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Abstract

The thesis explores the use of deliberative and inclusionary processes (DIPs) in nature 

conservation policy, using England’s statutory nature conservation advisor, English Nature, 

as the focus. While there is increasing pressure for publicly-funded organisations such as 

EN to incorporate DIPs into their operations, there is litde understanding within these 

organisations of how to apply these approaches in a way that is compatible with their 

responsibilities.

The concept of Fitness for Purpose is presented as a structuring framework to explore 

English Nature’s use of DIPs in the context of its statutory responsibilities and 

institutionalised approaches, as well as the changing socio-political and conservation 

agendas in which the organisation is situated. A case study of the River Avon is used to 

explore the influences of the institutional, organisational and local situational contexts on 

the design and management of a DIP to develop a river conservation strategy and deliver 

the Habitats Directive.

Despite the rhetoric of partnership and community involvement within EN ’s activities, the 

use of DIPs has been limited. An interview-based analysis of English Nature as an 

organisation identifies cultural barriers to the institutionalisation of DIPs. Nevertheless, 

research findings indicate that a transition is in progress within English Nature towards a 

culture that places greater emphasis on creative and proactive stakeholder engagement. 

This is in part a response to opportunities associated with ‘deliberately inclusionary’ policy 

agendas such as quality of life to integrate biodiversity objectives into wider policy arenas. 

However, the use of DIPs in delivering biodiversity targets and securing the management 

of designated sites is constrained by the influence of top-down performance targets and the 

‘deliberately exclusionary’ nature of conservation legislation. The research questions the 

extent to which the use of DIPs in the delivery of nature conservation policy can ever meet 

normative standards of best practice in deliberation and inclusion.
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Chapter 1

Chapter 1.

Introduction

This thesis explores the use of deliberative and inclusionary processes in nature 

conservation policy and practice. Many public organisations are under intense pressure to 

incorporate more deliberative and inclusionary methods into their work programmes. But 

despite the wealth of literature on participation and the ‘toolkits’ available outlining specific 

methods and facilitation techniques, there is little guidance for organisations about how to 

apply the principles of deliberation and inclusion in the context of their particular 

responsibilities. In addition, there is little understanding of when and how publics and 

stakeholders should be offered the opportunity to participate.

Using England’s statutory nature conservation advisor, English Nature, as the focus, the 

research explores the response of an organisation to the emerging participation agenda. 

Particular emphasis is placed on analysing the influence of English Nature’s organisational 

culture and its operational contexts. This introductory chapter wül explain the rationale for 

the thesis, set out the research aims and outline how the thesis is structured.

1.1. Research Rationale and Context

Public agencies operate in a very different world today than fifty years ago when English 

Nature’s predecessor body, the Nature Conservancy, was founded. The justification of 

policy decisions made by organisations on behalf of society simply on the accordance of 

principles of representative democracy is no longer seen as adequate. Such processes 

traditionally operated on the assumption of unquestioned public acceptance of policy 

decisions, with public consent afforded to the decisions of these institutions indirectly via 

the expression of individual preferences through such processes as voting at elections 

(Munton, 2003; Schedler & Glastra, 2001). Elected representatives then developed policy 

and managed practice on behalf of the electorate. The decisions of such political and 

bureaucratic elites have, however, attracted growing criticism as being insufficiently
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Chapter 1

accountable to the public, leading critics to argue for the démocratisation of expert-led 

decision-making processes, including cases where the acclaimed objectivity of science had 

previously justified the removal of public scrutiny (Fischer, 1993). As a result, society now 

demands greater transparency in decision-making and even direct involvement in pobcy 

decisions in which citizens have a stake, believing the fuU range of concerns and values of 

citizens are iU-represented by a system that privileges certain types of knowledge and 

interests (Fischer, 1993; Pimbert & Wakeford, 2001). It is suggested that traditional public 

and scientific institutions are suffering from a ‘crisis of legitimacy’ (Pimbert & Wakeford, 

2001:23).

Among the demands for reform is the démocratisation of policy approaches, influenced by 

the writings of Habermas, who argues that instead of privileging scientific and rationalist 

arguments, policy should be based on reasoned debate designed to reach shared 

understanding and co-ordinated action (Habermas, 1984). The feasibility of Habermasian 

ideals for the redistribution of power remain contested (e.g. Tewdwr-Jones & 

AUmendinger, 1998; Flyvbjerg, 1998), but his theory of communicative action has been 

highly influential in efforts to create a new form of democracy based on the expression of 

the public good through deliberation rather than the aggregation of personal preferences 

(Bohman & Rehg, 1997; Dryzek, 1990). Efforts to incorporate the principles of 

communicative action into policy are appearing in the form of communicative planning 

(Healey, 1993), interactive policy-making (Aarts & Van Woerkum, 2000; Schedler & 

Glastra, 2001) and deliberative and inclusionary approaches (Bloomfield et ai, 2001; 

Munton, 2003). AU approaches are based on the assumption that parties with different 

interests and objectives can work together to reach a shared definition of the problem and 

a set of policy measures achieved through consensus (Schedler & Glastra, 2001).

The term deliberative and inclusionary processes (referred to as DIPs from now on), is 

used to describe participation processes which emphasise dialogue, reflective analysis and 

the active involvement of the fuU range of interested parties (Bloomfield et aL, 2001). 

Although there is no blueprint definition of DIPs, deliberation is characterised by extended 

social interaction, encouraging an unhurried exchange of ideas and aUowing participants the 

opportunity to reflect on their own position and that of others. Through reasoned debate 

participants can improve their understanding of the needs of others, and together work 

towards an accepted and supported decision. The meaning of inclusion extends beyond the 

opportunity for individuals to have access to a decision-making process, and includes the

15



Chapter 1

influence of participants over the agenda, the structure of the process, and the debate itself, 

in terms of initiating discussion, challenging and defending claims, and agreeing a final 

decision (Webler, 1995). Proponents claim that decision-making processes that allow for 

deliberation between interests not only result in more efficient, effective and equitable 

decision outcomes, but also that these processes are intrinsically valuable in their own right, 

contributing to individual, social and institutional learning (e.g. Barnes, 1999; Innes & 

Booher, 1999; PeUizzoni, 2001; Petts, 2001; Warburton, 1997).

The development and delivery of environmental policy is an area of policy where the need 

for DIPs has been widely endorsed (Berkhout et ai, 2003; Fischer, 1993; Owens, 2000). 

Environmental problems tend to be complex and frequently active across a range of spatial 

scales and institutional and administrative boundaries. Such problems fall into Rittel and 

Webber’s (1973) definition of ‘wicked problems’ - ill-defined, tightly coupled with other 

sectors and resolvable only through imperfect or transitory political agreement. In other 

words, there may be no simple scientific or technological solutions in a situation of widely 

differing values and world views (Fischer, 1993, Coenen et aL, 1998). Progress is only likely 

via flexible decisions created through a transparent process where uncertainties and risks 

are clearly outlined and discussed with those who may have to bear the costs of the 

outcome. The rise of sustainable development as the dominant narrative for environmental 

policy has provided further justification for the use of DIPs given the need to examine 

environmental concerns alongside social and economic issues through an integrated 

approach to policy (Owens & Cowell, 2002).

Political pressures for the use of DIPs are also linked to initiatives to restore public trust 

and confidence in the way public affairs are conducted through performance targets and 

mechanisms to increase the transparency and accountability of decisions to the public 

(HMSG, 2000c). It follows that organisations in the public sector are increasingly under 

pressure from Government and funding bodies to provide evidence that citizens are being 

consulted and involved in decision-making. The effect, as noted by Munton is that ‘Outside 

the corporate domain it is, today, quite difficult to find examples of environmental 

decision-making where there has been no public consultation or other form of public 

involvement in the process.’ (Munton, 2003:109).

Despite the ubiquity of consultative structures and processes (e.g. consensus conferences, 

facilitated workshops, focus groups), the uptake of the participation agenda in the UK is 

widely criticised as being piecemeal, inconsistent and over-reliant on traditional
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Chapter 1

consultation processes which do not embrace the more transformative principles of 

deliberation or inclusion as previously defined (Lowndes et al., 1998, Seknan, 2001; Wilson, 

1999). This has led others to suggest that participation has done nothing to reinvigorate 

local democracy, and has tended to be used as a means of legitimating predetermined 

agendas (Cooke & Kothari, 2001; Rowe & Shepherd, 2002; Wilson, 1999). The lack of 

progress on mainstreaming DIPs is thought to be caused by a combination of factors 

including confusion and a lack of differentiation within organisations between consultation, 

partnership, and participation, a lack of guidance on how to effectively and legitimately 

incorporate such processes into existing procedures, and an inherent nervousness within 

organisations about devolving control (Ingram & Juni, 1998; Rowe & Shepherd, 2002). 

There is also a lack of empirical evidence about the effect of context on process and 

outcomes, how an organisation’s values and procedures affect attitudes to participation; 

or how project management issues, such as staff skills, time and resources aU influence the 

framing, process and outcomes of a participation process (Barr et at., 1996; Coenen et al,, 

1998; IIED /ID S, 2000).

1.2. Introducing English  Nature

The organisation at the centre of this study is English Nature (EN), England’s statutory 

advisor on nature conservation. EN describes itself as ‘the Government agency that 

champions the conservation of wildlife and geology throughout England’ (EN, 2001:85). It 

is active in ensuring the protection of designated sites, as well as adopting an increasingly 

high profile role in the wider countryside where it acts to enable and promote the 

achievement of biodiversity targets. At a political level, the organisation seeks to ensure the 

interests of nature conservation are represented in poHcy debates and in the setting of 

Government pohcies for sustainable development.

The organisation provides an interesting case for the analysis of the use of deliberative and 

inclusionary processes for the following reasons. First, as a public sector organisation, EN 

must show itself to be responsive to the changing needs of society, whilst answering to 

Government, who provides the majority of its funding.

Secondly, EN plays a crucial role in the delivery of international and national conservation 

policy and legislation, providing the opportunity for the analysis of how principles of
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Chapter 1

deliberation and inclusion overlap and interact with the organisational requirement to 

deliver certain outcomes, particularly when these fall within statutory responsibilities. Of 

particular interest is the extent to which decision-making processes structured around 

statute can ever be truly deliberative and inclusionary.

Thirdly, an exploration of EN ’s use of DIPs touches on debates about the use of DIPs in 

policy situations where decisions are heavily influenced by scientific knowledge and the 

roles of professionals and experts. Nature conservation was institutionalised in the 1940s as 

a rationalised practice even though the conservation movement is driven by a plurality of 

cultural and emotional values (Adams, 1997). This has had a significant effect on the 

development and delivery of policy, particularly in terms of how decisions are made and 

what knowledges are seen as valid. The resulting situation is one where the protection of 

nature is framed primarily in terms of scientific importance rather than its economic, social 

and cultural values. The potential for DIPs to facilitate the broadening of the value base of 

nature conservation policy decisions inevitably challenges this rationalised project.

This leads onto the fourth point. The role of nature conservation in the public policy arena

has undergone significant changes over the last ten years, most notably because of the

positioning of biodiversity as a key test of sustainable development and the increasing

awareness and emphasis on the contribution of nature to the social, physical and mental

well being of society (see Harrison, 1993). The conservation of nature is increasingly

constructed as a social and economic issue as well as an environmental one, and the

political acknowledgement of the plurality of values underlying our appreciation and

understanding of our relationship with nature has created an increasingly complex policy

context in which English Nature has to operate. For example, efforts to adopt a more
a.

sustainable approach to land use planning has led to the opening up of^whole range of 

policy spaces within which English Nature can act, including urban and rural regeneration, 

agri-environmental policies and tourism. At the same time, nature conservation has also 

become an increasingly complex issue in terms of scale with the importance of biodiversity 

at local, national and global scales emphasised through the delivery of Agenda 21 and the 

Convention on Biological Diversity. From English Nature’s perspective, alongside this 

emerging nature conservation agenda comes the opportunity to engage with new audiences, 

requiring new approaches to communicating and developing shared agendas.

As a result of the changing policy and institutional context in which English Nature is 

situated, a study of how EN is responding to the participation agenda is timely, and of
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relevance to the organisation itself. The research has been undertaken through a CASE 

Studentship (Collaborative Award in Science and Engineering). The purpose of these 

Studentships is for research to be carried out through collaboration between an 

organisation and academic institution, on a mutually agreed topic of relevance and 

importance to both organisational and academic debates. While a CASE Award bestows 

particular benefits in terms of access to resources and individuals within the organisation, 

the research is required to fulfil certain requirements set down by the organisation. This 

research was designed to contribute to the practice of DIPs within EN, both directly 

through advice on process design within a case study, and indirectly through the 

contribution of research findings to policy. More specifically, the research questions are a 

response to an identified need within the organisation for ‘poHcy guidance on areas of EN ’s 

activities where these processes are considered to be appropriate and those where they are 

strongly recommended; and guidance on the appropriateness of different techniques to 

different situations’ (EN, 1998e). As a result of a meeting of English Nature’s Socio- 

Economic Advisory Group (SEAG), on which members of UCL’s Environment and 

Society Research Unit (ESRU) sit, a collaboration was formed between UCL and EN to 

co-supervise a studentship\ The following outcomes were agreed between EN and UCL 

prior to my involvement:

• A review of the form and use of DIPs in other environmental contexts and their 

appropriateness to questions of biodiversity (see Studd, 2002)

• A case study indicating how DIPs can be used by EN in real decision-making 

situations

• A critical examination of the strengths and limitations of DIPs for English Nature, 

and an appraisal of the circumstances in which they offer greatest and least 

potential benefits

’ This collaboration would build on UCL’s research expertise in social aspects o f  nature conservation and 
deliberative and inclusionary processes, plus previous experience o f  working with public agencies including 
E N  and the Environment Agency on issues relating to sustainable developm ent and participation (e.g. ESRU, 
1998; Clark et aL, 2001; Harrison & Burgess, 1994).
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1.3. Research Them es and Q uestions

The research explores the response of English Nature to the participation agenda, and 

analyses the desirability and feasibility of DIPs to the delivery of nature conservation 

policy. In line with the nature of the CASE Studentship, the research adopts an 

organisational focus, linking academic debates about DIPs to the demands of 

organisational practice.

The term ‘Fitness for Purpose’ is proposed as a framework to analyse the effect of 

decisions made by the organising agency (both explicitly and impHcidy) on the design of a 

participation process, thus affecting the suitability of that process to achieve its aims. 

‘Fitness for Purpose’ is widely used in manufacturing and product design, but has also been 

applied to studies of participation. In this context it is concerned with ‘being clear about 

goals and selecting the most appropriate participation technique given the circumstances 

and context’ (OPDM, 1998:Ch. 4). In this research not only is there analysis of how Fimess 

for Purpose is interpreted in the design of individual processes, but how Fitness for 

Purpose relates to the strategic aims and direction of EN. An analysis of Fimess for 

Purpose can be subdivided into questions of why, who, when and how:

Why is the use of deliberative and inclusionary processes seen as desirable? (i.e. what is the 

purpose of the engagement?)

What factors influence who is seen as a potential participant?

What factors influence the degree of inclusion over setting the agenda and deterniining the 

final decision? (i.e. when in the decision-making process are participants included?)

What factors influence how participants are involved? (i.e. what DIPs are used?)

However, the idea of Fimess for Purpose is not unproblematic. As noted by Crow et al. 

(2000), Fimess for Purpose is a subjective issue — who decides how fimess is defined? And 

fimess according to whose purpose? This research explores the role of DIPs as a feasible 

and desirable means to achieve nature conservation goals, but in doing so considers and 

questions the targets and procedures Linked to those goals and who is involved in setting 

the agenda for stakeholder involvement.
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Within this overarching theme, three main research questions can be identified relating to 

English Nature’s response to the participation agenda and the influence of organisational 

culture, project management and the local situational context on the design and 

implementation of DIPs. The following section explores these three questions in greater 

depth, and identifies more specific subquestions:

1. What factors have influenced English Nature’s approaches to delivering nature 
conservation policy and its use of deliberative and inclusionary processes to 
date?

As both a public body and a nature conservation agency, English Nature is under pressure 

to adopt more deliberative and inclusionary approaches, working with others to secure the 

conservation of nature in England. As a public agency with statutory responsibilities, EN 

must fulfil its duties and deliver certain requirements set out by Government. However, as 

priorities for, and interpretations of nature conservation have changed, so English Nature’s 

remit has broadened. The situation at the start of the research in 1999, was that EN had 

identified the need for the greater use of DIPs, but had limited experience of their use 

despite several strategic initiatives and experiments to engage more fuUy with stakeholders 

and local communities.

It is argued that an organisation’s culture is the most fundamental level at which a 

transition to participatory working practices needs to take place (llE D / IDS, 2001), and 

therefore a primary objective of the research was to gain an understanding of the 

relationship between organisational culture and the uptake of deliberative and inclusionary 

processes^. To understand more clearly the situation in which EN finds itself in relation to 

the participation agenda, and how the normative arguments for DIPs have a relevance to 

the objectives and approaches used by the organisation, an initial analysis of English 

Nature is required in terms of its remit and responsibilities, its culture and how it has and 

continues to be shaped by its institutional context. This is captured by the following 

research questions:

What are the roles and approaches used by English Nature to 
deliver nature conservation policy, and how are they evolving in 
light of a changing nature conservation and political agenda?

2 For the purpose o f  this study, organisational culture is defined as the concepts, attitudes and values present 
within an organisation, both formally in terms o f  structures and procedures, and informally in terms o f  the 
ideas and behaviour o f  staff (Wright, 1994).
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What opportunities does this changing agenda create for the use 
of deliberative and inclusionary processes within the 
organisation?

O f particular interest is how the drivers acting on the organisation steering it towards 

greater use of DIPs are translated into strategic motivations and objectives for the use of 

such processes. In addition, how do these objectives vary across the organisation, between 

areas of the work programme, and in response to the different responsibilities and 

pressures on staff at the centre of the organisation (where strategy is developed), and in the 

local teams (where policy is delivered)? These matters are summarised in the following 

questions:

What are the motivations and objectives for the use of more 
deliberative and inclusionary processes within English Nature?

To what extent do objectives for the use of DIPs vary across the 
organisation?

The second research question overlaps with, and enhances the analysis of organisational 

culture structured under the first question, by focusing on how the context in which a 

participatory process is situated affects decisions made about what sort of process is fit for 

purpose. Context is interpreted as the culture of the lead agency (i.e. English Nature), 

project management issues (the generic objectives for the project and relevant resources 

and time available), and the local situation in which the project is to be carried out. This 

theme is captured in the following research question:

2. In what ways do the institutional, organisational and local situational contexts 
affect the application of principles of deliberation and inclusion?

A case study was used to explore this issue. LIFE-Nature funds were secured by English 

Nature for the development of river conservation strategies for seven rivers in the UK 

designated as candidate Special Areas of Conservation (cSACs) under the EU Habitats 

Directive. Generic objectives relating to the involvement of stakeholders and local 

communities were set and a period of 18 months was provided for the development of a 

strategy to help secure the appropriate management of the sites. The analysis of one of the 

rivers (the Hampshire Avon) provided an opportunity to carry out an analysis of the local 

context in which the strategy was to be developed prior to its initiation, to gain an 

understanding of the existing management and governance of the site from the perspective 

of key stakeholders, and to explore stakeholders’ attitudes towards English Nature and the
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cSAC on wliich the strategy would be focused. The aspirations and attitudes of the local 

English Nature team and Project Officer charged with developing the strategy were also 

explored, enabling an analysis of the influence of the centre (EN Head Office in 

Peterborough) and the local team of English Nature (based in Wiltshire) on process design. 

By then observdng the strategy process as it developed, an assessment of these influences 

on the process could be conducted. The themes explored through this case study are 

summarised in the following research question:

What influences do English N ature’s culture, statutory procedures 
and targets, and project m anagem ent have on decisions made 
about Fitness for Purpose?

What aspects of local context - structures and processes of 
governance, and stakeholder attitudes - were considered relevant 
to the design of a DIP for the Avon?

How does conservation legislation and the differing interests of 
the centre and the local interact in the setting of process 
objectives, in defining stakeholders and in determ ining where and 
how decisions are made?

These questions hnk back to broader debates about Fitness for Purpose, this time assessing 

the concept in terms of the institutionalisadon of DIPs. Drawing on understandings of the 

influence of English Nature’s organisational culture and institutional context on Fitness for 

Purpose, a third research question is posed:

3. To what extent is the use of DIPs feasible and desirable in the delivery of 
nature conservation policy?

Building on the findings of Research Questions 1 and 2, this question focuses on the 

analysis of following two subquestions. The first considers whether EN’s culture constrainsw
or enables a shift towards greater use of DIPs, and the second considersjfthe potential role 

of DIPs may vary across EN ’s work programme:

To what extent is the existing organisational culture ‘fit’ for the 
institutionalisation of DIPs?

How does the desirability and feasibility of DIPs vary across E N ’s 
work programme?
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1.4. T hesis Outline

The thesis is structured in the following way. Chapters 2 and 3 set the research in its 

theoretical and methodological context. Chapters 4 and 5 then introduce and present an 

analysis of English Nature in terms of drivers for the use of more deliberative and 

inclusionary approaches and the organisational response to this agenda to date. The 

arguments presented in these chapters are centred around the first Research Question. 

Chapters 6, 7, 8 and 9 introduce and report on the case study, addressing Research 

Question 2. Chapter 10 builds on the arguments developed in the previous chapter, 

focusing particularly on the questions posed in Research Question 3 and offers some policy 

recommendations for EN.

Chapter 2 outlines the theoretical and socio-political arguments for the use of DIPs in 

decision-making processes. Particular emphasis is placed on the need for multi-stakeholder 

processes to resolve complex governance problems and normative arguments for the 

démocratisation of policy processes. Deliberative and inclusionary processes are introduced 

as one solution to these problems. The chapter discusses the disparities between the 

normative principles underlying DIPs and theic application in UK policy to date. This 

draws on arguments about the extent to which the undistorted application of DIPs will 

ever be feasible and discusses the complexities of institutionahsing DIPs into organisational 

practice. The chapter concludes by suggesting that there is a need for greater understanding 

of the relationship between DIPs and existing policy processes, the attitudes of 

organisations towards DIPs and their willingness to embrace these processes, and the 

factors which influence how organisations are responding to and using DIPs.

Chapter 3 introduces the research from a methodological perspective. Section 3.1. 

examines the concept of ‘Fitness for Purpose’ in more detail, explaining how it is used in 

the research as a structuring tool to examine the relationship between DIPs and the context 

in which they are to be used. Particular attention is paid to explaining how the concept of 

Fitness for Purpose relates to the three dimensions of institutional, organisational and local 

context in which English Nature operates. The chapter introduces the approaches and 

specific used to examine the three research questions and discusses issues raised

by the research methodology used.

Chapter 4 begins with an introduction to English Nature, setting out its remit and 

responsibilities, organisational structure and its main approaches to delivering nature
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conservation policy. It describes how the evolving socio-political and conservation agendas 

are transforming the context in which EN operates, challenging EN ’s traditional 

approaches and demanding a more creative, people-centric and integrated approach to 

nature conservation. It is argued that for EN to increase its profile within Government, to 

raise levels of public support for nature conservation and to increase its effectiveness in the 

wider countryside, it is in its interests to utdlise and advocate decision-malting processes 

that engage stakeholders at an early stage and incorporate a broad range of values and 

interests.

Chapter 5 provides an analysis of how English Nature has responded over the last twelve 

years to the emerging participation agenda. Strategic initiatives since 1991 that have 

encouraged community involvement and partnership-working are discussed in Section 5.1. 

It is clear that beyond a few isolated cases, DIPs have not been used in the delivery of these 

programmes. However, changes observed within the organisation during the research 

period appear to offer significant potential for the mainstreaming of DIPs. The rest of the 

chapter focuses on examining why the use of these processes within EN has been so 

limited to date through an analysis of staff attitudes and how EN ’s culture may be 

obstructing the use of DIPs. While it is shown that staff acknowledge the potential benefits 

that DIPs could bring to EN, five particular aspects relating to EN ’s culture are suggested 

as reasons for the limited use of DIPs in the period up to 2002.

Chapter 6 introduces the case study of the River Avon cSAC conservation strategy. The 

first section focuses on introducing the Habitats Directive under which the River Avon has 

been designated as a candidate Special Area of Conservation (cSAC), explaining the 

objectives of the Directive and associated procedures. The chapter goes on to introduce 

the ‘LIFE in UK Rivers’ project, which managed the project’s funding, timescales and 

broadly set the objectives for the Avon strategy, and the study site itself — the River Avon - 

in terms of its special conservation features and governance. It also introduces the main 

stakeholders. Section 6.2. focuses on the methods used for the situational and stakeholder 

analysis, and details my involvement in the design of the strategy process and how I 

observed its progress.

Chapter 7 presents a stakeholder-based analysis of the governance of the River Avon prior 

to the strategy process. The complexity of the structures and processes of governance are 

described, emphasising the range of stakeholder interests and the complex distribution of 

ownership, management responsibilities and knowledge. The analysis focuses on how the

25



Chapter 1

process of governing the Avon is divided between stakeholders, how decisions are made 

and whose values and knowledges are involved in these decisions. The chapter goes on to 

discuss the forthcoming strategy in the context of these circumstances, drawing on 

stakeholder perceptions and attitudes towards EN and the cSAC designation and 

aspirations for the governance of the system. Attention is drawn to particular factors 

relating to the local governance situation that the design of a process to develop the 

strategy should take into consideration.

Chapter 8 outlines the stages through which the process to engage stakeholders in the 

strategy was developed. It discusses the trade-offs that occurred between the process 

objectives emerging from the local governance analysis, those imposed through the LIFE 

Project, and those resulting from decisions made by the local EN team. Decisions made 

about the objectives for the strategy process are considered in relation to what issues were 

to be discussed in the process, who was identified as a potential participant, and how they 

were to be involved in a participation process. The final section of the chapter outlines the 

process as it was designed.

Chapter 9 reflects on the strategy as it evolved under the management of the Project 

Officer, from observation of the process and discussions with the Project Officer and her 

line manager. First, the key developments in the strategy process are summarised. 

Following this is an analysis of the process according to the extent to which it met best 

practice against the normative criteria of fairness and competence, considering the effect of 

context, framing and management on the process. Although it is suggested that procedural 

quality was in part traded off against productivity and short-term effectiveness, there are 

indications that benefits have been accrued from the process. The chapter concludes by 

reflecting on Fitness for Purpose in the Avon process, and considers lessons learnt in 

relation to the other strategies developed under the LIFE Project.

Chapter 10 draws on the findings of previous chapters and sets out conclusions about the 

feasibility and desirability of DIPs within EN. It goes on to make policy recommendations 

for the mainstreaming of DIPs into EN ’s work programme.
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Chapter 2.

Deliberative and Inclusionary Processes: 

Theory & Reality

Introduction

This chapter focuses on the arguments underlying the current academic interest in the use 

of dehberative and inclusionary processes in pubHc poHcy and environmental decision

making, and recent changes in the political and institutional context in the United 

Kingdom. These changes include the current emphasis on the meta-narratives of 

governance and sustainable development, which has led to circumstances demanding more 

deliberative and inclusionary processes in the development of public policy.

The chapter is structured in four parts. The first of these discusses changes that have

occurred in environmental policy and public institutions over the last 20 years, each of

which have acted as a driver for more deliberative and inclusionary policy approaches. In

the second section the principles of deliberation and inclusion are introduced in the context

of the range of methods and approaches encompassed in the term participation. The

difference between DIPs and other forms of participation is highlighted. The third section

focuses on how organisations are applying these principles in the policy process. It will

focus on the tensions between on the one hand, the rhetoric of participation in

Government policies and the wealth of methods, and, on the other, the limited use of DIPs

which go beyond controlled processes of consultation. Uncertainties over what constitutes

best practice are discussed, explaining some of the difficulties in translating principles into
■Hu.

practice. Translation is made more difficult byj^multifarious influence of context on DIPs, 

the complex relations between process and outcome, and the difficulties of evaluation. The 

final section of the chapter focuses on the problems of institutionalising deliberative and 

inclusionary processes into the behaviour of organisations. The relationships between 

organisations and institutions are particularly relevant to this discussion and institutional 

barriers to the effective use of DIPs are presented.
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2.1. The Deliberative Turn in Policy-m aking

This section outlines the socio-political changes and theoretical debates that underlie the 

demand for more deliberative forms of policy-making. There is discussion on how the 

decentralisation of responsibility for public policy and the creation of supra-national 

structures to tackle ‘globalised’ problems have placed increasing emphasis on processes of 

governance over the role of government. Associated with this change are demands for new 

mechanisms to ensure the accountability, legitimacy and responsiveness of these 

institutions to public needs. Changes to the surrounding structures and processes of 

environmental policy in the context of governance debates, are discussed in light of the 

emergence of the meta-narrative of sustainable development — bringing environment 

alongside social and economic considerations, and requiring effective mechanisms to 

integrate different interests and values across multiple scales. These socio-political changes 

are also discussed in light of theoretical debates about the roles of science, experts and 

citizens in policy and increasing calls for the démocratisation of the policy process.

2.1.1. The Shift from Government to Governance

Studies of governance, defined as ‘the processes through which collective affairs are 

managed’ (Healey, 1997:296), place less emphasis on government itself and more on the 

formal and informal structures and processes (in which Government is embedded) through 

which different actors interact. This shift of emphasis reflects changes in the way public 

policy has been developed and delivered over the last 20 years, characterised by a move 

from a system where the state held the central role in setting policy and making decisions 

on behalf of society, to a system where responsibility is fragmented across a range of 

independent, quasi-independent and private bodies (Bloomfield et al, 2001). Rhodes (1997) 

describes how the nation state has been hollowed out by the centrifugal forces of 

globalisation (taking power upwards and outwards away from the nation state) and the 

desire for local autonomy (shifting power inwards and downwards to local service delivery 

agencies). In this situation, the role of the state has evolved from that of service provider, 

to manager and enabler of the complex networks of pubhc service provision (Osbourne & 

MacLaughlin, 2002). As a result, the state increasingly has to work in partnership with a 

range of other organisations and policy communities in order to deliver pubhc pohcy.
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Indeed, differing notions of partnership have become the dominant discourse in the 

practice of governance.

In the UK, this ‘roUing back of the state’ was initiated by the neohberal agenda of the 

Conservatives in the 1980s and continued by New Labour’s ‘Modernising Government’ 

agenda, decentralising power to local and regional tiers of Government, Quangos and 

privatised bodies. Decentralisation has occurred as part of a series of changes in pubhc 

sector management that have become known as the New Pubhc Management (NPM). 

Under the Conservative Government (1979-97) there was a relocation of pohcy 

responsibhity to the economic market place, greater emphasis on economic, efficient and 

effective provision of services, performance measurement, stress on private sector styles of 

management and greater service user involvement (Osbourne & McLaughlin, 2002). Under 

the Labour Government NPM has evolved to incorporate the ideas of community 

governance, and decentrahsation is justified in terms of a response to caUs for the provision 

of services that are more responsive to the needs and interests of an increasing plurahstic 

society (HMSO, 1999b)\

This transfer of functions and responsibhities to appointed and private bodies is identified 

as one of the causes of an increasing pubhc mistrust of Government and pubhc pohcy 

making (Warner, 1995). It is argued, for example, that the management of pubhc services 

through private sector organisations is eroding the impartiahty and accountabhity of the 

civil service (Brereton & Temple, 1999; Pratchett & Wingfield, 1994; Warner, 1995). In 

1994, research by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation and Demos noted a ‘remarkable lack of 

clarity about how Quangos should be governed and to whom they are accountable’ 

(Plummer, 1994). The setting of targets, indicators and the audit-culture that has 

accompanied decentrahsation, provide upline accountabhity to the Treasury and the 

relevant Government Department, but has done httle to improve accountabhity and 

legitimacy of decisions made to the pubhc (Bloomfield et al, 2001).

The situation exists whereby pohcy decisions and the organisations and institutions 

responsible seem much less accountable to the pubhc through representative democratic 

channels of voting (Plummer, 1994). Turn-out at elections is declining, and this is asserted 

to be as a result of a fah in confidence that voting makes any difference (Stoker, 1997 cited 

in Bloomfield et al, 2001). FoUowing high profile cases of professional misconduct, efforts
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were initiated to ‘restore public confidence in the way public affairs are managed’ under the 

Nolan Committee (HMSO, 1995).

Beetham’s four principles of democracy help to shed light on the problems being 

experienced by the current system of representative democracy (Beetham, 1996). The 

principles are outlined below:

• proper authorisation, or legitimacy, of power by open and willing consent;

• adequate accountability by the means of the constitutional power to remove those 

in power, openness of information, a free media and a separate judiciary;

• responsiveness to aU shades of opinion by formal means of consultation and 

reaction;

• representation of all strands of social groupings through equal access to power and 

authority.

(Beetham, 1996:29, cited in O ’Riordan, 1998).

Criticisms of transparency in privatised and quasi-autonomous agencies, and the apparent 

inability of the pubhc to influence their structure, membership or decision-making 

processes, indicate the limited abihty of a decentrahsed and devolved system to meet the 

first two principles of legitimacy and accountabhity without new mechanisms to engage 

with the pubhc. Simharly, in the current situation where concepts of a ‘culturaUy 

homogeneous society’ and a ‘common pubhc interest’ are obsolete (Healey, 1997: 32), the 

‘one solution fits ah’ approach of the Welfare State is seen as unresponsive to local or 

specific social needs whhst tending to privhege the interests of traditionaUy powerful 

groups (see Leach & Scoones, 2002). Thus it is acknowledged by government that there is a 

need for greater pubhc participation in pohcy making, to enhance the legitimacy of pohtical 

institutions and the local relevance of pohcy decisions, if we are to reinvigorate democracy 

(e.g. DETR, 1998b; HMSO, 1999b).

Spaces and processes beyond formal governance mechanisms are identified as providing 

opportunities for co-ordinating the range of organisations and social networks that

' A lthough as w ill be discussed  later in this chapter, decentralisation o f  p o licy  responsibility has been  
accom panied by an increased centralisation o f  financial control to the Treasury.
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represent different interests and values, whilst encouraging reflexivity and responsiveness 

among the more formal and ‘permanent’ institutions (Healey, 1997). In addition, this co

ordination is seen as necessary to increase the reach and legitimacy of these formal 

institutions and structures and to adapt to the increasingly complex scalar dimensions to 

environmental problems (Meadowcroft, 2002). Based on the belief that our values, 

knowledges and sense of identity (or culture) are actively constructed through webs of 

social relations in which we interact with other structures and actors Healey argues that by 

creating arenas through which different networks can interact, all legitimate voices can be 

heard, and new shared understandings and collective agreements can be created, these can 

then be mobilised into relevant and effective policy decisions (Healey, 1997). Such 

interactions are also seen as holding transformative potential through the development of 

intellectual and social capital, by allowing individuals to learn from others and to reflect on 

their own values, build trust and a sense of shared responsibility (Healey, 1997; O ’Riordan,

1998). Placing more emphasis on informal and exploratory interactions where policy is 

shaped and decisions taken is seen as an opportunity to reinvigorate civil society (Wüson,

1999). DIPs are seen as providing a supportive and relevant structure for managing the 

pubhc realm, as well as a forum for such civil interactions.

2.1.2. Environmental Problems as Classic Governance Issues.

Environmental problems provide a useful lens through which to focus on this change in 

governance and its associated drive towards more dehberative pohcy-making. The nature of 

environmental problems makes their solution unhkely to fah within the responsibhity of 

any single agency, particularly in the UK, where responsibhity for protecting the 

environment has always been devolved and decentrahsed within organisation^ with 

responsibhities divided according to function, with a notable role for non-governmental 

organisations (Carter & Lowe, 1998). In addition, problems tend to be complex and 

contested, frequently crossing institutional and administrative boundaries and at risk from 

problems associated with ‘the tragedy of the commons’ (Hardin, 1968). Such problems fah 

under Rittel and Webber’s (1973) definition of ‘wicked problems’ — hl-defined, tightly- 

coupled with other sectors and resolvable only through imperfect or transitory pohtical 

agreement. Kooiman’s discussion of governance highhghts clearly the relevance of 

understanding processes of governance to resolving environmental and ‘wicked’ problems. 

He states, ‘no single actor has the knowledge and information required to solve complex.
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dynamic and diversified problems; no actor has sufficient overview to make the application 

of particular instruments effective; no single actor has sufficient action potential to 

dominate unilaterally in a particular governing model.’ (Kooiman, 1993:4, quoted in Vogler 

& Jordan, 2003).

In the context of environmental issues, devolution of power from the state has also 

occurred as a result of the scaling up of governance structures and processes to an 

international level, with the increased role of international and global institutions in the 

tackling of ‘global’ problems. The recognition in the 1970s of the transboundary nature of 

such environmental problems as acid rain, led to the identification of a need for global 

institutions acting on a global agenda to set standards of behaviour for nation states 

(WCED, 1987). The creation of sustainable development as the new global narrative was 

borne out of the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED). This 

led to the 1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development where governments, 

acting in the interest of the global citizen, signed up to the Convention on Biological 

Diversity and Agenda 21, setting a blueprint for sustainable development.

