Sea I,cvcl Kisc. 

I'romotion of the work of individual stakcliolder organisations: 

Irnprovcd awiii-cnoss o f  govcrninent and NGOs I-cla~cd to priorities. 
Iniprovcd iindci-slanding of mutual ol>,jcctivcs (S). 
Iniprovcd undci-standing of the role o f  oi-ganisalions dispels unfoundcd hclicfk 
(8). 
Make org:inisations bccornc more politically astute. 
Co-oi-dinatcd awarCncss and gi-calci- awai-cnc'ss. 
Conii-nunicalion awareticss 113s increased. 
Alternative mcclianisrn ri)r pursuing nature conservation gains ( 2 )  
Better cornmunic;itioii plus PI< and givc focus points, impi-ovcs :iwarenm ol' 
the role oi- 11ic corripmy (prc:ichiiig to ~ l i c  convcrkd),  better undcrslanding of 
ttic rcgirlatory and financial li-arnework that the company woi-ks (h i1  still does 
noi : I ~ I O I -  attitudes). Stung [or investment i-a[hci- tI1an equitahlc distrihuiion. 
Opportunity to promo~c schcinc dcvcloptncnt (via ncwslcilci-s etc.) 

Towards sustilin:ihlr estuary rrranagcment 1 S v i d r ~ ~ c  nl' Analysis lieport 



Box 1 

Solcnl Forum 
Towai-ds Strategic Guid;~nce for thc Solcnt, March 1990. 
Strategic Guidance for the Solent, Dcccmbcr 1997. 
f? i-a n nual ticwslettcr ‘Solent Ncws’ (Circulation approx. 500). 
Solent 1:vcnts List Auturnn / Winter 1998. 
Explore the Solent (visitor leaflet), July 1998. 
Solent Science Conference Interim I<eport, November 1998. 
Website ~ : i o l e _ ~ f i , r L i m . h a n ( s . o r . u ~ .  Containing infimnation :iboLlt thc work ol‘the Forum and i t s  
inernbers. Information is pl;iccd on the site free ofc1i;irgc for  those Ihrum mcrnbcrs who d o  not have 
access to a wcbsitc. 
Two day Science Conference, Septcmbcr 1998. 
Exhibited ;it thc 1ntcrnation:il Festival of the Sea, August 1998. 

Morucambe Bay Strategy 
Morccambc Bay Strategy. October I(N0. 
Moreuunbe H a y  St;inding (~hifci-cnce (has inet four times betwecn 1990 and 1998). 
Agenda for. Action, 1998. 
Raywatch newslcttcr. 
13ay by Day dinry of events. 
Public Health Scrninar. 

Mcrmoids Purse (coastal ediication pro.jcctj. 
C;rcat s ~ l ~ l ~ ~ ~ i ~ l ~ ~  rici3atc. 



Appendix 2 - Conflict prevention analysis 

2.1 Introduction 
For- the purposes of this study, conflict prevention has bccn classified as an output of  
cstuary management. Ilcfrnitions have been prodiiccd i n  ordcr to clarify the diffcrcncc 
bctwccn conflict prevention, conflict resolution and conscnsus building. Thcsc arc 
located within scction 7.2 o f  the Results and Rccommendations Rcport. 

2.2 Rationale 
The data set can be broadly sirbdividcd into two categories: 

Statistical information that outlines thc type o f  conflict prcvcntion / resolution 
related work being undertaken in estuary management, and the level of 
importancc that participants in this study place upon it ,  (e.g. percentage of 
consultccs who view conflict resolution ;is a sticngth/wcakness of estuary 
management; pcrccntagc of estuary rnanagcmcrit partnerships that havc positively 
rcsolvcd conflict). All of this information IS drawn from tclcphone interviews. 
Surnmary information ahout thc origins and role of conflict resolution and contlict 
prevention i n  cstual-y management, and cxamples of conflict rcsolution activities 
being carried nut tJy different cstuary pxtnerships. 

2.3 Method statement 
Each of  the data sourccs listed below has bccn cxamined and infbrrnation that relates 
to conflict prcvcntion within the coritcxt of the cstui~ry Tnanagcrnent process has bccn 
cxtixtecl. Primary data soui'ccs for  this information arc: 

* 

Summary table o f  the teleplionc intcrviews. 
Analysis o f  the consultation on English Nsturc's Strategy for the Sustainable Use 
o f  En g I and ' s I3 t uari cs . 
One to one meetings with key stakeholders. 
Summary of results of cxplol-ation of good practice from elsewhcr-c i n  the UK and 
overseas. 

IJsing this dirtzi sct, an asscssrnent lias bccn made of:  

Thc role of conflict rcsolution / prevention in estuary management. 
'I'he degree to which cstuary nisnagcmcnt is succcssful i n  positively resol\ 
conflict 011 cstuarics. 

This asscssrnent is presented within section 7.2 and discussed in scction 8.2 of 
Rcsults and Kecomncndations Report. 

2,4 Conf'idencc in the data 
Tlic amount of information provided during data gathering on conflict prevention and 
conflict resolution is limited. As ;i m,ult ,  the sections within the Results and 
Rccomrnendations rcport on conflict pi-evention should be viewed with caution 
becausc thcrc wcre few opportunities to  question consultees on the dctail of the 
con fl i c t rcso I u t i on proccs s. 



Data collectcd on conflict prevention is sumrnarised below in Tahlc 2. In addition, 
Box 2 providcs as a n  exarnplc, a casc study o n  conflict rcsnlution o f  water-skiing 
pinhierns on the Lune Estuary. 

