
Appendix 4 - Partnerships 

Box 3 bclow shows a number of models of representation in cstuary management 

Box 3 Models of rcpresentation in estuary management. 

Scvcral interesting models of stakcholder representation have arisen from this 1-cview: 

l'he Tees Estuary Management Partncrship has an executive of prirn:iiily senior. 
managcrs dircctly answerablc to thc Industry and Nature Conscrvation 
Association (INCA) Board. Prc?ject work is effcctcd via working groups. 
A separate Local Authority Member levcl liaison group has been sct-up o n  the 
DCC. 

Thc strong lead given by tlic Queens Harbour Board has greatly assisted cstuary 
management on thc Tnmar, providing i t  with credibility and statutory back up. 
There is liaison and prcscntations to tlic Tamar Estuaries Conwltativc Forum and 
fonnal coinmunications with the Harbour Board members. 
On the Thamcs, a board o f  directors will bc set-up that will include the statutory 
agcncics / regulatory authnritics that directly put nioncy into the process. Thc 
board are responsihlc to  the Thames Mcmbcr Management Group (not clected 
members hut rncmbcrs of the Tliamcs Estuary project) that includes all board 
xncrnbcrs but non-statutory rcpicsentatives such as thc chairs from topic / working 
gi*oups. l'he managcimcnt group will devise thc work programme and priorities 
that the Board has responsibility for delivery. Thc public is involved via an 
annual forum and a ncwslettcr. 



Fig 1. Involving stakeholders in EMPs 
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Fig 2. YO of Missing stakeholders (44% of interviews) 
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Appendix 5 - Case study reviews 

5.1 Rationale 
Wc prcscnt below three CiiSC study I-cviews that higlilight some key components of 
estuary management. These components are yualitativcl y asscssed in terms of thcir 
contribution to  the success 0 1  the rclcvant estuary inanagemcnt project, and lessons 
are drawn of wider relevance to cstuary management: 

5.2 The Morecambe Bay Partnership 
Tlic Morecambe Bay Partncr-ship was established in 1992, with ;I full-timc Project 
Officer in post sincc 1990. The Morecanibc Bay Strategy was published i n  1996? 
with the Partnership since focussing on implcrnentation. 

The Partnership has been effcctivc i n  bringing people togctlicr, with the main bcncfits 
believed to be improved communication and understanding. Thc principle effect of 
this is more cffcctivc working togcthcr on addressing and resolving resource 
allocation issucs. However, such outcomes are difficult to nicasure and quantify, so it  
is difficult to objectively demonstrate the benefits of thc Partnership. 

Total Partnership income for FY 1997/98 was f45,044. Of this, E28,554 came from 
tlic public sector, with L16, 400 from 16 private companies. However, one third of 
the Projcct Officer’s timc is spent fundraising. With Officer costs of &22,703 p.a., this 
timc notionally costs &7,402 p.a. Thc balance gaincd from fundraising was thcrcfore 
&8,998. This does not reprcscnt value for money in tcrms of Ofl‘icer time, particularly 
when the associated oppor-tiinity costs (i.e. timc taltcn away from implcmentalion) are 
taltcn into account. I-Jowcvcr, the other bencfits of raising funds from local companies 
wc increased corninitrricnt and ownership of the process. This is difficult t o  quantify, 
but might bc cncouraged in ways that arc more efficient in tci-ms of officer timc. 

A ~ n a p r  strength of tlic Partnership has been thc degree to  which local people and 
community groups arc involved. A Standing Conference of local intcrests meets each 
year, evening rncctings are held with community groups, and a rcgular newsletter and 
an annual cvcnts pi-ogixnme are pmvidccl. This emphasis on community 
participation has generated mucli grcatcr local awarcncss of management issucs 
(altliough this hiis not been mcasiiid), and brought pcoplc into the decision making 
proccss. However, the administi~ation costs of this dcgree o f  public participation are 
high, and there is ;I dangci- of the process bcing hiiaclted by activists. Thc issue of 
representation i n  community involvcmcnt is difficult, as voluntary involvement oftcn 
appeals to spcciat interest groups and those with ;I particular axc to grind. 
Ncverthclcss, the advantages of community participation arc believed to outweigh the 
d i sad van t II ge b. 

Thcrc arc also very good links with the Morecambc Day cSAC. The Partncrship is 
uscd pwitively to assist thc SAC: process, and has cnabled i t  to progress more rapidly 
than I t  would have otherwise. 

5.3 Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum 
‘l’hc Tamar Estuaries Consultntivc Forum was establishcd in 1992 with a full-timc 
Officer from the outsct. 