The European Union has also had an important and increasing influence over British 

environmental policy. Through the setting of standards, procedures and principles the 

European Union has had a notable effect on the structures, styles and philosophies of 

British policy (Lowe & Ward 1998). European Directives have imposed uniform standards 

and standardised procedures on a British system characterised as being dominated by 

administrative rather than judicial approaches, with a preference for negotiation and 

persuasion over strict enforcement (Carter & Lowe, 1998). The Europeanization of 

environment pohcy also required the UK Government to reflect on the principles and 

frameworks on which its environmental pohcy had until this point been based. On 

reflection, the structures and processes dominant within the UK were seen as piecemeal 

and lacking overaU strategy, with pohcy-making itself frequently being conducted through 

closed pohcy communities (Carter & Lowe, 1998). The Europeanization of pohcy 

contributed to a raised pohtical profile of the environment within government, leading to 

the development of a strategic statement on environmental pohcy — This Common 

Inheritance - pubhshed in September 1990 (DoE 1990). Principles, such as the 

precautionary principle, sustainable development and integrated poUution control, often 

drawn from more advanced European thinking and procedures, began to infiltrate more 

fuhy into the UK system.
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As with the decentralisation of policy responsibilities within the UK, the presence of these 

new global and regional institutions raises issues of legitimacy and accountability of the 

structures and the decisions made. As noted by Vogler and Jordan, and salient to recent 

political debates about the role of Britain in the European Union, the EU is criticised for 

its democratic deficit and lack of pubhc accountabhity (Vogler & Jordan, 2003). The 

influence of the NGO community, transnational corporations and other international 

agreements (WTO in particular) on global environmental governance, adds to these 

concerns of accountabhity and the question of whose interests count.

These effects of decentrahsation and globahsation have created a more complex system of 

environmental governance. The relevance of a global agenda and supranational institutions, 

particularly for the cross-border nature of environmental problems, is undisputed. 

However, as noted m the-previous, sectioa, it has become clear that despite the global 

presence of environmental problems, causes tend to be distinctly local (Berkhout et al, 

2003). The chaUenge now hes in translating international commitments to more local 

governance levels and engaging local needs with the global agenda as captured in the slogan 

of Agenda 21 — ‘Think Global, Act Local’. Operationahsing this concept is comphcated 

because the causes, distribution, effects and capacity to solve the problem may be located 

at different levels of governance, and there could be confhcts between these different scales 

about what constitutes necessary action (Bressers et al, 1998). In addition, the range of 

state and non-state institutions involved in governance, and the integrated approach 

encouraged by sustainable development, means there is a need for horizontal integration 

across pohcy sectors. The key issue for environmental pohcy has therefore become 

identifying at what scale the appropriate governance levels should he, and developing 

mechanisms for managing interconnections between international, regional, national and 

local levels of governance (Coenen et al, 1998; Vogler & Jordan, 2003). These complex 

interactions between multiple actors operating at different scales and levels is espoused 

within the concept of multi-level environmental governance (Jordan, 2000).

2.1.3. Sustainable Development

Tackhng the driving forces of environmental degradation, rather than simply amehorating 

and mitigating the effects of social and economic pohcies, underpins the concept of 

environmental sustainabüity. Efforts to institutionahse sustainable development as the
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underlying principle for global governance, although far from successful to date, have 

aimed to mainstream the traditionally side-lined environmental policy field into the heart of 

public and private policy processes (Vogler & Jordan, 2003). Efforts have included 

initiatives to incorporate social and environmental costs and benefits more effectively into 

economic decision-making processes; to create integrated sustainable development plans 

and strategies; and to encourage more ‘sustainable’ behaviour at the level of the consumer 

and business (Berkhout et al., 2003).

However, the incorporation of sustainable development into policies has been criticised as 

having a lack of ‘coherent, a priori definition’ (Owens & Cowell, 2002:28). The potential for 

environmentalists or developers to interpret sustainability in a way that suits their interests 

has led to conflicts over what is sustainable, critical or irreplaceable, because of the 

contested moral and ethical judgements that underpin the development of any position 

(ibid). The emphasis given to cultural values of the environment in sustainable 

development (WCED, 1987) acknowledges the socially constructed nature of peoples’ 

interactions with the environment and the values they place on them, as well as the material 

benefits to be derived from ecosystem services to social and economic sustainability. It is 

inevitable that the diversity and individuality of values means that sustainability in place wiU 

always be contested. What is seen as irreplaceable by one individual may not be by others.

It is argued that this construction of sustainable development is ‘deliberately inclusionary’ 

(Healey, 1997:184). Baker et al., state that the ambiguity of the concept is advantageous 

because it allows potentially conflicting parties to reach some common ground (Baker et al 

1997). So, as well as arguing for the integration of multiple policy sectors, sustainable 

development has led to arguments for the use of deliberative processes to explore values 

and differences and reach an agreed way forward (e.g. Owens and Cowell, 2002; Baker et al

1997). Thus the range of new networks, connections and ways of talking about the 

environment that should emerge as a result of sustainable development should also create 

opportunities for biodiversity conservation (see Chapter 4). However, the dominance of 

certain interests and values within existing institutional structures and processes, means that 

debates about sustainable development could easily be co-opted by existing powerful 

voices.
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2.1.4. Democratising the Policy Process

Up to this point, the discussion has focused on the structures of governance and the 

complex interaction between state and non-state, local and international actors in 

environmental governance. However, environmental governance is also evolving in 

response to challenges over technocratic approaches to resolving environmental problems 

and the dominance of certain types of knowledge in the process of policy making. These 

challenges are linked to debates about the social and economic basis of environmental 

problems discussed previously, and to academic critiques of reductionism and the authority 

of science. These two factors will be discussed in turn.

Policy decisions are now understood as emerging from processes of negotiation between 

policy actors, collective interpretation and the dominance of certain discourses over others 

(Keeley & Scoones, 1999, Knoepfel & KissHng-Naf, 1998). Thus policy is seen as ‘an 

inherently political process, rather than the instrumental execution of rational decisions’ 

(Keeley and Scoones, 1999:4). Technocratic approaches to environmental problems based 

on the imposition of expert and scientifically defined solutions are increasingly seen as 

ineffective and inequitable (Berkhout et al.̂  2003) for two main reasons. Firstly, there is a 

need to incorporate an understanding of the historical, social, political and institutional 

contexts of a problem into its framing and resolution by drawing on the understandings, 

values and knowledges held at a local level (Gass et al., 1997). Secondly, and more 

fundamentally, because the claim of scientific knowledge to universality and objectivity is 

being challenged.

Criticisms of the objectivity and legitimacy of scientific knowledge itself reflect debates that 

have been going on since the 1970s in the social and political sciences about the 

assumptions of positivism. Post-positivists claim that ‘science, like all human knowledge, is 

grounded in and shaped by the normative suppositions and social meanings of the world it 

explores’ (Fischer, 1993:167). This thinking has led to questions about the distinctions 

often made in the policy arena between the knowledges of scientific experts and non

experts (Fischer, 1993; Leach & Scoones, 2002), and challenges the exclusive right of 

scientists to speak for the environment (Eden, 1998). By their elitist natures, it is argued 

that science and scientists have become externalised from democratic processes, and led to 

calls for a new expert-citizen relationship in the policy process, whereby science is seen as 

one form of evidence used in reasoned decision-making processes framed by citizens 

(Fischer, 1993). Habermas, for example, argues for a new approach to decision-making in

35



Chapter 2

the public sphere whereby moral and emotive-aesthetic reasonings (those focused around 

values and ethics, and emotive experience respectively) have an equivalent status in debate 

to instrumental-technical reasoning (scientific and technical arguments) (Habermas, 1984). 

The thesis underlying Habermas’ theory of communicative action is that no norm can be 

considered valid unless all those affected can accept its associated consequences, to the 

extent that those consequences can be known, and that a competent agreement for action 

can only evolve out of a competent understanding (Webler, 1995). In other words, 

decisions should be made according to ‘the power of the better argument’ (Habermas, 

1984).

Greater transparency and involvement in scientific policy-making is increasingly being 

demanded by the public, as mistrust of science and experts increases (Irwin, 1995). It is 

argued this mistrust is partly due to the unexpected and damaging side-effects of social and 

technological developments (such as BSE), and a sense of the irony that science is used to 

tackle problems caused by science in the first place (Murdoch & Clark, 1996; Holmes & 

Scoones, 2000). In addition, the norm that scientific ‘facts’ are used by politicians to 

support a range of policy positions leads to the realisation that scientific findings are highly 

dependent on the way research is framed (Grove-White, 1999). The role of commercial and 

economic interests in this research agenda is, for example, particularly apparent in the GM 

and climate change debates. But, it is not necessarily scientific knowledge itself that is being 

contested (except where the rigour of scientific inquiry is itself open to question), but the 

rights of scientists and expert institutions to set the assumptions under which science is 

constructed as truth and used to justify policy decisions. It is argued that the public bring 

more to their definition and evaluation of risks than is recognised in the framing of these 

risks by scientists, who ignore the social and cultural dimensions, notably that public 

perceptions of risk are influenced by a judgement of the trustworthiness of the expert 

institutions themselves (Wynne, 1996). It is suggested that there is a role for broader public 

discussion and involvement in the exploration of risks and in shaping the moral and ethical 

basis of scientific research and policy (Stirling, 2001). The questioning of the universahsm 

of science has also led to greater legitimacy being placed on ‘local’ knowledge, embedded in 

the society and culture of a single place (Murdoch & Clark, 1996). It is argued that we 

should move away from differentiating between the scientific and the non-scientific, 

focusing on the lay-expert dichotomy, and emphasise instead the relevance of different 

types of knowledges, linking the local and the general, the natural and the social, if we are
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to devise solutions to complex environmental problems (Eden, 1996; Murdoch & Clark, 

1996; Wynne, 1996).

The environment is also notable as a pohcy area as one where there has been considerable 

innovative experimentation in ways to engage the pubhc and those who have a stake in the 

outcomes of the decision-making process. This can be linked to a number of factors. 

Firsdy, environmental problems are increasingly understood as being embedded in local 

cultural, social and institutional systems, with consideration of these factors crucial to 

identifying the causes of environmental decline and devising sustainable solutions 

(Berkhout et ai, 2003). Environmental problems tend to be characterised by local 

complexity and uncertainty, making the rehance on expert knowledge (based on 

assumptions of universahsm) to make decisions and predictions about a situation without 

the incorporation of local knowledges and understandings of the problem potentiaUy 

ineffective (Wynne, 1996). Secondly, top-down approaches are also criticised as being 

inequitable, with pohtical motives outweighing scientific judgement so the costs of a 

decision frequently faUing on the communities with least capacity for resistance (Halfacre & 

Matheny, 1999).

Thirdly, the use of the market as the appropriate institution through which to determine 

environmentaUy sustainable solutions is questioned, particularly in terms of the market’s 

abihty to capture and represent values of nature. WeU-documented criticisms of processes 

of contingent valuation, cost-benefit analysis and willingness to pay exercises are 

summarised below:

• values are expressed as the individual preferences of consumers, whereas the 

environment is a pubhc good rehant on judgements of what is best for ah of society 

(now and future generations), not just individuals

•  the process assumes that pubhc preferences are weU informed and formulated

• the complex array of values and motivations held by people are reduced to a single 

monetary figure which may not truly reflect their positions

(Niemeyer, & Spash, 2001).

These criticisms have led to caUs for new non-market procedures through which values of 

nature can be fully explored, articulated and decisions made (Jacobs, 1997). Jacobs argues
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for the use of ‘deliberative value-articulating’ and ‘decision-recommending’ institutions 

whereby people debate issues in the public sphere, leading to a greater understanding of the 

complexity of meanings, reasons, values and arguments surrounding environmental 

valuation, which can then be reflected in the final decision (ibid). All these factors, 

including the complexity of environmental governance and its local situatedness, the rising 

demands of the environmental justice movement, and critiques of market-driven valuation 

processes, have led to greater exploration of the use of participatory processes as discussed 

in Section 2.2.

2.1.5. Calls for Deliberative Democracy.

Concerns about the ability of a democratic system based on representation and the crisis of 

legitimacy in expertise have led to calls for more deliberative and inclusionary forms of 

democratic practice, based on the principles of deliberative democracy and Habermas’s 

theory of communicative action. In simple terms these theories call for the ‘repoliticisation 

of the pubhc sphere’ (Fischer, 1993) and decisions made according to reasoned argument 

rather than the rehance on systems of representation and expertise. This is a transformative 

and radical agenda, demanding the redistribution of power to civil society, the tackhng of 

pohtical inequahty, and a shift to a system where governance processes are embedded in 

the pubhc sphere encouraging a form of civic self-governance (Bohman & Rehg, 1997; 

Dryzek, 1999; Smith & Wales, 2000).

The theory of communicative action is based on a move away from decisions being made 

according to instrumental rationahty (where participants select and effect the most 

appropriate means to a defined end) to communicative rationahty (where the emphasis is 

on the achievement of consensus through reflexive and undistorted communication) 

(Dryzek, 1990). As such, communication is placed firmly at the heart of the process 

(Schedler & Glastra, 2001). In addition, dehberative democratic processes engage citizens 

directly in the creation of pubhc pohcy through dehberative processes to consider issues 

from a ‘common good perspective’, rather than through the use of methods to capture and 

aggregate the views of the pubhc expressed from a primarily individual perspective, as 

dominates the systems of representative democracy (Bohman & Rehg, 1997). Advocates of 

dehberative democracy are therefore concerned with creating the best conditions for pubhc 

debate and reasoning which would lead to the best pohcy solution. Dehberative and
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inclusionary processes, with their basis in such principles of democracy, form the basis of 

operationahsing dehberative democracy. However, most commentators assume that the use 

of DIPs wiU not replace the traditional structures and processes of representative 

democracy, but whl enhance them (Bloomfield et al^ 2001; Munton, 2003; Wilson, 1999). 

However, this leads to questions about the most appropriate ways to hnk the structures of 

representation and dehberation, and the role of experts and representatives in this system 

(AUmendinger & Tewdwr-Jones, 2002; Smith & Blanc, 1997).

Efforts to implement the principles of communicative action are appearing in the form of 

communicative planning in the UK (Healey, 1997), interactive pohcy-making in the 

Netherlands (Aarts & van Woerkum, 2000; Schedler & Glastra; 2001), dehberative planning 

(Forester, 1999) and consensus building in the US (Innes, 1996). These approaches are 

similar in their emphasis on the provision of new spaces through which parties with 

different interests and objectives can work to reach a shared definition of the problem, and 

to develop pohcy measures based on negotiation and the exchange of resources (Schedler 

& Glastra, 2001). Healey argues for the use of coUaborative approaches in the creation of 

strategic plans, transforming the predominantly technical planning process (which sets out 

the norms and criteria to manage confhcts between development and environmental 

interests), to an interactive strategic ‘place-making’ exercise, where principles and criteria 

underlying the plan are based on local understandings and values of place (Healey, 1998). It 

is in the creation of these spaces that the principles of dehberation and inclusion come 

ahve. However, as whl be discussed later in the chapter, it is the relationship between these 

fora and the local and national institutional contexts that determines whether the pohcy whl 

be seen as democraticaUy legitimate.

2.2 Introducing Deliberative and Inclusionary Processes (DIPs)

2.2.1. Claimed Benefits of DIPs

In hght of the above changes in society and governance practices, dehberative and 

inclusionary processes are seen as having an important role to play to fachitate the direct 

involvement of citizens and stakeholders in the pohcy process. They can help to strengthen 

the relationship between people and institutions, increase organisational reflexivity and 

accountabhity, whhe developing more equitable, legitimate and sustainable pohcy outcomes
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(Barnes, 1999; Rossi, 1997). In addition, the use of DIPs are a mechanism to facilitate the 

development of collaborative capacity between organisations and policy actors to tackle 

problems in a society where power and knowledge are both widely distributed (Beierle & 

Konisky, 2001; CasteUs, 1996). The use of such processes of participation are seen as 

beneficial from both a normative and substantive perspective — making the policy process 

more democratic and equitable, whilst increasing the legitimacy of the decision by including 

a broader range of values and knowledges into the decision-making process, resulting in a 

decision based on shared understandings and consensus (Webler & Renn, 1995). It is 

claimed that processes that have included the whole range of perspectives relevant to the 

issue wül deliver solutions that are more effective because they are more relevant to the 

local situation and needs of the community (Beierle & Konisky, 2001, Coenen et al, 1998; 

Warburton, 1997). The pooling of information, resources and ideas can result in more 

creative thinking, innovative and integrated solutions, and efficient delivery (Innes & 

Booher, 1999; Sidaway, 1998). In addition, the process of involvement is perceived as 

engendering local support and a sense of ownership of the decision amongst the 

participants, thus increasing the likelihood of a sustainable solution (Warburton, 1997).

It is argued that the benefits of DIPs are not only in terms of a ‘better’ decision, but that 

the use of participatory processes has a value in its own right, i.e. benefits are accrued from 

the process itself (Petts, 2001). These are referred to as process outcomes (DETR, 1999b), 

and tend to be knock-on benefits from the development of intellectual, social and political 

capital as a result of the interaction between participants (Innes & Booher, 1999). 

Individuals may benefit from being able to develop, express and explore their own ideas, 

and gain a greater sense of agency. Through the process of listening to and trying to 

understand the perspectives of others, particularly those whose voice is traditionally 

excluded, it is argued that participants will reflect on their own assumptions and start to 

think beyond their own interests and become ‘better citizens’ (Barnes, 1999; PeUizzoni, 

2001). Through the process of interacting with others in a participatory process and the 

emphasis on transparency and exchange of knowledge, it is thought that participation can 

improve trust and confidence between participants (Beierle & Konisky, 2001; Jones et al,

2001). Process outcomes can be tangible in terms of spin-off partnerships or joint action 

initiatives, or more intangible transformations such as in the way that future pohcy 

processes are tackled, and even changes in the underlying norms and discourses to pohcy 

formulation (Pestman, 1998). The fair and competent apphcation of such processes can 

contribute to a more dehberative approach to pubhc pohcy and enhance the functioning of
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representative democracy by increasing public confidence and the perceived legitimacy of 

governance institutions (Barnes, 1999; Bloomfield et al, 2001).

2.2.2. Definitions of Participation and DIPs

The dictionary definition of participation is ‘to take part^ (OED, 1994). In hght of this 

definition, it is unsurprising that the use of this term, although now ubiquitous in pohcy 

documents and legislation, has become almost meaningless. Under the theme of 

participation hes an abundance of objectives, rationales and behefs of who should be 

involved, why, where, when and how (Barnes, 1999). Participation is used to describe 

processes ranging from agencies involving volunteers, pubhc meetings (which I refer to as 

passive participation because of the absence of any direct or indirect influence over pohcy, 

and beyond the scope of this research), written consultation exercises, to exercises 

empowering local communities to define and dehver their own plans. Without further 

clarification the use of the term participation can be misleading and confusing. Arnstein’s 

ladder was the first attempt to categorise types of participation (Arnstein, 1969), and has 

been used and modified in many subsequent discussions of participation (e.g. Wilcox, 1994; 

Sidaway, 1998; Harris, 2001). A modified version of this ladder is presented below 

emphasising how different ‘types’ of participation vary according to the flow of knowledge 

between agency and participants, and the extent to which responsibhity for decision

making and implementation is shared between the organising agency and the participants:
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Table 2.1. Typology of Participation Indicating Communication and Control over 

Decision

Participation
Type

Explanation Knowledge flow 

Agency ^ ^  P’pants

Control over 
decision

Control over 
implementation

Information
Giving

Agency 
provides 
information 
about decision 
already made

Agency Agency

Information
Gathering

Participants 
provide 
information 
which input 
into a decision 
made by the 
agency______

Agency Agency

<  - >

Consultation
Participants 
provided 
options to 
comment on, 
draft decision, 
asked for 
feedback

Agency Agency

< -

< >
 >

Deciding
Together

Interests 
brought 
together to 
decide best way 
forward

Agency + 
Participants

Agency

Acting
Together

Deciding and 
sharing 
responsibility 
for
implementation 
of decisions

Agency + 
Participants

Agency + 
Participants

Empowerment
Citizens 
empowered to 
make and 
implement 
their own plans

Participants Participants

<
(Adapted from Studd, 2002) 

Dominant knowledge flow

< ^  subdominant knowledge flow

The flow of knowledge can be one-way - provision of knowledge with httle concern over 

response; partial - with inclusion of a feedback mechanism about the extent to which the 

message has been received and accepted, with the initial message coming from either the
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agency (e.g. consultation documents) or the consultées (e.g. focus groups /  visioning); or 

full - a completed message is received in reply, leading to dialogue (Rowntree, 1992).

The extent to which agencies involve participants in the decision can range from informing 

them about decisions already made, listening and learning from participants, inputting 

outcomes into a decision made by the agency, to exchanging ideas and views and making 

the decision together (DETR, 1998a). Table 2.1. illustrates the changing relationship 

between agency and participants as participation moves from processes of information 

provision to empowerment, with an increasing emphasis on dialogue and the sharing of 

decision-making power. The end point of the continuum is where agency involvement is 

reduced to an enabling role and citizens are empowered to take and implement their own 

decisions.

The phrase deliberative and inclusionary processes (DIPs), on which this research focuses, 

is useful as a means of adding clarity to discussions about participation. Referring back to 

Table 2.1., the use of deliberative and inclusionary processes can be found in aU types of 

participation except information giving where the agency provides no opportunity for 

those outside it to input their ideas and knowledges, and remote consultation exercises 

where ‘participants’ provide responses to a document, but with no further interaction with 

those who prepared it. The key features distinguishing DIPs from other forms of 

participation is the focus on social interaction and agreement by consensus rather than the 

aggregation of individual responses. The relevance of the terms deliberation and inclusion 

to participation is explored in more depth below.

Deliberation - ‘careful consideration’, ‘discussion of reasons for and against’ (OED, 1994)

Bloomfield et al, (2001) acknowledge the difficulty in coming up with a consistent 

definition of what constitutes a deliberative process. Instead, they identify a series of 

characteristics which Holmes and Scoones (2000) have summarised in the following six 

points:

• social interaction (usually face to face, but increasingly practitioners are exploring 

the potential role of Information and Communications Technology)

• processes based on language - usually verbal discussion and debate

• processes require respect for the different views held by participants
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processes have a reflective capacity - designed to encourage participants to evaluate 

and re-evaluate their own position in relation to the statements made by others

the emergence of mutual understanding and /  or a consensus, by a process of 

reasoned dialogue

discussion is encouraged to take a relatively open-ended and unhurried approach to 

allow time for discussion and learning.

Inclusion - ‘the act of involving others  An inclusionary decision-making process is

based on the active involvement of multiple social actors and usually emphasises the 

participation of previously excluded citizens’ (Pimbert & Wakeford, 2001:23).

Inclusion extends beyond the opportunity for people to have access to a process, to the 

influence people have within a process (Barnes, 1999). This links to what Webler (1995) 

refers to as fairness - the degree to which participants have an influence over the agenda, 

the structuring and moderation of the process, and the form of the debate in terms of 

initiating discussion, challenging and defending claims, and decision-making. In other 

words, Webler argues not only for allowing a wide range of viewpoints access to the 

debate, but also for empowering the participants within the process to act, influence and 

shape the process. Inclusion raises the issue of who to include and how to include them, 

and raises particular challenges such as how to represent the values of those unable to 

represent themselves such as future generations and non-humans (O’Neill, 2001).

The relationship between deliberation and inclusion is complex. These two aspects bring 

different values and benefits to a process. ‘Inclusion encourages breadth in decision

making, (i.e. broadening the range of experience and knowledge involved) and deliberation 

is more concerned with depth’ (i.e. exploration of values and perceptions in detail to 

develop mutual respect and understanding) (Holmes & Scoones, 2000:31). A process can 

be inclusionary without being deliberative. For example, pubhc meetings and referenda are 

widely used as a method to provide a large number of citizens the opportunity to comment 

on a proposed plan /  decision, without providing the opportunity to discuss the issues in 

any depth, or to develop relationships and understanding between decision-makers and 

stakeholders. A process can also be dehberative without being inclusionary when a smaU 

group of people, not seen as representative of ah the relevant interests, are brought 

together to discuss and decide on a course of action. However, according to Holmes and
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Scoones (2000), only when deliberation is linked to inclusion can participatory processes 

start to tackle problems of democratic deficit, decreasing pubhc trust in institutions and 

concerns that centrahsed pohcy decisions do not meet the needs of ah sections of an 

increasingly diverse society. They claim that the legitimacy of an outcome in terms of 

acceptabhity to the pubhc and the suitabihty of that decision to the local situation, can be 

compromised if the process is not seen as representative of ah stakeholders, and if relevant 

information and knowledge is overlooked. Nevertheless, for practical reasons such as time 

and resources, the principles of dehberation and inclusion are often traded off against each 

other in process design.

2.3. Applying the Principles o f Deliberation and Inclusion

Participation is not a new phenomenon in the development of pubhc pohcy. In the UK, 

the idea of pubhc participation became institutionahsed in the land-use planning system as 

a means of providing information to the pubhc and engaging in hmited consultation over 

planning decisions through pubhc meetings and planning inquiries (Bloomfield et ai, 2001). 

Although the recent increase in demand for dehberative forms of participation was 

developing before the arrival of New Labour (Select Committee on Pubhc Administration, 

2001b), there has undoubtedly been an increase in the emphasis placed upon their use by 

central government since 1997, in hne with ‘Third Way’ pohtics. As a result. Government 

pohcies and access to funds increasingly encourage, even demand, the use of participation 

and consultation processes (Select Committee on Pubhc Administration, 2001b).

Pubhc involvement is regarded as essential for sustainable development (DETR, 1999), and 

is an integral part of the Modernising Government agenda particularly in local government 

(Wilson, 1999). The White Paper, ‘Modern Local Government: In Touch with the People’, 

records the Government’s wish to see consultation and participation embedded within the 

culture of aU local councils (DETR 1998b.para 4.6). This agenda has furthered its profile 

foUowing the requirement placed on local authorities to develop community strategies for 

‘promoting or improving the economic, social and environmental well-being of their area 

and contributing to the achievement of sustainable development in the United Kingdom’, 

the development of which require consultation and participation of appropriate persons 

(HMSO, 2000b: Section 1, para. 4).
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Deliberation with the public is also seen as an integral part of science-based policy making 

(Select Committee on Science and Technology, 2000; Kass, 2001), and as a means of 

capturing and incorporating public values into biodiversity decision-making (Select 

Committee on Environment, Transport & Regional Affairs, 2000). The legal imperative for 

organisations to take the participation agenda seriously has come through the Aarhus 

Convention on ‘Access to Information, Pubhc Participation in Decision-making and 

Access to Justice in Environmental Matters’ (European Commission, 1998). The 

Convention, ratified by the UK in 2002 and in the process of being transposed into 

European and domestic law, includes demands for greater pubhc access to information 

about, and involvement in, environmental decision-making. Although not clearly defined, 

‘pubhc participation’ is used to mean that the pubhc are given the opportunity to ‘express, 

and the decision-maker to take account of, opinions and concerns which may be relevant 

to those decisions’ (EC 2001/ C 154:123)^ The Convention gives the legal right for 

individuals to chaUenge an environmental decision on the basis that there was inadequate 

opportunity for participation.

There are a bewildering array of different techniques and methods that can be used to 

engage stakeholders and citizens in pohcy-making. Such processes include Citizen’s Juries, 

Consensus Conferences, focus groups. Participatory Appraisal, Stakeholder Decision 

Analysis, visioning exercises and Stakeholder Dialogue (see Studd 2002, for an analysis of 

these processes). The extent to which these processes adhere to the principles of 

dehberation and inclusion varies according to method and the context in which they are 

apphed. In addition, there is a wealth of advice and guidance avaUable on promoting pubhc 

and stakeholder participation from government and non-government sources (DETR, 

1998a; Audit Commission, 1999; Cabinet Office, 2001; Wilcox, 1994; Young, 1996), plus 

several websites set up specificaUy to share best practice (e.g. IdeA, Service First).

However the extent to which the apphcation of DIPs is hving up to expectations of 

democratising the pohcy process is increasingly questioned (e.g. Cooke & Kothari, 2001; 

Wilson, 1999). The foUowing sections discuss reasons for the cautious and relatively 

nontransformative use of DIPs in UK pohcy processes to date. The discussion wUI focus 

on uncertainties about the translation of theory into practice, the complexities of

 ̂However this definition could incorporate traditional consultation procedures as well as more innovative 
deliberation, so it is unclear the extent to which this legislation will drive greater use o f  deliberative and 
inclusionary processes.
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institutionalising DIPs into the culture of organisations and the difficulties of overcoming 

barriers to change.

2.3.1. Implementing DIPs -  what is best practice?

There is still a great deal of uncertainty over what constitutes best practice in the use of 

DIPs, and especially how to tackle some of the complexities involved. This section 

discusses these debates and where the emphasis for DIPs should He in relation to the wider 

pohcy process.

(i) deliberation

Many commentators raise questions as to whether undistorted communication is possible 

(e.g. Holmes & Scoones, 2000). Habermas’ ideal speech situation where decisions are made 

on the basis of undistorted communication, is regarded as an unattainable and unreahstic 

goal (Flyvbjerg, 1998; McGuirk, 2001; Tewdwr-Jones & AUmendinger, 1998). Critics of 

communicative action argue that power determines what counts as knowledge and 

therefore what interpretation attains authority as the dominant interpretation (Flyvbjerg,

1998). The power of the best argument (i.e. power internal to the process of 

communication), can be distorted by the effect of external power relations affecting what 

interests and knowledge are afforded legitimacy during the debate (PeUizzoni, 2001).

Bryson and Crosby refer to three dimensions of power which stakeholders can use to 

maintain and enhance their status (Bryson & Crosby, 1993). The first dimension is the 

abihty to mobihse resources, status, knowledge and skUls to support their position during 

the discussion itself. This can include the use of expert language, differential 

communicative competencies, and strategic coahtion-making (Tewdwr-Jones & 

AUmendinger, 1998). TraditionaUy disempowered interests may find it hard to chaUenge 

existing and powerful discourses through debate (Burgess & Harrison, 1998; O ’Hara,

1996). Cooke (2001) discusses the effect on decision-making of being part of a group. 

Drawing on the social psychology hterature he identifies the potential for more risky 

decisions, groupthink, coercive persuasion, and false agreements (the AbUene paradox) as a 

result of being part of a group. Mosse (2001) emphasises how knowledges expressed in 

Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) exercises reflect local power relations and participants’
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perceptions as to how best to present their needs in order to secure attainable (rather than 

necessarily desirable) outcomes.

Bryson and Crosby’s second dimension of power is the manipulation of what comes up for 

decision and action, i.e. influencing the agenda, rules, methods and modes of 

argumentation, which bias attention towards some matters and not others. This is 

particularly influenced by the agency with control over implementing the outcomes and 

their particular interests and biases. By framing a DIP in very narrow terms inadequate 

attention may be paid to issues of real concern to participants (Leach & Scoones, 2002). 

The third dimension refers to the basis worldviews underlying the debate, deterrnining how 

issues are framed, and even whether something is defined as a ‘problem’ in the first place. 

By the powerful controlling this framing process, the marginalised remain unaware of their 

interests (Keeley & Scoones, 1998).

(ii) inclusion

Enactment of the principle of ‘inclusion’ is also problematic. Questions over who to 

involve, how to select them, and what interests are being represented remain key challenges 

in the DIPs literature (Holmes & Scoones, 2000; Munton, 2003). Inclusion is frequently 

traded-off against deliberation, as deliberation is less likely to be effective the larger the 

number of participants, or the size of groups involved (Bloomfield et al, 2001). There are 

also concerns that involving too many different viewpoints at any one time in a process can 

lead to confusion over aims and judgements, hinder decision-making, make the clarification 

of issues impossible, and only produce defensive arguments of one standpoint against 

another (Rowe & Frewer, 2000). Willingness and capacity to say and be heard are unevenly 

distributed across class, gender and ethnicity, and such inequities must be taken into 

consideration during process design (O’Neill, 2001).

More fundamental questions are also asked about how deliberative processes can be 

perceived as politically legitimate and accountable to all interests, particularly when a 

participant has a role representing the pubhc(s). As noted previously, it is understood that 

the identity, behefs and knowledge of any one individual is constructed from a complex 

network of social relationships in which they are embedded. It therefore foUows that at any 

one time a participant could be representing themselves, a particular community of interest 

or place, or acting as a bearer of a particular identity (O’NeiU, 2001; Leach & Scoones,

2002). In which guise they are speaking may not always be clear, and may change through
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the process. Current debates and practices about participation and deliberation are 

challenged because of ‘overly static and essentialised notions of the ‘public’, ‘community’, 

‘interests’ and ‘knowledge’ (Leach & Scoones, 2002:12). A further complexity is added by 

the representation of future generations and non-human nature under the principle of 

sustainable development (O’Neill, 2001).

Other observers comment on problems arising as a result of the ‘discretionary nature of 

participation’ — i.e. whether people are able or willing to participate (Rydin, 1999). Public 

choice theory suggests that actors may make a rational decision not to participate in 

situations where they perceive that the costs of participating outweigh the potential 

benefits, even when it would be in the collective interest to do so. This raises the possibility 

of free-riding, where individuals benefit from the participation efforts of others without 

incurring the costs (Rydin & Pennington, 2000). This is known as the collective action 

problem. However, some people disagree that non-participation is based purely on the 

rational analysis of costs and benefits by the individual, and argue that participation is 

affected by levels of trust in the institution promoting the action (Macnaghten & Jacobs,

1997).

(iii) The Relationship between Process and Outcome

There is disagreement amongst proponents of DIPs over whether the emphasis should be 

on process or outcome — some argue that an outcome wiU automatically gain legitimacy as 

a result of a fair and competent process, whereas others emphasise the importance of some 

standards by which to judge the validity of the decision (Bohman & Rehg, 1997). Whether 

the outcomes have an influence over policy is thought to be important to maintain citizen 

motivation to participate and to prevent further disillusionment with policy-making 

institutions (Holmes & Scoones, 2000). But, making a generahsable statement that 

deliberative processes lead to substantively better decisions is an unrealistic and impossible 

task (Beierle & Konisky, 2001; Coenen et ai, 1998, Munton, 2003).

(iv) Consensus

Disagreement also exists over the extent to which processes should aim for consensus as 

interpreted within communicative rationality - i.e. agreement not just on a course of action, 

but also on the reasons for it (Dryzek, 1999). Although some sort of agreement is necessary 

for decision-making, some commentators ask whether in a pluralistic world consensus is
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either necessary, attainable or desirable (ibid). A further concern is that in the current world 

of value pluralism, incommensurable values may lead to intractable controversies, and it 

win become impossible to reach agreement without imposing one set of values as a 

framework onto the discussion (Rydin, 1999; PeUizzoni, 2001). Poncelet suggests that a 

preoccupation with consensus can lead to conflict avoidance, whereby participants avoid 

tackling inherently contentious issues or underlying disagreements over how society should 

function, by giving injio powerful discourses such as ecological modernisation (Poncelet, 

2001). He also questions whether consensus-seeking processes delegitimise the role of 

confHctual approaches in resolving environmental conflicts (a role played particularly well 

by NGOs) (ibid). Similar concerns are raised by Bloomfield et al (2001), as to whether 

striving for agreement will result in lowest common denominator’ solutions. It appears 

that a more pragmatic interpretation of consensus is one which strives for agreement on 

practice, whilst acknowledging this agreement may be based on different underlying values 

(PeUizzoni, 2001).

2.3.2. Observations on the use of DIFs in UK Public Policy

In response to drivers for DIPs there has been a notable increase in the use of participatory 

processes by organisations involved in public policy. This increase is most obvious at the 

level of local government through Local Agenda 21 initiatives (Lowndes et ai, 1998; 

Seknan, 2001) and more recently community planning processes. However, the extent to 

which organisations have institutionalised the principles of deliberation and inclusion into 

their culture is heavily disputed. Participation strategies stiU include traditional consultation 

processes, such as public meetings and market research type surveys, although there is an 

increase in deliberative approaches (Lowndes et al, 1998). Despite the increased use of such 

processes, it is claimed that application has tended to be one-off, biased towards certain 

groups and issues, and poorly evaluated (Lowndes et al, 1998; Seknan, 2001; Wilson, 1999).

From the perspective of the organisation, there is a hint of uncertainty about how they 

should be responding to the participation agenda, as a result of mixed messages coming 

from central government (which will be discussed later), but also kmited knowledge of 

‘what works for them’. The plethora of methods available to select from can be confusing 

and due to a lack of investment in evaluation, organisations are frequently unable to learn 

from their experiences (Barnes, 1999; Clark et al., 2001, Lowndes et al, 1998). As a result.
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there is little empirical evidence or guidance as to which processes are effective and in 

which different contexts (Barnes, 1999).

There have been attempts to compare different participatory methods, and a range of 

criteria have been developed based on normative ideas of what a participatory process 

should involve (e.g. Webler, 1995; Bames, 1999; Rowe & Frewer, 2000), although the 

influence of context on inputs, process and outcomes makes the Hnk between process and 

outcome difficult to prove (Barr et al, 1996; Chess & Purcell, 1999; Clark et al, 2001; 

Coenen et al, 1998, Munton, 2003; Rowe & Frewer, 2000). As noted by Rowe and Frewer 

(2000:25): ‘the intrinsic features of any one participation method will not act 

alone.. .Rather, a variety of contextual and environmental factors will interact with the 

characteristics of a method to determine effectiveness.’ Whether outputs from DIPs wiU 

lead to long-term transformation in processes of governance depends on the attitude 

towards their use by the initiating organisation, and the relation between process and the 

wider pohcy context (Bloomfield et al, 2001; Healey et al, 1999, Holmes & Scoones, 2000). 

It is difficult, if not impossible, to isolate a change in organisational behaviour or policy to a 

single participatory exercise; any transformative changes as a result of a participation 

exercise are likely to be incremental and diffuse (Chess & Purcell, 1999). As an added 

complication, evaluation is an inherendy subjective process. The results of any evaluation 

will depend on whose perspective and what criteria are used to judge ‘effectiveness’ (Clark 

et al, 2001). Any one process wiU score differendy depending on whether the emphasis of 

the evaluation is on process or outcome, benefits to participants or to wider society, or the 

achievement of a task or more diffuse transformative goals (Cowie & O ’Toole, 1998).