Table 2 Sunimary of datz 

Data sourcc 

S iminiary t ahlc of t lie I c I cplionc 
intci-vicws 

A i d i t  01. I louse of Commons SclccI 
Coiiiiiiiltcc on tlic Erivironmcnt - Rcpoi-I 
on C‘oastal Zonc Prolccticiii arid Planning. 

A u d i ~  of (iovcrnrncrits I<csponsc to the 
I louse o f  Cornmons Sclcct C’oiniiii ttt‘r on 
the Eiivii-oiirncrit - Report on Co:isIal 
Zonc Pi-citcctioii arid l’laririirig 

:ollected I__r_- on conflict prevention / rcsolution. 

Refcrcnce to conflict prcvention I resolution 

Questionnairr A.16. llas the estuary man:igrmenl process positively 
di~acivantaged the interests ol’ you organisation? 
15% s a d  ye\ 

Questionnaire 13.1 6. C:in you think of cxiinlples whwu the estuary 
m;insgt~mcrit protcss has positively rwolvccl conflict in the ilrea? 
15% s:Ml ycs 

Qticstionn:iirc R ,  strcnghi: 
3 I ‘%, S ~ W  corillict rcsolution iis a sli-cngtlr o r  estuary rnailngcmcnl. 
77% saw corillict avoidance as a strength of cstuary rn;inagcmcnl. 

QncsIionriaitc -1- t3, currcnt issucs: 
QR. 8 %  saw iridcpcndcncc and impartiality as a currcnt issuc. 
QA-I-H. 3% siiw indcpcridcrice arid impartiality as a ciirrctit issuc. 

Qiicsiionriairc A & I3: 
39% saw conflict i-csolirlion :IS a typc of  influcnciiig 

Qucstionnaii-c A & H ,  strengths: 
10% s:iw conflict resolution as a slrength. 
24% saw conflict avoidance as a strcnfith. 

Qtrcstionn:iit-c A, wcakncsses: 
19%) fclt thaI a wcakncss was that thc proccss is susceptiblc to  Ihc powcr 
of hi& pxiriers. 

Qucstionnaii-c A <Ur H.  wcakncsscs: 
11%) iklt that ;I weakticss wiis that thc priiccss is susccptiblc to ll-ic pcrwcr 

01’ big pai-triers. 

Mariajicincnt plans sliould chiclly takc ;Iccotinl of pi-ohlcms rclatiny: to 
rccrcat io n , fi sh i 
ai-chacological interests, with differ-cnt crripliasis dcpendcnt u p i i  thc 
pat-ticulx prcssur-cs of ~Iic ;iirca. 

Our asscssrncrit that “Managcmcnt plans will have d i fhwN thcmcs 
dcpcnding upon thc particular pressures of thc ai-c;i” i s  an intcresting 
point. Estuary in;~nagcrricrit plans tiavc bcconic vci-y wide, and don’t 
ncccssai-ily I i o m  i n  on kcy pt-cssrri-cs. 

and I I-ic p( ) tci i t  i a1 for cnvi ronmcn I al darnagc, and 



Data source 

Analysis iiftlic consultation on Cnglisli 
Naturc's Strategy for tlic Suslainablc l i s t .  

I'rogrcss towards English Na[tii-c's 
corporate ol1,jcctivcs toi- the Sustainal.rlc 
Use of' England's Estuaries 

Woi-ksliop evaluation shcct aniilysis 

1 : I  meeting with f%iglisli Naturc (7.1.99). 

Refcrcnce to conflict prevention / sesolution 

Issue raisecl: 
Nccd a mctliod for  adjudicatirig kctween conficting vicws - corisefisus 
voluntai-y approach has limits. Local estuary rrtarlagcrs need cnlmccd 
power to iinplcrncnt. (by Clwyd Cotinty Council and RSPR). 
llas it lwen addressed? 
lssiic not addrcssed. Attempts at the consensus approach arc h ~ k c d  up 
by the statutory duties ol'  lie agencies. 

Issue raised: 
Failui-c to acccpl ha t  smile issircs iirc of ovcrridirlg concern and that 
wriscnsus may not he 1-calislic. Estuary management plans nccd to 
clai-ify lhcii- I-clationship with the rcsponsibililics of' tile statutory 
agcricics (e.g. UOE, MAFF. and RYA) .  
lias it hccn addressed? 
Parti:illy addressed - thc miijority ol'cstuary management p h s  s ~ a k  
that thc fall I~ i ck  pusition i f  coiisensus is not working i s  the slaiulory 
system 

Ilnglish Nature objective / issuc: 
Managing olhci- activities ancl their cl'l'ccts 1.0 pi-otcct remaining arciis of 
nature coiiscrv;ition vduc  wittiiri dcvclopcd : I I C H S  of estuaries arid 
mainlain 11ic viability of such arciis. 
Progress to date: Estuary rn:iriagcmcnt pliins cannot man:igc the effects 
o f  tlicsc aclivilics. "h cstuary managcmcnt plan is advisory and can 
only cncouragc thc intiividual st:kcholdcrs to take accounl of' its 
gu idcl i ncs. 
Strength: I n  the cstuary nianagcmcnt process's ability to co-ordinate 
and facilitate. 
Weakness: Estuary rrianagcrnent plans do not havc 11ic power or 
authority 10 niaiiagc the activitics of others. 

N o  inenlron of conl'lict resolution in audit. 