Evidence of Analysis Krport ‘I’owards swf ainable estuary managcnlcnt 28 



The ‘I’amar Estuaries Consultative 170rum is a strong pt-tnership with good 
commi trncnt f iun  tlic Forum members. A piqcct centered ~mnual  work programme 
specifics a rangc of practical projects to Ix implementcd each ycar. The emphasis on 
implementation allows dircct outputs to be demonstratcd, and continuing funding and 
political support to hc cncouraged. It also assists with pi-o-ject tracking and thc 
nioni toring of efficiency and valuc for moncy. Examples of projccts progressed or 
completed in  1997-98 include: 

8 

0 

Publication of a reference Cuidhook  to tlw Tmiw.  
Production of an estuary GIS system. 
Surveys of public access to thc estuary. 
Dcfcnce of public access points. 
A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ U T I J T I C  of support for mariiic commcrce. 
A progriimme of mariiic litter abatement. 
Support for marinc crime prevention. 
Proinotion of fisheries management and control. 
A biodivcrsity / nature conservation rcvicw. 
‘I’he formation of a working group on oil spill contingency planning. 
T-Jpgrading and maintenance of local stretches of the South West Way. 
Compilation and publication of an archacology icview. 

The main benefits of the Forum are improved communication, better decision making, 
providing ;I forum for discussion about issues affecting the estuary, and, a s  a 
consequence of all this, conflict resolution / avoidance. llemonstrating the benefits of 
these outcomes, particularly in terms of financial savings to potcntial funders, is very 
difficult. Tlic associated networking also creates an amount of random syncrgy, 
which can be difficult to measurc and impossible to prcdict. 

Plymouth City Council has made a long term commitment to host thc Forum and 
underwrite Project Of‘iccr costs - providing that thc core income is sccurcd each year. 
The strong lead givcn hy tlic Queens Harbour Road  has greatly assistcd the Forum, 
providing i t  with crcdibility and a imcasure of statutory back up. 

The Pro.ject Officcr participates in a wide number of  local fora to ensure maximum 
integration. A grcat deal of daily liaison also occurs iii thc dcvelopment of a wide 
rangc of initiatives and projects hcing delivered in the aim. 

Tlic Forum cvmmunicatcs on 3 regular basis with 130 local interests, and thc project 
activities gain good publicity for the estuary. Thir-d party involvement is organised on 
;I project-by-project basis, with local intcrcsts getting involvcd whcrc the issue is 
relevaiit to thcm. 

Thc core budget of the Forum in 1997/98 was i 35 ,OOO p.a., providcd by ;1 partncrship 
of 0 local authorities, 3 port opcrators, 1 govcrnnicnt agcncy and [he local Watcr 
Company. Project implementation cxpciiditui-e to date ;rmounts to X900,OOO. 15% of 
Officer tirnc is spent fundraising - demonstrating good valuc for money relative to the 
funds raised. 



The job crcatron and multiplier effects of this cxpenditure will be quitc significant. 
Moncy spcnt in an area is partly rc-circulated i n  the local economy. This is known 2s 
the ‘multiplicr effect’, and we estiinatc an approximate multiplier value for the 
Plymoutli area o f  1.2 (Masters et a], 19%). This would mean that the &900,000 
projcct cxpcnditure represents around E 1,080,001~ o f  money directly pumped through 
thc local cconomy (and much of this is moncy that would not othcrwisc have been 
spcnt locally). At around onc full  lime job created by E2S,OOO expenditure (Mastcrs 
et al ,  1998) this ainounts t o  43.2 full timc, ycar-long jobs. This i s  clcarly a significant, 
diicct lxncfit of the estuary initiativc. However, such dircct cconomic benefits will 
be dwarfed by thc swings arid revenue generated hy better decision making, conflict 
avoidancc, nctwoi.king synergy, improved cstuary infrastructure (especially tourism 
and recreation rclatcd), increased inward invcstmcnt, and improved environmcntal 
quality likely to result fi-om a successful cstuary projcct. However, quantifying these 
is a very significant cliallcngc and is beyond the scopc of this study. 

5.4 Mersey Strategy Partnership 
Tlic Mcrscy Estuary Strategy w:is initiated in 1992, with tlic Sti-atcgy published i n  
1995. A full-timc Officer has been in post sincc 1997. 