FoUowing perhaps overambitious claims about the abUity of participation to transform 

civic society, improve society-state relations and lead to ‘better’ decisions, there is an 

increasingly cautious and cynical attitude amongst many observers of the use of 

participation (e.g. Cooke & Kothari, 2001). It cannot be assumed that greater participation 

wUl automaticaUy lead to greater legitimacy and ultimately better democracy (Hajer & 

Kesseking, 1999; WUson, 1999). It is argued that there needs to be far greater emphasis on 

the nature of the institutions in which the process occurs, and particularly the relationship 

between the process and the structures and procedures of its formal governance (Owens, 

2000; Owens & CoweU, 2002).
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2.4. Institutionalising Participation

The interaction between deliberative and inclusionary processes, the policy process and the 

wider institutional context in which they are embedded, is increasingly the focus of 

academic research. The work of Patsy Healey in the UK, and Bryson and Crosby in the 

United States are particularly influential here. They work from the premise that between 

the formal structures of government there are institutional ‘spaces’ where actors can 

influence the principles and knowledge upon which policy decisions are made. Bryson and 

Crosby suggest a framework whereby the planning process is broken down into fora 

(where ideas and shared meanings are constructed), arenas (where poHcy-decisions are 

made), and courts (where conflicts are resolved by drawing on societal rules and norms) 

(Bryson & Crosby, 1993) .̂ By dividing a policy process in this way, ‘spaces’ can be 

identified where DIPs can be integrated into the policy process — by setting the underlying 

ideas on which the policy is based, by taking part in the actual decision-making process, or 

by influencing the norms and rules which determine on what basis conflicts are managed.

Healey’s work on institutional capacity building extends Bryson and Crosby’s framework. 

Adopting an institutionalist perspective, she focuses on the interaction between the ‘hard’ 

and ‘soft’ infrastructures of governance, particularly how formal structures, such as 

institutions, influence the framing of local governance initiatives, and the potential for 

these initiatives to transform the formal structures of governance. Collaborative initiatives 

result in the sharing of knowledges between participants, leading to individual learning and 

mutual understanding. In addition, new networks and relationships between interests are 

created. The transformative potential of these ‘knowledge’ and ‘relational’ resources can be 

sustained over the long term by transforming established structures and processes of 

governance. Yet, this advance is dependent on identifying ‘windows of opportunity’ in 

established power structures and having the support of ‘change agents’ (Healey et al, 1999). 

In other words, the willingness and receptivity of organisations and institutions to listen, 

learn and change in response to deliberative processes are critical if DIPs are to play a 

transformative role in governance. It is this relationship between organisations, institutions 

and DIPs that is the focus of the remainder of the chapter.

 ̂ In each o f  these governance dimensions actors can influence the outcom e through the three dim ensions o f  
power discussed previously.
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2.4.1. Organisations and Institutions

At this point it is useful to distinguish between organisations and institutions, two terms 

frequently used interchangeably in the literature but with different meanings in the context 

of this research. Institutions are interpreted as norms and rules that shape and control 

social interactions, and organisations are defined as groups of individuals working within a 

structure of divided responsibilities and tasks ‘bound by some common purpose to achieve 

objectives’ (Taylor & Buttel, 1992, cited in TIED/IDS, 2000:6). Organisations operate 

within the context of institutions and through their actions help to reinforce or challenge 

the norms of these institutions (Giddens, 1984). Institutions do not have to be formally 

established in law, and the definition includes traditions and routinised practices.

How organisations are interpreted and analysed varies depending on the aspect of the 

organisation that is being examined and the theoretical position adopted. At a general level, 

organisations can be understood as formal and informal systems operating in relation to 

the environment in which they are situated. Formal systems relate to organisational 

structure, hierarchy of decision-making, goals, rules and polices, whereas informal systems 

focus on interactions between individuals and groups within the organisation (Wright, 

1994). Some studies focus on the mechanisms through which organisations dominate and 

control the actions of individuals. Post-structuraHsts and those interested in actor-networks 

focus on how knowledge and skills are formalised and reproduced through organisational 

structures and procedures. A third area of inquiry is more concerned with democracy and 

justice within, and as a result of, organisational action (see IIE D / IDS, 2000).

2.4.2. The Importance of Organisational Culture to Institutionalising Participation

This research focuses on how DIPs relate to the practices and approaches through which 

an organisation acts to achieve its goals. These practices are underpinned by certain 

concepts, values and knowledges that gain ascendancy and are operationalised within the 

organisation through the informal behaviour and attitudes of staff, and formally through 

the structures, procedures and policies of that organisation. These values, attitudes and 

procedures are embraced ttnder the term organisational culture (Wright, 1994), referring to 

how the organisation makes sense of its roles and responsibilities. To understand 

organisational culture, it makes little sense to visualise the organisation as a bounded unit.
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and culture as a internally constructed issue. For the purpose of this research, English 

Nature and its behaviour is understood in terms of its position within a broader context of 

institutionalised procedures and structures, including national and international nature 

conservation laws, rights of the private landowner, and the central roles of the market and 

scientific knowledge in UK policy-making and regulation. The approaches of English 

Nature are explored in terms of how its culture has been negotiated and organised in 

response to the broader historical, socio-political and institutional environments within 

which it is situated. This institutional context permeates the operations of English Nature, 

influencing its constructions of nature conservation as a policy issue and what constitute 

relevant procedures for decision-making. Critical to the study of organisational culture in 

public polic)\ and the institutionalisation of DIPs, is the relationship between the 

participants, organisations and external structuring institutions such as laws and 

government-imposed procedures and operating targets.

As a result of this process of organising, assumptions become embedded within the 

organisation about how problems are constructed, what is relevant knowledge, and what 

sort of policy solutions are acceptable. This process of prioritising certain knowledges and 

values through specialisation is understood as necessary for an organisation to be effective 

and efficient, but creates a ‘mobilisation of bias’ (Hanf & Jansen, 1998). This links with 

Chamber’s (1997) concept of normal professionalism, where the higher the ‘status’ of the 

profession (characterised in terms of power, income, and extent of education and training 

required), the more specialised the discipline. Such specialists tend to focus on only one or 

two aspects of the situation and measure the world in specific ways.

These assumptions and values affect organisational motivations for adopting more 

participatory approaches, who is identified as a stakeholder, how decision-making 

processes are framed (i.e. what issues are seen as negotiable), and the knowledge and values 

which are seen as valid in a process. Hence, it is argued that an organisation’s culture is the 

most fundamental level at which a transition to participatory working practices needs to 

take place (IIED/IDS, 2000:18).

Conditions under which organisations are best equipped to support and institutionalise 

participation include a flat, flexible and responsive organisational structure where staff are 

empowered to innovate and be responsive to local conditions, plus an internal system 

which encourages participation and learning between the staff (IIED/IDS, 2000). The 

organisational learning literature is particularly relevant to such discussions (Argyris &
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Schôn, 1996; Forester, 1999; Schôn, 1991). A learning organisation is one which 

encourages innovation and risk-taking, and where there is an emphasis on sharing 

experiences and reflexive mechanisms which encourage the organisation to change as a 

result of these experiences. According to Argyris & Schôn (1996:20), there are three types 

of organisational learning — single loop learning^ (or instrumental learning)^where errors are 

noted and new strategies identified to improve effectiveness in the performance of 

organisational tasks; double loop learning through which an organisation reflects on 

existing practices, rules and assumptions, and restructures the values and criteria through 

which it defines improved performance; and thirdly, learning through which the 

organisation enhances its capacity for single and double-loop learning. It is suggested that if 

the potential for DIPs to transform the governance of public life is to be realised 

organisations wiU have to be wiUing to enter into a process of double-loop learning to 

reflect on how its assumptions and approaches relate to the interests and values of those 

seen as important stakeholders, and to develop the internal capacity to learn.

2.4.3. Institutional Barriers to DIPs

Participatory processes, by giving a voice to formerly excluded needs and experiences, and 

making assumptions visible in the pohcy process, may lead challenge dominant discourses 

and the power relations underpinning pohcies and embedded within organisations. Such 

learning processes are hkely to be destabihsing and come up against powerful forces 

unwiUing to change. For example, professionals may see participation as diluting their 

specific expertise, and elected representatives may see participation as undermining their 

legitimacy as a representative in the community (Smith & Blanc, 1997). In addition, 

organisations may be nervous to run DIPs because of concerns that participatory processes 

will result in raised pubhc expectations of what can be dehvered by the organisation.

As a result, the majority of cases where organisations have used DIPs in the UK have been 

dominated by an instrumental approach, whereby these processes are used as a way of 

identifying the most appropriate means to achieve a pohcy outcome (i.e. pohcy 

implementation), rather than using DIPs as the fora and arena where outcomes are shaped 

and decided. For example, in a review of 35 case studies from the ‘north’ and ‘south’ there 

was a prevalence of implementation-driven approaches to DIPs where the organising 

agency maintained control of the agenda and left their ‘imprint’ on the outcomes (Holmes
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& Scoones, 2000)\ Using an instrumental approach DIPs can be utilised by organisations 

as a means of increasing the legitimacy of policy decisions already made (see Goodwin, 

1998, for an example), or as a containment mechanism to co-opt potentially problematic 

stakeholders, thus minimising disruption to pre-conceived policy goals (Few, 2001).

The effects of such an instrumental approach is that any wider reflection of values and 

assumptions is rninimised, threats to powerful interests are reduced and existing power 

imbalances are maintained and reinforced between the framing of policies within an 

expertly-defined discourse and those who are expected to play a role in their delivery 

(Cooke & Kothari, 2001; Flyvbjerg, 1998; Taylor, 2001). According to Mosse (2001:18), the 

application of DIPs in this way is indicative of organisations who ‘seek to secure the 

benefits (financial, political and symbolic) but avoid the costs of participation’. However, 

such an approach may exacerbate the same socio-political problems of public mistrust in 

formal institutions and organisations and the ineffectiveness of top-down policy 

approaches, to which the use of DIPs is meant to contribute. Participants may be left 

feeling like ‘hired hands’ to deliver predetermined solutions (Goodwin, 1998). The use of a 

top-down, instrumental approach in the delivery of the UK’s Agenda 21 agenda was 

heavüy criticised as fading to take into account how people relate to their environment 

(Eden, 1996). By adopting an educative, information-déficit approach to public 

involvement it is argued that initiatives to encourage the public to adopt environmentally 

benign behaviour have had limited success (Myers & Macnaghten, 1998).

From the perspective of the organisations, particularly those with responsibilities set by the 

state, some nervousness of opening up the policy process to a broad range of knowledges 

and values is understandable. However a balance has to be achieved between caution 

through not wishing to raise undehverable expectations through the use of DIPs, which 

could further alienate participants from the policy process, and being wiUing to enter into 

an open reflection on underlying assumptions and policy framings, giving participants some 

influence over the process and subsequent policy outcomes. However, the ability of 

organisations to frame policy decisions at a local level, and be responsive to community 

agendas is frequently constrained. Concerns over over-emphasising the role of the local 

include the shifting of responsibilities on to individuals and groups who may not have the 

appropriate resources or abilities, preference being given to local over nationally valued

 ̂The authors note that the ‘south’ is interpreted as A sia, A frica, Latin A m erica, and the ‘north’ as the rest 
o f  the world.
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issues, and issues over the co-ordination of scales (Murdoch & Abram, 1998), This is 

particularly an issue for organisations with statutory responsibilities and a remit to act in the 

public good. At what level should the ‘pubhc good’ be determined, and who should be 

involved in this decision? This is a very real issue in relation to nature conservation where 

definitions of what is important and rare vary over different spatial scales from a global, 

European, national and local perspective.

But, as noted above, the abihty of an organisation to respond to the participation agenda is 

not just an internal issue, it is a matter embedded in how the organisation engages with 

different institutions and its abihty to influence their behaviour. In the UK the abihty 

organisations to adopt more dehberative and inclusionary approaches is constrained by an 

institutional pohcy context which stih tends to privileges the values and influences of 

experts such as planners and scientists, and scientific ‘evidence’ over non-scientific 

knowledges (Harrison & Bedford, 2002, Holder, 1999), Norms and rules formahsed 

through the law are particularly stable and are hkely to be slow to change.

In particular, in terms of the UK pubhc sector, the abihty of organisations to adopt 

anything other than an instrumental, implementation-driven approach to participation is 

seen as difficult due to the tight financial control and target culture of the government. On 

the one hand, organisations are expected to increase the use of participation exercises and 

work in partnership, and on the other, their activities and outcomes are closely controUed 

by narrowly defined performance targets (such as Pubhc Service Agreements - PSAs) and 

pressures for administrative efficiency (Ferhe & Fitzgerald, 2002; Newman, 2002),

Flynn (1999) explains how managers are

‘asked to take risks and innovate whilst dehvering a large number of performance 
targets and processes, both of which are subject to detailed audit and scrutiny. They 
are asked to consult widely and in detail and still to follow central directions. Staff are 
to be committed and devoted while having their reason for dehvering the service 
frequently scrutinised as part of the Comprehensive Spending Review.’ (Flynn, 
1999:582)

While there are clear arguments as to why it is in the interests of the pubhc and institutions 

and organisations of government to adopt more dehberative and inclusionary approaches 

to pohcy-making, it is clear that some significant chaUenges must be overcome for DIPs to 

be used in anything other than an instrumental way. Whether these issues are tackled whl 

be a key test of society’s and government’s commitment to participation.
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Conclusions

This chapter has set out the key theoretical arguments and socio-poHtical drivers underlying 

current interest in deliberative and inclusionary processes. The complexities of 

environmental governance, challenges to traditional approaches to policy-making and 

public decision-making institutions have led to a situation where deliberative and 

inclusionary processes are seen an important means by which a range of interests, values 

and knowledges can interact and influence policy. As a result of drivers from government 

and other stakeholders, and the need to secure their own legitimacy, organisations are keen 

to be seen to be engaging with the participation agenda. However, throughout the chapter 

several key questions keep arising:

• How can the principles of deliberation and inclusion be applied in ways relevant to 

the particular policy situation?

• To what extent are organisations really willing to embrace deliberative and 

inclusionary processes as a means of widening democracy within the pohcy 

process?

• What aspects of organisational culture, and the institutions within which 

organisations act, influence how organisations are responding to and using DIPs?

The next chapter will explain the approach taken towards the research and the methods 

used to explore the research questions outlined in the Introduction.
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Chapter 3.

Research Approach & M ethodology. 

Investigating Fitness for Purpose

Introduction

Chapter 2 discusses the challenges faced by an organisation when trying to integrate 

dehberative and inclusionary processes into its working practices. Attention is drawn to the 

importance of context in the design and evaluation of DIPs, whilst acknowledging there is 

still only a limited understanding of how context affects the design of a DIP and the 

outcomes achieved. Chapter 3 takes forward these ideas and presents the framework and 

methodological approaches through which the interaction between context and process 

design have been investigated and analysed.

As a collaborative exercise between UCL and Enghsh Nature, this studentship has

provided the opportunity to undertake an analysis of EN ’s attempts to apply DIPs within 
ihç

-thêtf-work programme. The CASE Studentship allowed a closer relationship with EN than 

might be awarded other researchers. It has certainly enabled an in-depth and case specific 

analysis of how DIPs interact with the structures, processes and values of the organisation. 

The concept of Fitness for Purpose is presented as the theme running through the 

research, and formed the operating basis upon which the research methodology was 

designed. A discussion of the methodological approach adopted towards the research 

follows, which considers the implications of being a CASE Student on access and the 

positionahty of the researcher.

In terms of methodological design, the study is divided into an interview-based analysis of 

the organisation from the perspective of its staff and an action research case study 

examining the design and implementation of a DIP in one aspect of English Nature’s work 

programme. Although the methods used to undertake both stages of the research are
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introduced here, a detailed introduction to the case study is provided in Chapter 6 with 

information provided about who was interviewed and how research material was analysed.

3.1. Fitness for Purpose -  a framework for exploring the influence o f  

context in D IPs.

The thesis adopts an approach to researching DIPs that focuses on the interface between 

context and process design under the theme of Fitness for Purpose.

3.1.1. Approaches to Researching DIPs

Over the last five years there has been widespread research into the methods, outputs and 

outcomes of participation, accompanied by much theorising about the rights and wrongs of 

deliberative democracy and the practicality of true deliberation and inclusion (see Chapter 

2). Much of this research has focused on the following aspects of DIPs:

• Abstract and theoretical analyses of the principles underlying DIPs, for example, in 

relation to governance and planning (Bloomfield et al, 2001; Healey, 1997; Munton, 

2003); and critiques of the normative principles underlying DIPs, in terms of 

willingness to participate (Rydin & Pennington, 2000); representation (O’Neill, 

2001); and power relations (Flyvbjerg, 1998; McGuirk, 2001; Tewdwr-Jones & 

AUmendinger, 1998).

• Qualitative commentaries reporting on the use of DIPs, detailing the methods used 

and the outcomes noted (e.g. Beierle & Konisky, 2001; Coenen et al, 1998; Petts, 

2001).

• Devising new methods for use in different policy areas, or to deliver specific 

requirements from the process. Examples include Stakeholder Decision Analysis 

(Clark et al, 1998), deliberative mapping (PSI/UCL/SPRU/The Wellcome Trust), 

DEMOCs© (NEF, 2002), the three-step procedure (Renn et al, 1993), and multi

criteria mapping (Stirling, 1997).
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• In-depth analysis of the application of DIPs against evaluative criteria to determine 

the extent to which they meet normative principles such as fairness and 

competence (Renn et a/., 1995) or ideals of best practice (e.g. Barnes, 1999; Rowe & 

Frewer, 2000).

This research adopts an innovative approach, moving the analytical emphasis to the front- 

end of the process on order to investigate how local, institutional and organisational 

contexts influence judgements made about process design (why, who, when and how?), 

and to explore the effects these judgements have on the subsequent process.

3.1.2. Introducing Fitness for Purpose

The phrase ‘Fitness for Purpose’ was introduced in Chapter 1 as a series of judgements 

about how a DIP should be designed and applied to ensure the process is suitable for the 

purpose intended. In other words, decisions must be made about the purpose of the 

participation exercise, who is identified as a potential participant, how the process relates to 

the wider policy process and governance structures, and what types of methods should be 

used. In the analysis of many DIPs, there is Little discussion of why certain decisions about 

the nature of the process were made, and what factors influenced these judgements, many 

of which are hkely to have been made imphcitly, based on unquestioned assumptions and 

conventional approaches to developing or dehvering pohcy. This research aims to gain a 

greater understanding of the causes and effects of decisions made exphcitly and imphcitly 

by EN about the use of DIPs.

The term ‘Fitness for Purpose’ was first encountered in government hterature on 

enhancing the use of pubhc participation in local government (DETR, 1998a). The term 

provides a framework that can encompass a practical, dehvery-focused perspective that 

would fit into Enghsh Nature’s ‘management speak’. It also aUows an analysis of the 

geographical issues relating to governance, space and place, while contributing to a gap in 

the participation hterature about the institutionahsation of DIPs. In other words. Fitness 

for Purpose is a means of framing the research in terms of ‘how DIPs can work for EN ’, as 

weh as ‘how organisations are reacting to the participation agenda’. Fitness for Purpose in 

relation to Enghsh Nature’s use of DIPs is conceptuahsed in Figure 3.1.
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Figure 3.1. Fitness for Purpose.
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Developed from the review of the literature presented in Chapter 2, Figure 3.1. provides a 

simpHfied illustration of the complexity of factors which interrelate across space and time 

to influence how a DIP could be designed for use within Enghsh Nature’s work 

programme. The culture of the organisation is defined as the division of responsibhities 

and resources within the organisation, the procedures and approaches used, and the values 

of nature institutionahsed within these processes. This culture is negotiated in relation to 

international discourses of sustainable development and biodiversity. European Directives 

on nature conservation set objectives and targets for the protection of biodiversity which 

are translated into domestic legislation and statutory procedures. The Government then 

sets the roles and responsibhities of the organisation, agrees Grant in Aid, sets pohcy 

targets and determines the strategic approaches to be adopted. The organisational culture 

represents the response to these external drivers, although the organisation is not without 

agency itself. EN ’s Council, staff and advisers and have some degree of autonomy over the 

organisation’s structures and procedures, and the organisation is able to influence pohcy 

decisions made about nature conservation at national and international levels.

The next dimension of the model focuses at the level of the project in which the process is 

embedded and through which the process whl be managed. The culture of the lead 

organisation plays a central role at this level too, however it cannot be assumed that an 

organisation has only one ‘culture’, different aspects of the work programme are hkely to 

encourage different approaches, prioritise different values and require different staff skihs, 

even if embedded within the overaU remit of the organisation. Projects may also secure 

external funds or be managed in partnership with agencies with their own agendas and 

conditions. These considerations wih influence the time and funds available for a DIP to 

run, the amount of staff-time aUocated, the specific objectives and targets of the process, 

and who is identified as a stakeholder.

The final dimension of the model focuses on the specific problem context. Every 

‘problem’ is hkely to differ according to the extent to which causes and effects are 

understood, the spatial and temporal scales over which it^  functions, and the degree of 

underlying conflict. In addition, the number of stakeholders whl vary, as weh as their 

degree of motivation and capacity to resolve the problem. The character of the problem 

and stakeholder attitudes whl be embedded in the local historical, social, cultural and 

pohtical contexts. For the sake of clarity Figure 3.1. presents these dimensions as discrete, 

but they are hkely to overlap and interact in complex and unpredictable ways.
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3.1.3. Researching Fitness for Purpose

To understand what factors influence Fitness for Purpose the analysis must cut across 

multiple levels of governance. This scalar aspect to the research is reflected in my focus on 

the centre of the organisation (i.e. the organisation’s headquarters where EN ’s strategy is 

directed), and its interface with local conservation problems and people (i.e. local teams). 

These issues are also captured within the research questions reiterated below:

1. What factors have influenced English Nature’s approaches to delivering 
nature conservation policy, and its use of deliberative and inclusionary 
processes to date?

2. In what ways do the institutional, organisational and local situational 
contexts affect the application of principles of deliberation and inclusion?

3. To what extent is the use of DIPs feasible and desirable in the delivery of 
nature conservation policy?

There are also significant time and space dimensions to the research which have affected 

the choice of methodologies. It is particularly salient that the research took place over a 

period of three years during which EN was evolving rapidly in relation to the use of DIPs, 

and in a situation where the research was commissioned in response to an identified need 

within the organisation to change and to learn. The approach adopted to the research 

reflects this, and emphasised the importance of gaining an understanding not only of ‘what 

is’, but also ‘what may be’, and ‘what could be’ (Schofield, 1993), with Hnks to 

organisational learning (see Arygris & Schôn, 1996).

To capture these elements, the empirical work is structured through a top-down 

organisational analysis, and a context-specific case study.

(i) Top-down: An institutional analysis of English Nature

The institutional analysis of English Nature focuses on gaining a strategic understanding of 

Fitness for Purpose, investigating organisational aspirations, motivations, and attitudes 

towards deliberative and inclusionary working practices. Through interviews, informal 

discussion, and document analysis the institutional analysis examined the following aspects:

• gaining an understanding of the history of English Nature, particularly past events 

identified as important in shaping the organisation as it is today
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• Understanding the roles and responsibilities of English Nature, how these 

responsibilities are organised and divided across the organisation

• Current strategic directions of the organisation, particularly in terms of the people- 

nature agenda

• Understanding the arguments promoting the use of DIPs in the work programme, 

how EN is responding to these drivers, and evaluating the structures and initiatives 

in place to further the use of DIPs

• Gaining a picture of the attitudes towards DIPs and experiences of their use within 

the organisation.

(ii) Analysing fitness for purpose in a particular case situation

This second research question examines how Fitness for Purpose is negotiated in relation 

to a particular case study. The case study is a situation where Enghsh Nature saw an 

opportunity to use dehberative processes to develop a high profile project relating to 

European conservation legislation. This project enabled the analysis of aU three dimensions 

of Fitness for Purpose as defined in Figure 3.1. The LIFE in UK Rivers Project with a core 

objective to develop river conservation strategies on seven UK rivers designated as 

candidate Special Areas for Conservation (cSAC) under the EU Habitats Directive (a 

Directive requiring protection of sites identified as having European importance for 

biodiversity) provided the project context. The Habitats Directive provided an interesting 

legislative context, plus a series of institutionahsed processes and values within which the 

strategy would sit; while the River Avon in Wiltshire, Hampshire and Dorset provided the 

local ‘problem’ context.

My involvement in the LIFE Project stemmed from a meeting with EN ’s Senior 

Freshwater Officer on January 27'̂ '̂  2000. Although the Officer was supportive of my 

involvement, it was made clear that access had to be negotiated directly with Enghsh 

Nature’s Wiltshire team. Therefore on 20 March 2000 a further meeting took place with 

the General Manager for the Wiltshire, Hampshire and Dorset teams; the Conservation 

Officer from EN ’s Wiltshire team who had responsibihty for taking the strategic lead for 

River Avon issues; and the Wessex Chalk Streams Project Officer who was a key haison 

point between EN and riverine stakeholders. It was at this meeting that my involvement in 

the project was negotiated and agreed.
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The LIFE in UK Rivers project was seen as a suitable framework for the case study 

particularly because it was viewed from within English Nature as an opportunity for the 

organisation to learn more about different ways of engaging with stakeholders, and it was 

hoped that each strategy in the project would do this in a slightly different way. Another 

more practical factor was the timing of the project in relation to my work. My involvement 

at the start of the project enabled me to play an active part in the strategy design, thus 

fulfilling the research requirement of contributing to EN ’s experience using DIPs within 

the organisation (see Chapter 1).

The following 3 research objectives were agreed:

• Analysing stakeholders’ perceptions of English Nature

• Providing advice on how EN could engage stakeholders in the development of the

cSAC strategy

• Identifying transferable lessons and processes that could be used more broadly 

within the organisation.

An action research approach was adopted involving qualitative interviews and process 

observation to understand the effect of context on Enghsh Nature’s wiUingness and abihty 

to use participatory processes in the dehvery of statutory pohcy. Analysis focused on 

understanding how actors, processes and structures operating at the local, project 

management and organisational levels affected process design. Further details on the 

methods used to capture, record and analyse information is provided in Chapter 6, which 

introduces the project in terms of its context and methods.

(ill) Linking the institutional and case study analyses.

These ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ approaches are inter-related and were not intended to

be carried out in a discrete way. Figure 3.2. iUustrates how the top-down institutional

analysis and bottom-up case study are hnked in terms of their contribution to the research 

questions. The diagram shows how the research methodology attempted to integrate the 

context-specific learning from a case study with a more extensive analysis of the 

organisation. In this way it is hoped the research findings wiU provide lessons relevant to 

the whole organisation.
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Figure 3.2. The relationship between the two dimensions of the research - 

institutional analysis and the River Avon case study.
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particularly in terms of the nature of research through a CASE Studentship. There will also 

be discussion of the principal methodological approaches adopted - action research and 

the case study. The nature of the CASE Studentship, my active involvement in the Avon 

case study and EN ’s strategic interest in my work meant the research process was an 

interactive one of learning and sharing rather being ‘extractive’ research.

3.2.1. The CASE Studentship.

The background to the Collaborative Award through which this research was undertaken is 

discussed in Chapter 1. A CASE Studentship raises particular methodological issues about 

the research process, and the relationship between researcher and researched. Despite the 

pre-negotiated research proposal there remained a considerable degree of flexibility in 

methodological design and the focus of the research. Throughout, there has had to be 

continual negotiation of the research between the agendas of English Nature and UCL. 

The outcomes have had to reflect a balance between contributing to English Nature’s 

policy development and organisational learning, and contributing to academic debates 

about DIPs where English Nature is viewed as a case study, embedded in broader debates 

about governance and democracy. English Nature’s agenda centred on gaining outputs that 

were directly transferable into policy development, whereas the academic research agenda 

has placed greater emphasis on the contextual nature of research findings and the 

interpretative, personal interaction between subject and researcher (Denzin & Lincoln, 

1994).

This tension draws on wider arguments about human geography as practice and its ability 

to influence policy. Martin (2001) argues that there is a danger of overemphasising the 

epistemic relativism of postmodernist human geography research to the extent that 

researchers are unable to make any meaningful statements to policy because everything is 

interpreted as subjective and contextuaHsed. As a researcher, I have to acknowledge the 

influence of my own positionality and the subjectivity of the knowledge constructed 

through my interactions with others, particularly through the case study, and on my 

interpretation of Enghsh Nature presented here (Russell & Kelly, 2002). By being 

transparent about these issues and by providing a descriptive account of the particularities 

of the case study, I have attempted to expose some vahd pohcy-relevant lessons for Enghsh 

Nature.
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EN staff with a strategic interest in DIPs were very keen to enter into the research as a 

process of reflexive, institutional learning. It was apparent that these staff members were 

particularly hopeful that through the discussions held between myself and other staff, the 

research process itself would help to raise the profile of DIPs within the organisation and 

encourage their use. It was also hoped that the case study would increase in-house 

experience of applying DIPs, and provide insights into how the organisation should move 

forward in relation to the issue. Another advantage coming from the CASE approach was 

the additional understanding 1 was able to acquire about the organisation by operating 

within it. As discussed in Chapter 2, the concepts of deliberation and inclusion are 

embedded in ideals about democratic structures and organisations that encourage learning. 

By being part of the organisational learning process on DIPs, 1 gained an understanding of 

whose ideas count within English Nature i.e. who is listened to, and how the organisation 

is learning about participation. This experience would have been less vivid if 1 had been 

operating from outside the organisation.

One of the most obvious benefits of this situation was the access afforded to individuals 

and reports within EN. Through the role of my EN supervisor as gatekeeper, and the 

personal interest of interviewees in the research topic 1 had access to senior executive staff, 

including the Acting Chief Executive, two Directors and two General Managers.

My approach to the research was influenced by my personal beliefs about nature 

conservation and the role of deliberation in policy-making (both of which are at least in 

part moral and ethical issues). However, 1 also had a particular identity within the 

organisation which will have influenced relationships within the interviews and therefore 

the type of conversations held. As 1 have a background in ecology and nature conservation, 

1 was identified as having common interests, ideas and values as those 1 was researching. 1 

also was not seen as having a value-neutral position in relation to the issue 1 was studying, 

for two reasons. Firstly, the organisation approached the research from the assumption that 

English Nature ‘needs’ to use DIPs, and the issue to be decided was when, who and how, 

rather than whether such processes were suitable. This agenda was exacerbated through my 

role in the River Avon case study where my involvement led to a DIP being used. As such 

1 frequently felt my role within the organisation was constructed as an expert and advisor 

on DIPs, rather than a researcher into DIPs. The risk of being associated with a particular 

position is that interviewees shape their responses on the basis of what they think the
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researcher wants to hear, what they think the researcher should not hear, and what they 

want the researcher to hear (Macdonald, 2001).

The action-oriented nature of the research meant that the traditional divide between data 

collection, analysis and outcomes became blurred. The strategic organisational desire for 

outputs and outcomes was apparent throughout the research period. The nature of the 

CASE Studentship demanded an ongoing dialogue with English Nature staff about my 

findings through reports, presentations and informal conversations. Defining the research 

as a process of interactive dialogue constructs the interviewees as co-researchers (Russell & 

Kelly, 2002), particular in this case because they frequently had an interest in the research 

findings. In this way, I was able to use interviews and discussions as an opportunity to 

reflect on outcomes so far. However, as the research process went on, there were tensions 

over the discussion agenda in cases where I wanted to ‘learn’ certain things about the 

organisation, and interviewees wanted to ‘learn’ about DIPs. Care also had to be taken that, 

in my apparently influential position within the organisation, ideas raised by me for 

discussion were not necessarily interpreted as conclusions. As noted by Russell & Kelly 

(2002) the pressure on researchers to find early answers can hmit the time available to 

researchers to ‘hsten to the data’.

Another effect of the explicit policy focus of such a CASE Studentship is that the research 

audience spans the academic research community, EN staff and, potentially, other 

organisations with an interest in designing and institutionalising DIPs. As the research is 

linked to policy development within EN it was particularly important that research findings 

accessible to staff (at a strategic and local team level), both in terms of the language 

used and the relevance of the findings to their own interests. Thus in addition to the 

production of a thesis, two reports were written for the organisation during the research 

process, plus an additional report for stakeholder interviewees in the Avon case study, and 

a summary report of the thesis is in preparation, as a means of communicating the research 

findings back to the organisation^ In addition, I presented a number of seminars. These

 ̂ T h ese  reports are:

•  ‘̂ Stakeholder and Situation Analysis — the Hampshire Avon. Selecting Principles for Consultation and 
Participation for the Avon Pdver Conservation Strategy’. R ep ort o n  fin d ings o f  case study  
stakehold er and situation analysis for E N .

•  Sum m ary report on  find ings o f  case study stakeholder and  situ ation  analysis for n o n - E N /  
E A  in terv iew ees in  the A v o n  case study

•  Deliberative Methods of Stakeholder and Public Participation ’ (Studd, 200 2 ). E N  research  rep ort

•  Sum m ary o f  thesis find ings for E N  (in preparation)
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included one for an EN team interested in using DIPs, one for the Socio-Economic 

Advisory Group, and one at a Board meeting for the LIFE Project. I was also involved in 

the production of a paper on stakeholder participation for EN ’s Executive Committee.

3.2.2. Action Research.

Action research is defined as research where the aims of the investigation are to understand 

a situation as relevant to a particular research question, but to do so by explicitly 

influencing and changing the system — thus pursuing action and research outcomes at the 

same time (Allen, 2000). Despite encompassing a range of methods, action research can be 

identified through the following commonalities.

• Ficstly, and most obviously, the research is interventionist, based on the premise 

that by influencing the phenomena being studied the nature of the phenomena 

become more evident (Allen, 2000). As a result the action researcher becomes part 

of the system being studied, blurring the boundaries between the researched and 

the researcher and making the relationships a key interface for reflection and 

learning.

• Secondly, this form of research is often ‘collaborative’ in that it requires other 

people to be involved and supportive of the process being undertaken, and to be 

willing to take part in reflection and learning.

• Thirdly, action research adopts an iterative approach to data collection and analysis, 

learning with project partners as the process unfolds and responding to issues as 

they arise.

Such a methodology is particularly suitable for research into DIPs as it adopts principles of 

open and inclusive reflection as encouraged by participation theory. In addition, in the case 

study, an action research approach enabled me to experience the process in the present 

rather than through post-process written or verbal communications (Mosse, 1998). This 

reduces biases that may occur due to historical revisionism by interviewees.

Through the Avon case study I was able to adopt an active research role, and the support 

of the Project Officer and the local Conservation Officer (her line manager), were critical
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to this. My role evolved from that of a researcher, analysing the governance of the Avon 

through the eyes of stakeholders, to a more active, interventionist role influencing the 

design of a DIP to develop the River Avon Special Area of Conservation (cSAC) Strategy. 

The final stage of my involvement required a shift to a more passive role as process 

observer, as the Project Officer took control of co-ordinating and managing the strategy 

process. This approach has overlaps with ‘process documentation research’ (PDR), 

developed in the 1970’s by social scientists for the analysis and evaluation of development 

projects (see Mosse, 1998).

The relationship between EN and myself in the Avon study raises interesting issues about 

the tensions between the different roles an ‘action’ researcher plays during the research 

process. The relationship between myself and the project had to be continually negotiated 

through the process and included consideration at each stage the extent to which I should 

be engaged with or detached from the process, whether to adopt a position as an ‘insider’ 

or an ‘outsider’, when to be active and when to be reflective, whether to be principally a 

practitioner or a researcher, whether to support or criticise the process, and whether to 

base oneself in ‘management’ or the ‘field’ (Mosse, 1998). Although 1 progressively 

withdrew to a role as a reflective researcher, 1 could never be an ‘outsider’ to the strategy, 

given my involvement in its design.

3.2.3. Case Study Research.

The analysis of English Nature represents a case study of the issues that public sector 

organisations face in engaging stakeholders (including the public) in policy-making and 

dehvery. Therefore the process of developing the River Avon conservation strategy was a 

case study within a case study. Although the results of the interviews carried out, and my 

observations of the process are valuable and useful to the local team, the primary value of 

the case study in terms of the thesis is as an instrument to explore the issues surrounding 

EN ’s use of participation, and as a foundation for further interviews within the 

organisation (see Stake, 1998).

1 decided to focus on a single case study rather than exploring multiple situations. There 

are arguments for and against carrying out a single in-depth study (Dopson, 2003; Stake, 

1998; Yin, 1994). The rationale for spending time and effort looking at one case are:
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Firstly, it allowed me to spend more time in the field, with my involvement in the Avon 

case spanning over two years. This amount of time enabled me to gain a good 

understanding of the complex ecological, administrative and socio-political system 

surrounding matters on the Avon, right through from my initial stakeholder analysis 

interviews, to the development of the strategy process, and its implementation. Over this 

time I built up productive relationships with local Enghsh Nature staff as well as 

interviewees and participants in the strategy process. Throughout the hfetime of my 

involvement in the case study my relationship and rapport with the Wiltshire EN team and 

the LIFE project team has been crucial. I found these relationships helpful when it came to 

interviewing people whom I had met previously at meetings, and in my later role as 

observer during the strategy process, where people did not feel uneasy by my attendance.

The disadvantage of using a single case study potentially Hes with the problem of typicahty 

- how transferable or ‘generalizable’ whl the findings coming from a single situation be for 

the rest of the organisation (Schofield, 1993)? By focusing on a single case, there is a danger 

that although the study findings whl have value as a descriptive account, wider learning or 

policy relevance whl be smaU. One solution suggested by writers on methodology is to use 

‘thick description’ to aUow the research audience to make their own judgements about the 

extent to which findings apply to their experiences (Schofield, 1993).