'I'hc proccss ot' cwimhiialirig, arbitrating coi~f l ic t  and raising :iwarcncss 
was sccn i is key hi- cstuxy rnanagcmcnt and nol thc plxining 
docuincrits itsclf. 'I'hc plan was sccn as a way of getting pcoplc involvcd. 

Conllici. 
Piihlic inquiries. 
Isolaiioii l io rn  othcr ~iscrs. 

'I'his madc Na[ui-c ('otiservancy Council / English Naturc and nature 
consci-valion unpnpular. As ii rcsul~, J3iglisll Natirrc l q a n  to sciii-cli for 
ricw ways to dclivci- nature conscrvation on cstuaiics, and began to 
iiilci-cst pciiplt. i n  the idea of sustainabilily. Additionally the following 
nccds WCI-c idcnlificd: 

Ilcducc c:isework. 
Dcfusc issues hcforc thcy rcacli thc corillict st:igc. 
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I : I rriecting with English Nature (7. I .09) 

1 : 1 inccting with Mr Richai-d (.:liaptnan 
(DBTR - Eui-opcan Wildlife Division). 

___I 

1 :  I mccting with Mi- Simon llopkinsnn 
(DE1’13 Countryside Division). 

1 : 1 with Dianc Rack and Paiil Wchster 
(Gov~l-nnlcrlt Cll‘fice North WCSl) .  

I :  I wilh Pttcr Harliarn (Environment 
&;w> ) . 

I : 1 niccling wilh 13r Malcnlin Vincent 
(JhYYl): 

S 11 I i i n i x y  o I’ rcsul ts o I_ cxpl or32 ion of’ 
good practice from clscwhcrc i n  tlrc IJK 
and 0vcI-Sc;ls 

This scis the contcxt for the Estuaries Jniliativc. 

I t  is hard to quantify 11ic si~ccess ollliis. On the plus side t hno  has hccn 
i i i i  iinprovcmcnl i n  ‘atrnosphcrc’ ~ind ii 1-cduclion i n  feelings of ‘them 
:itid us’. This h;is done a lot  or good. However, English Nature’s ovci-all 
ticcling is tliat estuary tnanagcnicnt plans lack suhslance. ‘I’hey deal wcll 
with peripheral issues, hut can’t deal with tlic really big issucs. 

Wcakncss: Lick o l ’ d  inlliiuncc on tlic big issues e.g. ports 

A n  importan1 point to undcrstand i s  thc significance 01‘ ‘depth of 
partnership’. Many prcjjccts have dcvclopcd a partncrship tha t  is 
suflicicxitly strong 10 pi-oducc :i draft EMI’. In order to muvc hcyorrd 
I l l lS ,  the pal-lncrslllp needs to dcvclop fLlrlhcl-. 

Objective foi- cs~i.iary rriariagcinciit 25 years from now: 
More wribcrisus bctwccn rcgrilaloi-y aiirlioi-itics, and an effectively co- 
ordinatcd scctional approach to estuary nianagcincnl which has :in 

crivironinental / sustainable dcvclopnient cthic deeply cinbcddcd ;icross 
all sectors. 

No nicnlioii of  conllict resolution. 

Conccin rcgni-ding tlic duplication and app;trciit conliisioti of itiitiativcs 
i n  tlrc coastal zonc. This could potentially Icad to conflicl hctwccrr 
initiatives. Is tlici-c a lolc at the regional lcvcl to simplify the proccss’i- 

Join1 objective setting could hclp iivoid conflict ihnugh thcrc is it danger 
01‘ the ohjectivcs hccoming nchiilous. 

1 ,OI of concern within Nature Conscl-vancy Council about attrition J-c. 
pliiririirig dccisions and Rills, e.g. Folkcstonc Docks, Cai-dif’l Ray. The 
value tlial Naliii-c Conservancy Council p1;iccd o n  csluarics didn’t match 
1hc views 01‘ tlic public. Rccognilion of‘ this hy Nature Conscl-vancy 
C‘ouncil rcsrillcd in ~ h c  I-cvicw report produccd hy Davidsorr ct. al. 

‘The report was Ihcn used as  the txisis from which Na1urC (hiservaticy 
Council dccidcd to adopt a ncw appi-o;icli to i t s  wol-k on estuaries. 

Can you think of examples where yoiir pro,jccl has positively 
rcsnlved conflict in thr arra? 

Chichester 1 hi-lww (:onscrvancy: 

Doi-scl (:oast I’roject: 
Ycs, lots. no yoii want &tails. 

(londitions 01‘ operations of  ship-to-ship transfcr area in Lyrnc Ray. 
1l:irrdling local input 10 CFP i-cfimn arid retention of6/12 milc 
I irnit . 
Racking f i n  possihlc World Hcrl tap bid. 0 

Forth Estuary Forum: 
Yes, quantifi;thlc ’? 

FI-ascr Ilivcr Estuary Managcrncnl Plan: 
Many conflicts bctwccn port-related land uses and consnvation 
inlci-csls - ini i in ziicccss hnvc been systems loi- dii-ecting 
dcvclopmcnt :!way tii-on1 v al iiahl c Ii:ihi tat s. 
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Data Source 
Evidence of contlict preventifin / resolution 

Scftori C’oast Managcmcnt Schcinc 
‘l’lic titrderlying ‘conl l ict ’  hctwccn ~ C C C S S  Tor recreailon and nsturc 
conservation (which Icd to the c.stahlishmcnt or‘thc sclicmc) has 
bccn vci-y niuch solvcd. Ctirrently the schcmc i s  trying to set 0111 
[lie iiccd for a hnlancc hctwccn woodland Iiahitats aircl open dunc 
habitats. and also wying hctter to cxplain thc nccci to work with 
coustal pt‘occsscs. 