Much o f  the work of thc Partncrship has focussed on planning and influencing 
dcci si o n in a ki ng . Specific ac ti vi ties i nc I ude : 

rn Scrvicing thc Mersey Estuary Forum. 
Promoting the Mcrscy Estuary protocol. 
Producing a Mersey I$tuary Action Programme. 

a 

Forming ;I Mcrscy Strategy Education and Intcrprctalion % drking Group. 
Producing a ‘State of thc Estuary’ update report. 
Producing an annual report. 
Producing communicalion materials (display, newslcttcr, prcss releases, wcb sitc). 
Collaborating o n  an SRB bid with thc Mersey Basin Campaign. 
Cornmcnting on major dcvclnpment proposals in thc cstuary. 
Collaborating with othcr Noi-th West coastal management projects on thc PISCES 
initiativc (Partnership of Irish Sca Coast and Estuary Strategies) to promotc the 
coastal zone in  thc iicw Regional Planning Guidance. 
Liaising with tlic Irish Sea Forum and North West Coilstal Cell Groups. 

The annual report idcntifics ;I range of specific projccts, which aim to dcmonstrate the 
added value of supporting the Mersey Stratcgy. The Action Programmc identifies 140 
actions to irnplcmcnt the Strategy. Amongst these is a Pmject Portfolio of proposed 
local initiatives. Thcsc include: 

a 

rn 

0 

Jctty replacement at Wxi-ington Rowing Club. 
Rcplaccmcnt o f  tidal paddling pools at New Brighton. 
Environmental irnprovcments in New Cut Canal, Warrington. 
Organisation of thc Mcrs-Eco ’99 event. 
Production of an Eslrrrrry IJscU-s Grridr. 
Production of i ntcract i ve interprctation dr splays. 
A new bridge IICPOSS Ditton Brook to link the Mcrscy with lhe ‘Trzms Penninc 
Trai 1. 

Evidence ol‘ Annslysis Hcpnrt Towards snst;iiii;ihlv cslunry riiaiiagciricnt 30 



0 

A landscape assessment of thc cstuary. 
Dcvelopmcnt of Estuary education rcsourcc packs for Key Stage 1-2 and 3-4. 

Total income for FY 1998/99 was S86,602. Or' this 250,277 came from 10 public 
scctor bodies, &8,666 cltime from scvcn private and non-profit boclics, and &24,686 
was cwricd over from the prcvious ycar. Around 15-20% of Officer time is spent 
i'undraising. With notional time costs of around &3,457, the balancc sccul-ed from the 
privatc scctor IS o n l y  &5,209 - again, poor value for moncy in tcrms o f  funds raised. 
It is not clear what proportion of this I'undraising timc is used in submitting grant aid 
applications to thc various public scctor hodics. 

Re fcrcn ccs 
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Appendix 6 Wildlifc and environmental gain 

6.1 Method 
The tclcphonc interviews identified qualitative examples of  wildlifc and 
ctivironrncntal gain though a direct qucstion was not asked. Examplcs were cited in 
responsc to questions ahout conflict icsolution and the added valuc of the estuary 
man age mcn t pt-occs s. 

Tlicsc qualitative data wcrc supplemented by bids for core funding that wcrc 
submitted by English Naturc Conservation 0fficci.s for 1999/2000 (Eiiglish Nature, 
1999). Data wcrc rcccrvcd from a total of 18 cstuary management projects in 
response t o  a rcqucst fhr- examples o f  wildlife gain / damage avoidance. 

6.2 Kcsults 
Exarnplcs of wildlife / environmcntal gain 
Three examples of wildlife / environmental gain, ;IS ;i direct conscquence of the 
estuary managcmcnt process, were ci tcd out of 25 organisations sampled by 
q uesti onnait-c A : 

0 I mpi-ovcci co-ordinat i 011 of water-fow 1 counts, supplementary inforxnati on collected 
(Wash). 
Spcrrtiiia dchatc and agreed action programme (Morccambc). 
Influence Biodivcrsity Action Planning proccss (Colne, Dart). 0 

Exainplcs of where the estuary management projcct, including the process and 
partnerships establishcd, has facilitated projects, delivered by others which have 
resultccl in  wildlife / environmental gain are shown i n  Table 6. 

Table 6 %xarnples oT wildlifc gain / damage avoidance cited by English 
Nature Consr 

planning arid 
the initiaiives of others' 

I Managcmcnt of activities 

Conservation pro-1 cc ts 

~ 

Clcan-up, pollution 
I prevention 

vation'Officers, .January 1999. 
Examples 
Inllucncing / promoting Eiodivcrsity Action Plans (3 ) .  
Assisting in I,ocal Nature Reserve designations. 
Pursuing Hcritagc C h s t  definition. 
Assisting in rccrcntional vessel registration. 