The methodology used in this research acknowledges the limitations and opportunities of 

focusing on one particular case study, and a thick description approach, endorsed by 

Schofield, has been used to report the case study findings. However, the research was also 

able to utilise opportunities to contextuaHse and triangulate case study findings by drawing 

on the experiences of others within the LIFE Project and EN. As a way of extrapolating 

lessons from the Avon, discussions were held with the other four LIFE Project Officers 

who were also been given the task of developing a conservation strategy for a river cSAC 

within the same timescale, but in a range of different environmental, social, pohtical, 

cultural and institutional contexts. These discussions were held over the telephone and 

informally at meetings of the LIFE Rivers Project Board meetings. More generally, through 

interviews with EN staff, my research findings were triangulated with the experiences of 

other EN staff who had used participatory processes, or were in the process of trying to 

design such a process through interviews. However, as these experiences took place in 

different times in the organisation’s history and had different objectives, a direct 

comparison was not possible.
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3.3. Fieldwork Strategy: M ethods and Analysis

3.3.1. Fieldwork Strategy — an overview

Multiple methods were used to gather empirical evidence ranging from observation, 

discussion and semi-structured interviews. Although as noted previously, the organisational 

analysis and case study overlap in the methods used for data collection, for the sake of 

clarity these two stages are discussed separately. Table 3.1. summarises the methods used 

and Figure 3.3 how the different stages were conducted over time (a more detailed timeline 

of the case study is provided in Figure 6.2).

Table 3.1. Summary of Research Methods.

R e s e a r c h  F o c u s M e th o d

O rganisational A nalysis Sem i-structured Interv iew s —

Strategic S ta ff &  S ta ff w ith  exp eriences o f  D IP s

Inform al D iscu ss io n s  w ith  strategic s ta ff  in  E N  
H eadquarters

D o c u m e n t A nalysis o f  E N  reports

C ase Study A nalysis In terv iew -based  Stakeholder A nalysis

D esig n  o f  C on servation  Strategy P ro cess

P rocess O b servation

Sem i-structured in terv iew s w ith  P roject S ta ff
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Figure 3.3. Research Timeline
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3.3.2. Investigating English Nature -  Organisational Analysis

To explore English Nature’s reaction to the participation agenda, alongside attitudes, ideas 

and opportunities within the organisation for the use of DIPs, qualitative research 

techniques were used to capture the attitudes and experiences of English Nature staff 

through formal and informal conversation. These conversations ranged from informal 

discussions with staff over lunch or at a social event, to informal un-taped meetings and 

semi-structured interviews. This multiple approach to data collection was useful. Although 

semi-structured interviews allow an in-depth exploration and analysis of issues, informal 

conversations create opportunities to discuss issues without an imposed agenda. 

Throughout these conversations I had my researcher ‘hat’ on, and at all times I was explicit 

about my role in relation to the organisation and my research interests. AU forms of data 

coUected contributed to my research findings and records of untaped discussions were kept 

in a research diary which also contains my ongoing reflections about the research. EN 

corporate reports and minutes from Council meetings were also examined to provide 

insight into strategic changes within the organisation since 1991, and how the organisation 

presented itself to the outside world during this period.

(i) Preliminary interviews and discussions

To develop my research interests and scope my subsequent involvement with the 

organisation, I spent the first few months of the PhD familiarising myself with EN. Part of 

this process involved exploratory discussions carried out from January to March 2000 with 

staff in English Nature’s headquarters in Peterborough. These discussions had several 

objectives. First, they were a way of improving my understanding of how English Nature 

operated. Secondly, they were a means of gaining familiarity with terminology used within 

the organisation, relating to structures, procedures and approaches to nature conservation. 

Thirdly, they aUowed me to raise the profile of my research across different sectors of the 

organisation. The PhD was closely linked to one particular area of EN, and these 

conversations enabled me to understand how the research sat in relation to other areas of 

the organisation. Fourthly, the discussions were an opportunity to scope potential case 

studies. During this period, two semi-structured interviews took place. These interviews 

were exploratory and relatively unstructured.
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Table 3.2 Exploratory Discussions within E N  Headquarters January 2000 ^

Date Position Theme of Discussion

2 6  January 2000 U rban  P rogram m e C o-ord inator In terv iew  - H istory  o f  E N

2 6  January 2000 H ead  o f  C oastal C on servation  
T eam

In form al d iscu ssio n  - D IP s  in  the  
coasta l en v iron m en t, scop in g  
p oten tia l case study

27  January 2000 Senior Freshw ater O fficer In form al D isc u ss io n  - D IP s  in  
riverine en v iron m en ts, scop in g  
p oten tia l case  study

27  January 2000 A d v iso r  to  C h ie f Scien tist In terv iew  - H isto ry  o f  E N , ro le  o f  
sc ien ce  in  po licy , E u ropean  
D irectives

2 8  January 2000 D irector  — G ain in g  Supporters  
b u sin ess p rocess

In form al d iscu ss io n  — structures 
and p ro cesses  w ith in  E N ; issu es  
co m m u n ity  in v o lv em en t w ith in  
E N .

2 8  January 2000 Strategy M anager In form al D isc u s s io n  - structure &  
p ro cesses w ith in  E N

At all other times when I was interviewing or having meetings in Peterborough, I was 

based in the Environmental Impacts Team where I was able to meet and learn about the 

organisation through day to day discussions with staff. In April 2000, I attended English 

Nature’s three-day Induction Course for new employees. This course provides an 

introduction to all the different sections of the organisation through presentations and 

discussions. It was also an opportunity for me to meet other staff.

(ii) Semi-structured interviews

Semi-structured interviews have a central role in the research methodology. The method is 

seen as suitable as it enabled me to enter into an in-depth exploration of issues pertinent to 

my research with those employed by the organisation, drawing on their personal beliefs and 

experiences, as well as their professional knowledge of nature conservation and English 

Nature. A semi-structured interview provides participants the opportunity to express their 

responses in their own terms through recounting stories based on their own experiences 

and ideas. In terms of this research, the discussions were framed according to an interview 

checklist of topics, but a conversational approach was favoured because it provided

2 In  this, and aU su b seq u en t tables, in terv iew ees wiU b e in trod u ced  in  term s o f  th e  p o s itio n  they  
h eld  at the tim e o f  th e  in terview , regardless o f  any su b seq u en t changes.
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interviewees the opportunity to take the conversation in a particular direction if they felt it 

was relevant to EN ’s use of DIPs (Burgess, 1982). This was important because each 

interviewee, although belonging to the same organisation, had different responsibilities, 

knowledges and experiences of EN.

The interview was seen as an interactive learning process, acknowledging the effect of the 

interview process on the researched as well as the researcher. Through the exchange of 

ideas and ways of looking at a particular situation, knowledge is constructed through the 

process of conversation (Holstein & Gubrium, 1997). My role as a interviewer was to 

‘make active the respondents’ stock of knowledge and bring it to bear on the discussion at 

hand, in ways that are appropriate to the research agenda’ (Holstein & Gubrium, 1997:123). 

As an interviewer I was able to gain insights into issues relevant to my research questions, 

whilst the interviewee gained the opportunity to reflect on their experiences in the context 

of the subject in which the conversation was framed^. In addition, by the time these 

interviews were held (between November 2001 and February 2002), much of my fieldwork 

for the Avon case study had been completed, and I was able to introduce ideas and issues 

raised by the case study. In this way the interview became a two-way dialogue.

An interactive approach to interviewing raises particular methodological implications as I 

wanted to ensure participants were able to discuss the idea of DIPs in their own terms. The 

interview schedule therefore started from an exploratory discussion about how EN 

approaches its roles, what role stakeholders should play in EN ’s decision-making processes, 

becoming more in-depth and interactive in the latter stages of the interview. At this stage, 

the aim was to share my knowledge and experiences of DIPs with theic situated 

experiential knowledge of Enghsh Nature and conservation pohcy. (A copy of the 

interview checkhst and cover letter is provided in Appendix 1). Another methodological 

issue relates to the use of language and terrninology. Participation is a multi-faceted issue, it 

can be interpreted and applied in a variety of ways. In addition, because of the frequency 

within which ‘participation’ appears in pohcy hterature, and as it was understood by those 

being interviewed to be a key issue for Enghsh Nature, there was a risk that discussions 

could be caught up in rhetoric. Capturing the fuU array of meanings and assumptions 

underlying an individual’s discussion about the role of participation was found to be a

3 In d eed , m any participants w ere appreciative o f  the op p ortu n ity  created  by the in terview  to  th ink  
ab ou t the issu e  o f  D IP s  in  E n gh sh  N ature, b em o a n in g  the fact they had  h m ited  tim e to  engage in  
su ch  reflective behaviour in  their b u sy  adm inistrative schedu les.

78



Chapter 3

complex issue. To try and get round the pitfalls of interviewing about DIPs, I ‘talked 

around’ as well as talked directly about the subject with interviewees. Based on the resulting 

thick descriptive data, I analysed attitudes and ideas about participation based on the 

principles of deliberation and inclusion.

English Nature is a complex organisation in terms of its different governance levels and the 

range of activities within its work programme. The principles of deliberation and inclusion 

are such that they could be appHed to a greater or lesser extent throughout the 

organisation’s work programme, including internal pohcy development (and arguably this 

should be so). A strategy was needed to focus my analysis of the organisation. As my 

involvement in the Avon case study was initiated before the organisational analysis had 

commenced in any detail, the issues of the Habitats Directive, river conservation and the 

LIFE Project subsequently provided a lens through which interviewees were selected^ .̂ 

However, in hght of significant changes within EN during the research period, some 

interviewees were also selected according to their role in EN ’s strategic development. The 

position held by those people interviewed and their relevance to the Avon case study and 

the strategic direction of EN is set out in Table 3.3. The table also indicates how comments 

from these interviewees will be referred to throughout the rest of the thesis - as ‘specialists’ 

or ‘managers’.

Most of those interviewed had a broad overview and understanding of the organisation, 

and were able to talk in-depth about English Nature from a historical and strategic 

perspective, as well issues relating to the Avon case study. These interviews therefory 

served a dual purpose — to understand the approaches, procedures and inherent values of 

nature embedded within the organisation and how these influenced the Avon case study, 

and to understand how the organisation was thinking more generally about the use of 

DIPs.

4 T h e  k n o w led g e  and u nderstand in g  I had gained through  th e  case study o f  th e  H abitats D irec tiv e  
and river con serva tion  w as also a u sefu l m eans o f  structuring in terv iew s and fram ing d iscu ssio n  
w ith  s ta ff  b ased  in  E N ’s headquarters.
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Table 3.3 Interviews with Strategic Staff. January — February 2002

Date of Interview Position

15 January 2002 P roject O fficer  for  G u id an ce o n  Im p lem en tin g  C on servation  
O b jectives (also reg ion al role). Specialist

16 January 2002 L IF E  in  U K  R ivers P roject M anager. M anager

17 January 2002 H ead  o f  P o licy

(in vo lved  in  strategic d ev e lo p m en t o f  P e o p le  &  P o lic ies  program m e; 
sustainable d ev e lo p m en t, lead  o n  freshw ater policy). M anager

17 January 2002 Senior F reshw ater O fficer

(resp onsib le  for d ev e lo p in g  p o licy  and techn ica l approach es to  
freshw ater sites m anagem ent; settin g  con serva tion  ob jectives for  
designated  sites; principal author o f  L IF E  P roject B id) Specialist

25 January 2002 H ea d  o f  D esig n a ted  Sites U n it

(resp onsib le  for  d ev e lo p m en t and im p lem en ta tion  o f  po lic ies  
associated  w ith  statutory m an agem en t and p ro tec tio n  o f  designated  
sites). M anager

29  January 2002 H ead  o f  In ternational C asew ork

(guidance o n  casew ork  relating to  H abitats D irec tiv e  and advice o n  
m an agem ent p lans for in ternational sites). Specialist

4  February 2002 A ctin g  C h ie f E x ecu tiv e  /  D irecto r  o f  O peration s

(oversees all op eration s o n  d esignated  sites, and  key ro le  in  settin g  
organisational culture). M anager

4  February 2002 G eneral M anager — L ow lan d s

R esp o n sib le  for p o h cy  o n  Terrestrial H abitats /  SSSIs. M anager

11 February 2002 E N  E c o n o m is t

(E N  supervisor to  th e  S tu dentsh ip , co-ord in ator  o f  S E A G , in v o lv ed  
in  D IP s  debate). Speciahst

21 February 2002 D irector  o f  P oh cy

H ead  o f  P eo p le  &  P oh cies  P rogram m e, chair o f  S E A G , key ro le  in  
strategic d irection  o f  E N . M anager

20  N o v e m b e r  2002* retired D irector  o f  O p eration s

N o w  in v o lv ed  in  the dehvery o f  th e  H abitats D irective  in  E astern  
E u rop e. M anager

T h is in terv iew  w as h eld  after w e  m et at a S E A G  m eetin g  w h ere I w as p resen tin g  m y find ings o f  

th e  A v o n  case  study. T h e  ind ividual exp ressed  an in terest in  u n d erstan d in g  m o re  ab ou t m y  w ork  
and agreed to  participate in  the research.

Semi-structured interviews were also held with staff who had experience of using DIPs 

within their work for English Nature. Based on advice from individuals within EN, five
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staff were identified^. All these individuals were based in local teams. One was in the 

process of exploring how DIPs could be used within his project. The interviews focused on 

staff experiences of developing and using participatory approaches, lessons of good 

practice, and cross-cutting issues relating to organisational culture, and the effect of context 

on process design and outcomes. These discussions also drew on broader issues about the 

approaches EN is using to tackle biodiversity decline. The interview checklist is provided 

in Appendix 1.

Table 3.4 Interviews with Local Staff with Experience of using DIPs. November 

2001- January 2002

Date of Interview Position Experience of DIPs

12 N o v e m b e r  2001 L ifescap es P roject 
O fficer

C hilterns L ifescap es P roject

13 N o v e m b e r  2001 T eam  M anager -  
N o rth  &  E ast  
Y orksh ire T eam

F ocu s grou p s in  N atural A reas project, 

C om m u n ity  In v o lv em en t K ey  Initiative

14 D ecem b er  2001 T eam  m anager — 
C ornw all

V o lu n teers o n  N atu re  R eserves, 

C om m u n ity  In v o lv em en t K ey  Initiative

20  D ecem b er  2001 C on servation  O fficer  
o n  seco n d m en t at 
tim e o f  in terv iew

P R A  in  d ev e lo p in g  B u ck in gham sh ire  
B iod iversity  A c tio n  P lan

8 January 20 0 2 C on servation  O fficer  
— K en t team

Stakeholder D ia lo g u e  in  the  
d ev e lo p m en t o f  th e T h a n et C oastal 
M an agem ent S ch em e

(iii) Informal discussions

The rationale for the selection of individuals for in-depth, semi-structured interviews was 

set out in the previous section. However, my ideas and understanding of the organisation 

also developed through more informal discussions held with individuals from other areas 

of the organisation who had a particular interest in developing English Nature’s 

relationships with stakeholders and the public, and the potential for DIPs to achieve this. 

These discussions took place in a variety of locations and formats — either at meetings 

arranged during my time based in Peterborough or at Enghsh Nature events (see Table

5 A lth o u g h  oth er  E N  sta ff  had had training in  D IP s  or exp erience  o f  b e in g  part o f  a p rocess w h ere  
D IP s  w ere u sed , on ly  five individuals w ere  m ade k n o w n  to  m e as h av in g  u sed  th ese  p rocesses  
w ith in  E n gh sh  N atu re’s core w ork  program m e. In fact o n e  o f  th ese  ind ividuals had on ly  b een  
in v o lv ed  in  ru nn ing  vo lu n teer  sch em es.
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3.5), or through discussions over lunch or coffee during my time in Peterborough. 

Although not recorded formally, notes were taken from these discussions and contributed 

to my thinking even though they could not be analysed as interviews.

Table 3.5 Informal Meetings held with EN  staff

Date Meeting with... Key Themes of Discussion

23  A u gu st 2001 L ifescap es P roject O fficer D e s ig n in g  a D IP

29  January 20 0 2 E N  U rban O fficer E N ’s attitude to  p eo p le

12 February 2002 P roject M anager - P eo p le  &  
W ild life

T h e  n ew  P eo p le  and W ild life  
team

6 M arch 2 0 0 2 C om m u n ity  O fficer P e o p le  &  W ild life, 

co m m u n ity  in v o lv em en t

8 A u g u st 2002 G en eral M anager C om m u n ity  Strategies &  th e  
p o ten tia l ro le  for  D IP s

Table 3.6. Meetings attended

Date Meetings Attended

5 S ep tem b er 2001 P resen ta tion  C hilterns team

3 D ecem b er  2001 E N  co u n c il m eetin g

28  January 2 0 0 2 E N  P eo p le  &  W ild life  launch

30-31 O cto b er  2002 P eo p le  and W ild life  C on feren ce

(iv) Document analysis

As part of the empirical research, a review of documents produced by English Nature was 

undertaken. The primary purpose of the review was to provide context and detail to 

projects and issues raised through the interviews. It was also useful to improve my general 

understanding of how English Nature had evolved since its creation in 1991. By referring 

back to Annual Reports I could review how the structures, priorities and types of projects 

undertaken have changed over the last 10 years, as well as considering how the organisation 

presented itself to the external world. Minutes and reports from Council meetings were 

also reviewed as a means of gaining an insight into strategic discussions during that period. 

A more focused analysis was undertaken around key issues in the organisation’s history 

raised during interviews. 1 was also able to contextuaHse anecdotes made during interviews
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with staff about their experiences of using DIPs by referring to any written record of the 

process (although this was not always detailed). It must be acknowledged, that any 

documents produced for external audiencesy may be subjective, however this provides an 

insight into the image the organisation wants to display to its audience (Fetterman, 1989).

3.3.3. Analysis

To develop the arguments presented in the following chapters of the thesis, all the different 

types of information were analysed through an iterative and reflective approach. As ideas 

were developed, 1 revisited interviews and research notes and analysed them from a range 

of different perspectives. The computer software package ATLAS/ti*^ was used to code and 

analyse the semi-structured interviews held with strategic and local team staff. This 

software facilitates the analysis of text by enabling the researcher to assign codes to 

portions of text and group these codes to start to develop lines of argument. My interviews 

were analysed in several different ways and 1 differentiated between different types of 

knowledge. Firstly, 1 collated ‘factual’ information about EN ’s structures and projects, and 

details about the legislative process. This information was collected from the relevant 

‘speciahst’ within English Nature. Secondly, 1 collated ‘experiential’ knowledge relating to 

DIPs, which was gained through staffs experiences of using or taking part in a DIP, and of 

working for English Nature. This type of knowledge was predominantly (but not solely) 

located in the interviews with staff who were interviewed specifically because of their 

experiences. The third type of knowledge is ‘attitudinal’, capturing the ideas, values and 

attitudes of the interviewee.

Coding is a long and iterative process. Because of the breadth of issues covered in the 

interviews 1 adopted a grounded approach, allowing issues to appear from the text, rather 

than imposing codes. To answer the research questions the interviews were examined 

under the following themes:

• Changes observed in the organisation over time

• Drivers and motivations for the use of DIPs within EN

• What individuals felt could be achieved through the use of DIPs and increased 

engagement with stakeholders more generally

h ttp ://w w w .a t la s t i.d e
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• Issues of organisational culture identified as influencing EN ’s uptake and 

application of DIPs

• Lessons learnt from experiences of using DIPs

• Aspects relating to the use of DIPs alongside statutory procedures, particularly the 

Habitats Directive

Notes made from other meetings, informal discussions and my own thoughts recorded in 

my research diary, could not be analysed in such a rigorous way. Particularly important 

meetings were recorded in as detailed a way as possible, and codes coming from the 

interview data were applied to these records, to see if my notes contained any supporting 

statements or observations. Likewise, any particularly interesting observations led to a re

examination of the interviews. Documents tended to be analysed as a secondary supporting 

material for issues arising from the conversational data.

Certain factors had to be considered during the analysis. Firstly, the interviews spanned a 2 

E2 year period, during which time the organisation underwent a change in structure, a 

change in Chief Executive and Chair, and new initiatives relevant to my research began. 

Any effect of the date of the discussion on the statements made was taken into account. A 

second factor was the position of the individual within the organisation. D epend^: on 

their position, staff would have different responsibilities and their perspective on DIPs 

varied accordingly. However due to the limited number of individuals interviewed no 

generahsable statements can be made about the distinction.

Conclusions

A complex methodology was adopted for the study of English Nature, based upon ideas 

taken from ethnography and action research. The approach of interviews carried out within 

the EN Headquarters, and a case study based in a local team, enabled the factors affecting 

Fitness for Purpose in the use of DIPs, to be analysed from a ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ 

perspective.

This chapter has focused on the broad methodological framework adopted to the research 

and the methods used to examine issues within the organisational headquarters at 

Peterborough. The main issues raised through these interviews are reported over the next 

two chapters.
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Chapter 4.

Introducing English Nature: 

Institutional Influences on Approaches to Nature Conservation in 

England.

‘E n g lish  N atu re is the G o v ern m en t fu n ded  b o d y  w h o se  p u rp ose  is to p ro m o te  the  
con servation  o f  E n glan d ’s w ild life and natural features. W e ach ieve this by taking  
action  ourselves and by w ork ing  through and enab lin g  o th ers .’ (E N  2002a: 1)

Introduction

Chapter 4 introduces English Nature in terms of its formal structures and procedures, in 

the context of its history and the institutions which have influenced the organisation’s 

development. The discussion focuses on the organisation as it was during the research 

period, 1999-2002. More recent changes within EN^ that are of relevance to the discussion 

are presented as footnotes only. The first section views the organisation in terms of its 

roles and responsibilities as determined by Government through legislation, and outlines 

how Enghsh Nature is structured and how it distributes responsibihties among its staff to 

dehver its objectives. It goes on to discuss the key approaches used by Enghsh Nature to 

achieve nature conservation targets.

The institutional context in which Enghsh Nature is embedded is changing. Socio-pohtical 

changes, such as the move to multi-stakeholder governance and démocratisation of the 

pohcy process, have already been discussed in Chapter 2 and whl not be reiterated. 

However, they have had an influence over the culture and strategic direction of the 

organisation. In addition, the conservation agenda is changing in response to new 

understandings of why nature is important and how nature conservation problems should 

be addressed, and these are examined in the second section of this chapter. The third 

section examines the influence of these driving forces, from inside and outside the 

conservation movement, on the approaches and objectives of Enghsh Nature.
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4.1. Introducing the Culture o f English Nature: R esponsibihties, 

Structure and Approaches to Nature Conservation

4.1.1. The Remit and Responsibihties of English Nature

In response to caUs for areas of Great Britain to be set aside for nature in post-war 

planning for the protection and enhancement of wildlife populations (Wildlife & 

Conservation Special Committee, 1947), nature conservation became institutionalised as a 

legitimate land use through the passing of the 1949 National Parks and Access to the 

Countryside Act. This Act gave birth to English Nature’s predecessor body, the Nature 

Conservancy. The organisation was created by Royal Charter with responsibilities to 

provide scientific advice on the conservation and control of natural flora and fauna; to 

establish, manage and maintain nature reserves; and to undertake any associated research. 

Under this Act the organisation was also given tW  powers to notify areas considered to be 

of ecological, geological or physiographic special interest as Sites of Special Scientific 

Interest (SSSIs)\ Subsequent changes in the organisation’s remit have been marked by Acts 

of Parliament, which have over time fragmented the geographical and political scope of the 

organisation. For example, the research function of the Nature Conservancy was detached 

to form the Institute of Terrestrial Ecology through the Nature Conservancy Act (1973).

English Nature (EN) is the most recent incarnation of the Nature Conservancy, formed 

after the split of the Nature Conservancy Council into country-based agencies in 1990. The 

organisation’s responsibilities are detailed under the 1990 Environmental Protection Act (c. 

43 Part VII). The staff of the 22 local teams and 10 national teams are responsible for 

discharging the following functions as written in the Environmental Protection Act (1990)

and augmented by the Countryside and Rights of Way Act (2000);

i. To establish and maintain and manage nature reserves
ii. To advise Ministers on policies for, or affecting nature conservation
hi. To provide advice and disseminate knowledge about nature conservation 
iv. To commission and support or, if necessary, carry out relevant research 
V. Various duties, under other statutory provisions, notably:

a) to notify Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and to take such steps
as are open to it to protect them
b) to issue or advise Ministers on the issue of licences affecting protected 
species

 ̂ U n til the W ild life and C ountryside A c t (1981), designation  as a SSSI on ly  requited  the N atu re  
C on servan cy  to  n o tify  the p lanning authorities o f  the site ’s im portance.

86



Chapter 4

c) to take account of actual or possible ecological changes as appropriate in 
the discharge of its functions.

(Taken from EN, 2001:44)

As Government agents, EN ’s duty is to ensure that the UK Government fulfils its 

responsibilities under international agreements and laws (e.g. global agreements like the 

Convention on Biological Diversity and the Ramsar Convention; and European Directives 

such as the Birds Directive and the Habitats Directive), as well as protecting habitats and 

species of local and national significance through designating Sites of Special Scientific 

Interest (SSSIs), National Nature Reserves (NNRs), and Local Nature Reserves (LNRs)^ 

Beyond its work on designated sites and protected species, English Nature has an 

increasingly important role in the wider countryside as a specialist and advocate for nature 

conservation in local, national and increasingly international policy-making. Key 

mechanisms through which EN operates in the wider countryside include the Biodiversity 

Action Plan, the Species Recovery Programme plus the provision of grants to local 

communities for nature conservation works^. Its operations in the wider countryside are 

based on Natural Areas which provide an ecological framework for conservation planning 

(EN, 1994).

English Nature is funded by the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs' .̂ As 

an executive Non-Departmental Public Body (or Quango)^, the organisation is able to 

operate ‘to a greater or lesser extent at arms-length from Ministers ... preserving 

independence in [its] day-to-day decisions from Ministers and their civil servants’ (Cabinet

2 A s o f  2001 , E N  w as resp on sib le  for 4 ,115  SSSIs, covering  1 ,0 97 ,766  ha (1 ,400  o f  w h ich  are w h o lly  
or partly designated  for  their geo log ica l interest); 212  cSA C s d esign ated  under the H abitats  
D irectives and 85 SP A s designated  un der the B irds D irective; 2 0 2  N N R s  cover in g  83 ,703  ha (68  
w h o lly  or partly m anaged  by ap p roved  b od ies).

3 T h e  U K  B iod iversity  A ctio n  P lan (D o E , 1994) sets o u t the goals — in c lu d in g  targets and c o sts  for  
con servation  o f  sp ecies and habitats in  the U K .

T h e  Species R ecovery  P rogram m e aim s to  save rare or threatened  sp ecies fro m  extin ction  in  
E ngland. It operates through  parm ership  w ith  oth er  organisations.

 ̂ In  the financial year 1 9 9 9 /2 0 0 0  E N ’s G rant in  A id  tota lled  /^39.528 m illion  (E N , 2001 d), by  
2 0 0 2 /3  this had risen to  /^68.696 m illion , in clu d in g  £ 5 m  from  the C apital M od ern isation  F u n d  
(E N , 2002b ). It is pred icted  to  rise to  £ 8 0 ,4 9 7  by 2 0 0 5 /0 6  (E N , 2003).

5 A  quango has b een  d efin ed  by the S elect C om m ittee  o n  P ublic A d m in istra tion  as a b od y  
‘resp on sib le  for  develop in g , m anaging or delivering p u b lic  services or p o lic ie s , or for p erform in g  
public fu n ction s, under govern in g  b od ies w ith  a plural m em b ersh ip  o f  w h o lly  or largely a p p o in ted  
or se lf-ap p o in ted  p erso n s .’ (Select C om m ittee  o n  P ublic A d m in istra tion , 2001:para 5).
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Office, 1997:1). Quangos operate in a role which allows them independence in decisions 

taken to execute Government policy and in the expert advice they provide to Ministers and 

government departments on specialised issues. However, as discussed in subsequent 

sections, as a pubHcly-funded body English Nature has to be responsive to Government 

agendas and is affected by the political climate in which it is situated.

As part of the 1990 Act that created EN, Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) and the 

Countryside Council for Wales (CCW), the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) 

was set up as a mechanism to co-ordinate the activities of the three agencies. Through this 

committee, the three national agencies work coUaboratively to carry out special functions 

relating to nature conservation in Great Britain as a whole, such as setting Great Britain- 

wide conservation objectives, common standards for monitoring and research, and 

generally sharing expertise and experience.

In terms of government agencies, EN ’s nature conservation focus is seen as 

complementing the heritage, landscape and rural development focus of the Countryside 

Agency, the more broad environmental focus of the Environment Agency (whose 

responsibilities include managing land, air and water pollution, water resources and quality, 

flood defence, waterways recreation and waste management), and the quality of life and 

environmental well-being focus of local authorities. Together these organisations (plus 

increasingly the Forestry Commission and DEFRA’s Rural Development Service) work 

together to secure environmental protection. Recent Acts of Parliament have increased the 

extent to which other Government Ministers and departments must have regard to the 

purpose of conserving biological diversity (Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000. Part 

III 74 (1)).

Throughout its existence, the UK institution for nature conservation has had a close and 

reciprocal relationship with the nature conservation NGO community, particularly those 

groups who played a key role in the rise of the nature conservation movement in England 

at the start of the 20‘̂  century — The National Trust, the Royal Society for the Protection of 

Birds (RSPB) and county wildlife trusts. These organisations own and manage land for 

nature conservation, act as policy advocates, work closely with local communities and the 

farming community, and through their memberships play a vital role in raising the profile 

of nature conservation amongst the general public.
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4.1.2. Introducing English Nature’s Structure

The design of an organisation determines how strategic goals are administered and 

executed. The structure provides a visual representation of reporting relationships and 

hierarchies, illustrating how individuals and issues are grouped together, and indicating 

formahsed mechanisms set up for intra-organisational communication and integration 

(Maund, 1999). Analysis of the structure of English Nature therefore provides an insight 

into how the organisation ‘sees’ itself. In addition, analysis of how resources are distributed 

and how effectiveness is judged provide insights into the strategic priorities of the 

organisation and how these are translated across its work programme. The structure of EN 

as of 2000 is presented in Figure 4.1.

Restructuring and reorganisation was seen as important tasks in the creation of a new 

identity and culture for English Nature after the split of the NCC. After a period of 

strategic reflection in the early 1990s, English Nature made a decision to ‘alter its 

organisational shape to improve the delivery of its nature conservation goals and enhance 

its effectiveness both internally and to its external customers and partners in nature 

conservation’ (EN, 1996:2). The subsequent changes were broadly in Une with the agenda 

of the Conservative government of the day - emphasising a manageriaUst culture, 

decentraUsation and emphasis on customer /  service user consultation. Indeed, a corporate 

commitment to a customer-oriented conservation agenda was proclaimed in Enghsh 

Nature’s ‘Strategy for the ‘90s’ (EN, 1993). Under management themes, called ‘Business 

Processes’, strategic responsibihties among Directors were divided according to key 

customer groups, rather than functional focus as had previously been the case. For 

example, one Director took the lead for pohcies on engagement with EN ’s ‘strategic aUies’ 

(particularly Government departments and other national level organisations), one Director 

led on community and promotion issues and one led on statutory relationships with 

stakeholders. In this way, each Director had a ‘portfoho of customers’ (EN senior staff 

pers. comm.)^.

In hne with decentraUsation, regionaUy-based teams were replaced by county teams which, 

due to their more local focus, were able to develop closer hnks with local stakeholders. In

 ̂T h is d iv ision  changed  again in  2001 back to  a situation  o f  fu n ctio n -b a sed  D irectoria l 
resp on sib ih ties w ith  the creation  o f  P rogram m e B oards.
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addition, local teams were awarded greater control over their budgets and the approaches 

they adopted to delivering targets^.

The structure outlined in Figure 4.1. shows EN ’s structure it stood in early 2000 - the time 

when the research was initiated. Subsequent changes in key appointments and the 

management of initiatives have occurred since 2000, but the overall delegation of 

responsibility between the bureaucratic tiers has remained unchanged.

H o w ev er , this p rocess o f  subsidiarity w as accom p an ied  by a stren gth en in g  o f  the centre through  
target se ttin g  and m on itor in g  (W W F -U K ,1997).
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Figure 4.1. E N  Organogram. January 2000.
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Table 4.1. The Responsibilities of Management Tiers within EN.

Management Tier Responsibilities

Chair Chairs Council
Strategic lead and visionary for the organisation and represents 
the organisation at the highest political levels.

Chief Executive Operational and financial management of the organisation 

Chair of the Executive Committee 

Strategic and visionary leadership for staff

Directors Work with council members to plan and manage EN’s business 

Provide strategic leadership to staff

General Managers Ensure strategic objectives are communicated and translated into 
team plans and actions

Managing specific team managers — local and national level

Specialist Team Specialist Teams provide advice to Local Teams and external 
stakeholders on particular aspects of nature conservation (e.g. 
uplands, lowlands, freshwater, marine), or particular issues 
affecting nature conservation (e.g. pollution, climate change, 
planning). These teams play an important role in ensuring there is 
continuity between Local Teams on advice given and how 
complex issues are tackled.

National Service Team Responsible for staff welfare, publicity and external relations and 
other support functions.

Local Team Discharge EN’s functions within a particular locality on a day to 
day basis.

Deal with the notification and negotiation of management for 
designated sites (known as case work), although in controversial 
cases the Chief Executive or even the Secretary of State can 
become involved.

Have a considerable degree of autonomy over the approaches 
taken to achieving nature conservation targets within their area.

(T a k e n  fr o m  E N ,  2 0 0 1 b )
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Table 4.2. Roles and Responsibilities of Key Committees within E N

Committee Membership Role

Council 14 individuals selected 
by the Secretary of State 
with a range of 
expertises linked to 
nature conservation®. 
Chief Executive and 
Directors also sit on the 
Council

Statutorily responsible for everything done by and 
in the name of Enghsh Nature

Approves the strategy, programmes and targets for 
the organisation

Advises, through an annual strategy session, on 
issues that need consideration

Executive
Committee

Chief Exec., Directors, 
Strategy Manager

Advises Council on all aspects of EN’s statutory 
responsibihties

Responsible for ensuring ah actions agreed by 
Council are implemented

Ensures a balanced programme of work across the 
fuU range of EN’s activities

AUocates expenditure

Sets targets and outcomes

Devises the Corporate Plan and organisational 
culture

Performance
Committee

Chief Exec. General 
Managers, Chief 
Surveyor, Strategy 
Manager

Monitor financial performance and target 
achievement

Ensure integration of issues into local plans

Draws together relevant lessons from local teams 
for future strategic direction

(F r o m  E N ,  2 0 0 1 b )

F ig u r e  4 .1  c lea r ly  s h o w s  h o w  r o le s  are d iv id e d  w ith in  E n g h s h  N a tu r e  b e tw e e n  str a te g y  a n d  

m a n a g e m e n t , th e  ‘e x p e r t ’ a d v iso r s  a n d  th e  d e c e n tr a h s e d  lo c a l te a m  p o h c y  d eh v e r e r s . 

M a n a g er ia l s t a f f  a n d  sp e c ia h s t  te a m s are b a s e d  in  th e  o r g a n is a t io n ’s h e a d q u a r te r s  in  

P e te r b o r o u g h , w h e r e a s  lo c a l te a m s o p e r a te  fr o m  c o u n ty -b a s e d  o f f ic e s .  H o w e v e r ,  s t a f f  

b a s e d  in  b o t h  th e  o r g a n is a t io n a l h ea d q u a r ter s  a n d  th e  lo c a l  te a m s  h a v e  r e s p o n s ib ih t ie s  fo r  

m a n a g in g  th e  in te r fa c e  b e tw e e n  h o w  E N  s e e s  its  w o r ld  a n d  th e  a g e n d a s , in te r e s ts  a n d  

v a lu e s  o f  lo c a l  a c to r s  th r o u g h  w h ic h  th e  n a tu re  c o n s e r v a t io n  a g e n d a  m u s t  b e  d e h v e r e d .

® In 2000, Council members included professionals involved in agriculture, industry, marine 
conservation, botany, wetland conservation, law, and representatives of the Country Landowner 
and Business Association and the farming community.
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Those staff based in Peterborough tend to spend their time in dialogue with government 

departments and other strategic staff ^ ^ k e y  stakeholder organisations such as the 

Environment Agency or RSPB, whilst also providing a support basis for local teams 

through management and /  or advice on specialist conservation issues. Local team staff 

have more dealings with local offices of key stakeholder organisations, local authorities, and 

owners and managers of land. There is a notable difference between the strategic and 

science-focus of the Peterborough-based teams, and the policy delivery and operational 

focus of local teams. General Managers and Team Managers play a vital role in mediating 

between the strategic management aims of EN and those whose role it is to deliver these 

aims. The EN Directors and the Chief Executive are seen as responsible for defining and 

role-modelling English Nature’s management style and establishing and nurturing an 

appropriate corporate culture for the organisation (EN, 2001b). However, this power tends 

to be seen as lying particularly with the Chair and Chief Executive (WWF-UK, 1997; Sheail, 

1998). During the course of this research both the Chair and Chief Executive were 

replaced (a new Chief Executive was appointed in February 2000^, and a new Chair in April 

2001). The changes these individuals would bring to the organisation was a key issue for 

debate within EN at this time, particularly in terms of their perceived favouring of a more 

people-oriented approach.

In its strategy document Bejond 2000 (EN, 1997) English Nature identified seven

management themes reflecting the core roles of Enghsh Nature towards which staff would 

work. These business processes were:

• Direction and Reporting — determining priorities and reporting on progress

• Uplands, Lowlands & Maritime Natural Areas —progressing the achievement of 

targets within these issue and geographically defined areas

• Influencing Strategic AUies — securing contribution to EN ’s objectives from key 

stakeholders within Government and other sectors

• Gaining Supporters — developing support for EN ’s approaches, image and 

reputation as an organisation.