Solent Forum 
The emphasis o f  Ilic project is co-ordinaticln, cninmunicatiotr arid 
infoi-maliori dissemination, and not conllict resolution. 

‘X’ablc of  oppoi-trinities and tlircats, to 
accompany analysis of strengths and 
weakncsscs containcd williin Iclcphoric 
intcrvicw analysis. 

LJsc conflicl rc‘solutiori to Ibcxs communities on csluai-y. 
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Box - 2 - 

Cssc slrrdy: Conflict resolution of watcr-skiing problems on the Lunc Estuary, I.,ancashire 

This box pi-ovidcs one ol~tlie fcw examples successful cxarriplcs of conllict rcsolutioii in csluary management. The cnrc 
of' h e  conllict rrsolution process l o o k  ~ w o  moritlis, and the solution rciichcd is r-cpoi-led to he still cffcctivc. 

Hackground 
The I,riric Phluary, I,ancashirc i s  ui impoi-[ant wildlife site, dcsignalcd as ;in SSSI, special Protection Arca and 
exididate Special Area of Conscl-vation. An area of tlic csliwry i n  ~ h c  viciriily ol'tlie 'Goldcn Ball' pub al Sriatcherris is 
a popular location f b l -  walc~--sk~itig arid pcrsoni~l watcrcrail use. 

I n  the ex ly  1990's local wildfowlcl-s (wlio own the land) itnd h i d  walclrcrs I?ccatne concerned th;il birds were heing 
d i s tu  rbcd h y pci-soli a I w atcrcral't i i s i  rifi siiiiil 1 cli an no1 s i ri I I ic cst uary , I n  addition w a ~  ci--ski crs wcre occas I o nal I y 
picnicking on salt tiiiirsh ill-ciis thal  arc uscd :is bird roosts. 

The bird intcrcsts ;ipproachcd I'iiglisli Nature in ortlcr 10 scck action 10 slop watcr-skiing and pcrsonal watcrcr:i1'1 tisc on 
117c 1,uiic. In l u i - i i .  English Nature approached I,ancastcr City Council (the I,oc;il Aulliority), t o  explorc whcthcr bylaws 
could hu hroiiglit i n  tto regulate activities. T l i c  situation sitnnict-cd foi- scvci-;iI years until 1094, I,y which t ime wol-k was 
underw:iy on the b k ~ ~ ~ C ~ ; i l l J b ~  t h y  Strategy. Lancaster Cily Council approaclicd the Estuary Prqjccl Ofliccr to sec i f  lie 
could attempt 10 ~-csoIvc ~ I i e  conl l ict.  

Rr.solulion 
'I'hc l'ollowing coiillict rcsolulion steps were t:ikcn; 

I .  A tnecting of wiitcr-skiers nnd p c i - s ~ n a l  watercixfl users w;is organised at the Goldcn Ball Ptib i n  Spring 1994, and 
a ~-cpi-esciitativc 11-orri the British W;itcr-ski Federation were invited along to give a presentation. 

The Estuai-y ProjecI ofliccr :itid an officer fi-oin 1,anc:ister City Council set oui 11ic conccnis of the bird intcrcsts 
;ind outlined tlic options foi- proceeding. 'I'hcsc options wci-c: 
A voluntary code o f  uonduct. 
Stattitory rcgu1:ition of boiiling aciivitics. 
A hari on w:ttcr-skiing on the csluxy. 

Although the initi;il I-caclion li-orri the water-skiers / pet-sonal watercraft users was hoslilc, by the end of  thc 
mcciing 00% 01' tlic pcoplc prcscnl realised thai solving tlic pi-oblcrn was i n  their interests, and iigrccd 10 notninatc 
sonic pcoplc to look al rcsolvirig thc issue. 

2 .  

3. 

Onfconi~ 
Within two weeks, tlie water-skicis Iiiid iigi-ccd ;1 code o f  conduct amonpt  llicmsclvcs. A meeting hctwccn wildl'owlcrs, 
hildwa~ChFlS :itid w:ilcI-skic~-s was hcld at h icns t c r  Cily Council's ofhccs. Altcr a frosty star1 to lhc rriccting the group 
discussod Ihc code ol' conduct atid the bii-d inloi-usts agreed that, sul>.jcct IO a lcw rniiior :trncndmcnts, i t  would solvc 
OO'%) of the prohlcm. 

The pcoplc involved licld a nuinhcr of mcctings over the following couple o l  ycars to keep on top of thc situalion. 
Walci- sports rcprcscntativcs Ibund I h i r l  ovcr 00% of water-skiers ;incl inosl j c t  skiers wcrc willing l o  observe tlie code ol' 
cond tic t . 

Reasons for succcss 
Attitude: all involved approaclicd thc pmblcm wilh an open mind. 
Apprixicli: watcr-skici-s wclcoincd tlic fact that the csluary project ol'liccr and the ~oc;il :iulhority ol'llccr came out of thc 
oflicc 1 0  facc the niiisic (rather than scndinx ollIcious letters). 
Status: the 'pi-ofcssionLtl' I-cpi-csciitativcs involved on all sides WCIT all well rcspcctcd. In addilion, thc estuary pro"jcct 
ofl~icci- knew how to water-slii. 
Action: cvci-yonc won1 sli-aiglit to tlic heart of the pi-ohlcm, witliotit 'hc:iting round the bush*. 