, -  

C'onsensus gaincd on mcilsures to protect a scnsitive tern habitat. 
Assisting in diinc and b c d i  management / rcstoration prioject by 
providing advice and hclping t o  deliver shared objcctivcs. 
Assisting in the objectivc sctting for managed re-alignment 
sc hcmcs. 
13at rooslirig boxes set up. 
Kecdbed rnanagemcnt / crcatiori project (3) .  
Organised voluntccrs lor salt marsh management. 
Salt marsh creation / management pro-jecl initiated (2), 
Idcntiliuation of alternative acccss routc to  ;I National NLI~LIIC 
Kcsc1-vc. 
0rg:unisc bcach cleans. 
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Education 
A w ar-enes s rai sin g 

Conflict prcvcn tion / 
avoidance 

Research / monitoring 

___- 
CID-ROM ( 3 )  
Events. 
I,eaflets ( 3 ) .  
BMlF Navigate with Nature. 
Code of conduct publication (4). 
Conferences (2). 
Web sitc 
Gencric signage project with environmental informatiun (3). 
Seal :iw:ireness, 
Local Nature Ik;rve sigiiagc. 
Access :ind irights of way ( 2 ) .  
h i t  digging. 
Personal Watcr r r a f (  - :issisting i n  conflict prcvcntion. 

4WD iiccess managerncnt. 
Wildfowling niapgcmcnt plan. 
Bait digging research. 
IIabitnt and specicss mapping. 
Litter monitoring schcmc. 
Sand dune crwion project. 
Sediment hudgct pro~jccl. 

User group support (3 ) .  

Survey of rccrcational LISC. 

Note: Shaded text is examples t h a t  arc a direct result of thc cstuary rnnnagen1ent ~ ~ K C S S .  'I'hosc in 
normul tcxt iire exaniples of whcrc thc cstuary rnanagernent proccss hiis assisted and co-ordinatcd 
initiatives that have indirectly bencfitcd wildlil'c ;ind conservation Intcrcsts. 
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Appendix 7 - Funding 

7,l Rationale 
'I'able 7 below sumnat'iscs h e  funding data collccted from a samplc of 11 cstuary 
management projccts (Colnc, Darl, Dee, Iluddon, Falmouth Bay, Merscy, Morccambe 
Bay, Severn, Tan-iar, Thames and thc Tecs). 
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Table 7 Summary Financial Analysis. 

FUhDING Tamar Tees Colne Dart Severn Fa1 Bay Duddon Thames Moreca Mersey Dee TOTAL Averag 
SULTCES B mbe e 

I Statutory Agencies 29500 €0000 I 20000 1 20000 35500 1 23750 6400 I 55000 1 301QO 1 47900 1 33400 311550 I 28323 

1998/9 Figures Estuary and Coastal Zone Funding Ana€ysis ! 

t I 
Grant Making Trusts 1 1 24000 1 I 26400 2400 

I t t I I 
TOTAL 334500 34000 20000 47250 480N 30750 8250 57000 447m 59100 42400 725951) 65995 

FUhDING Tarnar Tees Colne Dart Severn Fat Bay Duddon Thames Moreca Mersey Dee TOTAL Averag 
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kind support I I I 
I I I 1 I I I I 

I Xotional cost of I 5250 I 850 1 3135 I 11720 1 2300 1 6900 1 656 I 4600 1 7'722 f 5955 1 6600 1 55688 f 5063 I 

1 I I T I I excludes 25k from EA for Mersey Estuary I 
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Definitions: 
1. Types of Funder: 
Estuary management is funded by a range of organisations that provide resources in a number of different ways. We have identified 8 
of these. 
2. Core Expenditure 
Core expenditure is that incurred by the employment of an Estuary hlanagement Officer together with the provision of office facilities 
and an operating budget. 
3. Project Expenditure 
Project expenditure is that incurred in delivering any outputs additional to the core activities 
Project expenditure thus excludes the costs of employing an Estuary Management Officer, but could include the cost of employing an 
assistant. 
4. Funding Partners 
These are the numbers of partners providing any support fur core costs or project costs and in cash or in kind. 
5. Funding in Kind 
Funding in kind is typically defined in terms of resources provided other than direct funding. 
S. Draw Down Funding 
Draw down funding is all funding arising from sources other than statutory agencies and reguIatory bodies (whether used to support 
core or project activities) 
7. Direct Costs of Officer Employment 
The direct costs of employing an Estuary Jlanagement Officer are the combined salary, NI and pension costs, 



Figures 1 - 6 at thc cnd of this paper show thesc data graphically. 