• Making Enghsh Nature Work Better — improving the effectiveness of EN ’s internal 

processes.

 ̂ F oU ow in g  the death o f  the n ew  C h ie f E xecu tive , a n ew  C h ie f E x ecu tiv e  w as ap p oin ted  in  
February 2 0 0 3 , havin g  b een  acting in  the p o st  since D e c em b er  2001.
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As shown in Figure 4.1., each General Manager had an overseeing role for a particular 

Business Process and had responsibilities to manage staff to work more closely together 

towards the objectives and common goals of that process. The teams overseen by each 

General Manager tend to reflect the focus of the particular business process, for example 

the Environmental Impacts Team (who predominantly deal with Government departments 

and other stakeholders) fell under the responsibility of the ‘Influencing Strategic Allies’ 

General Manager.

At the end of 2000, these Business Processes were replaced by four themes managed 

within Programme Boards:

• Designated Sites: protecting and enhancing the wildlife value of designated sites;

• Wider Countryside: improving the wider environment and the sea for wildlife;

• People & Policies: influencing peoples, hearts, minds, policies and actions in 

support of nature conservation at an international, national and local level; and

• Modernising and Managing Enghsh Nature: developing EN ’s abihty to be more 

efficient, joined-up and responsive.

Science and Communications were added as cross-cutting themes, representing the 

importance that EN ’s decisions are based on sound science, and that the organisation 

sends out clear and consistent messages about conservation (EN, 2001). Each Programme 

Board is constituted of two to three General Managers, relevant local and national team 

managers, and is chaired by a Director. Steering groups set up for the Science and 

Communications cross-cutting themes include\ Council members. The Executive 

Committee ensures there is a balance of resources across the programme boards, and the 

Performance Committee ensures that local teams implement work plans that dehver the 

intended balance of themes and monitor progress. This change was initiated by the 

previous Chair who felt the Business Process structure was overly complex. The simpler 

Programme Board structure is perceived to fit EN ’s operations better, and aUows a greater 

level of delegated authority to the Boards from the Executive Committee (EN Manager, 

pers. comm.).
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The division of resources between these programme boards during the research period is 

presented in Table 4.3 (figures adjusted for the year 1999/2000 from business processes to 

programme boards):

Table 4.3. Resource Allocation between Programme Boards 1999-2002. (j£’000)

Programme Board 1999/2000 2000/2001 2001/2002 2002/2003

Designated Sites 2 3 ,3 0 0 2 4 ,0 4 2 28,226 37 ,0 8 2

Wider Environment 3 ,4 9 4 4 ,6 1 4 6,628 8,670

People and Policies 2 ,8 0 4 3 ,297 4 ,4 7 6 4 ,6 3 2

Modernising & Managing English 
Nature

9,224 9,611 11 ,272 9 ,759

Science 1,645 1,867 1,865 1,845

Communications 1,967 2 ,1 5 8 1 ,920 1,972

Total Grant-in-Aid spent on EN 
Programmes

4 2 ,4 3 4 4 5 ,589 5 4 ,388 63,960

Total Grant-in-Aid 45,490 48,712 58,010 68,696

(from EN, 2001; EN 2002b, EN, 2003)

Funding levels are communicated to English Nature through Grant-in-Aid letters, which 

also give an indication of where DEFRA expects resourcing to be focused. The objectives 

and targets of EN givA^a good indication of how the organisational priorities have evolved 

in Une with Government priorities. Since the development of spending related PubUc 

Service Agreements (PSAs) in 2000^°, EN ’s operations have become increasingly focused 

on achieving their relevant PSA targets. The key PSA targets over the research period were 

for 95% of SSSI land to be in favourable condition by 2010, and to reverse the long-term 

decUne in the populations of farmland and woodland birds by 2020 (EN, 2001). Other 

targets include deUvering changes associated with the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 

(HMSG, 2000), the EU Habitats and Birds Directive, the UK Biodiversity Action Plan, and 

EN ’s Earth Heritage Strategy. In addition, the UK Sustainable Development Strategy 

(DETR, 1999) has influenced EN by encouraging partnership approaches and efforts to

10 P SA s e v o lv ed  from  the 1999 C om p reh en sive  S p en d in g  R ev iew , as a m ean s o f  creating  
m easurable targets for the fuU range o f  G o v ern m en t pubUc sp en d in g  priorities, to  im p rove pubUc 
sector  e ffic ien cy  and accountabiUty (Treasury, 1999).
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integrate biodiversity into wider policy processes, and the Modernising Government 

agenda (HMSO, 1999b) which sets out a programme of reform for public agencies.

Unsurprisingly within the audit culture of the current Government, an increase in internal 

performance targets and monitoring was observed during the 1990s, which greatly affected 

the flexibility of local teams. These tend to be quantitative targets based on the number of 

sites visited, events run, achievement of target conditions on designated sites, owner- 

occupier contact etc. (EN, 1999). It was also noted by one EN specialist interviewed in 

January 2000, that the management tiers of the organisation were becoming increasing top- 

down in their approach, continually scrutinizing and readjusting the organisation’s strategic 

direction according to their interpretation of Government trends and funding possibilities. 

The EN specialist felt that this bureaucratisation of organisational management was leaving 

local teams with an increasing administrative workload, a decreased ability to be flexible, 

and continually having to adjust their priorities ‘at the whim of central office’ (EN 

Specialist, pers. comm.).

General and Team managers, with their responsibilities to local teams, are a key link 

between the headquarters and the local teams, communicating strategy issues and ensuring 

they are incorporated into the local work plan. Specialist teams also maintain an important 

link with local teams through their liaison with local staff over particular conservation 

issues. However, it was noted by an ex-Local Team Manager, and a Peterborough-based 

Specialist, that the links between the centre and the local had decreased since the move to 

local-based teams and the loss of regional staff, and central staff faced increasing 

difficulties to understand all the day to day issues faced by staff at the local level” . In 

addition to this it was observed that there is decreased levels of horizontal networking and 

sharing of experiences between local teams’̂ .

Internal policy development and consultation within English Nature tends to occur 

through focused workshops on particular policy issues (such as setting freshwater policy or 

science strategy) and informal communications between Head Office and local teams. 

Standardised organisational positions on certain issues are produced as short Position 

Statements. These are produced by one of EN ’s ‘specialists’ and approved by the Council.

" G en era l M anagers w ere aw arded regional resp on sib ilities in  20 0 1 , n otab ly  to  engage w ith  the  
G o v e r n m e n t’s regional agenda, b u t also to  encou rage m o re  regional n etw ork in g  b etw een  team s.

12 R ecen t attem pts have b een  m ade to  im p ro v e  com m u n ica tion  w ith in  E N  through  C on servation  
F o cu s G ro u p s and regional m eetings.
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They are subject to internal consultation with local team staff prior to the Council’s 

approval and an external consultation afterwards’̂ . Who is consulted and the extent to 

which they are involved in the development of policy appears to be based around the 

author’s own personal networks — there is no formal process of representation. Beyond 

these focused workshops and position statement consultations, which involve a limited 

number of staff and occur irregularly, my discussions with staff suggest that knowledge 

appears to flow around the organisation predominantly through informal day to day phone 

calls and emails between specialists and local team staff (although this led to the 

observation by one staff member that specialists have a tendency to hear more about 

‘problems’ than successes).

4.1.3. A Procedural View of English Nature - Institutionalised Approaches to 

Nature Conservation.

(i) An overview of E N ’s approaches to nature conservation

Section 10.1.2. showed how EN ’s work is structured around three functional areas — 

securing the favourable condition of designated sites; delivering biodiversity in the wider 

countryside; and influencing the policies and actions of people to build support, influence 

pohcy change and increase external funding for the dehvery of conservation targets (EN, 

2001). As it does not tend to be a landowner, the organisation uses four approaches to 

dehver pohcy across these functional areas: advising, regulating, enabling (i.e. funding) and 

promoting (EN, 1998b). These can be seen as organisational strategies or ‘pohcy 

instruments’ (Aarts & van Woerkum, 2000). Whilst EN has specific statutory requirements 

it must fulfil, local staff are given a fair amount of flexibüity as to the strategies they use to 

achieve organisational priorities.(rofor t&-Morahoing tho Environmcnt?)-

The following sections examine three factors embedded in E N ’s history which are sahent 

to the approaches it takes to dehvering its goals:

^ A lth o u g h  the P o sitio n  Statem ent is circulated to  external stakehold ers, this occu rs effectively  
w h en  th e  strategy has b een  signed  o f f  by cou n cil and is th erefore very unhkely  to  b e  am en d ed  in  
hght o f  any com m en ts.
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(ii) English Nature’s institutionalised nature

The nature conservation movement rose to prominence at the start of the twentieth 

century, driven by concern about the perceived threat to the countryside and England’s 

heritage from urbanisation and industrialisation, as well as distress about the welfare of 

species as a result of collection and hunting (Lowe 1983). Thus, the various origins of the 

movement drew on a range of aesthetic, cultural and ethical values^\ Several decades later 

however, the 1949 National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act formally 

institutionalised nature conservation in a form distant from these roots, lying firmly within 

a discourse of scientific research and the discipline of ecology. It is argued that this 

occurred not because of a belief that scientific values should be separated from aesthetics 

and recreation (Sheail, 1998), but as a result of a mutually beneficial political relationship 

between the relatively new discipline of ecology and proponents of conservation, both of 

which were struggling to gain legitimacy and government commitment (Adams, 1997). 

Sheail suggests that those arguing for nature conservation in the government debates at the 

time may ‘have sacrificed the larger goal of a unified rural policy encompassing landscape, 

wildlife and recreation for the more limited goal of “scientific perception of wildlife 

protection”. ’ (Sheail, 1998: p 23).

The effect of this political manoeuvring throughout the formation of the Nature 

Conservancy had the effect of creating a major division in the structure of nature and 

heritage in this country, with the conservation of species and habitats falling under the 

remit of the Nature Conservancy and the conservation of natural beauty and open 

countryside being the responsibility of the National Parks Commission (now the 

Countryside Agency). This has major implications for how these organisations identify and 

engage with people over the management of nature, which will be discussed in more detail 

in later stages of the thesis.

Science has always underpinned the operations of the Nature Conservancy, which had an 

original function as a research organisation, and applied the results of ecological research 

carried out on nature reserves to the management of land and for policy advice for 

government (Duncan Poore, 1987). Despite the fact it no longer has a research function, 

English Nature continues to emphasise the centrality of science to the advice and action

It has been  said that b ecau se o f  th ese m ixed  and som etim es co n flic tin g  value bases the nature 
con servation  m o v em en t has and wiU always rem ain fragm ented  and paroch ial (E vans, 1997).
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for nature conservation (EN, 1996, 1997, 2001g). However, English Nature now see 

themselves as ‘consumers of science’ (Specialist staff pers. comm.)’̂ .

The institutionalisation of nature conservation as a scientific concern has had a huge 

impact on the approach taken to nature conservation in the UK. Principally, it has resulted 

in nature being ‘objectified’ - constructed and valued in terms of habitats and species. For 

example, nature is described in terms of codes through the National Vegetation 

Classification system, sites are identified as worthy of protection according to their 

scientific interest or because of the presence of a ‘special’ rare species, and favourable 

condition of these sites is determined according to ecological parameters such as levels of 

phosphate or ideal sward height. In other words, the protection of ecosystems and species 

is legitimised through their ‘scientific’ interest or on meeting certain ‘objective’ criteria. 

Even work focused on nature outside designated areas is subsumed within a scientific- 

objective agenda, as observed in the Biodiversity Action Planning process (Green, 2000). 

Such a scientific value-basis for nature conservation downgrades the value placed on 

common species and more transient habitats. This has had a particularly deleterious effects 

on the urban wildlife conservation movement, which has tended to be under-resourced, 

although receiving increased funding over the past three years. Despite increased 

knowledge about its contribution to quality of life, the social and cultural values of nature 

which dominate concerns about urban wildlife have been given limited recognition in the 

policy process (Frith, 2001; Harrison & Bedford, 2002).

The dominance of science within English Nature is also reflected in the skills and aptitudes 

of its employees, most of whom have a scientific training in ecology or environmental 

sciences, an interest in natural history, and a strong personal belief in the importance of 

protecting species and habitats. These factors have connotations for the way staff within 

the organisation communicate with others on a day to day basis about nature conservation 

(see Chapter 5). A personal interest in natural history is also suggested as one reason why 

EN ’s efforts are inherently drawn to scientifically interesting rare sites (Felton, 1993).

By basing decisions about the importance of nature on common standards informed by 

science, English Nature is able to construct some degree of legal defensibiUty and

Since th e  d iv ision  o f  the research and con servation  m an agem en t arm s o f  the N C  in  1973 , E n glish  
N atu re has had lim ited  funds for research and has b een  accu sed  o f  lack ing a p roactive research base  
(W W F -U K , 1997). In d eed , the organisation  itse lf  adm itted  their lim ited  ability to  en ter in to  or 
co m m iss io n  specu lative research (E N  head o ff ic e  staff, pers. com m .)
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legitimacy for the decisions it makes, using scientific knowledge to legitimise judgements 

and provide a common consistency for decisions (Felton, 1993). This is particularly 

important when outcomes of those decisions affect the management of privately owned 

land (of which most designated sites are in the UK). However, despite the objective face 

of nature conservation, such judgements of what is important and how sites should be 

managed are in fact based on culturally loaded assumptions about what constitutes 

naturalness, where nature ‘belongs’ and who should be involved in its conservation 

(Adams, 1997; Goodwin, 1999; Grove-White & Michaels, 1993). This recognition of the 

socially constructed nature of conservation is fuelling a demand for wider community 

participation in defining local values of nature (HMSG, 1995b).

(iii) The protected areas approach

The backbone of the approach to deliver nature conservation in the UK has traditionally 

been a strategy of creating ‘spaces for nature’, i.e. notifying and agreeing the management 

of sites seen as special for nature (Adams, 1997). Indeed, an approach based on protected 

area management still dominates nature conservation globally (Groombridge, 1992). It is 

only over the past ten years that EN has dramatically increased its presence in the wider 

countryside. Since the 1949 Act, the number of tiers for protection has increased from 

local and national nature reserves and SSSIs to include areas designated under the Ramsar 

Convention, Special Protection Areas and Special Areas of Conservation, as well as a series 

of non-statutory sites such as County Wildlife Sites and Sites of Importance for Nature 

Conservation (SINCs)^*’. Whilst the rationale for each of these designations is slightly 

different, for example between the scientific focus of the SSSI and the role of the Local 

Nature Reserve for peoples’ enjoyment and local value, there is effectively a hierarchy of 

protection from the scientific to the social and cultural, and from the international to the 

locally important. European sites are offered greatest legal protection, whereas local sites 

which are not even formally notified.

SSSIs are design ated  accord ing to  criteria such as rarity, represen ta tiven ess, size , fragility and  
naturalness and are seen  as the fin est representative sites for  w ild life  and  g eo logy .
S P A s &  SA C s are designated  o n  the basis o f  the p resen ce  o f  rare sp ecies (birds in  the case o f  the  
B irds D irective) or habitats listed  in  the A n n ex es o f  th e  H abitats D irective .
N a tio n a l N atu re  R eserves are seen  as the m o st im p ortan t sites for  nature in  E n g lan d  (all are SSSIs), 
and h ave a ro le  in  encouraging  public experience o f  nature.
L oca l N atu re  R eserves are sites o f  special in terest for nature locally  and  are d esignated  for p eo p le  to  
enjoy. T h ey  are designated  and adm inistered  by loca l authorities.
S IN C s are n on -sta tu tory  designated  sites, seen  locally  as h o ld in g  valuable natural features
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The dominance of semi-natural habitats in the UK means that the majority of designated 

sites require continued management. As a result, the exclusionary approach that has 

dominated the management of many protected areas has not occurred. In fact a particular 

challenge for EN is to maintain traditional management practices on sites in upland areas 

where a decline in sheep grazing is causing biodiversity decline (EN, 2001).

(iv) Legislation and the voluntary principle

Until the 2000 Countryside and Rights of Way Act, English Nature and its predecessors 

had limited statutory powers to enforce management change on designated sites, and relied 

on advice, negotiation and incentives to secure favourable m an ag em en tH o w ev er, there 

is disagreement over the extent to which this approach should dominate English Nature’s 

efforts to protect special sites. Some argue that the voluntary principle is a political message 

to landowners and the public that nature conservation does not need to be taken too 

seriously (RatcUffe, 1995), whereas others argue that the only sustainable way to achieve 

nature conservation, is to foster a stewardship ethic towards nature amongst landowners 

and managers (Reid, 2002). Supporters from the latter camp state that use of law would 

only result in minimum compliance, and would hinder nature conservation efforts beyond 

designated sites. The extent of the decline of the quality of SSSIs and cases of deliberate 

damage by owners and occupiers throughout the 1980s and 1990s is evidence that the 

voluntary approach alone is not effective. However, the major problem was, and remains 

so, that the limited powers and political influence of EN could not compete with the 

agricultural subsidies and other development pressures acting on the land (EN, 1998c)’̂ .

The legal system in place to protect SSSIs was accused of giving too much weight to the 

interests of private landowners, to the extent that under the Wildlife and Countryside Act

T h e  organisation  w as reluctant and financially lim ited  in  its ability to  resort to  in vok in g  
com p u lsory  purchase orders o n  SSSIs under the 1949 A ct.

K ey  changes b rough t about under the C R O W  A c t in clu d e the o ffe n c e  o f  any p erson  in ten tionally  
or recklessly dam aging the special in terest o f  an SSSI, or d isturb ing any o f  its special fauna; the  
im p o sitio n  o f  stronger penalties for dam age; the right o f  the C ourts to  order the restoration  o f  
dam aged land; n ew  duties for  public b od ies to  take reasonab le steps to  further con servation  and  
en h an cem en t o f  SSSIs; n ew  rights to  appeal to  the Secretary o f  State w h en  ow n er-occu p iers are 
aggrieved ab ou t a d ecis ion  m ade by E N  ab ou t co n sen t to  d o  m an agem en t w ork s (E N , 2001).

In  2001 , 58%  o f  SSSIs w ere classified  as favourable recoverin g , 27%  as unfavourable n o  change, 
15%  as unfavourable declin ing, and 0.5%  d estroyed  or part destroyed . (E N , 2001)
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(1981), the NCC were required to provide compensatory payments for profits forgone, 

making implementation of the Act a bureaucratic and costly exercise (RatcHffe, 1995) °̂.

Yet, it was not just the lack of enforcement powers that led to the dominance of the 

voluntary principle. English Nature was heavily criticised in the 1990s as being reluctant to 

use the powers it had, and being more concerned with its public image than tackling 

wildlife loss (WWF-UK, 1997). There was great disappointment amongst the NGO 

community, that when English Nature published its Strategy for the 1990’s (EN, 1993) its 

role as a regulator or statutory enforcer was effectively ignored (Box, 1994). Instead, the 

organisation emphasised its role as being to ‘achieve, enable and promote nature 

conservation throughout England’ (EN, 1996:p2)^\ The NGO community had long 

campaigned for the conservation agencies to be given greater ‘teeth’ (e.g. WWF-UK, 1997), 

and the consortium of NGOs malting up the Wildlife and Countryside lin k  played a key 

role in ensuring EN gained additional powers through the Countryside and Rights of Way 

Act in 2000. However, the voluntary principle continues to be at the heart of English 

Nature’s approach to securing nature conservation, both in corporate publications:

W e  m u st n o t rely o n  the n ew  legal p rov is ion s (the C R O W  A ct) to  ach ieve favourable  
co n d itio n  on  SSSIs, they are there to be u sed  w h en  partnership  approaches break  
d o w n  or are unach ievable. M any o f  the pow ers are very  m u ch  p ow ers o f  last resort, 
w h ich  i f  exercised  inappropriately cou ld  em broil us in  ex p en siv e  litigation .’ (E N , 
2 0 0 1 b  para.5.4.2)

and among the attitudes of staff:

‘I th ink it is still the b est w ay to  secure con serva tion  through  the voluntary approach.
I f  y o u  are taking so m eo n e  to  court y o u ’v e  lo s t them , so  i f  y o u ’v e  g o t  their su pport you  
can ach ieve a lo t. I f  you  lo se  that su p p ort you  can ach ieve very  little, so  it is in  our  
in terest that ow n er-occu p iers and o th er  statutory b o d ies  actually are o n  side and w e  
w ork  w ith  each oth er  to  try and ach ieve and secure the con serva tion  o f  the site .’ 
(Specialist)

The above quotes illustrate EN ’s position on the voluntary principle, namely the 

importance of maintaining good relationships with stakeholders and concerns over 

expensive and reputation-damaging legal proceedings. In addition, the following 

interviewee drew attention to a more pragmatic argument about the importance of the 

voluntary principle:

20 T his co m p en sa tio n  has sin ce  b een  replaced w ith  p aym en t for p o sitiv e  w ork s through grants.

21 It is o n ly  over  the last 5 years that E N  has stated its role as a regulator and en forcer  o f  leg isla tion  
and so m e  s ta ff  m em b ers w ere still n ervous o f  this role and its p o ten tia l to  h e igh ten  co n flic t w ith  
th ose  grou ps E N  w ants to  d eve lop  p ositive  w ork in g  relationsh ips w ith  (Specialist pers. com m .).

103



Chapter 4

‘T h e  strength  o f  E N  is w ork in g  w ith  p eo p le . Y o u  k n o w , ach iev in g  their co -op era tion , 
b ecause in  the last resort the m ajority o f  SSSIs are privately o w n ed  and w ill be  
privately m anaged. A n d  w e  don't have the s ta ff  resou rces to  g o  o u t there and ch eck  up  
o n  th em  on  every m o n th  - or very o ften  at aU, to  b e  h o n e s t .’ (Specialist)

Another interviewee noted how staff see the voluntary approach as being part of a process 

of installing a broader attitudinal change amongst the owners and occupiers of designated 

sites:

‘W e w an t so m eth in g  m ore  than com p lian ce. W e w a n t en gagem en t, and con versation , 
and in terest, and understanding, and for  th em  to  act as am bassadors on  our behalf, 
and to  explain  to  their pals and relatives and friends w h a t a g o o d  th ing  it all is and h o w  
m arvellous E N  have been! A n d  for them  to  act as our p roxy  in  that regard. A n d  
ex ten d  the circle o f  in flu en ce n o t just by  our o w n  action s b u t by p eo p le  w ith  w h o m  
w e deal feelin g  g o o d  ab out the w ay w e  deal w ith  th em .’ (Strategic staff)

In the current climate with stronger powers to fall back on, increased funding and 

complementary poHcies in the form of agri-environment and forestry schemes, plus the 

requirement that all tiers of Government take some responsibility for the environment, it is 

argued that the voluntary principle now has the opportunity to work properly (Reid, 2002). 

EN ’s work to protect designated sites is increasingly focusing on developing good strategic 

relations with key sectors such as the water industry and farming with the hope of 

influencing their poHcies to help secure sustainable management of all land, including 

SSSIs. Enghsh Nature see this as moving to a position of tackling the causes of SSSI 

decline rather than simply regulating the symptoms through individual sites (EN, 2001b).

4.1.4. Introducing E N ’s Stakeholders

The concept of ‘working through and enabling others’ used in the opening quote of this 

chapter, and the continued dominance of the voluntary principle, illustrate the centrality of 

people to EN ’s work. Table 4.4 highlights EN ’s key stakeholder groups:
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Table 4.4. A Typology of E N ’s Stakeholders

Stakeholder Type Example

Funding Sources — Grant in Aid and Charitable 
Sources

The Treasury, DEFRA, Other funds — 
Heritage Lottery Fund, New Opportunities 
Fund, LIFE-Nature, Capital Modernisation 
Fund

Research Institutions Natural Environment Research Council, 
Centre for Ecology & Hydrology

Policy-makers — Strategic level European Parliament, national, regional and 
local civil servants, other Government 
departments and statutory agencies, plus those 
who influence policy — business and industry, 
lobby groups

Owners and managers of statutory sites plus 
those whose activities influence favourable 
condition

Owner-occupiers, landlords and tenants, local 
authorities, statutory agencies, interest groups, 
business and industry

Owners, managers and influential bodies in the 
wider countryside

Business and industry, local authorities, other 
statutory agencies, Government departments, 
interest groups

Local Communities and Interested Individuals Communities of interest and of space — 
members of the public seeking grants, visiting 
special sites, seeking information about nature 
/  environmental issues

The general public Taxpayers to whom EN, as a public body, is 
ultimately responsible; potential ‘consumers’ of 
nature and wildlife

(A d a p te d  fr o m  E N ,  1 9 9 5 )

E n g lis h  N a tu r e  id e n t if ie s  its  k ey  s ta k e h o ld e r s  as la y in g  w ith in  th e  G o v e r n m e n t :

‘Understanding who your stakeholders are and knowing what they want from you is a 
corporate survival issue, and our biggest stakeholder is ministers.’ (Strategic staff)

T h e r e  is  a c o m p le x  r e la t io n sh ip  b e tw e e n  c e n tr a l G o v e r n m e n t  a n d  E N .  G o v e r n m e n ta l  

d e p a r tm e n ts  h a v e  m u lt ip le  r o le s  a n d  in f lu e n c e s  o v e r  E N  as th e  s o u r c e  o f  E N ’s G r a n t - in -  

A id , p r o v id in g  str a te g ic  d ir e c t io n  to  th e  o r g a n is a t io n , a n d  p a s s in g  le g is la t io n  w h ic h  E N  

m u s t  d e liv er . A s  S e c t io n  4 .2 . w ill d is c u s s , E N  are s tr o n g ly  in f lu e n c e d  b y  a t o p - d o w n  

G o v e r n m e n ta l  a g e n d a  — n o t  o n ly  in  term s o f  m e e t in g  c o n s e r v a t io n  ta rg ets , b u t  a lso  w id e r  

is s u e s  a b o u t  th e  m o d e r n is a t io n  o f  p u b H c b o d ie s  a n d  su s ta in a b le  d e v e lo p m e n t .  H o w e v e r ,  at 

th e  sa m e  t im e , s tra teg ic  a n d  sp e c ia lis t  s t a f f  b a s e d  in  E n g lis h  N a tu r e ’s h ea d q u a r ter s  s p e n d  

m u c h  o f  th e ir  t im e  e n g a g in g  w ith  G o v e r n m e n t  d e p a r tm e n ts  a n d  p u b lic  a g e n c ie s , w ith  th e  

a im  o f  in f lu e n c in g  th e ir  p o lic ie s  to  fa v o u r  th e  n a tu re  c o n s e r v a t io n  a g en d a .
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NGOs (most notably WWF, RSPB and the Wildlife Trusts) are also key strategic 

stakeholders. The roles of these groups as pressure groups, publicists, and enablers of 

conservation on the ground has been central to securing additional powers for English 

Nature and delivering nature conservation on the ground, particularly through the 

Biodiversity Action Plan.

In terms of delivering nature conservation, English Nature has traditionally focused its 

attention on engaging with those it has a statutory duty to consult and negotiate with over 

the management of designated sites -  i.e. the owners and occupiers and those whose 

activities may affect the quality of these sites. This was particularly the case in the 1980s 

after the passing of the Wildlife and Countryside Act (HMSO, 1981), which required EN to 

notify all owners and occupiers of the existence of a SSSI on their land, a bureaucratic 

exercise leaving few resources for wider stakeholder engagement. Relationships with this 

stakeholder group has remained dominant in the 1990s with the notification of SACs and 

further SSSIs.

Beyond designated sites, English Nature works with strategic allies, local authorities and 

other conservation groups (professional and voluntary) to secure the delivery of 

conservation targets in the wider countryside. Local communities and the general public are 

also identified as stakeholders by English Nature and various programmes have been run 

to increase the participation of these groups in conservation activities (see Chapter 5), but 

within the organisation it is accepted that efforts to engage with these stakeholders, beyond 

those with a pre-existing active involvement in conservation issues, has been poor and 

under-resourced despite rhetoric to the contrary within strategic documents. Recent market 

research has suggested thayunprompted, 2% of the population are aware of EN (Manager, 

pers. comm.). The following quote summarises a sentiment revealed by several staff 

members that English Nature has a tendency to engage with those stakeholders who share 

the same agenda as them:

‘A n d  I su sp ect w e  tend  to  g o  for the co m fo rt z o n e  in  that w e  tend  to  in v ite  or th ink  o f  
p eo p le  to  w ork  w ith  us .. .w h o  w e  are fam iliar w ith  and  w e ’v e  w ork ed  c lo se ly  w ith  
b efore . A n d  you  k n o w  the w h o le  th ing  ends up in  a fairly sort o f  co m fo rta b le  area 
w h ere there isn ’t to o  m u ch  w id e d ivergence o f  v ie w . .. y o u  actually g o t  o n to  a sort o f  
lu n ch  circle o f  the great and the g o o d  in  that particular area w h o  are k een  and  
in terested  in con servation  issues and kept b u m p in g  in to  each o th er  at all th ese  
d ifferen t fu nction s. A n d  w e  w ere still v iew ed  in  the co n tex t o f  aU the p e o p le  o u t there 
— w e  are stiU a w h ite  m idd le class, largely m ale-d om in ated  p reserve w h ich  o n ly  actuaUy 
directly im pacts a tiny p rop ortion  o f  the p o p u la tio n .’ (M anager)
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Several staff also referred to the role of ‘the pubhc’ as stakeholders, because of their status 

as taxpayers, and as a public agency EN is ultimately responsible to delivering actions that 

are in the public interest. However, ‘the public’ is a contested issue — who are EN ’s public? 

It was observed by one individual, that EN have done little to explore who their ‘publics’ 

are and how they can engage them:

‘I think the p rob lem  for  us is that it is very  hard to  id en tify  w h o  our public is — w h o  is 
the pub lic  — is it the p eo p le  w h o  v is it nature reserves? O r is it p e o p le  w h o  see  w ild life  
o n  television? I t’s potentia lly  everybody. E veryb od y  is to o  b ig  isn ’t it? . . .  in  an ideal 
w orld , w e  w an t th em  all to  b e  sym pathetic  to  nature con serva tion , to  v o te  for  
politic ians that are b ein g  p o sitiv e  ab ou t the en v iron m en t, to  m ake sure w e  g e t our  
grant in  aid — you  k n o w  to  be sen sitive  tourists and so  on . B u t yo u  k n o w  the challenge  
o f  that is that un less you  can break it d o w n  in to  sm aller p ieces , it is to o  d ifficu lt to  get 
h o ld  o f ’ (Specialist)

and what they want in terms of nature conservation:

‘B u t w h at the p eo p le  in  P eterb orou gh  think ab ou t E N  sitting here, and w h at they w an t  
from  E N  and w hat they w o u ld  like to  see  o n  the 3 or  4  nature reserves im m ed iately  
around P eterborou gh , and w h at w o u ld  encou rage th em  to  v is it th o se  nature reserves  
m o re o ften , is probably so m eth in g  w e  h a v en ’t tou ch ed  o n  y e t .^ ’ (M anager)

The following conclusions can be drawn about who English Nature identifies as its 

stakeholders, and who it prioritises its engagement with: First, that English Nature is driven 

by a top-down agenda coming from Government and international Directives and 

agreements on biodiversity conservation. Second, in terms of conservation delivery, three 

primary objectives underlying English Nature’s engagement with their stakeholders can be 

identified:

• Policy Leverage. To influence the policies and decisions made within

Government and by key economic sectors to minimise negative effects of their

policies on wildlife and maximise wildlife gain (EN, 2000).

• Organisational Effectiveness. To develop positive and productive relationships

with land managers and decision-makers in the protection of designated sites and 

the delivery of biodiversity in the wider countryside.

• Winning Hearts and Minds. To make nature conservation and the work of

English Nature understood and relevant to a wide audience, raising awareness and 

understanding about nature conservation, and gain support for EN and its work.

22 T h is is o n e  o f  the objectives o f  E N ’s P eo p le  and W ild life program m e in itiated  in 2002.
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EN focuses most of its attention on achieving the first two of these objectives, and still has 

a tendency to prioritise stakeholders in terms of their ability to deliver EN ’s targets. In 

addition, engagement with stakeholders tends to be focused on EN ’s constructions of 

nature and their priorities. Despite the rhetoric in strategic documents about the 

importance of engaging local communities and winning hearts and minds that has appeared 

since 1993, in reality little resources have been allocated to this^, and at a local level still 

EN tends to engage with the existing organised conservation community. However, as will 

be discussed in Chapter 5, strategic programmes initiated during the research period to 

ensure nature conservation activities contribute to peoples’ quality of hfe, are giving greater 

legitimacy to local meanings of nature and have resulted in greater resources being 

allocated to community engagement.

The following section highlights how the nature conservation agenda is evolving, 

highhghting why EN attaches increasing importance to engaging in dialogue with a wider 

range of stakeholders, and playing a proactive role in delivering the sustainable 

development agenda. These new priorities are driving English Nature not only to change 

the way it engages with its stakeholder groups and the stage at which they are involved in 

the policy process, but also to alter the priorities it places on these groups.

4.2. Influences on the Organisation: Creating the Institutional 

Conditions for D IPs

Section 4.1.3 outlined the key institutionalised procedures underpinning EN ’s approach to 

nature conservation, notably the dominance of a scientific-objectified construction of 

nature, the central role played by designated sites, and the voluntary principle. These 

themes are particularly interesting because they illustrate the extent to which English 

Nature, despite its forward-looking agenda and new legislation, is still very much a product 

of its past. In other words, there is evidence of institutional ‘sedimentation’ within the 

organisation’s culture - layers of values and understandings still present within the 

organisation from earlier times (Guy Peters, 1999). However, alongside the relative 

institutional stasis in the values and procedures underpinning its legal responsibilities.

23 In  1 9 9 9 /2 0 0 0  /^2,132 ,000  w as sp en t on  com m u n ity  grant sch em es (E N , 2000)
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English Nature has shown itself to be responsive to the political climate of the time, 

evolving to take advantage of emerging opportunities for nature conservation as well as the 

current Government agenda.

The second section of this chapter examines those forces that are driving the organisation 

forward, particularly in terms of creating the conditions where the use of DIPs is seen as 

both necessary and desirable within the organisation.

4.2.1. Drivers from a Socio-political and Governmental Perspective

A reading of English Nature’s Corporate Plans and Annual Reports reveals how the 

organisation’s objectives and priorities are increasingly determined by conservation targets 

and policies derived from European environment policy and the UK Government. Among 

the latter are demands for the greater use of more participatory approaches to policy

making, including those encapsulated in the Modernising Government agenda and the 

Sustainable Development Strategy (HMSO, 1999; DETR, 1999), not to mention the 

impending transposition of the Aarhus Convention into domestic law (European 

Commission, 1998). These socio-political trends encourage more ‘joined-up’ poHcy making 

and the provision of opportunities for the public and stakeholders to participate in the 

poHcy process. As a NDPB, EN must also respond to the Government’s agenda to 

increase openness and accountability of Quangos, including the publishing of annual 

reports and accounts, operating a complaints procedure and holding open meetings 

whereby the public can observe how the organisation makes decisions (Select Committee 

on PubHc Administration, 2001). EN has responded to this modernising agenda through 

the ‘Modernising & Managing Enghsh Nature’ Programme Board.

The importance of being responsive to the Government’s wider social and poHtical agenda 

is seen as critical to the future of EN. Many senior staff see it as a primary driver for the 

greater use of DIPs, notably suggesting that wider engagement with its stakeholders is 

linked to organisational survival and competition for funds. If, for example, EN can 

demonstrate how it meets the Government’s agendas of contributing to sustainable 

development, helping to tackle social inclusion, and operating in an open and inclusive way, 

EN wül secure greater support and funding from Government. This is captured in the term 

‘corporate survival’ used by a senior strategic staff member;
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‘S o  th ere’s an issu e  o f  our profile  w ith  our sp o n so r  d ep a r tm en t.. .A n d  w e ’v e  g o t  to  b e  
su fficien tly  relevant to  th e  M in ister’s agenda for th em  to  w an t to  fu n d  E n gh sh  N atu re , 
and to  m aintain us as an organisation . S o  the w h o le  issu e  ab ou t w h o  w e  w ork  w ith  and  
h ow , and our p o sitio n in g  relative to  oth er  organisations in  the sam e field, is w hat I ’d  
refer to  as a corporate survival issu e, u ltim ately.’ (M anager)

The desire for pohtical support is linked to a strategic motivation to raise pohtical profile 

and build a constituency of support amongst the pubhc for Enghsh Nature as a pubhc 

agency, and for nature conservation;

‘U ltim ately, o f  course, w e  are fu nded  by  govern m en t. I f  p e o p le  d o n ’t k n o w  w h at E N ’s 
about, they d o n ’t care ab ou t us; i f  they d o n ’t care ab ou t nature con serva tion  w e  have a 
declin ing  p rofile  w ith  G o v ern m en t and pohticians and they p u t the m o n ey  som ew h ere  
else, w e  d o n ’t ach ieve our aim s.’ (Speciahst)

‘B ecau se  i f  w e  can build  a broader con stitu en cy  o f  su pport am o n g st the general pubhc  
by sharing the w on d er  and aw e o f  the w ildhfe and g eo lo g ica l resources o f  E n g lan d  
w ith  that very  broad con stitu en cy  then  w e  increase the su p p ort and the relevance o f  
E n gh sh  N ature to  them , and they wiU w an t to  ensure that w e  m o v e  forw ard in to  the  
fu ture.’ (M anager)

Despite the fact that funding for EN has been increasing since 1998 (EN, 1998b), and that 

EN is probably more pohticaUy influential today than at any time in its past, EN staff are 

aware that they could easily go out of pohtical favour. DIPs are seen as one way to raise the 

profile and the relevance of nature conservation to a wider range of pohtical agendas and 

the interests of the pubhcs.