Sourcc: Ilr J.  Andrews (Nor th  West and NorLh Wales Sea Plshcrics Cornrniillec). 
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Appendix 3 - Influencing and co-ordinating the plans of others 

3.1 Introduction 
Thcrc is a multiplicity of' statutory and non-statutory plans that operate within 
estuaries. Since 1992 tlic shccr number of plans and initiatives that have bcen 
prepared hiis created potcntial for duplication and ovcrlap. 

In the  absence of explicit Govcrnment guidance on thc integration and co-ordination 
of plans in estuaries (and more widely in the coastal zone), local approachcs and 
partncrships havc been establishcd on different estuaries. 

3.2 Rationale 
The analysis identifies the main initiatives and plans affccting cstuaries and makes an 
asscssincnt of their relationship and dcgrcc of integriltion with cstuary managerncnt 
PI311 s. 

3.3 Method Statcment 
Two primary data scts wcrc used for this analysis: 

Structured telcphonc interviews carried out with 37 slakeholderS. 
Data collcctcd in  1997 by English Nature as part of a progrcss 1-cview of estuary 
rn an agerne n t . 

The data set was supplcmcnted with follow-up tclephone conversations with 
s t akeholdcrs, Es t iiary Pro+jec t Offi ccrs and c hai rperwns. In pwti cu I ar, specific 
questions were asked about thc typc o f  influencing of t h e  plans of others. 

Thc analysis focused on thc relationship bctwccn cstuary management plans and: 

0 Local Environment Agency Plans. 
Shoreline Managcmcnt Plans. 
Local Authority District and Borough Plans. 
1,ncal Authority County Structure Plans. 
Special Arca of Conservation managcincnt scheme. 

* Othcr- plans and initiatives including Biodivcrsity Action Plans, AONTI plans, 
Local Authority functional service delivery plans. 

Regional initiatives and Regional Planning Guidance (RPG). 

The results were tabulated and cornpared to tlic English Nature 1997 data sct and with 
the views o f  tlic stalicholders. Discussion of the results draws on specific exarnplcs 
from individual cstuary management piwcsses. 

3.4 Results 
Confidence in the data 
Quantitative data has been presented in Tahlcs 3 and 5 .  Tables 4a and 4b are a 
yua1it:itivc assessment of thc rcsponses to telephonc interview supplcrncntcd by 
further consirllation with stakeholders. Thcsc key findings of thc quantitative analysis 
are supplcrncntcd by a qualitativc discussion of thc results o f  consultation. 
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J t  has bccn assumed that the responscs to thc tclcphone interviews, English Nature’s 
1997 survey and the follow-up qucstions arc oljective. It must bc notcd that the data 
sct is quitc small and there arc many variables including: 

0 

Il‘he stage at which individual estuary manageincnt projccts is at. 
Sornc of the prqjects that rcspondcd during the present study wcrc not included in 
thc 1997 data sct and vice versa. 

Telephone interviews 

Tablc 3 presents a summary of thc r-csponses to thc tclcplioiic intcrviewees when 
asltcd to citc examples of wlicthcr cstuary management plans wcrc influencing thc 
dccision making process. Tahlc 3 is the sum of data from qucstionnaire A and B. 

T:tble 3 How do thc estuary management projccts influence decision making? 

QU 20 - INFLUENCING ~ l _ _ _  UKCISION MA# -__I- 

I 

Noi yci (too early ti) say as plan not in implL‘mcrilatioti). 

No1 dii-cctly iihihutccl to the estuary man:igcmcnt proccss. 
Nolc: Not directly ;ilti-ibuicd I-esponsc includcs vkws l1i;iI 
wci-e n o t  s~ii-e i f  1herc is a dircot I-clationship hclwccri ttlc 
estuary inanagemcnl pi-occ , plans of othcrs’ and dccision 
rri:iking or not. t l iou~li  intu vcly 111c h u g t i l  this wits the 

_I_ 

casc. 

TYPE OF INFLUENCING: 
I .ocd plan policcs 
Inl’lucncc Local Plans 
Strrlclt!rc Plans 
Ikxisions ;itid planning applic;ilioiis 

Conflici rcsolniioii 
SAC: Ihcilitation 
Otlicr coasial iniliaiivcs - LEAl’s, SMPs and othcr C‘%Mt’s. 
I<cgcncration 
Aw:ircricss raising 
E.lJ. funding 
RI’G 
Ryclaw 
f3Al’s 

it:: 

I 

I 

57 % 

3 %  

14 9% 

27 % 

Thcsc data provide evidcncc that ttic estuary management p i ~ ~ e s s  is having an effcct 
on the plans and initiativcs of others’. More inforination is required however, on thc 
type of influcncing and how i t  has bcen achicvcd. In  particular, ;I concern has bccn 
identificd about how direct the influcncc of cstuary rniinirgerncnt plans on tlic local 
pl mni ng pi.occss. 



Tablcs 4a arid 4h summarise a niorc dctailcd analysis of the r-esponscs to the 
qiicstionnair-e. Some of thc original rcsponses were clxiiicd with supplementary 
questions bciiig asltcd of stakeholders c.g. c1:wification of the type of policy influence. 
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Table 4a - Estuary management plan (EMP) influence and co-ordination with Local Environment Agency PIans (LEAPS), Shoreline 
Management Plans ~SMPsl and Natura 2000 sites. 
site Natura 2000 Sites SMP 

Too early 

Dircctl>i comment during consultation. MOt‘ in progress 

LEAP 
Too early. 