‘lahle 8 below indicates the form of contributions in kind provided by estuary 
m a n a g e m e n t e r s .  

Contribution 

Housing Estuary 
Pro,j ec 1 Officers 

Meetings - venue, 
catering 

Scc retar ial support 
to IJorum / 
Management 
Group 

Report costs 

Data / information 
e.g. baseline data, 
GIS 

Expertise e.g. 
Public relations 
support _I for cvents. 

Donating Organisations 

English Nature 3 
Environment Agcncy 0 
HXIXM Authority / Port 
C’ompany 2 
I ~ c a l  Authority I 1 
Pnvate sector I 
Uni vcrsi ty 2 
Br-itis Associaiton of Shooting 
and Conscrvatinn (BASC) 1 
Rnglish Nature 3 
Environment Agency 3 
Ilarbour Aulhority / Port 
Chmpny 4 
I,ocal Authority 14 
Pnvale Sector 2 
RSI’r3 2 
Sea Fisheries Committce 2 
Thc Wildlifc Trusts 1 
IJnivcrsitv 2 

L__-_- 

English Nature 1 
Environment Agency 1 
Harbour Authorily / Port 
Coinpany 3 
L,ocal Authority 10 
Privatc Sector 1 
l’he Wildlifc Trusts 1 
Environment Agency 3 
Harbour Authority 2 
Local Aiitliorify 1@ 
BASC 1 
Harbour Autliorily / Port 

English Naturc 3 
Envir-onment Agcncy 
Local Authority 9 
RSPB 2. 
Sca Fishereis Committee 3 
Private Scctor- 2 
Royal Yachting Associaiton 1 
UiiI vcrsi tv 2 

Co1npany 3 

BASC I 
Fiarbour Authority / Port 
Chnnanv 5 

% of Respondents 

3 (8i 

3 (8; 
10% 

10% 
1 @%I 

30% 
7 % 
I @%I 

7 74) 
3 (5) 
7 (5) 
100% of a11 contributors - 
they a11 fccl that they add 
valuc to the proccss __- by 
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I Addilional Survey 

English Nature 3 
Environment Agency 3 
1,ocal Authority 14 
Pri vatc Sector 2 
RSPB 2 
13oyal Yachting Associaloin 1 
SFC 3 
IJnivcrsity 2 
English Naturc 2 
Environmcn t Agcnc y 0 
Harbour Aiitliority / Port 
Company 2 
1,ocal Authority 1 
Privatc Company 1 
Sca Fisehries Coinmittcc - 1 

bring thcir own interest / 
views to thc table. 

Costs of partncr officer time 
We calculate below an cstirnated cost of partncr officer time in preparing and 
implementing an cstuary managcment strategy. 

During thc cstuary management plan prcparation process a rangc of mcchanisms are 
used to asscinhlc thc policy guidancc into a plan (or strategy). Typically, a 
managcmcnt group will oversec thc process. This group communicates with ;1 largcr 
Estuary Forum, which providcs a mcchanism for widcr communication and 
par2icipation. An Estuary Forurn usually includes thc private sector, Local Authority 
politicians and, voluntary and community groups. Policy development is usually 
assisted by a scrics of working groups who wor-lc under the guidancc of thc 
managcmcnt group t o  deliver a group r-cport. ?'his basic structur-c and process is 
similar t o  that advocated by English Nature's Co-ordinators Guide (1993). 

It is arguable that no singlc cstuary managemcnt projcct has followed this process 
cxactly hut the above scrvcs to illustrate the gencral approach. 

Assumptions - during plan preparation: 
The following assumptions have bccn made based on fhc information collectcd duiing 
telephone interview and follow-up discussions with Estuary Pro-ject Officcrs: 

0 An avcragc managemcnt group has 13 membcrs who arc mainly drawn from 
management tiers 2 and 3 (see section 7.4 i n  the Results and Rccommendations 
Report for a dcfinitlon). The avcragc cost to their piircrit organisation is &2SO pcr 
day. The group will meet on avcragc 6 times per ycar. 
A typical estuary management plan takcs between 2 and 4 ycars to  produce. 
A typical topic / working group is 8 in sizc w d  will mcct on 5 occasions to 
prepare and rcpor-t and assist in policy developmcnt. Membership vai.ics 
cnorinously according to thc area of policy dcvclopment but is on average Tim 3 
(3) 2175 pcr day. 
An cstuary mantlgcmcnt plan during prcpaixtion has an avcragc of 3 working 
gr+oups. 
The avcrage Estuary Forum attendance is 45 with ;I meeting hcld once a ycar. 

* 
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