The organisational insecurity underlying this attitude is not unfounded. Throughout its 

history the Nature Conservancy and its subsequent reincarnations have spent much of their 

time as under-resourced agencies, with limited statutory power, restricting their abihty to 

expand their influence beyond the notification and management of designated sites (Sheail, 

1998). Some argue that the organisation suffered from frequent and purposeful 

marginahsation, particularly as the NCC found itself increasingly in conflict with powerful 

pohtical interests throughout the 1970s and 1980s, including private landowners and the 

then Ministry of Agriculture. The extent to which Government is able to exert its power 

over the organisation is iUustrated most visibly in the decision made in 1989 by the then 

Secretary of State to spht the NCC into three separate country agencies. It has since been 

claimed that ‘the dehberate intention (to spht the NCC) is to ensure that henceforth the 

NCC causes fewer problems to the landowning, farming, forestry and development 

interests’ (Ratchffe, 1989). Likewise Evans (1997:211) declared it was a ‘cynical weakening 

of the conservation base’. Since this time a merger with the Countryside Commission was 

proposed in 1994, but later abandoned.
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T h e  in f lu e n c e  o f  th e  G o v e r n m e n t  o v e r  E N ’s a p p r o a c h e s  a n d  a g e n d a s  is  a ls o  il lu s tr a te d  b y  

th e  a tte m p ts  to  in d u c e  a sh if t  to w a r d s  a c u s to m e r -o r ie n ta t io n  in  its  w o r k  in  Line w ith  th e  

G o v e r n m e n t  a g e n d a  o f  th e  day , as d is c u s s e d  in  S e c t io n  4 .1 .2 . T h is  is  d e s c r ib e d  b e lo w  b y  an  

in t e r v ie w e e  w o r k in g  in  th e  o r g a n isa tio n  a t th e  tim e:

Local Staff - ‘English Nature, I think was good, because it did come out and say in the 
early stages really, you know — we need to change, we need to become more 
approachable, we need to be more outgoing, we need to sell our messages better — I 
don’t think they really knew how they were going to do it. But they knew that they 
needed to do that. One of the reasons we got broken up as a GB organisation is 
because we didn’t do that kind of thing. The public perception of the organisation was 
as introverts, scientists who don’t tell us what they’re doing, don’t care, you know what 
goes on outside their own boundaries.

Kate — and what were the drivers for that?.

Local Staff — It was political without a doubt. Government told us, you know, you’re 
lucky to still exist almost. There was a Commons Committee, that sort of looked at us 
and everything else, and said “you know the perception of you is that you’re just 
working for yourselves. This isn’t good enough, modern government doesn’t want 
that. You’ve got to been seen to have a public persona”. But we didn’t know how to 
do it. And we weren’t very good at it, even English Nature.’

A lt h o u g h  a p p e a r in g  w ith  im m e d ia te  e f f e c t  in  E n g lis h  N a tu r e ’s s tra teg y  d o c u m e n t s -

‘Nature conservation is not only an activity undertaken by people, it is an activity 
undertaken for people.’ (EN, 1993) -

u n d e r ly in g  th is  c u s to m e r -o r ie n ta t io n  w a s  a d e e p e r  p h i lo s o p h ic a l  d e b a te  w ith in  th e  

o r g a n is a t io n  a b o u t  w h e th e r  E N ’s r o le  w a s  to  p r o te c t  n a tu re  fo r  p e o p le  o r  fo r  its  in tr in s ic  

w o r th , a n d  w h o  h a d  th e  r ig h t to  d e c id e  w h a t  w a s  b e s t  fo r  n a tu re . T h e  cu ltu re  c h a n g e  

in it ia te d  at th a t t im e  is  still g o in g  o n  to d a y , a n d  th e  e x te n t  to  w h ic h  it  h a s  p e r v a d e d  th e  

o r g a n is a t io n  is  a k ey  is s u e  in  th e  d e b a te  o v e r  th e  in s t itu t io n a h s a t io n  o f  D I P s  (s e e  C h a p te r  

5). D e s p i t e  c h a n g e s  th a t  h a v e  o c c u r r e d  w ith in  th e  o r g a n is a t io n  s in c e  1 9 9 1 , th e r e  is s t ill a 

f e e l in g  th a t  th e  o r g a n is a t io n  is s tr u g g lin g  to  f in d  th e  ‘p u b h c  p e r s o n a ’ d e m a n d e d  o f  it. T h is  

i s s u e  r e la te s  d irec tly  to  E N ’s m o t iv a t io n s  fo r  th e  u s e  o f  D I P s :

‘One of the reasons that the NCC was done to was that it was perceived to be remote, 
ivory-towered. Well if EN is going to avoid that fate, either this year or next year and 
some other point down the Hne we’ve got to do these things — engage our 
stakeholders.’ (Manager).
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4.2.2. The Evolving Nature Conservation Agenda

Alongside the aforementioned socio-political influences on English Nature, encouraging a 

more inclusive engagement with stakeholders at both a strategic and delivery level, drivers 

for change can also be identified from within the nature conservation movement itself. 

These drivers may not always lead explicitly to the use of DIPs per se, but may force EN 

into a situation where new forms of engagement and communication are necessary.

(i) Changing values and knowledges in nature conservation

Understandings of nature conservation have developed since its institutionalisation in 1949, 

which has had implications for the practices of English Nature. These developments 

occurred within the discipline of ecology itself, and in the values underpinning the 

processes of conservation management.

Developments in the ecological sciences over the past 50 years, have led to challenges of 

the protected area approach and increased emphasis on the importance of protecting 

conservation in the wider countryside (Owens & CoweU, 2002; Pinton, 2001). The SSSI 

system was founded on the equilibrium model of ecology prevalent at that time, based on 

concepts of climax communities, succession and stable population dynamics. As a result, 

conservation management focused on controlling nature by ‘freezing’ succession, and 

basing its decisions on models of the carrying capacity of a system and the relationship 

between species diversity and area (see Scoones, 1999). Subsequently, in the 1970s and 

1980s, ecological research illustrated the importance of nonlinear relationships, 

unpredictability and the reliance of some ecological systems on spatial and temporal 

dynamics (e.g. Connell & Slayter, 1977; Pickett & White, 1985). The resulting ‘new’ ecology 

questions the interventionist approach to conservation and encourages management to 

work with rather than against nature. This has led to an increased emphasis on protecting 

not just species and habitats but natural ecosystem processes (including processes of 

evolution). A system of conservation that acknowledges and allows natural ecological 

processes to occur, enhancing ecosystem resilience is demanded (Walker, 1995). In 

addition, the application of lessons from the study of island biogeography to habitat 

fragmentation have increased conservationists’ understanding of the causes of species 

decline, which, in light of concerns about the effect of climate change, has created an 

identified need to provide spaces for the migration of species and adaptation in response 

to changing conditions (Holdgate, 2001).
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These developments in ecological thinking are reflected in changing conservation practices. 

The term ‘biodiversity’ incorporates concepts of genetic, species and ecosystem diversity 

and the ecological complexities of which they are a part (CBD, 1992; Article 2). Efforts are 

made to provide habitat corridors for the migration, dispersal and genetic exchange of 

species between designated sites (Kirby, 1995), and there are calls for more ‘Large Areas’ 

for conservation where viable populations can be supported and natural ecological 

dynamics can occur (Harvey, 2001). Nature conservation now involves activities to restore 

and recreate degraded habitats and the creation of new areas for nature altogether (Avery 

2001; Thomas 2000)^ .̂ Thus, nature conservation is increasingly seen as a creative and 

imaginative practice to find innovative ways to integrate conservation benefits into other 

land uses to prevent biodiversity loss and to create new opportunities for nature.

The practice of nature conservation has not only evolved as a result of developments in 

ecology, but in response to global trends towards integrated environmental management 

and ‘people-oriented conservation’ (IIED, 1994; Jeanrenaud, 1999; Margerum, 1999; 

Venter & Breen, 1998). This new conservation approach focuses on integrating 

environmental management into the surrounding local social, economic and environmental 

context. The prevalence of such models has become more popular as a result of the 

concept of sustainable development and Agenda 21, which emphasise the integration of 

economic, social and environmental policies and utilising local knowledges to create locally 

devised solutions.

New thinking on environmental management calls for an inclusive research agenda linking 

social scientific understandings of human-environment interactions from human 

geography, sociology, anthropology, politics and economics with the analysis of 

environmental problems coming from the natural sciences (Bryant & Wilson, 1998). In 

practice, integrated environmental management requires interaction between a range of 

agencies, groups and individuals with an interest in the strategic management of an area. 

Stakeholder collaboration and public participation are therefore seen as a key component 

of this model (Margerum, 1999). People-oriented conservation and the use of participatory 

processes are called for, not just in terms of more effective environmental management.

H ab itat restoration  is d efin ed  as the p ositive  m an agem en t o f  ex isting  habitat to  increase its nature  
con serva tion  value. H abitat creation is iden tified  as the planting, seed in g  or natural regeneration  o f  
n e w  areas w h ich  had p reviou sly  b een  m anaged  for  oth er  p u rp oses (T hom as, 2000).
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but are linked to moral arguments of social and environmental justice (Bowen & Wells, 

2002; Halfacre & Matheny, 1999; Hillman, 2002)^ .̂

There has also been a notable change in the values and the purposes of nature conservation 

in the UK. The original rationale for the creation of nature reserves posed by the Wildhfe 

Conservation Special Committee was distinctly anthropogenic: ‘biological survey and

research; experiment; education; and amenity’, hkening reserves to hving museums and 

outdoor laboratories (1947:14). This has been replaced a greater emphasis on the intrinsic 

value of nature, for example within the European Habitats Directive, whereas the 

Convention on Biological Diversity refers to the importance of intrinsic, ecological, 

genetic, social, economic, scientific, educational, cultural, recreational and aesthetic values 

in the protection of biodiversity (Wilkinson, 1999)^ .̂ The practice of nature conservation as 

a social and cultural project as well as a scientific project is increasingly caUed for (Adams, 

1997; Harrison & Bedford, 2002; Jepsom & Schmitt, 2001).

(ii) More participatory protected area management

Despite being embedded within a static value framework (NCC, 1989), the procedures for 

protecting designated sites have changed dramatically since 1949. A particular stimulus for 

change was the 1981 Wildhfe and Countryside Act which, for the first time, required the 

NCC to enter into a dialogue with the owner or occupier of an SSSI about the undertaking 

of PotentiaUy Damaging Operations (now referred to as Operations Likely to Damage). 

This piece of legislation was responsible for taking ‘the organisation into the outside world 

in a very intimate way’ (Speciahst pers. comm.). The break up of the NCC in 1991 and 

EN ’s desire for a culture change, added to this emphasis on dialogue:

‘B eforeh an d  the organisation  drove m an agem en t and p ro tec tio n  o f  sites throu gh  the  
sc ien ce . It w as th e sc ien ce  that w as im portant, that w as the focu s. W hereas in  the  
m o v e  to  E N  in  1991 it w as tw isted  rou n d  .. .th e  focu s chan ged  from  b ein g  the sc ien ce  
to  the actual m an agem en t through  the ow n ers and o ccu p iers .’ (Speciahst)

This trend has continued in recent years. For example, recent guidance on the management

of SSSIs, the Government expressed its desire that Enghsh Nature staff develop ‘mutuahy

25 T h e  environ m en tal justice m o v em en t em erged  in  the U S A  ab ou t 20  years ago and en com p asses  
the ideals o f  procedural and distributive justice, i.e. that all p eo p le , regardless o f  race, co lou r, 
national origin  or in co m e, h ave a m ean ingfu l in v o lv em en t in  d ec is ion s that a ffect their quahty o f  
hfe, and that environm ental hazards are fairly distributed  across society .

25 H o w ev er  httle m en tion  is g iven  to  h o w  to reso lve  con flic ts  b e tw een  th ese  d ifferen t values  
(W ilk inson, 1999).
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supportive and constructive relationships ... to secure positive management’ (DETR, 2000: 

para. 8). In addition, English Nature are expected to ‘recognise and respect the knowledge 

and expertise of individual owners and managers, and of the local community who may be 

familiar with the history of the area, in the context of delivering favourable conservation 

management’ (DETR, 2000: para 9). This position is in part a response to criticisms made 

in the mid-1990s that conservation professionals were not taking on board local and 

geographically specific understandings in decisions about appropriate land management 

practices from those that manage the land every day (e.g. Harrison et al., 1998; Burgess et 

al., 2000)^ ,̂ contributing to a transformation in protected area management from a top- 

down science-dominated approach to one that places greater emphasis on dialogue and 

engaging local knowledges.

A particular emphasis on participation is placed on the management of what one 

interviewee referred to as ‘multi-stakeholder, multi-issue sites’ (Local Team Staff, pers. 

comm.). Such designated sites are characterised by complex ownership patterns, multiple 

site uses and users, and ecological complexity, and therefore have much in common with 

the ‘wicked problems’ referred to in Chapter 2. Marine, estuarine and riverine ecosystems 

are classic examples of such complex sites, and are areas where EN has increased its 

activities over the past ten years, particularly since the Habitats Directive (EC, 1992)^.

For example, Jones (2002) explains the complexity of securing the conservation of marine 

protected areas, where there is greater connectivity between spatially separated areas, 

limited scientific understanding of ecological processes, greater variability and complexity 

of ecological conditions than terrestrial sites, multiple users, no ownership and little societal 

awareness of conservation issues. Such situations where no-one organisation holds all the 

power and authority to resolve problems, requires collaboration between the key 

stakeholders. The emphasis on participation and partnership is reflected in the legislation 

on marine protected areas; the Habitats Regulations identify the importance that owners 

and occupiers, users and local interests are all involved in developing management schemes

27 T h e  im p ortan ce o f  consid erin g  the loca l k n ow led ge  o f  land m anagers w as clearly sh o w n  by  
W y n n e’s (1996) study o f  the m isin form ation  p rov id ed  to  C um berland  hill farm ers by scien tists  
fo llo w in g  the C hernobyl disaster.

28 B y  1992  o n ly  8 rivers had  b een  d esign ated  as SSSIs, partly b ecau se  rivers ten d ed  to  be seen  as the  
rem it o f  th e  N R A , and as privately o w n ed  system s E N  had lim ited  capacity to  undertake eco lo g ica l 
survey w o rk  to  determ ine their ‘im p ortan ce’ (E N  sta ff  pers. co m m .). B e fo re  the H abitats D irec tiv e  
E N  had n o  statutory p ow ers to  designate sites b e lo w  the lo w  w ater mark, therefore it is o n ly  sin ce  
1994  that E N  has had an active in v o lv em en t in  m arine con serva tion . E N  fo cu sed  its a tten tion  o n  
E stuaries through  the E stuaries In itiative co m m en c in g  in  1992.
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(DETR, 1998).The development of social capital through participation is one way to build 

local institutions to encourage stakeholders to act collaboratively, particularly in a situation 

of common pool resources (Ostrom, 1999; Rydin & Pennington, 1999), but also to resolve 

conflicts between users and conservation objectives (Jones et a/, 2001; Jones, 2002; Ledoux 

et al., 2000; O ’Riordan & Ward, 1997).

(iii) Beyond designated sites — tackling the geographical & cultural marginalisation 

of nature

It is widely accepted that biodiversity protection cannot be sustained through a system 

based on protected sites alone (Adams, 1996, Bishop et al., 1995; Tilzey, 2000). As noted by 

Owens & Cowell (2002:106), ‘site protection remains necessary, but seriously insufficient’. 

The rationale for conservationists to adopt approaches that are integrated into wider 

countryside management and policy debates, is part of a more creative conservation agenda 

that encourages a move away from small, static sites where nature must be actively 

managed, to larger sites where natural processes can occur and nature conservation is 

integrated into local economies, societies and cultures. This shift has the effect of 

broadening the range of audiences that English Nature has to engage with, and the political 

and spatial arenas through which conservation targets can be delivered.

Criticisms have been made of the UK’s SSSI system in particular. It has been suggested 

that to base England’s biodiversity conservation efforts on these small sites is ineffective, 

and the SSSI system itself is fundamentally flawed (Green & Hyde, 1998). This is for the 

simple reason that SSSIs were not designed with the intention of protecting the totality of 

England’s biodiversity resource; the system was set up merely to protect representations of 

England’s faunal, floral and geological heritage and to act as ‘jewels in the crown’ (Evans, 

1997; Green & Hyde, 1998). It was only when the effects of agricultural intensification on 

biodiversity as a result of UK Government and European subsidies became clear in the 

1960’s and 1970’s, did these small, protected areas become geographically marginalised in 

the landscape, and at the same time increasingly important for the survival of species and 

ecological communities. SSSIs are frequently too small to maintain viable populations and 

too static to allow species and habitats to adapt to localised extinctions or long term 

climatic changes, particularly in the coastal regions (Holdgate, 2001; ERM, 2000). Thus it is 

argued that this system is unable to protect all habitats and species at risk in the UK 

(Pritchard, 1998; Smart et al, 2001). Initiatives that integrate nature conservation into the 

broader policy arena and its landscapes and tackle the generic causes of biodiversity decline
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are required (Tilzey, 2001). Much of EN ’s work today is focused on trying to secure the 

necessary policy changes in the economic sectors, and forms one of the aims of EN ’s 

People and PoHcies Programme Board.

The task of bringing nature conservation practices out from designated sites and into the 

imagination of poHcy-makers and the general pubhc is not easy, simply because for so long 

nature conservation efforts have focused on the designation and management of isolated 

reserves and SSSIs. By focusing on ‘special sites’, the effects of other land use poHcies and 

practices on nature was largely ignored for many years and nature conservation had a low 

pohtical profile. WüdHfe was also associated with rural rather than urban areas, and rare and 

inconspicuous species predominantly of interest to ‘experts’ and scientists, rather than the 

common and charismatic species valued by the pubhc (Adams, 1996; Macnaghton & Urry,

1998). The effect was not only the geographical isolation of nature but also its cultural and 

pohtical marginahsation (Adams, 1996; Crouch & Matless, 1996). This marginahsation was 

exacerbated by the disparity between nature as institutionahsed by EN (focusing on objects 

— species, habitats, sites), and the nature experienced by the pubhc (nature as process, 

nature as experience) (Adams, 1996). Research has clearly shown that the pubhc value 

nature in different ways to the nature conservation agencies (Harrison & Burgess, 1994; 

Goodwin, 1999). The importance of promoting the common, local and everyday 

experiences of nature and giving weight to values other than the scientific are cited as 

driving the formation of the organisation Common Ground^^ and the urban wildhfe 

movement in the 1970s and 1980s (Crouch & Matless, 1996; Harrison, 1993). The urban 

nature conservation movement in particular was seen as a chaUenge to the dominant values 

underpinning the institutional basis of nature conservation and reappropriating nature for 

non-speciahsts (Harrison, 1993).

4.3. The Effect o f these Drivers on Enghsh N ature’s Approaches and 

Priorities for Nature Conservation.

Together the influences described in Section 4.2. are seen to be driving Enghsh Nature 

towards an approach which encourages integrated environmental management, the use of

2̂  C o m m o n  G ro u n d  w as set up in 1983 to  p ro m o te  and reinvigorate p e o p le ’s aw areness o f  their 
relationsh ip  w ith  the natural w orld , hnking nature to  ideas o f  loca l d istinctiveness.
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partnerships and fuller engagement with societal values of nature. Furthermore, over the 

past few years the organisation has adopted an increasingly outward-facing and innovative 

approach, as explained by one interviewee:

‘I f  yo u  take nature con servation  to  b e  essentially  ab ou t n ego tia tin g  w h at k ind  o f  future  
w e w an t as a society , it is very forw ard-look ing, it accep ts ch an ge, and it has to  b e  a 
p rocess o f  en gagem en t w ith  p eo p le  in  order to  n egotia te  that future. I f  yo u  c o m e  from  
the o ld  sc h o o l o f  nature con servation  - w h ich  y o u  k n o w  15 years ago I w o u ld  
characterise as dream ing abou t so m e  g o ld en  age in  th e  p ast and  w an tin g  to  p u t things  
back  to  w h at they w ere b efore  industrialisation cam e a lon g  and  m essed  up th e  w h o le  
en v iron m en t - then  y o u  d o n ’t n eed  to  w orry to o  m u ch  a b ou t en gagem en t - y o u  are 
just trying to  p ut the c lock  back and it’s a fairly backw ard lo o k in g  and n egative  
ap proach .’ (M anager)

Since its creation, Enghsh Nature has become increasingly active in the wider countryside, 

through biodiversity initiatives such as the Species Recovery Programme and the UK 

Biodiversity Action Planning process (both of which focus predominantiy on endangered 

species). More recently EN staff have played a role in partnership initiatives to integrate 

biodiversity benefits into larger scale habitat creation and recreation exercises. The 

Lifescapes initiative, introduced in April 2001, is EN ’s most recent attempt to work with 

communities and land managers in the countryside, and reflects the organisational priorities 

to integrate conservation targets into a broader set of pohcy agendas. The aims of the 

initiative are to ‘facihtate a debate amongst regional and local partners about a more hohstic 

view of countryside issues and interests’, to create ‘effective partnerships that will dehver 

biodiversity goals as part of sustainable activities that support local socio-economic needs.’ 

(EN, 2001c: 1).

The sustainable development agenda has been particularly influential in facihtating E N ’s 

move into the wider countryside. The core rationale of integrating environmental 

considerations into social and economic policies has created fora and arenas where EN is 

invited to engage more broadly and more closely in Government pohcy, particularly as 

industry, government and pubhc agencies are gaining environmental responsibihties and are 

expected to adhere to sustainable development principles. When the second UK 

Sustainable Development Strategy was pubhshed, which focused on the contribution of 

social, economic and environmental issues to ‘quahty of hfe’ (DETR, 1999), it was seized 

upon by EN as an opportunity to construct biodiversity as an intrinsic part of sustainable 

development (EN, 2001 d) and to hnk biodiversity objectives into economic and sociaUy-
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focused initiatives (EN, 1999c)T In effect, sustainable development has provided 

institutional ‘spaces’ (Healey et al., 1999), providing the opportunity and the legitimacyy  ̂for 

EN to participate and potentially incorporate biodiversity considerations into a wide range 

of policies and the actions of a wide range of organisations and individuals. As such 

sustainable development is seen as an extremely important agenda for EN in its work. But, 

to integrate biodiversity concerns into the environmental governance of the wider 

countryside requires English Nature to also play a proactive role in setting the agenda for 

policy discussions and decision-making. This is a very different approach to the narrowly- 

focused and reactionary engagement its Conservation Officers often have with other 

organisations and interest groups over designated sites case work (EN Regional Co

ordinator, pers. comm.). It requires English Nature to be proactive and imaginative in its 

engagement. Staff must leam to speak a range of new conservation languages and Listen 

and respond to the agendas and values of others. Regional sustainable development 

strategies and community strategies^* in particular are now seen within EN as opportunities 

to Hnk biodiversity into wider initiatives and build constructive relationships with other 

organisations. This quote from a staff member involved in regional sustainable 

development strategies, highHghts how different this way of working is for EN:

‘S o  w e ’v e  u sed  the sustainable d ev e lo p m en t agenda w h ich  has b een  shared in  this 
co n tex t, and w e ’v e  had to  learn the language o f  e co n o m ists  and so c io lo g ists  and w e ’v e  
had  to  beg in  to  talk ab ou t b iod iversity  in  w ays that w e  w o u ld  n ever  h ave con tem p lated  
b efore . B ecau se  banging  o n  the table ab ou t h o w  great b iod iversity  is, w ears a bit thin  
after 5 m in utes to  these p eo p le  un less they can see  the ec o n o m ic  ben efits  - that it 
h elp s w ith  jobs, you  k n o w  or helps w ith  socia l in clu sion . Y o u  k n o w  they can’t relate to  
i t . . . . ’ (Speciahst)

Through these relationships EN should be able to incorporate biodiversity considerations 

into an earher stage of the development of economic and social poHcies, rather than simply 

in the latter stages through environmental impact assessments:

‘S o , w hereas in  the p ast w e  w o u ld  h ave just w a ited  until they  had  m ore or less  
form u lated  their strategy, and sen t us so m eth in g  to  c o m m en t o n , and w e  w o u ld  h ave  
said  ‘ ah this bit d o e sn ’t take accou n t o f  the en v iron m en t, or y o u  cou ld  d o  m ore  i f  you  
to o k  accou n t o f  the en v iron m en t’. W e’re n o w  in  at an early stage b efo re  they’v e  even

30 O p p ortu n ities for E N  in  the w ider countryside w ere also id en tified  as a resu lt o f  recen t poHtical 
debates a b ou t the future o f  rural land m an agem ent and d ev e lo p m en t, particularly fo llo w in g  the  
F o o t  and M ou th  crisis in  2000-1  (see for exam ple K ing , 2001; P otter , 2001).

T h e  L oca l G o v ern m en t B ill (H M S O , 2000b ), p laced  a statutory responsibiH ty o n  loca l authorities  
to  d ev e lo p  com m u n ity  strategies w ith  the aim  o f  enh ancing  th e  w e ll-b e in g  o f  loca l com m u n ities. 
D E T R  gu id an ce encourages the use  o f  processes w h ich  a llow  loca l co m m u n ities  to  articulate their 
aspirations, n eed s and priorities, and w h ich  take in to  con sid eration  loca l b iodiversity.
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w ritten  the strategies. A n d  in m any cases actively listen ing. S o  w e  are actually gettin g  
our m essages in  and trying to  change the rules o f  the gam e sort o f  th in g .’ (Specialist)

Sustainable development has also been influential in reinvigorating EN ’s efforts at budding 

relationships with its stakeholders at the very local level, emphasising the role of citizens 

taking action to tackle society’s problems, either through participation in decision-making 

or through more sustainable patterns of behaviour (UNA, 1995). Through sustainable 

development, new funding sources have become avadable to EN, particularly focused on 

integrating nature conservation activities into the needs and aspirations of local 

communities^^. The dissemination of these grants forms a key part of English Nature’s 

People and Wddhfe initiative, launched in January 2002. This initiative is based on three 

underlying tenets; that a long-term future for biodiversity requires peoples’ recognition and 

support, that biodiversity is a key part of quahty of hfe, and the need to ensure the benefits 

from nature are enjoyed by ah (EN, 2002f). A central part of this project is to tackle the 

cultural marginahsation of nature conservation by engaging people with nature where they 

hve and work and by increasing people’s access to and involvement in local wddhfe sites. 

These aims are captured in the project’s slogan of ‘reconnecting people and nature’ (EN, 

2002f):

‘W e b eh eve  p eo p le  are lo s in g  their hnks w ith , and their u n d erstand ing  o f  the natural 
en v iron m en t. T here is a danger o f  p eo p le  lo s in g  sigh t o f  w h y  it is im p ortan t, w h y  w e  
n eed  to  lo o k  after it and h o w  they can participate in  this p r o c e ss ’ (E N , 2002c).

The People and Wddhfe agenda also has connotations for EN ’s approaches and priorities 

for conservation. It encourages EN to engage in a wider range of conservation activities for 

the benefit of gaining pubhc support which may have only limited direct impact on tackhng 

biodiversity dechne:

‘A n d  so  there is a feehng n o w  that a k ind  o f  strategic steer — an accep tan ce that w e  
n eed  su p p ort, w e  n eed  the su pport o f  the general p u b h c for  ou r w ork. N o w  w h at that 
w dl require is in v o lv em en t o f  the general pu b h c in  either nature con serva tion  d ec is ion s  
or nature con servation  activities. A n d  that m ay n o t b e  o n  the rarest and the m o st  
special. S o  it is quite clear n o w  that . . .  there is an accep tan ce that i f  y o u  g o t  
con serva tion  w ork  in vo lv in g  less than co m p lete ly  rare sp ec ies , i f  it gains m ass 
p articipation  and sup port for nature con serva tion  th en  it is sen sib le  in  its o w n  right.’ 
(Speciahst)

32 E n gh sh  N atu re  has recendy secured  funds from  th e N e w  O p p ortu n ities F u n d ’s ‘G reen  Spaces 
and Sustainable C o m m u n ities’ program m e w h ich  fo cu ses  on  h e lp in g  urban and  rural com m u n ities  
care for  their en v iron m en t (N O P , 2003) for E N ’s W ddspace! L oca l N atu re  R eserve  G ran t S ch em e. 
In  2 0 0 2 /2 0 0 3  additional funds for con servation  cam e from  L ottery  G rants, th e  A ggregates L evy  
F und, and L andfih  T ax, totaUing /^8.483 m ilh on  (E N , 2003)
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In addition, it requires EN to move away from its expertly-defined nature based on species 

and habitats and engage with nature as experienced and valued by people. This effectively 

broadens the biodiversity agenda from the rare to the common, from nature as habitats and 

species to nature as experience. As noted at the conference held by EN and BANC on the 

issue of people and nature, ‘we’re connected with nature already... although perhaps not in 

ways that nature conservationists might Hke’ (Hayhurst, 2003:43).

Thus, alongside these opportunities for English Nature come new challenges. Bringing the 

process of nature conservation out of designated sites and embracing the sustainable 

development agenda, places English Nature in a situation where they are just one of a 

number of stakeholders in the process of making land management decisions. In this 

environment English Nature has no legal rights or formal mechanisms to determine the 

behaviour of other land users. In fact, there is no individual agency with authority or total 

control, expertise, skills or resources. Therefore organisations and other stakeholders need 

to work together, and for decisions to be sustainable in the long-term requires the 

establishment of common goals, mutual understanding and trust between stakeholders.

A key challenge for English Nature is mediating its role among the interests that inhabit the 

wider countryside, and the range of values and constructions of nature that emerge from 

opening up policy about nature conservation through stakeholder participation. Beyond 

protected areas, English Nature’s institutionalised procedures for valuing nature stand 

alongside many other socially constructed and contested values of nature, such as its role in 

providing economic benefits, ecosystem services or intrinsic and cultural values. Such 

values are not always compatible with EN ’s values. For example, one analysis of public 

participation in conservation programmes found that the process of exploring values and 

interests encouraged local people to define and promote new conservation discourses 

which were sometimes incompatible with, and questioned the validity of the vision of 

conservation held by the experts (Goodwin, 1998). In this analysis, Goodwin goes on to 

suggest that the use of participation processes risk undermining the national conservation 

vision, where consensus up till now has been maintained through the exclusion of cultural 

values in nature conservation (ibid). If EN is to fuUy embrace the quality of life agenda and 

effectively engage with the values and knowledges of their stakeholders, it is suggested that 

it must devise processes to marry their expert discourses of nature with local values of how 

nature contributes to ‘sense of place’ and ‘quahty of hfe’ (Harrison et a/, 1998; Goodwin, 

1999).
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EN has attempted to capture these broader values of nature, notably through the 

Environmental Capital approach developed with the Countryside Agency, English Heritage 

and the Environment Agency (CAG/Land Use Consultants, 1997), This appraisal tool 

allows the integration of scientific and subjective values of the environment, and 

encourages the exploration of ‘what matters and why’. In this way it encourages decision

makers to capture the less tangible cultural and social attributes of nature — in terms of 

ecosystem functions, and contribution to local distinctiveness as well as the more 

traditional focus on species and habitats. However despite trials of this approach being run 

in 1998, EN has not integrated the method into work programme, and stiU retain its 

scientific focus. More recently a report has highlighted the relevance of social values of 

nature to EN, but again as yet, these values have yet to be operationalised (EN, 2002d).

Conclusions

English Nature’s core responsibilities of notifying protected areas and securing 

mechanisms to protect their special interest, and acting as an advisor and source of 

expertise on nature conservation issues, have changed Httle over the fifty years since nature 

conservation became institutionahsed. However, as this chapter has shown, there have 

been major changes during this time in the approaches adopted by EN to fulfil its remit. 

Particularly sahent to this research has been the change in emphasis of nature conservation 

away from an expert-oriented process towards a more people-centric approach, and the 

rise of wider countryside initiatives to augment EN ’s work on designated sites. In 

particular, these initiatives have provided staff greater flexibihty to enter into exploratory 

dialogue with other organisations, and identify creative opportunities for nature 

conservation.

In terms of Fitness for Purpose then, this chapter has shown that EN ’s traditional 

approaches to engagement with its stakeholders (based around the dehvery of scientifically 

determined biodiversity targets) is inadequate under the new agendas of sustainable 

development and people-oriented nature conservation. In particular, it is argued that these 

changes requires EN to revisit its analysis of who its key stakeholders are, and why, when 

and how they should be engaged in nature conservation poHcy-making. The chapter has 

examined how the Nature Conservancy’s traditional key stakeholders of owner-occupiers 

of designated sites and the existing conservation community, has now broadened to include 

a wide range of Government departments and representatives from key economic sectors.
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as well as local communities and ‘the pubhc’. Broadening E N ’s stakeholder base is seen 

within the organisation as key to maintaining organisational legitimacy and developing a 

constituency of support for nature conservation. For EN to take advantage of the 

sustainable development agenda at a pohcy and pubhc level, requires EN to engage with 

stakeholders at an earher stage in the pohcy process and to incorporate social and cultural 

values of nature into its discourses. How Enghsh Nature has responded to these 

opportunities and how staff have used DIPs to engage more closely with stakeholders wiU 

be explored in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5.

E nglish  N ature’s R esponse to the Participation Agenda, 1991-2002.

Introduction

The previous chapter described how the context in which nature conservation as a practice 

and policy issue is situated has dramatically changed over the past 50 years. These changes 

have caused English Nature to undergo a period of reflection on the approaches used to 

conserve nature and on what basis. Today’s nature conservation is constructed as a key test 

of sustainable development and a public interest concern, whilst retaining a focus on 

applying ecological principles. These changes, alongside others discussed in Chapter 4, have 

led English Nature to become more outward-facing and people-oriented, including a 

strategic interest in understanding the role that deliberative and inclusionary working 

practices could play in delivering nature conservation objectives.

Chapter 5 examines how English Nature has responded to the participation agenda since 

1991, based on an analysis of interviews carried out with English Nature staff between 

2000 and 2002. Key developments within the organisation’s work programme that 

encouraged the use of DIPs are discussed. However, despite the rhetoric of participation 

appearing within strategic documents, by 1999 there had been little field experience of such 

processes within English Nature’s core work programme. Observations made by EN staff 

working are analysed to provide insights into why DIPs have not become normalised 

within these programmes. The question posed in the final section of the chapter asks 

whether the organisation is ready to institutionalise DIPs now. Conflicting answers lead to 

a debate over the culture of English Nature as seen by interviewees at the start of 2002, and 

the opportunities and constraints that today’s culture provides for the future 

institutionalisation of DIPs.
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5.1. Organisational R esponses to Drivers for Greater Participation:

Key Developm ents within English Nature since 1991.

This section reports on key initiatives developed within English Nature’s work programme, 

which were either a direct response to calls for greater stakeholder/ community 

engagement, or incorporated aspects of collaboration within them. What these initiatives 

have in common, therefore, is that they created the opportunity for Enghsh Nature to use 

DIPs. The initiatives discussed are the Community Involvement Key Initiative, the 

Biodiversity Action Plan, the Estuaries Initiative and the marine SACs management 

schemes. This analysis not only considers whether DIPs were used within these 

programmes, but also whether efforts were made by EN to enter into greater dialogue with 

stakeholders, and/or engage a broader range of interests than those seen as EN ’s 

traditional stakeholders (as discussed in Chapter 4). Figure 5,1. illustrates the timing of the 

initiatives which wiU be discussed in more detail through the chapter.
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Figure 5.1. Timeline of Initiatives discussed in Chapter 5
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5.1.1. Community Involvement: The Community Involvement Key Initiative 1994- 

1996 and the Biodiversity Action Plan.

Chapter 4 explained how, foUowing the break-up of the NCC, EN felt under pressure to 

redefine its culture and adopt a customer-oriented, people-focus to nature conservation. In 

its ‘Strategy for the ‘90s’, EN declared that:

‘U n less  th e  co m m u n ity  is sym pathetic  and supportive, and especially  loca l 
com m u n ities that are d irectly in v o lv ed  in  particular is su es, nature con servation  
can n ot su ceed . (E N , 1993:12)

The strategy identified areas of its work programme where community involvement was 

suitable, including:

The role of National Nature Reserves in encouraging the involvement of local 

communities in nature conservation;

Involving local communities in identifying the extent of Natural Areas and in 

setting nature conservation objectives for them’;

Community grant schemes;

Linking local conservation activity with environmental education;

Communicating nature conservation in more understandable and relevant terms.

To help establish the principles of community involvement in the working practices of the 

organisation, Enghsh Nature set up a Community Involvement Key Initiative led by one of 

EN ’s directors. As a result, several research exercises were set up to trial community 

involvement processes and to develop EN ’s understanding of best practice (e.g. Hedges, 

1994; Warburton & Whitmore, 1994). A seminar was held to share experiences (EN, 1995), 

and a Position Statement on Local Community Involvement was devised, setting out EN ’s 

commitment to community involvement (EN, 1995a). However, by 1998, EN ’s approach

 ̂ T h e  ob jective  o f  E N ’s N atural A rea program m e is to  relate natural patterns o f  b iod iversity  to  th e  
sen se  o f  p lace felt by  loca l p eo p le , and thus bring togeth er th e  n ation a l and loca l con serva tion  
v is io n s  to  create shared con serva tion  targets w ith in  a particular locahty (E N , 1994).
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to engaging with the general public or local communities remained limited to media and 

education campaigns, publications, encouraging visitors to NNRs, and community grant 

schemes (EN, 1998). In the words of one individual closely involved in the Initiative:

‘it w ith ered  o n  th e  v in e . .. it d id n ’t really get o f f  the grou n d ’

Through discussions with EN staff who were closely involved in this Key Initiative, it is 

clear that there are important lessons to be learnt about why community involvement did 

not become a core part of EN ’s work programme during this period.