Draft 3iOU with Enviironment Agency 

CMF and Strategy developed in tandem. 
Draft LEAP makes explicit reference to the Strategy. 

Colne 
Dart 

Discussion initiated on SPA scheme of management with 
Countryside Agencies. Dee Project Manager on Ship Steering Group, detailed comment. 

SMP boundary expanded upstream to tidal limit beyond 
Coastal Protection Act boundary. 

Duddon 
Fa1 SAC management scheme has replaced the EM process. 

Management Group replaced by Relevant Authorities 
Group. 
WA 

Little direct influence. EMP draws attention to the production 
of a SRPP. 

LEAP and EhrP developed in tandem. published and 
launched together in joint exent. 

So  LEAP to be produced. The ERPP will delher the 
Agency’s LEAP requirements. 

LEAP delivered through RIersey Strategy and joint 
Mersey Estuarg Action Programme. 
Close working and agreement with LEAP. 

Es tuav  Shoreline Management plans being produced. 
Relationship clarified between the EM€’ and the Ffood Defence 
Committee - Environment Agency Action Plan produced. 
Little infInence - estuay largely omitted beyond coast 
protection act boundary. 
Check. 

Humber 

SPA arrangements yet to be developed. 

SAC scheme of management facifitated throirgh E;MP 
processes and structures. Relevant Authoritiw group a 
subgroup of €hW chair by Same person. 
Nl.4 

Mersey 
Morecambe 
Bay 
Northumberla 
nd Estuaries - 
Aln 
Puole harbour 

Lots of influence OH the LE.4P 

Close working relationship with SKIP. 

)IOU with ShlP. SES to provide the co-ordination framework. 

W A  

>IOU with LEAP. SES to proride the co-ordinating 
frameir ork for the Relevant Authorities. 
EXIP provides the SAC structures for Relevant Authorities 
and wider inyohement. SAC fuKy integrated into EM’. 

Cfose working relationship with LEAP. 

RlOU with LEAP. SES to provide the co-ordination 
framework. 
LEAP and EMP dexdoped deliberately along same 
timescales. Direct influence and cross-referencing. 
Common personnel betw ren the Management Groups. 
Jlirectlj invohed in LEAP. 

Joint approach irith LEAP - producing one seamless 
document. 
Likely that non-LEAP will be produced - subsumed within 
the Wash ictian Programme. 
No idlrtence. 

Severn 
Tamar Little direct influence on SMP as it is not a big issue. Supplied 

information, consultee. 

Tees 
Thames Nl.4 

Supports the SAC process -has aceetcrated the work. Wash 
NIB No integration between the two. Wear 
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nanapernent d a n  (EMPI influence on Local and Structure Plans. at the Regional LeveI and other dans I initiatives, 4b - Estuary Table 
Other Structure Plan 

Too early to say. - though the exercise is 
vet to he completed the EhlP is viewed 
supplementary planning guidance. 

Regional Plan 
Tao earIy to sa?. 

Local Plan 
Too earIy to say. - though exercise 

Site 
Colne May pursue Heritage Coast definition - 

influence Lord and Structure plans. 
Harbour closure order and developiiig 
new bylaws with community. 
AOhi  MOU in p r o g a s .  
BAP direct influence. 

completed look at using the EM€' as 
supplementary planning guidance. 

Dart Formal undertaking b? Local Authorities 
to use EJIP  in planning process. 

Formal undertaking bj- Lacal 
Authorities to use EMP in planning 
process. 
1 Local Plans influenced by liaisoii with 
planning officers and greater emphasis 
on coastal zene and estuary. 

On-going process of working at the regionaf 
level. 

Local Authority plans directly influenced 
e.g. countryside managenient and county 
footpath stratqv. 
Involved in E.U. funding bids - Ecosert. 

Dee 1 Structure Pfan arid 1 Cnitary 
Development plan has a coastal zone that 
nlirrors the Strategy Zune. 

Duddon Structure plan to contain greater coastal 
emphasis. level. 

On-going process of working at the regional Difficult to directly attribute - stronger 
coastat policies now in the Local Man. 

Direct influence on I Local Plan - 
policj- and supporting text for coastal 
zone policies. 
Local Plan influence - smafl scale. 

1 
EMP and Estuarl- Oficer directly 
iniluenced by preparing the appropriate 

Tnrolvement in the Atlantic Litiing Coastlines 
Project. Fa1 

chapter. 
Count? CZZIP influences. 

Influence on coastal poticies a f a  Unitary 
Devefopment FIan. fevel. 

Structure plan to contain greater coastal 
emphasis. level. 

On-going process of M-orking at the rfgionaf 

On-going process of working at the regional 

Count) CZ\IP due for revicion and \tit1 
take account of the FRIPs. 
Close Iinkage with the Rlerw!  Raciri 
Campaign. Involwd in I<.L'. funding hid\ 
- Intereg. SR3,  ERDF 

Humber 
Influenced 1 Local Plan Mersey 

Morecambe Bap Directly influenced officer working, 
working group monitoring policy 
uptake. 
Local Plans have been influenced - 
questionahfe how direct the EMP was. 
Plan not published. 

Direct influence locaf BAPS and intcgral 
part of Harbour Management Ptan. 

No information. No information. 

PIan no published. 

>~iaimal iduence on 2 structure plans. 

SES will work at the sub-regional level co- 
ordinating plans. 

1 

Puole Harbour 
Severn 
Tamar E.U. Life projects. 

Atfantic Living Coastfines involvement. 
Direct influence on four local plans by 
working with planning officers. Drawn 
attention to issues e.g. intertidal 
reclamation, lead to joint policy. 
Direct influence on locaj p€am -greater 
attention to the estuary in policy. 
W.4 -plan not published 

Tees Lucal Authority regeneration initiatives. 
Local Authority sertice delivery plans. 1 

N/A plan not published Directly influenced the RPG - Thames 
Tm early to say. Too early to say. 1 Too early to say. Local BAPS have been influenced. Wash 

Wear Too soon - timirig wrong. Influence water management, LA 11 
process and Port management plans. 

Too won - timing wrong. Too early to say 
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3.5 1)iscussion 
Neither tlic rcsults nor the discussion of results in sections 7.5 and 8.5 of tlic Results 
and Rccommendiitions Report will bc replicated here. This scction will however 
discuss results not referred to in thc main report. 

The Kegional Agcnda 
Dircct influence of the Regional Agcnda is restrictcd to an cxarnple of direct influence 
over rcgional planning guidance on the 'Ihamcs. Significant progress is howcver 
being made clscwhcrc. For example, in the North West Region (through the 
I-'artncrship of Irish Sea Coast and Estuary Strategies) and sub-rcgional initiativcs 
such a s  the Solent 1;oruim and the Atlantic Area 1,iving Coastlines Project arc all 
seeking to influcncc t h c  cmcrging regional structures. 

As the rcgionalisation of England continues with the emcrgcncc o f  Regional 
Devclopmcnt Agcncies, Regional Asscmblies and the changing role of Governrncnt 
Officc (DETR, DIY and DFE) i t  will be important that cstuai-y management 
partncrships are fully conversant, involved and intcgratcd into this process. 

Other Initiatives: 
Biodiversity Action Plans - estuary management plans arc having an influence on 
where thcy arc active and bcing developed in the area. It is too early to comrncnt with 
confidcncc on how the relationship will develop. 

Local Authority Scrvicc Plans - the data collcctcd during this study was insufficient 
to make informed judgcmcnt o n  the influcncc of the estuary rnanagcment plan on the 
service delivery plans. 

Local Agcnda 21 - little dircct influence on the LA21 process has been I-ccorded 
though there are examples of where the estuary management partnership has worked 
with the LA 21 process e.g. Wear. This may bc due to the fact that the LA21 process 
is cmergent and morc embryonic than cstuary management proccss. Indeed, many 
Local Authorities have yet to lully dcvclop LA21 policics and frameworks that 
involvc the  community. Onc crucial questions to posc is whether estuary 
imanagcmcnt plans able to dclivcry LA21 on an estuary by estuary basis? 

National Funding - Estuary management fcatures low on thc list of beneficiaries for 
lottery funds. This is an issue that rcquircs further clarification. 

Europcm Funding - the estuary management process is potentially an exccllcnt 
mechanism to ; ~ c c s s  European funds. Although bid preparation is timc consuming, 
the bcncfits of havlng estahlishcd nctworks and partncrships fcatures significantly at 
the European lcvcl. Pcrhaps a significant addcd value of the estuary rnanagcment 
proccss will hc to  provide a ready made par-tncrsllip that can be uscd to  access B.U. 
funds. Thc Tamar Estuaries and Firth of Forth Life Projects arc cxamples of this 
leverage (SCC scction 7.6 in the Results and Recorninendations Rcport). 

Aquatic Management Plans - thc cstuary managemcnt proccss greatly assists the 
proccss of developing a balanccd and equitable estuary aquatic miinagement plan for 
estuaries with significant recreational p~-cssurc. The delivery of statutory 
responsibilities of i I  f1:irhnur Authority can be assisted by thc voluntary 1vCalIS and 
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partncrships established as part of an cstuary managemcnt par-tncr-ship (e.g. Poolc). 
- But, thc estuary managemcnt pai~tnership does not rcplacc thc statutory mechanisms - 
i t  is a matter of choicc. 

Comparison with the 1997 English Nature data 
During 1997 English Nature surveyed tlic chairpcrsons of estuary rnanagcmcnt 
partnerships by qiicstionnaire to try to mcasurc progress o f  the Estuarics Initiative. 
Thc chaiqxr-sons were chosen ;IS thcy wcrc considered to providc a more objective 
assessrncnt compiircd to the Estuary Projcct Officers. These data arc presented in 
Table 5 and it should be notcd that no data was input from the Blackwater, Colnc, 
Mcdina, Medway / Swale, Tccs, Wash and Yar eithcr bccausc it was too early in tlic 
proccss 0 1 -  n o  return was reccivcd. 

The key findings of thc I997 survey wcrc compared to the present study (Tables 4a 
and 413): 

‘I’he 1997 survcy showcd 96% of Local Environment Agency Plans had been 
influcnced compared to 8 1 % i n  thc  present study. 
Thc I997 survey showcd IS% had ;I significant influcncc on Shorelinc 
Management Plans with 77% citing somc influence/involvemcnt, this compares to 
2S% and 69% in tlic present study. 
Thc 1997 siwvey showed 26% of cstuary management plans had a significant 
influence and 55% SOMC influence on Local Authority development plans. This 
compares to 70% and 30% in the present study for those estuarics with published 
plans. 