The key reason appears to be simply that this way of working was not seen as a priority for 

EN. As a result, when EN suffered a series of significant cuts in Government spending in 

the mid 1990s, community involvement was one of the first things to be cut, alongside 

EN ’s urban officers and several community-focused grant schemes Working within EN 

during this time was summarised by one local team interviewee:

‘W e g o t so  sq u eezed  in  th e  m id  ‘90s that a lthough  p eo p le  recogn ised  that it 
[com m unity  in v o lv em en t] w as a g o o d  th in g  to  d o , they just co u ld n ’t, really 
co u ld n ’t see  th e  w o o d  for th e  trees. Just heads d o w n , m anage SSSIs, d o  your  
statutory stu ff, and y o u ’v e  g o t  n o  tim e or space to  d o  anyth ing m o re  in ven tive .’
(L ocal T eam ).

At the same time, new responsibihties and roles for EN were arising through the Habitats 

Directive and the Biodiversity Action Plan, and EN was being criticised by other nature 

conservation agencies for not doing enough to safeguard designated sites and under- 

investing in scientific research to support arguments for site safeguard (WWF-UK, 1997) .̂ 

There were also discussions of a possible merger of EN and the Countryside Commission. 

Although this was a move supported by some within the organisation, it was suggested by 

one interviewee that under the threat of merger, EN wanted to maintain and protect its 

‘mobilisation of bias’ that gave it an unique role in environmental governance of the 

countryside:

2 B etw een  1994  and 1996  G rant in A id  fell from  £AQ.\11 m illion  to  /^35.076 m illion . It rem ained  at 
this level until 1999  w h ere  it ro se  to  £ 4 0 .5 7 9  m illion  and has co n tin u ed  to  rise since.

3 It is in teresting  to  n o te  that this report d oes n o t refer to  E N ’s roles in  the w ider countryside or to  
its attem pts to  en gage the loca l co m m u n ity  in  their w ork, su ggestin g  that th ese  roles w ere n o t  seen  
as a priority by th e  co n serva tion  N G O  com m u n ity  at the tim e. In d eed , it  w as su ggested  in  an other  
report that E N  sh o u ld  prim arily leave en gagem en t w ith  loca l com m u n ities to  loca l N G O s  su ch  as 
the W ild life T rusts (W arburton &  W h itm ore, 1994).
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‘There was an issue about if we start doing this what’s this going to mean in terms 
of the Countryside Commission. And I think at the time EN were trying very 
hard to say this is what we do and we are unique in doing this. And if there was 
something that the Countryside Commission was doing that we picked up, then 
that might be an area that would be lost if there was a merger. So it was very 
political, so almost choosing not to do people was an attempt to give us a 
stronger identity to stop the merger.’ (Local Team)

T h is  c o m b in a t io n  o f  r e d u c e d  r e so u r c e s  a n d  p r e ss u r e  fo r  E N  to  f o c u s  m o r e  o n  d e s ig n a te d  

s ite s  w o r k  a n d  th e  B io d iv e r s ity  A c t io n  P la n n in g  p r o c e s s ,  p la y e d  a n  im p o r ta n t  p a r t in  

m a r g in a h s in g  c o m m u n ity  in v o lv e m e n t  w o r k  in  th e  o r g a n is a t io n . H o w e v e r ,  r e s o u r c e s  a n d  

p o h t ic s  w e r e  n o t  th e  o n ly  r e a so n s  fo r  E N ’s c o n se r v a t ism ; th e r e  is  a ls o  e v id e n c e  o f  a s tr o n g  

cu ltu ra l b ia s  a g a in s t  it. T h e  fo l lo w in g  tw o  q u o te s  fr o m  E N  s t a f f  h e a v ily  in v o lv e d  in  th e  

C o m m u n ity  I n v o lv e m e n t  K e y  In it ia t iv e  illu s tra te  th e  e x te n t  to  w h ic h , in  r e tr o s p e c t , th e y  

fe l t  th e  o r g a n is a t io n  w a s  n o t  rea d y  to  e m b r a c e  th e  n e c e s s a r y  c u ltu r e  sh ift:

‘So I think we lost the momentum and there were a number of reasons for that, 
but the basic reason was that it just wasn’t our way of working, and it does require 
a major sort of culture change in order for us to sort of move to that sort of 
approach.’ (Local Team)

A lt h o u g h  th e r e  w e r e  a c o r e  g r o u p  o f  p e o p le  a t a s tr a te g ic  a n d  lo c a l  te a m  le v e l  a c tiv e ly  

try in g  to  p u s h  c o m m u n ity  in v o lv e m e n t  w ith in  th e  o r g a n is a t io n , i t  w a s  c lea r  th a t p r io r ity  

w a s  n o t  g iv e n  to  th is  a g e n d a  a c r o s s  th e  r e s t o f  th e  o r g a n is a t io n , p a rticu la r ly  a t  a lo c a l  leve l:

‘I think that it [the Community Involvement Key Initiative] was probably seen 
within the organisation as not being particularly important, and certainly the 
implications of it were not hked. For example, I recall a few conversations. One 
was something like “We can’t get people involved in the production of 
management plans for nature reserves”, “Why not?”, “Because that’s our job”.
And the benefits of what could come to the organisation were not recognised, 
nor were the threats of not doing it recognised adequately’. (Manager)

O n e  in d iv id u a l n o t e d  h o w  s h e  fe l t  s h e  w a s  r e g a r d e d  as a ‘m a v e r ic k ’ b e c a u s e  o f  h er  

e n th u s ia s m  to  e n g a g e  lo c a l  c o m m u n it ie s  in  c o n s e r v a t io n  p r io r ity  se ttin g :

‘...which amuses me because I don’t think I’m very maverick like, but [I was] 
regarded as bit of an odd person because I like people and communities work’
(Local Team)

A n o th e r  p o s s ib le  e x p la n a t io n  s u g g e s te d  b y  s o m e  in te r v ie w e e s  fo r  th e  d e m is e  o f  th e  

C o m m u n ity  I n v o lv e m e n t  K e y  In it ia t iv e  m e c h a n is m  w a s  th e  r ise  t o  p r o m in e n c e  o f  th e  U K  

B io d iv e r s ity  A c t io n  P la n  (H M S O , 1 9 9 4 ). T h is  w a s  d e s p ite  th e  fa c t  th a t  th e  U K  S te e r in g
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Group report stated that the UK BAP needed to be delivered through Local BAPs, which 

should ‘include targets which reflect the values of local people, and which are based on the 

range of local conditions, and therefore cater for local distinctiveness’ (HMSO, 1995b:6). 

Guidance devised for the production of local BAPs stressed the importance of partnership 

and community involvement processes (LGMB, 1997), However, the extent to which local 

BAP processes actually engaged people from beyond traditional conservation partners was 

highly variable. Some areas undertook innovative approaches to develop community 

targets, whereas others emphasised the more traditional ecological focus on rare species 

and dirninishing habitats (Serjeant, 2000). One example where Enghsh Nature staff initiated 

and led a community-focused BAP process was in Buckinghamshire, where a Participatory 

Rural Appraisal (PRA) exercise was used to capture local values and priorities. But, overall 

the BAP process has been criticised as being dominated by bureaucracy, a resource 

intensive exercise with less significance given to the people-side than to the production of 

technical action plans (see contributions by Green, Marren & Serjeant, in Ecos 2000). 

Several interviewees acknowledged that the Biodiversity process, instead of being the focus 

for community participation, put EN several steps back in the move towards community 

involvement and participation, because it frequently focused around scientifically-derived, 

top-down targets:

‘A t  heart it seem s to  m e to  b e  a very o ld -fa sh ion ed  red u ction ist approach , and it 
d o e sn ’t start from  w h ere p eo p le  are, it says the en v iron m en t is brok en  d o w n  in to  
all th ese  b o x es  and each o n e  has n o w  g o t a target and w e ’v e  g o t  to  m eet the  
target. A n d  at heart it  d o e sn ’t seem  to  b e  ab ou t b u ild ing en gagem en t w ith  the  
su bject a m on gst stakeholders. It’s ab ou t saying . . .  “H ere’s th e  sc ien ce , h ere’s the  
targets, n o w  w e  can talk to  p eo p le  ab out h o w  w e  get to  the targets, b u t w e  d o n ’t 
really w an t to  talk ab ou t th e  targets” . T h ey  are so m e h o w  d elivered  or received  
fro m  o n  high. So I find  the B iod iversity  approach, is p oss ib ly  a step  backw ards.’ 
(M anager)

5.1.2. Stakeholder Participation and Partnership-based Approaches. 1992-1999.

Alongside the proclaimed commitment to community involvement, parmership-working 

was seen as a key part of EN ’s new corporate approach to conservation (EN, 1993). 

Parmership-working, although never defined within corporate documents, became seen as 

a key means of EN becoming a more outward-facing and high-profile organisation, and 

being more effective at delivering conservation targets, particularly in the wider 

countryside. For example, to a greater degree than before, EN formally entered into
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consultation with strategic partners, including RSPB, MAFF and EA in developing its 

strategy for nature conservation (e.g. EN, 1997). In addition. Joint Statements of Intent 

were developed with key partners such as the National Trust, the Game Conservancy Trust 

and Forest Enterprise, and a Concordat with the Environment Agency, to encourage closer 

working relations and joint initiatives.

In terms of delivery of conservation objectives, the partnership ethos extended to include 

engagement with owner-occupiers over SSSI management, particularly through the process 

of developing Site Management Statements (DETR, 2000). The Species Recovery 

Programme (SRP) and the BAP process were also seen as approaches through which 

organisations could work together to achieve conservation gain.

At the same time, new mechanisms to engage users and managers of conservation areas in 

the development of integrated management plans for the coast were being trialled. The 

Estuaries Initiative, launched in 1992, developed Estuary Management Plans through a 

consultative-participation model involving local communities, organisations and statutory 

authorities. The strategy for plan production emphasised the importance of involving local 

people who used and managed the estuary in discussions on the need for management, and 

to incorporate their mdividual needs and aspirations into decisions about taking estuary 

management forward (EN, 1993). A two-tier model of participation was recommended, 

based on a steering committee formed of statutory agencies, financial backers and 

representatives of user groups which made the decisions, and user and community interests 

contributing through topic groups, the findings of which were to be taken ‘into account’ by 

the steering committee (Edwards et al, 1997). A review of these strategies found that 

efforts to engage the community more closely resembled consultation than true 

participation, and were ‘generally of a relatively low profile in that the effort put into 

outreach exercises is relatively limited and the number of resulting responses relatively 

small’ (Edwards et al, 1997: 163).

A similar two-tier approach to stakeholder involvement was recommended by DETR for 

the development of statutory Management Schemes to secure favourable condition of 

marine SACs (mSACs) (DETR, 1998). This consultative model was criticised as faUing 

short of the joint-planning approach whereby aU interests are involved in decision-making, 

recommended by international experts in marine nature reserve planning (Jones, 1999). 

Jones argues that lessons from attempts to impose Marine Nature Reserves on local 

communities show that despite EN’s statutory obligations for these sites under the
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Habitats Directive, a participatory and inclusive approach is desirable for effective policy 

delivery (ibid). A review of the approaches used by the UK nature conservation agencies to 

engage stakeholders in the development of these mSAC Management Schemes revealed a 

range of different structures and processes. Only three formalised DIPs were found, and of 

these two were effectively information gathering exercises and only one enabled local 

interests to take part in the decision-making process^ (Jones et al, 2001).

5.1.3. The Use of DIPs within EN

So to what extent did EN ’s partnership and community involvement agenda in the early 

and mid-1990s encourage greater deliberation and inclusion around nature conservation 

policy? Pressures to adopt these approaches appear to have come from two directions. One 

was a response to the perceived complexity of managing complicated ecosystems such as 

marine and estuarine areas (see Chapter 4), and the other a desire for greater public support 

for English Nature and nature conservation. That English Nature is a more open 

organisation than its predecessor is undeniable, and over the last decade it has actively 

engaged in dialogue and joint initiatives with its partners and local stakeholders about 

conservation issues on a more frequent basis. However, beyond a few isolated cases, EN 

has been less effective at increasing the involvement of local communities in making 

decisions about nature conservation. Initiatives such as the BAP, SRP and developing 

Natural Area targets tended to be effective only at engaging the existing conservation 

community.

This is partly because these initiatives operated from a starting position of pre-detined 

targets — either statutory in the case of designated sites, or set at a national level by experts. 

As a result, stakeholder engagement processes were framed in terms of traditional technical 

values of nature and left local interests little opportunity to incorporate their needs and 

interests into the agenda, or even acknowledge they had an interest in the outcomes. Based 

on a study of local participation exercises in 1995-6, Goodwin (1998b: 16) concluded that 

conservation professionals viewed the role of participation as a means of securing ‘pubHc

F uture Search w as u sed  to  d ev e lo p  the E ssex  E stuaries M an agem en t S ch em e, P articipatory  
A ppraisal w as u sed  in  th e  P lym ou th  /  Solw ay sch em es and a S takeholder D ia lo g u e  approach  w as 
u sed  to  d evelop  th e N E  K en t M anagem ent S ch em e (Jones et a i, 2001)
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support whilst rnaintaining their control over the direction of national conservation 

thinking and ideas’.̂

In terms of process, traditional meeting styles and consultation processes have remained 

dominant. Staff based within EN ’s Headquarters were only able to identify three local team 

staff who had used DIPs in the delivery of EN ’s work programme in the period before this 

research was commissioned*’. Staff who ran these processes were interviewed about their 

experiences. Although these were isolated experiences, occurring in different situations and 

using different participatory techniques, commonalities emerged from their stories. The 

cases examined were:

• the use of focus groups in Natural Area programmes (1997),

• Participatory Rural Appraisal in the development of the Bucks BAP (1998), and

• Stakeholder Dialogue in the development of the NE Kent European management 

scheme (1998-1999)^.

All three of these cases were in areas of EN ’s work programme where EN had stated a role 

for local community or stakeholder participation in its strategic documents, but in practice 

no guidance was provided to staff about what was meant by phrases Hke ‘parmership’, 

'participation’, or 'community involvement’, or what participatory processes could or 

should be applied in a given situation. Indeed, as suggested by one interviewee, this was 

indicative of the fact that those at the top of the organisation were themselves unclear 

about how these phrases should be interpreted:

'It betrays that they th em selves d o n ’t k n o w  w h at they  are really suggesting. 
B eca u se  it d o e sn ’t g ive any further gu idance -  are there any lim its to  com m u n ity  
in vo lvem en t?  Y o u  cou ld  m o v e  from  "w e w ill d ecid e and  g e t th em  to  agree” , right 
th rou gh  to  "w e d o n ’t care w hat they say” .’ (M anager)

5 G o o d w in ’s w ork  and experience o f  th e B iod iversity  p ro cess (w h ich  has b een  heavily  in flu en ced  by  
N G O s  su ch  as the R SP B ), clearly sh o w  that the em phasis o n  sc ien tific  target settin g  and a 
co n tin u ed  b e lie f  in  the prim acy o f  expertise , is a result o f  th e  attitude o f  m any o f  th e key nature 
co n serv a tio n  agencies in  the U K , and is n o t  sim ply an issu e  o f  E N ’s organisational culture.

 ̂ H o w ev er , o n e  in terv iew ee ob served  that a facet o f  the d ev o lv ed  m an agem en t m o d e l o f  E N , is 
that s ta ff in  th e  headquarters o f  the organisation  m ay n o t alw ays k n o w  all the details o f  the activities 
o f  loca l team s.

 ̂ D eta ils  o f  th e  three cases studies are p rov id ed  in  A p p en d ix  2.
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The ‘culture change’ required to become deliberative and inclusionary was poorly 

understood within the managerial levels of organisation, let alone the local teams where 

there had been no discussion about why, who, when and how participatory principles could 

be applied. Initiatives such as the UK Marine SAC Project provided no training or 

information on techniques for the Project Officers responsible for production of the 

management scheme to engage stakeholders.

The use of DIPs within EN during the time period up to 1999 was clearly a personalised 

and not an institutionalised act. Only a few individuals within the organisation at a strategic 

and local team level were actively involved in pursuing the goals of community 

involvement, and all the cases of DIPs referred to in this research were driven by 

individuals with a strong personal commitment to an inclusive and participative approach, 

in two cases arising from experiences gained overseas. AU invested a great deal of personal 

time into the experience to make it a success, battling against a seemingly unsympathetic 

organisational culture.

These interviewees discussed difficulties they had experienced of applying DIPs within EN. 

The issue of timing was one. It was suggested that the short time frame provided by the 

marine SACs project to produce the management scheme (18 months) did not aUow the 

flexibility to invest the necessary time and resources in the initial stages of the project to 

develop relationships and run participatory information coUation processes. This issue of 

timing not only affects the preparation for a process, but also the potential for continuity 

among stakeholder relationships in the longer term. The experience of the Project Officer 

working on the BAP was similar in that, as a result of the time taken to pubUsh the BAP 

and then the fact that she had to move onto other work commitments, the enthusiasm and 

sense of ownership held by participants dissipated, and what was initiaUy designed as 

Participatory Rural Appraisal became a participatory information coUection exercise, 

because participants were not involved in the process of taking action on the ground:

‘I d o  th ink that so m e  o f  the groups lo s t m o m en tu m , so m e  o f  th em  just dried up  
a lto g e th e r .. .1 th ink w e  have to  start again b ecau se  I th ink th e  original m o m en tu m  
has probably  b een  lo s t.’ (L ocal T eam )

No staff time was invested into maintaining these stakeholder relationships to ensure an 

inclusive implementation stage and subsequently the ‘original momentum’ was lost. In 

retrospect, she felt that if EN was going to engage with local stakeholders in an intensive 

way through the use of DIPs, then a commitment must be made on a long-term basis:
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‘I f  y o u  p ut an initial in vestm en t in  th en  that’s a co m m itm en t that w e  sh o u ld n ’t 
w alk  away from . A n d  E N  tends to  b e  very short-term ist, and individuals wiU 
c o m e  and g o .’ (L ocal T eam )

5.1.4. N ew  Initiatives and New Opportunities for DIPs? 1999-2002.

1999-2002 was a period of great change within Enghsh Nature. Grant in Aid rose 

dramatically, the Chairman and Chief Executive were replaced with individuals openly 

supportive of a more people-centric nature conservation, and a whole host of new 

initiatives were operadonahsed creating opportunities for the use of DIPs. Many of EN ’s 

corporate initiatives designed to maximise the opportunities presented by the sustainable 

development agenda were initiated during this period — Lifescapes (2001); People & 

Whdhfe (2002), guidance on involvement in community strategies (2002). These initiatives 

are still at an early stage in dehvery, and therefore the extent to which they have the 

potential to institutionahse a more dehberative and inclusionary nature conservation agenda 

remains unknown at the time of writing.

However, of particular interest to this research, is the extent to which these initiatives and 

their positioning within the organisation indicate a change in culture and priorities within 

EN. The creation of a new People and Pohcies Programme Board, which incorporated the 

previous ‘Influencing Strategic AUies’ and ‘Gaining Supporters’ business processes, created 

the structure within which EN’s work with local communities could be mainstreamed 

across aU aspects of the organisation®. The People and Wildhfe programme (situated within 

the People and Pohcies Programme Board) has been vocally supported from the very top 

of the organisation, and for the first time a team of staff are able to dedicate their full time 

focus to developing this area of EN ’s work.

These new initiatives were also identified as opportunities to develop experience and 

transferable skills in stakeholder engagement amongst Enghsh Nature staff alongside 

training programmes for new Conservation Officers and Team Managers which include 

communication skhls. The desire for greater knowledge and skills in facihtation and 

running participatory workshops has been identified by local team staff for use in many

8 S ta ff in v o lv ed  w ith  ‘G ain in g  Supporters’, felt that prior to  th e p rogram m e boards, in itiatives to  
en gage loca l com m u n ities had ten d ed  to  b e  m arginahsed due to  a n egative  organisational culture 
and p o o r  resou rcin g  (E N , 2 0 0 Ih).
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aspects of EN ’s work programme. Examples include workshops run within Enghsh Nature 

about best practice in coastal management, and within training workshops for EN ’s 

involvement in community strategies (General Manager pers. comm.). The community 

strategy process has been identified as a particular mechanism through which Enghsh 

Nature local team staff can develop their capacity and experience of working in 

participatory ways (EN, General Manager, pers. comm.). In addition, the People and 

Whdhfe programme has as one of its core aims the development of internal capacity by 

identifying skUl gaps and the necessary systems and procedures needed to work in a 

community involvement way (People & Whdhfe Project Manager, pers. comm.).

In the summer of 2002, an informal meeting of Directors was caUed to discuss a paper on 

how Enghsh Nature should develop and implement an action plan for integrating the 

processes of stakeholder participation into EN ’s work programme. It was recommended 

that three phot projects should be undertaken which would focus specificahy on learning 

about DIPs. These were on the development of EN ’s maritime strategy, on work with 

farmers to tackle diffuse poUution from agricultural activities, and on an internal dialogue 

about how an ecosystems approach should be apphed into EN ’s work programme (EN,

2002g).

It thus appears that over the last few years there has been a much greater corporate 

commitment to invest resources into creating institutional spaces within which EN is able 

to engage with its stakeholders in innovative and deliberative ways, and to develop capacity 

in stakeholder participation techniques. There also appears to be a greater understanding of 

the need to translate these initiatives from corporate ideas into the work of local teams. For 

example, the next challenge of the People and Wildlife initiative is to develop a 

constituency of support and an understanding of the principles of the community 

participation agenda within the organisation (Project Manager, pers. comm.).

Nonetheless, at this stage, this remains a purely corporate commitment to change. There 

still remains a lack of guidance for staff on where, when and how to engage with their 

stakeholders as discussed by a Lifescapes pilot Project Officers who felt nervous to 

experiment with innovative DIPs, despite stakeholder engagement being cited as a key 

objective of the project (Project Officer, pers. comm.).

The position in mid-2002 in relation to the institutionalisation of DIPs was summarised by 

one interviewee below as:
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‘I ’m  n o t sure h o w  far w e ’v e  g o n e  b ey o n d  the th ing o f  w e  k n o w  it’s a g o o d  th in g  
and w e  sh ou ld  b e  d o in g  m ore o f  it. I think that’s ab ou t w h ere  w e ’re at.’ 
(M anager).

5.2. Exam ining Staff Attitudes towards D IPs

This section examines the attitudes of a selected group of eleven staff based in EN ’s 

headquarters, interviewed to explore their understandings and attitudes towards the use of 

DIPs. As discussed in Chapter 3, these individuals were selected according to their role in 

the dehvery of the Habitats Directive, and their involvement in the DIPs debate within 

Enghsh Nature. A complex array of different agendas, objectives for engagement, views on 

who should be engaged where, and knowledge of available processes was uncovered. 

However, there was agreement over the need for EN to understand more about how to 

engage with stakeholders and the pubhc. Indeed, several interviewees argued that EN had 

no choice but to accept the participation agenda as a core part of their approach to 

dehvering nature conservation;

K ate — ‘W hat d o  you  generally th ink ab ou t this w h o le  drive that E N  n eed s to  b e  
m o re  participatory — i.e. it need s to  in v o lv e  p eo p le  actively  in  d ecis ion -m ak in g  
p ro cesses  and p oh cy  p rocesses? ’

Speciahst — ‘1 think it’s g o o d  and necessary. 1 th ink  soc ie ty  has changed  and is  
ch angin g , and 1 think . . .  1 think it’s g o o d  anyh ow , b u t ev en  i f  1 th o u g h t it w a sn ’t 
g o o d , 1 think there w o u ld  b e  n o  op tion . 1 think th e  days o f  saying w e ’re th e  
con serva tion  b od y , w e  k n ow  b est, this is our bit, and w e ’v e  g o t  ab so lu te  co n tro l 
o ver  this -  has lo n g  gon e. 1 d o n ’t th ink there’s any o p tio n  and 1 th ink the m o re  
w e  can d o  it, th e  better.’ (Specialist)

‘D o in g  n o th in g  is n o t  an op tion . W e h ave to  learn h o w  to  d o  it and d o  it sm artly  
and  e ffective ly .’ (M anager)

5.2.1. Objectives for using DIPs

Arguments expressed by interviewees as to why EN should use DIPs w\ere voiced from 

the perspective of organisational effectiveness - seeing DIPs as a means to improve EN ’s 

leverage over other pohcy decisions, and to maximise the support and commitment of
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stakeholders to delivering EN ’s programmes. Interestingly, there was no reference to the 

democratic and ethical-normative arguments in favour of DIPs found in the literature. 

Three key themes dominated the replies - more effective communication leading to 

productive relationships with others, more effective decision-making, and effective policy 

implementation.

(i) More effective communication and productive stakeholder relationships

Through the two-way dialogue characteristic of DIPs, interviewees recognized how their 

use could improve the effectiveness of stakeholder relationships and help to develop new 

‘ways of engaging with a wider range of people than we currently do’ (Manager). It was 

hoped that through deliberative discussions EN would be able to communicate its core 

messages in an open and transparent way, reducing mistrust and misunderstanding over 

aspects of conservation management. This links to the role of DIPs as educative processes, 

where through deliberation people can gain a better understanding of conservation issues, 

and explore their own understandings and priorities for nature. The former is a particular 

motivation for EN because of the limited public understanding of certain conservation 

issues (notably in the marine environment), and management activities (such as tree-felling 

in heathland):

‘I’v e  had a co u p le  o f  sites w h ere  the com m u n ity  has b een  quite v o c ifero u s  o n  the  
ed ges o f  the site and b een  quite co n cern ed  ab ou t w h at w e ’v e  b een  d o in g . . .Q u ite  
o fte n  a lo t  o f  con cern  ou t o f  com m u n ities co m es  from  n o t k n ow in g  w h at’s 
h ap p en in g , n o t  understanding w h a t’s h appening. S o  i f  y o u  can p rov id e  the  
in form ation , the reassurance and the con stan t co m m u n ica tio n  th en  a lo t  o f  th ose  
d ifficu lt situations d o n ’t arise, or it’s m u ch  sm ooth er . S o  I’v e  always tried to  keep  
p e o p le  in form ed  as to  w h a t’s happen ing . A n d  k eep  a d ialogue go in g , and  m ake  
p e o p le  fee l that they can c o m e  and talk to  y o u  ab ou t th ings. S om etim es  
su ccessfu lly  and som etim es n o t.’ (L ocal T eam  Staff)

With regard to the role of DIPs as providing opportunities for people to explore their own 

values, this is increasingly seen as an important way for EN to gain a better understanding 

of the needs and interests of its stakeholders, so as to better inform its policies and 

improve its ability to enhance peoples’ experience and appreciation of nature:

’I f  w e  are clairning to  p rotect w ild life  at least in  part so  p e o p le  can appreciate it 
and h ave this aesthetic exp erience and w hatever, w e  n eed  to  fin d  o u t fro m  them  
w h at they w ant in  case w e ’v e  g o t  com p lete ly  th e  w ro n g  en d  o f  th e  stick .’ 
(Specialist)
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Interviewees envisaged a range of outcomes from improved dialogue. Transformative 

benefits from participation are well documented in the literature (e.g. Innes & Booher, 

1999; Warburton, 1997, Healey et al, 1999), and the development of intellectual, social and 

institutional capital, were implicitly referred to by interviewees as desirable outcomes for 

English Nature. It was hoped that the use of DIPs would lead to better informed 

participants (including EN), improved trust in EN ’s advice, better positioning for EN in 

local social networks, and improved ability to work productively with its stakeholders.

(ii) Effective decision-making

The second group of objectives focused on the effectiveness of decision-making itself, 

under the (contested) assumption that DIPs would lead to better decisions for nature 

conservation. Interviewees felt that participatory processes could help collate the 

knowledge and information of others, in order to make substantively better decisions, 

especially in relation to large-scale, complex sites where knowledge and responsibility is 

distributed across a wide stakeholder group. In addition, DIPs were seen as an tool that 

could help EN capture the social and cultural values of nature which EN tends not to 

represent itself, and then incorporate them in a rigorous way into policy decisions. DIPs 

are well understood as being a suitable mechanism to capture non-monetary, ‘common 

good’ values of nature such as local distinctiveness and place-based values (Harrison et al,

1999). It was argued that this would not only raise the awareness of the multiple ways in 

which nature is valued, but also lead to more accurate assessments of the environmental 

costs and benefits of potential policies:

‘W e ’v e  seen , in  our v iew , bad d ecision s m ad e in  co st-b en efit  analysis w h ich  h ave  
ad versely  a ffected  nature con serva tion  b ecau se  they h a v en ’t taken  th e  va lue o f  
b iod iversity  in to  a c c o u n t ... S o  it is purely a techn ica l is su e  o f  w h eth er  
participatory p rocesses  cou ld  lead  to  a better co st-b en efit d ec is ion . A n d  by  better  
w e  m ean  o n e  that in  our v iew  w o u ld  p ro tect nature better than p rev iou s sy stem s’ 
(Specialist)

(iii) Effective policy delivery

The effective dehvery of nature conservation pohcy requires the support and commitment 

of EN ’s stakeholders to implement decisions. This was identified as the key motivation for 

one interviewee for his proposal that local EN teams should set up advisory groups to 

advise on the management of designated sites and on the distribution of grant schemes;
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K ate — ‘A n d  w h a t’s your overall m otiva tion  for d o in g  this?’

L o ca l T eam  s ta ff  -  ‘W ell better delivery I think. . . .  Y o u  k n o w  the m ore yo u  
in v o lv e  p eo p le  in  settin g  th e  v is io n  and values for an organ isation , th e  m o re  likely  
that they are to  b e  signed  up to  th em . I f  they feel th ey  h ave h e lp ed  to  d esign  a 
w ild life  en h an cem en t sch em e the m ore  likely they are to  take to  m o n ey  and to  
deliver it becau se  th ey’v e  to ld  you  h o w  they can d o  it. S o , th at’s clearly a u sefu l 
th in g  to  d o .’ (L ocal team )

Interviewees who had been involved in participatory processes either as participants or 

organisers, noted how as a result of being involved in proactive dehberation, biodiversity 

goals were more likely to be to be integrated at an earher stage into the decision-making 

processes of others. It was also hoped that potential conflicts between conservationists and 

local communities or developers could be rninimised:

‘B u t it ’s a m atter for m e 1 th ink o f  m aking sure that so m e  o f  th e  trickier areas o f
our w ork  — so m e  o f  the m ore  challenging issu es that w e  h ave  to  grapple w ith , are
exp lored  w ith  others b efo re  they b eco m e  a p rob lem  for o th er  p e o p le .’ (M anager)

Motivations for the use of DIPs to build local capacity amongst stakeholders (i.e.

knowledge, networks and motivation for collective action) were also linked to EN ’s

ultimate goal for better dehvery of its pohcies. For example, the objective to use DIPs to 

build capacity among participants to develop a sense of ownership and stewardship 

towards the sustainable management of the environment voiced by one interviewee, was 

driven in part by a desire to increase stakeholder commitment to dehvering EN pohcies 

and reducing the need for EN to use its statutory powers. In this context DIPs were seen 

as a mechanism to ultimately lead to more self-regulating environmental governance 

systems.

5.2.2. Attitudes to Inclusion

Despite a general agreement amongst those interviewed that EN needs to become more 

dehberative in its engagement with stakeholders, attitudes towards inclusion revealed a 

much more complex picture. Whilst there was agreement that EN should expand it’s 

‘customer’ group to build pubhc support and organisational legitimacy, the idea of aUowing 

a wider range of interests to shape the agenda, or influence the final decision was more 

controversial. This debate was most clearly articulated around the issue of the extent to
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which EN should engage those Hving near and /  or users of sites in decisions made about 

them. Some interviewees felt that EN should involve local communities in biodiversity 

planning through a process described by one manager as:

‘W h at w e  m igh t lo o k  to  do , is so m e  v is io n in g  w ith  a loca l com m u n ity , b ecau se  w e  
h ave  k n ow led ge  o f  th e  underlying geo lo g y , the habitat, the sp ecies resou rce  in  
that locality  that w e  can share w ith  p eop le . T h ese  are th e assets in  your locality , 
here are so m e  o f  the th rea ts ... H o w  d o  yo u  w ant it to  be?’ (M anager)

However, the following quote clearly illustrates the extent to which other staff felt that the 

public should have very little influence:

S p ecialist — ‘O ur ro le  is to  encourage appreciation  o f  the w ild life  that’s it!’

K ate  — ‘B u t E N ’s d efin ition  o f  w hat w ild life  is im p ortan t is g o in g  to  b e  very  
d ifferen t to  o th er p e o p le ’s d efin ition  o f  w h at’s im portant. B ecau se  E N  has certain  
cr iter ia .. . ’

Specia list— ‘W ell it’s up to  us to in form  p eo p le  so  they  w ill u nderstand  w h a t’s 
im p ortan t ab ou t w ild life .’ (Specialist)

This individual’s attitude to public participation indicates a belief in the ‘information deficit’ 

model, whereby the public need to be informed by EN of the appropriate values of nature 

through education and controlled involvement. This corresponds to a ‘passive 

participation’ approach, where participants are awarded no influence over decision-making, 

but are involved through information provision or volunteering activities. Experiences 

from initiatives to develop sustainable practices amongst the pubhc, have challenged the 

effectiveness of this deficit model to change behaviour (Blake, 1999; Macnaghten & Jacobs,

1997), and it follows that it is unlikely that such an approach will effectively tackle the 

cultural marginahsation of nature. References to the deficit model within the attitudes of 

some EN staff is also suggestive of a desire to protect and maintain EN ’s privileged 

position as an ‘expert’. From the perspective of power, participation exercises can range 

from the contribution of participants’ knowledge and resources to a project, through to 

empowerment whereby participants take control of decisions that affect them (see Oakley 

et al, 1991). Where EN should position its use of DIPs on this continuum is a complex 

issue with no necessarily right answer, and in part is reliant on the extent to which EN 

identifies its role as conserving nature for the enjoyment and quality of Hfe of the public, or 

solely to protect biodiversity for its own intrinsic sake, underpinned by values of
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naturalness and rarity. There is evidence that the debate initiated within EN on this issue in 

1991^ has yet to be fully resolved. This will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 10.

As well as being a personal issue, the disparity of views towards inclusion appears to be 

related to the individual’s own experience and knowledge of DIPs. A noticeable difference 

in attitudes was observed between staff members who had had some training in DIPs or 

had participated in DIPs, and those that had not. For example, some interviewees 

interpreted DIPs as meaning that EN must hand over total control of decision-making to 

participants, reducing EN’s ability to ensure the outcome was sympathetic to nature 

conservation. For these staff, using DIPs meant potentially compromising nature 

conservation goals, and was therefore seen as a high risk activity, and encouraged a 

cautious attitude towards their use:

W e  d o  so m e  o f  this periodically in  term s o f  our o w n  N N R s  and  so m etim es it 
w ork s and som etim es it d o e sn ’t. B ecau se  participatory rural appraisal i f  y o u  like is 
fine p rov id in g  w h at the com m u n ity  w ants fits in  w ith  the nature con serva tion  
d rivers...A nd  1 su p p o se  it’s a b it o f  risk analysis — w h ere w e  th ink the com m u n ity  
m igh t w an t the sam e thing, then  w e  m ight, yo u  k n ow , let th em  c o m e  up  w ith  it ’.
(M anager)

Those with knowledge of DIPs were much more understanding of the extent to which 

such processes encourage dialogue and exchange of knowledge and ideas, without 

necessarily having to undermine EN ’s specialist knowledge and agenda. These individuals 

were much more supportive of the use of DIPs. The limited understanding of how DIPs 

could be applied within the organisation amongst some interviewees, is indicative of a lack 

of wide discussion across the organisation about DIPs. Despite EN ’s strategic interest in 

community involvement and partnership working throughout the 1990s, until 2002 few 

resources had been invested in developing staff skills in this area.

However, other research evidence suggests that the lack of use of DIPs in EN is a bigger 

problem than just one of staff attitudes. For example, of the staff interviewed within the 

centre of the organisation, unknown to me, three had been on training courses in 

stakeholder participation, but had not applied these ideas in practice;

‘I ’m  keen ly  in terested  in  this s tu ff  b u t I h aven ’t m ad e it part o f  th e  w ay in  w h ich  I 
run m y w ork .’ (M anager)

Some of the causal factors of this organisational ‘inertia’ regarding DIPs, appeared to be 

confusion over agreeing a unambiguous definition for DIPs, providing a clear definition of

142



Chapter 5

how they should be interpreted across the organisation’s work programmes and the lack of 

a clear locus within the work programme for institutionalising these processes. This was in 

part due to the lack of an in-house ‘expert’ to direct the process of institutionahsation, but 

also as a result of the multiple and potentially contradictory ways in which the term 

‘participation’ can be interpreted. However, there is also evidence of barriers to change 

within EN ’s culture.

5.3. Structures, Priorities and Institutionalised Procedures. 

Organisational culture and the use o f D IPs in E N .

‘P R A  has b een  m o st effectively  ad op ted  in  organisations that have structures and  
cultures that are flexib le and adaptive, h ave lateral co m m u n ica tion , and are 
dem ocratic  and participatory.’ C ham bers (1994:1447)

The previous sections have examined the strategic realisation in EN over the past twelve 

yearsy that it needs to improve its engagement with stakeholders, and to facilitate 

parmership and community involvement processes. These corporate objectives have been 

operationalised through a series of initiatives, designed to create the new institutional 

spaces within which EN can engage with its stakeholders in innovative ways. Lessons from 

development and natural resources management emphasise the multiple levels of change 

required within an organisation if it is to effectively institutionalise participation. These 

changes go beyond providing training for staff, and change may be required to normalised 

procedures, systems and structures (IDS Workshop, 1998). This section reflects on EN ’s 

culture, and focuses on key themes which are felt to be limiting EN’s institutionalisation of 

DIPs.