Tlic differences in the data bctween 1997 and 1008 can be largely attributcd to 
variations in the estuarics sampled. Howevcr, thcre are three important observations. 
Firstly, Local Envirorinicnt Agency Plans continue be influenced by thc cstuary 
management process. Sccondl y, the influcncc of estuary managcmcnt processes on 
the Local Authority Development Planning system is increasing. This is due to two 
main factors: 
a), Estuary management plans that are published and approved by Local Authorities 
arc well placed to influcncc Dcvelopment P1:ms at the appropriate stagc of thc review 
process becausc timing and the status of thc plan is important. 
b), as thc cstiiiiry managcmcnt ~n^ocess matures and moic plans come on strcam there 
is a grcatcr chance of influcncing the planning function o f  Local Author-itics. 
Thirdly, considering thc number of Shorelinc Management Plans that havc bccn 
published to datc, little progress uppears to have been made in joint working and 
integrating cstusry and shoreline management planning. 



Table 5 - Summary of the rcsponses from English Nature - QU 7 Influence on 
other documents? 

&l&"IXlrn X x X N l h  
Iioolc X X X NIA 
I'orlsrnriuth X X NIA - 
Kibble x X X NlA 
S:llcornhc X l'laii yet to bc prcxired. 

, .- 

Scvcrn X X X X 

T:irriar X 
Solcn I X x X X - 
Stour I X X X X 
Orwcll 
Taw I X X 
Ton-idgc 

X X NIA '1'h:irncs X ,  .- 

'I'wcrd X x ,  
W;tnsbcck X x X X 

X X X X 
Ycillrn X X X 

7c 19% '55% 26% 4% , 50% 46% n% 77%, IS% I 

X 
- solW;ly",___ X X X 

x X X 
II ~ 

I-. 

__ *.<-- 

X 
___) 

Wcnt 

'rot31 6 17 x , ,  I 13 12 ,~ , 2  20 4 9 4 4 

The Co-ordinating role of estuary management plans 
The degree of co-ordination providcd by cstuary rnanagcmcnt partnerships has hcen 
assesscd by incasuring the influence o n  the plans arid xtivitics of others' and through 
a qualitative assessment of thc responses recordcd i n  the telephone intcrvicws and 
workshops. This qualitative assessment is supporled by thc quantitative data 
presentcd in  Tables 3 - 5 abovc. 

Co-o rd i n a t i on vari cs accord i n g to sevcral f3c t ot's : 

0 

Size and scalc of the estuary. 
Ad m i n 1 strati ve bo ixii dari cs of o t he I* in i ti a ti vcs . 
Organisatioiwl adini ni strati ve boundarics. 
Whcthcr memoranda of uiidcrstanding exist with othcr sites. 
Thc strcngth and depth 01' thc cstuary managemcnt pai-tncrship and thc s t a g  in  the 
process e.g. pla~i prcparation or implcmcntation. 

21 



Scale of thc cstuary can dctermine the approach and scope of the estuary 
managcincnt process. On largcr mo1.c administratlvely complcx sitcs such as the 
Scvern and Thames, the cstuary management proccss has tlic potcntial to provide the 
overal I co-ordination and intcgration framework for planning and administrativc 
i ni ti ati vcs. Memoimda of un dcrs tandi ng w i 11 help clarify rc I ati ons h i ps and i mprovc 
tlic potential for integration and joint ob+jective sctting. 

Fully integrated plans and initiatives i s  cvidcncc of a strong partncrship and a 
comrni tmcnt by the stakeholders to tlic cstuary managerncnt proccss. For instance, 
tlic commitment by the Environment Agency to work through partnership to hclp 
dclivcr its Local Environrncnt Agency Plan requircmcnts through the estuary 
management proccss is an example of crncrging integration. Thc Agcncy will still 
produce its Action Plan t o  deliver its statutory 1-cquirements but again this can be 
integrated with thc cstuary managcmcnt Action Plan 

These observations suggest that  the cstuary rnanagcmcnt pi-ocess is beginning to 
dclivcr significant benefits in tlic co-ordination and intlucncing of the plans and 
initiatives of othcrs’. It is clear that no prescrihcd process or framcwork has evolved 
because of thc uniqueness o f  individual cstuarics. Indeed, the managcmcnt structures 
and processcs that 11:ive developed on different estuaries reflcct site specificity and the 
local administrative structures. 

Added Value 
This analysis has identified the following examples and opportunitics for added valuc: 

Assisting with joint ob-jective sctting of the partners by paying regard to thc plan 
policy frameworli e.g. TIumhcr. 
Economies of scalc in tlic production of planning document integi-tltcd planning 
and action plans e.g. Mersey, Thames. 
Joint launching of initiatives at cvcnts co-ordinated by thc cstuary management 
partnership e.g. Falmouth Bay p i n t  estuary inanagcment plan and 1,ocal 
Envi ron nicn t Agency PI an launch. 
Assisting the process of dcvclopng the managcmcnt schemes for Spccial Arcas of 
Conservation c.g. Morecambe Bay. 
IJtr Iising estuary rnanagcmcnt frameworks for consultation over plans and 
proposals e.g. I,ocal Authority Countryside Management Strategy o n  the Dee. 
Utilising the fr-amcworks for E.U. funding bids e.g. ‘I’amar, Firth of Forth. 
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Fig 1. Influencing the plans of others 
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Fig2 Influencing plans of others, 

TYPE OF INFLUENCING 
1 = Local plan polices 
2= Inffuence Local Plans 
3 = Structure Plans 
4 = Decisions 
5 = Conflict resolution 
6 =SAC faditation 
7 = Plumkg applications 
8 = Other coastal initiatives 
3 = Regeneration 
10 =Awareness raising 
1 I = E.U. funding 
12=RPG 
13 = Byelaw 
14 =BAPS 

Number 
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