5.3.1. The Low Priority of DIPs in an Outcome-oriented, Target-driven Culture

Chapter 4 explained how Enghsh Nature’s work programme is target-driven, with these 

targets mainly imposed on the organisation from its wider institutional context of 

European Commission Directives on nature conservation, the UK Government’s Pubhc
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Service Agreements and modernising agenda, and the UK BAP. In terms of securing 

continued government funding, ensuring these targets are met is an issue of ‘corporate 

survival’ for EN (see Chapter 4). The consequence is that despite the encouragement by 

government to use participatory approaches, if they do not contribute directly towards 

meeting these targets, which are typically framed in terms of wildlife gain, they are likely to 

be awarded a low priority. Within this target-oriented culture there is a risk that the more 

long-term diffuse benefits that may come from DIPs and community-led exercises that 

may not have any immediate benefit in terms of biodiversity targets, will always be in 

competition for resources with the shorter term use of DIPs to deliver pre-defined 

conservation targets. The net effect is that within a local team, priority tends to be given to 

work on designated sites and areas in the wider countryside where wildlife gain is likely to 

be greatest, and there remains inadequate incentive for local staff to invest time and 

resources in participatory experimentation:

‘I’d h ave to  say that 95%  [o f  SSSIs to  b e  in  favourable con d ition ] by 2010 , is 
basically th e  m ain  driver for us, and our C h ie f E x ecu tiv e  has m ad e it clear that 
this is a target h e  d oes n o t w an t us to  m iss. S o  you  k n o w  there’s a pressure there. 
B u t at the sam e tim e h e ’s saying get in v o lv ed  in  the w ider countryside. Clearly 
p eo p le  w ill focu s o n  the area w h ere they fee l they can d o  th e m o st, w h ich  is the  
land that is in  our con tro l via  the leg isla tion .’ (L ocal T ea m  Staff).

‘T h ere are th ese  various th ings that w e  have to  ach ieve -  h o w  m any site  
m an agem en t statem ents h ave w e  done? H o w  m any site v isits h ave w e  done?
H o w  m any units are in  favourable con d ition ?  T h ese  are th ings w h ich  are cou n ted  
and as always th e  th ings y o u  co u n t wiU drive the program m e, so  w h eth er  or n o t  
they are g o in g  to  deliver the b est for w ild life, it  co m es seco n d  really.’ (L ocal T eam  
staff)

Both the strength and weakness of using a DIPs approach for an organisation hke EN is 

that outcomes tend to be more unpredictable and the full range of benefits are notoriously 

difficult to capture (see Ch. 2). Participation is therefore seen as a risky exercise which 

could divert resources away from the achievement of EN ’s corporate targets, and EN, 

despite its corporate rhetoric, was not seen as a risk-taking organisation:

‘T h e  organisation  talks ab ou t b e in g  a risk-taking o rg a n isa tio n ... a risk by  
d efin ition  m eans y o u  can potentia lly  fail, so  1 d o n ’t th ink  w e  are very risk-taking. 1 
th ink w e  are very, very unhappy w ith  risk-taking.’ (L ocal T eam  staff)

As a result, risk-taking tends to be employed only on sites not regarded as being of high 

conservation value (i.e. ‘trivial’):
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‘On these [designated] sites, there’s an enormous amount at stake, so if we let the 
multiple stakeholders decide what happens, we feel that we’re giving away our 
legislative imperative, our legislative basis for doing things ... And basically we
don’t trust them to do the right thing But the trivial sites, simply because they
are trivial we are willing to engage in a multi-stakeholder approach, and usually 
the solutions are fairly straightforward. So we’re willing to give people the money 
to kick off a stakeholder approach, bring in a facilitator, and become involved in 
it ourselves. And it feels quite safe. We just don’t have the guts to do it on these 
[complex multi-stakeholder, designated] sites because we can hide behind the 
legislation.’ (Local Team staff)

By adopting this approach, the organisation is able to incorporate the objectives of 

participants i» without compromising its own biodiversity-focused goals, thus reducing the 

likelihood of criticism from raising stakeholder expectations through dialogue whilst 

retaining control over outcomes to ensure they meet predefined targets (see Goodwin,

1998).

Enghsh Nature’s People and Pohcies Programme Board has made significant progress in 

setting corporate targets which have a strong process-oriented element, with the aim of 

integrating them across the whole of EN ’s work programme. The 2002-5 Corporate Plan 

sets out these targets - to build support, increase understanding and encourage more people 

to experience and act for nature; to influence pohcies to protect priority habitats and 

species within and outside designated sites; and to achieve a wide recognition of 

biodiversity as a key test of sustainable development (EN, 2002b). It is hoped that these 

targets wiU create the necessary targets to change staff behaviour:

‘Until that it [DIPs] becomes a thing that you must do people whl ignore it, and I think 
that in the organisation that is a clear change. We are getting in our corporate plan and
in our planning guidance the targets and drivers to make people become more
participative in their approach.’ (local Team Staff)

In addition, the creation of Community Liaison posts and the Lifescapes initiative, which 

has purposefuUy avoided imposing whdhfe targets (Lifescapes Project Officer, pers. 

comm.), suggest that EN is trying to increase the flexibhity of local staff in their 

engagement with stakeholders. However, the risk remains that the objectives of the People 

and Pohcies Programme whl not be mainstreamed into the actions of local staff because

the primary emphasis across ah work programmes stih hes with meeting PSA targets on

designated sites

In fact, in 2001, the People & Pohcies budget was significantly under spent by local teams.

145



Chapter 5

‘But in terms of growing the [People & Policies] programme also, there’s an 
awareness raising of its relevance internally as well... conservation officers are so 
focused on delivery of the PSA targets, their heads are kind of inside a screen on 
designated sites. And their awareness of the People and Pohcies programme, and 
the need to dehver it sharper, smarter, better, and their role in it, is low.’ 
(Manager)

5.3.2. A ‘Time-Poor’ Organisation

Part of the problem appears to be that as Enghsh Nature’s role has diversified, the 

organisation increasingly sees itself as being ‘time-poor’ (Manager, pers. comm.):

‘Whhe the organisation can only afford the staff to actuaUy respond rather than to 
be proactive, it’s not going to make much progress, and that’s the problem I 
think. Most conservation staff in particular find it difficult to keep up with the 
workloads they’ve got that is coming in reactively.’ (Local Team staff)

Whilst this situation continues, it wih only be staff working on special projects and in 

community haison posts that wih be able to invest time and resources into stakeholder 

engagement, and it wih not become a daily part of EN ’s work programme.

Time was also identified as a limiting factor within the headquarters of the organisation, in 

response to questions on why httle strategic progress had been made on the 

institutionahsation of DIPs. One manager, explained how he felt staff were so focused on 

the day to day operation of the organisation, that not enough time was set aside to 

reflecting and developing the organisation, what he referred to as ‘blue skies thinking’:

‘You could sit two or three senior people around together for three weeks and say 
we want to have some coherent proposals about how we take forward the 
Government’s participatory agenda for consultative decision-making. I would be 
quite attracted to that, having the flexibility to take people away from the email 
and the telephone and their in-tray and ah the other things that get in the way, and 
give them space, time to reflect on these things. Because in general 1 would say 
that the organisation, certainly at my level - I’m too engaged and soaked up with 
the messy business of operational dehvery, that, you know, one isn’t giving the 
attention to what the organisation needs to look like in 2005 and how it needs to 
change to get there.’ (Manager)
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5.3.3. A Lack of Emphasis on Process within the Organisation

Comments about the lack of time available to making strategic progress on DIPs also 

reflects an organisational culture that did not award priority to the issue. It was only in 

November 2002 that someone was awarded the responsibility of taking forward the agenda 

of stakeholder participation within the organisation. Prior to this, the issue of DIPs 

remained secondary to peoples’ core work priorities, despite any personal interest they may 

hold in the issue:

‘If I didn’t have a job to do, I could devote sufficient time to thinking how we 
might do more of this. And Fm not alone in that. But until the organisation 
moves to the point of thinking we ought to be mainstreaming this and making it 
part of how we do what we do, rather than parking it there on the shelf... ’
(Manager)

It is apparent that the organisation’s abihty to learn about how to engage with stakeholders 

and local communities in the 1990s was severely hampered because those responsible at a 

local level were in the vast majority untrained. As a result there was little use of DIPs other 

than by those who had gained skills from outside the organisation. Evidence for this comes 

from the marine SAC project (1996-2001), where a staff member involved in the project 

noted the lack of priority placed on skills in stakeholder engagement in the recruitment of 

staff to the project, and the limited guidance for project officers charged with developing 

the management scheme:

‘Every time they did another recruitment, it was always people who could do GIS, 
and survey and monitoring, and advise on the science. But the SAC officers didn’t 
need that, in fact we needed that less than anything else. What we needed was 
[guidance on] how do we engage 70, 80, 100 stakeholders in making decisions 
about this site? How do you communicate? And I sort of said we need training on 
how to give presentations, how to convey science information in plain English, in 
a way people can understand and find interesting. We need how do you write in 
plain English, how do you use language in a written form. How do you get people 
together and have discussions and debates and come up with decisions? Those 
are the kind of things we need to be equipped with, we don’t just need more and 
more and more scientists and more and more how do you survey, and more how 
do you monitor. But all the money has been thrown in that direction....’ (Local 
Team Staff)

‘They were aU marine ecologists or marine botanists, and they were pursuing the 
things that interested them, which was monitoring and surveying and quantifying. 
You know, that was their interest, and their expertise, so inevitably those interests 
influenced.’ (Local Team Staff)
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The lack of interest in process at a strategic level is also explained by a culture where the 

process through which conservation targets are achieved (beyond statutory procedures) is 

seen as the remit of local team staff, not central office. The benefit of this approach is that 

it allows local creativity and innovation, but if innovation is desired it needs to be 

accompanied by appropriate incentives and an investment in training from the centre:

'We place great faith in creativity in EN... Conservation Officers are trusted 
within a certain framework to just use their own intelligence, they can do things 
however they want... but how many people have got the knowledge or 
confidence to do it any different to how it has always been done? ... if you want 
people to do things in different ways you’ve got to help them by providing either 
training or at least familiarisation as well as support.’ (Specialist)

Indeed, training provided to local staff still places greater emphasis on statutory procedures 

and legislation:

‘And I noticed with CROW [the Countryside & Rights of Way Act], what’s the 
first bit of training everybody got with CROW? The Government guidance is 
stuffed with all this stuff about we’ve got to make sure we don’t get into 
adversarial conflict. We mustn’t avoid issues, but we certainly musm’t so quickly 
get into adversarial legislative processes. We must look to negotiate; we must look 
to resolve things in alternative ways. And what’s the first bit of training we all get? 
It’s briefing us about legalities around CROW and what we can do and what we 
can’t do. And there’s nothing about social skills, there’s nothing about any of the 
people skiUs or what’s now referred to as emotional intelligence needed to 
negotiate with people.’ (Local Team Staff)

5.3.4. An Instrumental, Not a People-first Approach

Conservation problems are still approached from a predominantly instrumental 

perspective, i.e. what action is needed to meet species and habitats targets. EN ’s approach 

remains dominated by scientific rather than social and political constructions of 

conservation problems. One interviewee observed that most local teams did not use the 

intelligence staff held about their stakeholders in a constructive way to make decisions on 

how best to engage them in dialogue:

We don’t use our intelligence. The whole idea of dealing with people as 
customers of what you are doing, which you would do if you sold baked beans, 
you do not do in the case of nature conservation... the whole idea of actually 
knowing enough about the people to be able to have a dialogue which is going to 
produce something similar to what you want but not exactly the same is one of 
the operational issues that EN hasn’t really got going.’ (Manager)
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Statutory procedures institutionalised within European and UK nature conservation policy 

encourage a particular approach to decision-making, which frames stakeholder engagement 

around legal requirements rather than initiating dialogue to identify shared aims and 

objectives:

‘Culturally, people when they address a problem on an estuary, which is a multi
stakeholder situation, their first port of caU is the legislation... they approach it 
from the point of view of the way they have always approached it, which is to hit 
people with heavy legislation: “if you don’t do this, you will be fined. You’re not 
allowed to do this anyway; you’ll take the Government to the European Court.
Are you willing to risk that?”’ (Local Team Staff)

Under the legislation, the conservation value of a site is determined according to externally 

imposed criteria, and deciding what constitutes favourable condition is typically determined 

by experts. It is towards these targets that dialogue with stakeholders is focused. This 

affects both the language used to engage stakeholders and the focus of the discussions. 

While, at this stage of policy delivery EN staff may incorporate local knowledges and 

understandings to identify how to best resolve problems, this occurs within narrowly 

defined boundaries of the debate. This target-first approach led Goodwin (1998) to 

conclude that EN discounted locally held values and interests, leaving participants feeling 

frustrated and disenfranchised from the decision-making process. His interviewees accused 

nature conservation agencies of treating them as ‘hired hands’, to deliver predetermined 

targets (ibid). Indeed, by framing the debate with a species/habitats focus, potential 

stakeholders may not reahse they have an interest in the debate at all (see Holmes & 

Scoones, 2000). The argument that certain key stakeholder groups would not find the 

debate relevant to their interests, was used by some interviewees in this study as a reason to 

exclude them from decision-making processes on designated sites:

Because we are very site-focused, and very focused on those species and habitats, 
the practical side is that most people are going to find that a totally rarefied debate 
and aren’t going to want to engage in it.’ (Manager)

5.3.5. Reflective Practitioners?

Recent critiques of the application of DIPs raise concerns that they are simply seen by 

organisations as part of an array of management tools to influence stakeholder behaviour, 

without the need to change their existing procedures (Cooke & K&thari, 2001). As discussed
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in Chapter 2, DIPs are associated with a democratising agenda that aims to ‘demythologise’ 

expert knowledge, and recast the hierarchical relationship between the expert and the ‘lay 

person’, towards a system that emphasises dialogue and constructing joint solutions. This 

requires a change in the role of the expert, who must become a ‘reflective practitioner’, and 

give up the initial claim to unquestioned authority (Schon, 1991).

Several respondents suggested however, that for many of EN ’s staff, the ‘reflective 

practitioner’ approach would be an unnatural way of working. EN traditionally has a 

reputation for employing people who are good natural historians, and although 

communication is now seen as an important skiU for staff to EN have, it was suggested that 

the strength of the values and beliefs held by staff of the imperative to protect nature, 

limits their ability to communicate with those holding differing priorities:

‘Nature conservation attracts people who have very strong feelings for, and 
commitment to conservation issues... And I think perhaps therefore people 
might find it [a people-oriented approach] a slightly less comfortable way of 
working... you know, they feel it is so self-evident that there is only one way of 
doing this because it has got to be the right way for nature conservation... and 
therefore what’s the point of having any discussions about alternative ways 
because it is the only way, isn’t it? ...because we really believe this, and we are 
going to go out and convert them, so they will believe it too!’ (General Manager).

The existence of attitudes within EN that act as a barrier to the opening up of expert 

knowledge is illustrated by the experience of using DIPs in developing a management 

scheme for NE Kent mSAC. According to the Project Officer, the team managing the 

project from EN ’s Head Office, were unhappy for her to use a deliberative process to 

explore how activities were Hkely to affect the designated conservation features, and 

therefore what should constitute EN ’s statutory advice (Regulation 33 under the Habitats 

Regulations). The Project Officer felt that EN was nervous of opening up this process to 

local knowledges, although she felt she did not have the level of knowledge or 

understanding of the system on which to make the necessary judgements. In addition, the 

EN marine ‘experts’ based in Peterborough did not participate as stakeholders in the local 

workshops:

‘I was conveying continuously, you’ve got to participate, now’s your time to 
comment. I do not want a 12 page letter detailing all your concerns, and in the 
end that’s exactly what I got 4 or 5 weeks after the end of the consultation... Well 
to me they Ithe marine specialist team] should have been participating via me and 
I thought I was mandated to go into there and make decisions and influence 
things. And that’s where the influence should be...But clearly their perception 
was we’U do the formal comments at formal consultation in our process that
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we’ve generated around commenting on management schemes at the end. Now if 
EN keeps up with that and doesn’t understand that you participate (..) you get in 
there and say your bit with other people, and negotiate with them around the 
table - that’s what participation is. (Local Team staff)

In this case it appears that EN were unwiUtng to lose the precedence of science over other 

forms of knowledge and staffs privileged role as ‘experts’, by keeping the input of scientific 

knowledge separate from local stakeholder dehberations. This closed attitude towards EN’s 

‘expertise’, is unsurprising given that EN is embedded in an institutional culture which 

gives particular credence to experts. EN is legally responsible for the scientific basis on 

which decisions are made, and the importance that EN ‘gets it right scientifically’, has been 

strengthened by the CROW Act which provides the right to appeal to owner-occupiers, if 

they are aggrieved about a decision made by EN over consent for an operation:

‘Because as soon as you are challenged about what happens in the countryside by 
developers or planning authorities and so on, everybody demands you fall back 
on hard facts, hard scientific evidence. And the whole legislative framework 
within which we operate demands more of that’. (Manager)

‘We’ve got to be seen to be the experts, we’ve got to be seen to know it all, and if 
we really don’t, we’ve got to package it in a way that looks somehow objective 
and scientific... one of the blocks [of institutionalising DIPs], is that EN would 
have to admit it doesn’t know sometimes, and EN doesn’t like to admit it doesn’t 
know’. (Local Team Staff)

5.3.6. A Reflective Organisation?

The hterature on institutionahsing participation highlights the importance of organisational 

learning (IDS Workshop, 1998: llED  & IDS, 2000). It is clear from the interviews held 

with staff who had apphed DIPs that the experience led to a change in their behefs over 

how EN should undertake its operations. AU these individuals went on to apply the 

principles of dehberation and inclusion through their future work, although not necessarily 

through the use of formal participatory exercises. There was, however, an obvious lack of 

mechanisms in place through which EN as a body could learn from these experiences. No 

formal internal system of evaluation was in place to capture the success or difficulties of 

such experiences, and there has been httle dissemination of learning from their experiences
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across local or national teams^°. Many of the situations in which DIPs are likely to be used 

within EN are initiatives which employ a Project Officer for a limited period of time only. 

Without any formal mechanisms to capture their experiences in a way that adds to the 

knowledge resources and development of the organisation, this knowledge is lost. One of 

the staff expressed frustration that the benefits she had learnt were not being disseminated:

‘So I don’t know within EN how it is viewed, or even how many people know 
about it. . .  Part of the question for me if [they] think it really was an example of 
best practice why haven’t they promoted it to the new River SACs. -  “Out of 
everything we did this was the best way of going about it. We strongly 
recommend you do it this way - go for it!” And why with some of the new 
European sites haven’t they said we strongly recommend this?’ (Local Team Staff)

The limited sharing of experiences was also noted by a senior manager:

‘There’s a lot of reinventing the wheel and learning on the job. So there’s 
insufficient horizontal sharing of good practice. It’s a well-recognised gap. Like 
any institution, the learning tends to go on in vertical streams’ (Manager)

The learning that does occur within English Nature tends to be based on informal 

feedback and conversation. Managers may then raise these issues at managerial meetings, 

and ultimately there is the potential to change organisational structures and procedures as a 

result. But this system relies on two factors. First, that managers perceive the knowledge as 

relevant and important in the first place, and secondly, that sufficient time and emphasis is 

placed on reflecting and adapting the organisation to its changing context.

The importance of adopting a bottom-up approach to institutionalising change is 

particularly important to the issue of DIPs. Lessons learnt from the top-down-imposed 

Community Involvement Key Initiative in the early ‘90s are relevant to this debate. The 

failure of the initiative to institutionalise participation highlights that until local team staff 

are provided with the capacity to incorporate these processes into their work programmes, 

and unless they see the value in adopting DIPs, they will remain purely corporate initiatives:

‘The organisation toyed with true community involvement when we were 
producing Natural Area profiles ... we did say then that we should consult with a

0̂ EN’s Social and Economic Advisory Group held a seminar in 1998 reviewing EN’s experience 
with participation to date (EN, 1998d). However this was attended by a Limited group of people 
who tended to be sympathetic to the participation agenda. Although reports were produced at the 
time of the Community Involvement Key Initiative and from an external evaluation of the marine 
SACs project, there was Httie addition dissemination beyond Library shelves and discussion at the 
very top of the organisation.
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much wider community about the agendas that we were trying to set. The trouble 
with Natural Areas, the trouble with the process, was that it was a top-down 
process, approach. It was someone in headquarters had the idea, a good idea, I 
think it was right. But they didn’t sell it to the organisation well. It came down to 
a dictât —you will produce these in this time. The real thinking behind it wasn’t 
explained well. It certainly wasn’t taken on board and the staff weren’t given the 
time to do properly. But they were told you should involve the local conservation 
community and the broader community if you can — non-specified (...) in 
drawing up targets and agendas and what have you. Most teams didn’t take on 
board that idea of involvement, or if they did, they did it at the minimalist level — 
they got somebody to write the profiles either in the team or they contracted the 
wildlife trust or occasionally an outside specialist to do it. The community 
involvement element was done through perhaps one-day meeting, with 
conservation organisations who were akeady pretty well on board anyway’ (Local 
Team Staff)

It is argued that organisational change is more Hkely to be successful if staff are involved in 

managing that change (IDS Workshop, 1998). However, within EN local staff have a 

limited abüity to take part in the strategic development of the organisation. But while there 

has been recent discussion amongst strategic staff about where and when in the 

organisation DIPs could be trialled and used, debates have not been extended to local team 

staff, despite their experience of engaging with stakeholders on a day to day basis. This is 

partly an issue of the geographical distance of local teams from the centre of the 

organisation, but also a cultural distinction between staff based in managerial positions — 

the ‘thinkers’ - and those at a local level - the ‘doers’” . Several of the local team staff 

interviewed about their experiences of using DIPs have at various times actively attempted 

to pursue and raise the profile of this issue within the organisation, but ended up frustrated 

and disillusioned when Httle progress was made:

‘I gave up on the organisation in terms of trying to influence it towards this 
approach, but I didn’t give up on the approach perse. .. I sort of detached myself a 
Httle bit from it in the mid-nineties when I was heavily involved and I could see 
the benefits, and I was working in areas where the benefits were being deHvered. I 
found it extremely frustrating to come back here [Peterborough] and sort of be 
banging my head against a brick wall. I talked to directors about it and others, and 
in the end you know you just run out of energy and you think weU ... I’m not 
going to bother.’ (Local Team Staff)

This became apparent as I reflected on my own position within EN, where I was pigeonholed as 
a ‘thinker’. I became concerned that my own voice was given greater authority by strategic staff 
than the voices of their own staff with on the ground experience of running DIPs. As a result, I felt 
a certain responsibility to communicate the ideas of these local staff, who frequently had a greater 
experience of DIPs than myself, into the top tiers of the organisation.
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Conclusions.

Over past ten years a range of projects have been initiated by EN which have encouraged 

the use of DIPs. Reflections by EN staff suggest that until recently processes of engaging 

with stakeholders were not seen as a priority for the organisation and no resources were 

placed to develop the capacity and skills of staff in this area. As a result, use of DIPs was 

very limited. Research within the organisation during the period 1999-2002, indicates that 

priority is finally being placed on this issue at the highest levels of the organisation, and 

efforts are being made to develop the capacity within EN to use DIPs. However, there still 

remains a lack of debate beyond a select group of individuals at the centre of the 

organisation about the potential use of DIPs, illustrated by the limited understanding of 

their purpose, and nervousness towards opening up decision-making to wider publics. In 

part, this lack of progress is linked to the complex ways that DIPs can be interpreted and 

applied, and uncertainty within EN as to where would be an appropriate and low-risk area 

within which to trial their use.

So what can be concluded about EN ’s interpretation of Fitness for Purpose from this 

analysis at the strategic level of EN? First, it is apparent that there are multifarious 

pressures for EN to become more deliberative and inclusionary in its working practices, 

not least the desire for EN to make itself relevant to the Government’s current interest in 

DIPs. This desire is accompanied by an acknowledgement throughout the organisation that 

EN needs to find the right methods to engage more effectively with a wider range of 

stakeholders through better communication and decision-making. This is driven by an 

aspiration to gain broad public support for nature conservation, to be effective in its efforts 

to integrate conservation activities into the sustainable development agenda, and to deliver 

targets in complex, multi-stakeholder situations.

While it can be concluded that the use of DIPs is seen as useful and possible for EN, there 

is evidence of significant barriers within EN ’s organisational culture towards achieving best 

practice in their use. These barriers include the dominance of instrumental approaches to 

delivering policy and a desire to maintain the privilege of scientific knowledge, the driving 

force of top-down targets leaving EN time-constrained and nervous of compromising 

wüdUfe gain, compounded by a limited ability to share ideas and learn from local team 

experiences. However, recently more flexible initiatives have been created, encouraging
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staff to engage in a creative way with stakeholders, and appear to offer a significant 

potential to initiate the mainstreaming of DIPs.

The next four chapters describe a case study where the use of DIPs in the dehvery of the 

Habitats Directive is explored. This will provide more depth and insight into many of these 

issues about the effect of organisational culture on EN ’s use of DIPs.
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Chapter 6.

Exploring Fitness for Purpose at a Local Level: 

Introducing the Case Study

Introduction

The following four chapters present the findings from the River Avon case study. This 

explores the decisions, assumptions and trade-offs involved in defining Fitness for Purpose 

in the design of a DIP used to develop a conservation strategy^ The case study is 

particularly interesting because it focuses on how the principles of deliberation and 

inclusion can be integrated into the delivery of international legislation where conservation 

objectives have been defined in terms of traditional scientific/objective values of nature. 

The study explores how decisions are made about who, when and how local stakeholders 

are involved in the development of a river conservation strategy, and how these decisions 

are framed by the institutional top-down context and the local situation in which the 

process is to take place.

Chapter 6 introduces the context in which the River Avon conservation strategy is situated. 

The Habitats Directive and the LIFE in UK Rivers Project provide the legislative and 

managerial context for the strategy. In addition, background information on the River 

Avon, its conservation interests, existing governance patterns and main stakeholder groups 

is provided. The methods used to explore the dimensions of Fitness for Purpose are 

outlined in Section 6.2, which also provides details of my role in the subsequent design and 

operation of a DIP.

1 NB The structure and objectives for the Avon project were defined prior to the latest 
developments within EN towards institutionahsing the use of DIPs.
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6.1. Introduction to the case study site

6.1.1. The Habitats Directive

Adopted in 1992 by the European Commission, the Habitats Directive is seen as one of 

the means through which European countries can contribute to meeting the objectives of 

the Convention on Biological Diversity (Pinton, 2001). Proposed measures include the 

creation of a European network of ‘Sites of Community Importance’, known as Natura 

2000, comprising Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) designated under the Habitats 

Directive, and Special Protection Areas (SPAs) designated under the Birds Directive 

(79/409/EEC). The aim of these Sites of Community Importance is to contribute to the 

maintenance or restoration of certain habitats and species (known as features) to 

‘favourable conservation status’, by maintaining the site in ‘favourable condition’̂ .

Sites are designated as SACs, based on the presence of habitat types hsted in Annex I of 

the Directive, or habitats of the species hsted in Annex II. This hst of habitats and species 

is identified as containing features requiring the creation of special conservation areas to 

ensure their conservation. However, the designation of sites is only seen as part of the 

solution to achieving the favourable conservation status of species and habitats. The 

Directive acknowledges the importance of action beyond designated sites, particularly the 

management of landscape features, which may act as ecological corridors or stepping- 

stones for the migration, dispersal, and genetic exchange of wild species (Article 10).

The Directive does not only aim to protect those species and habitats Hsted in the Annexes. 

As stated above, the rationale for the Directive is to contribute to the maintenance of 

biodiversity, a term encompassing ah Hving organisms. However, Pinton (2001) argues that 

by presenting a Hst of features for which special attention must be paid, the definition of 

biological diversity can easily be reduced to that predefined Hst of species and habitats. 

Criticisms of this approach are strengthened by claims that the contents of the Annexes

2 Favourable conservation status of a habitat is achieved when its natural range and areas are stable 
or increasing, specific structures and functions necessary for long-term maintenance are stable, and 
the species making up the habitat type are in favourable condition. Species are in favourable 
conservation status when they display stable population dynamics, stable range and their habitat 
area is maintained (Article 1(e)). Favourable condition is judged through the monitoring of the 
status of the feature itself, and other ecological parameters which are identified as suitable 
indicators.
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only reflect the varying levels of taxonomic knowledge available, and are the result of 

political negotiation as much as scientifically derived priorities (Pinton, 2001).

Key dates for member states delivering the Habitats Directive are as follows: to put 

forward a list of sites meeting the criteria of SAC status to Brussels by 1995, and to have 

completed the designation process and the establishment of management measures 

necessary for the protection of the site by 2004 (EC, 2000). Each country must report back 

to the Commission every 6 years detailing the conservation measures taken, with an 

evaluation of the impact of these measures and the status of the site.

The Habitats Directive is seen as establishing two particularly distinctive features within 

European conservation legislation. It is the first European Directive to protect biodiversity 

on an ecosystem-based approach. In other words, a SAC is not considered in isolation but 

is valued in terms of its contribution to the construction of the Natura 2000 network across 

the European territory, as divided into five bio-geographical regions (Alphandéry & Fortier, 

2001). In this way it differs considerably from the SSSI system, which focuses on the 

designation of sites based on the presence of natural features, but only in areas where those 

features are ‘most highly concentrated or of highest quality’ (NCC, 1989).

Secondly, the Directive claims that it ‘makes a contribution to the general objective of 

sustainable development’ and acknowledges that the maintenance of [such] biodiversity 

may in certain cases require the maintenance, or indeed the encouragement of human 

activities’ (para. 3). Alphandéry & Fortier (2001) observe how this differs from the 

preservationist model of protected area management, which has traditionally dominated the 

management of special areas globally^. However, despite the Directive’s acknowledgement 

of the role of human activities in preserving biodiversity in Europe’s predominantly semi

natural landscapes and its commitment to take into account ‘economic, social, cultural and 

regional requirements’, in reality these aspects come second to the environmental 

requirements of a site. Following the judgement of the European Court of Justice relating 

to the Lappel Bank SPA (Case C-44/95 Rv. Secretary of State for the Environment ex 

parte RSPB [1996] ECR 1-3805), and the more recent SAC ruling on the inclusion of the 

Severn Estuary as a potential SAC (Case C-371/98, The Queen v. Secretary of State for the 

Environment, Transport and the Regions ex parte First Corporate Shipping Ltd [2000]

3 The approach to SSSI management that dominates the UK system is seen as an irregular in this 
respect, because of its focus on negotiating the co-existence of the conservation interests with other 
land uses.
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ECR-I 9235), sites can be selected and boundaries determined based only on the scientific 

criteria listed in Annex III of the Habitats Directive (DETR, 1998). It is only once a site 

has been designated and management measures are being defined that such economic, 

social, cultural and regional interests can be taken into account. Even then, new and 

existing activities are only acceptable if they do not affect the integrity of the site, or there 

are imperative reasons of overriding pubhc interest" .̂ McGiUivray (2002) in his analysis of 

the Severn Estuary case, points out the ambiguity that exists within the Habitats Directive 

surrounding the issue of sustainable development, in terms of where and when within the 

delivery of the Directive there can be expected to be a balancing of environmental and 

economic issues.

Some commentators see the Habitats Directive as a genuine means of delivering 

sustainable development at a European-wide scale, based on the behef that development 

which does not allow this defined nature conservation baseline to be maintained cannot be 

considered sustainable (WWF-Austria, 1999). However, although a need for the adequate 

protection of the most susceptible features is not refuted, it is argued that by adopting a 

no-net loss approach and removing areas from an arena where dialogue and negotiation 

between economy, society and environment occurs, necessary debates between developers 

and conservationists about how sustainable development can be achieved across the whole 

country are side-stepped (Owens & Cowell, 2002).

Commitment to a Directive is binding in terms of the need to secure favourable 

conservation status of species and habitats, but Member States have flexibihty in how that 

result is achieved (EC, 2000). This appHcation of the principle of subsidiarity encourages 

the translation of the Directive into law in the most suitable way for the socio-political 

circumstances of the particular state. However, this has resulted in great differences in the 

sizes of sites designated across Europe, which partially reflects governmental attitudes 

about whether sites should be designated according to a belief in an integrated management 

approach or a more strict conservation-focused approach. The Directive has been criticised 

as being too vague in its guidance on mechanisms to deliver favourable condition. For

The following principles are seen as relevant when determining whether there are imperative 
reasons of overriding public interest — where there is a need to address a serious risk to human 
health and public safety, in the interests of national security and defence, the provision of a clear 
and demonstrable environmental benefit on a national or international scale, a vital contribution to 
strategic economic development or regeneration, where failure to proceed would have unacceptable 
social and/or economic consequences (DETR, 1998).
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example, Pinton (2001) argues the Directive is weakened by the presence of phrases such 

as ‘to the extent possible’ and ‘in an appropriate manner’.

These mechanisms are laid out, and the Habitats and Birds Directives transposed into UK 

law, through the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994, and the Policy and 

Planning Guidance notes for Nature Conservation (PPG9), The Regulations build on the 

protection offered to SSSIs and Marine Nature Reserves through the Wildhfe and 

Countryside Act (1981) and set out very prescriptive procedures for the management of 

SACs (EN Specialist, pers. comm.)^. Protection for the SAC is therefore partially deUvered 

through processes of regulation and negotiation with owner-occupiers operationaHsed 

through the SSSI system. Table 6.1. summarises the key institutional processes designed to 

deliver the Habitats Directive, and outlines the potential role of dehberation in achieving 

these objectives:

5 The Regulations are expected to be updated in the near future to bring them into line with the 
2000 Countryside and Rights of Way Act — EN SpeciaUst, pers. comm.).
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Table 6.1 Key Processes to Deliver the Habitats Directive

Process Objective Who Involved Extent of Deliberation
Notification Notify stakeholders 

of the designation 
of the site

Owner-Occupiers Competent
Authorities

None. Notification based on meeting European 
scientific criteria.

Setting Conservation 
Objectives and 
Favourable Condition

Defining the objectives upon which the 
site should be managed

EN and other 
‘experts’.

Dialogue amongst ‘experts’ but no consultation 
with stakeholders holding local knowledge

Determining
Appropriate
Management

Management
Agreements

Negotiation with individuals over the 
management objectives for the site.

Owner-occupiers 
(inc. land adjacent 
to site)

Negotiation possible, to ensure best result for 
conservation and owner-occupiers’ objectives. 
Payments may be offered for positive 
management.

OLDs hst Owner —occupiers must consult EN (or 
EA) before carrying out an operation 
hsted as potentiaUy damaging to the 
cSAC.

Owner-occupiers 
(inc. land adjacent 
to site)

Room for some negotiation, but must not have 
adverse effect on site integrity.

Review of Consents Competent authorities must review 
existing consents to ensure they do not 
have an adverse effect on the cSAC alone 
or in combination with other operations

Competent 
authorities and 
project managers

Very httle. Based on precautionary principle — it 
must be shown that the project will not cause 
an adverse effect unless there are imperative 
reasons of overriding pubhc interest.

Appropriate 
Assessment Article 
6(3)

Competent authorities must assess any 
proposed projects to ensure they do not 
have an adverse effect on the site alone or 
in combination with other projects

Competent 
authorities and 
project proposers

Very httle. As above.

Site Management 
Statements

Setting out conservation and other 
objectives for the site.

Owner- occupiers 
and EN

PrincipaUy seen as information sharing exercise. 
Basis of future communication and negotiation.

f
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Process Objective Who Involved Extent of Deliberation

Potential 
role of 
Strategy

Management 
Plan Article 
6(1)

Article 6(1) of the Directive calls for member states to ‘establish the 
necessary conservation measures involving, if need be, appropriate 
management plans specifically designed for the sites or integrated into 
other development plans, and appropriate statutory, administrative or 
contractual measures’ to ensure the SAC is maintained or restored to 
favourable condition^

Anyone influential 
or important for the 
management of the 
site

As much as possible, but 
within the parameters of the 
conservation objectives.

Education /
awareness
raising

Facihtate a culture change in attitudes and behaviour towards local 
environment.

Anyone influential 
or important over 
the behaviour of 
others

Deliberation essential to 
explore the overlaps between 
conservation and the interests, 
needs and objectives of others.

o\w

 ̂ It is important to note that the Directive does not demand a statutory, regulatory approach to be taken to ensure favourable conservation status of the listed 
species and habitats. f
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Despite being based on the SSSI system, a key effect of the Habitats Regulations has been 

to alter where responsibilities lie for decision-making about activities that may affect the 

integrity of a designated site. Although designated sites have greater legal protection under 

the Habitats Regulations than the SSSI system, most of the power lies at the level of the 

UK Government which is statutorily responsible for ensuring the requirements of the 

Directive are met, rather than the nature conservation agencies (i.e. Enghsh Nature within 

England). This difference is summarised by the EN Head of International Casework who 

provides guidance and advice for EN staff and competent authorities on the interpretation 

of the Regulations:

‘Our role in the Regulations is very different to SSSIs. For SSSIs, we are the body 
that is notifying and confirming the SSSI, and placing the prescriptions on the 
site, and negotiating the management. With European sites, we advise 
Government on the site, [and] we advise Government on the prescriptions. 
Government makes the decisions. We are slightly at arm’s length. And the action 
that we take subsequently, is very much as their agents... It’s aU about 
Government’s obligations under the Directive, not about EN’s obligations under 
the Directive’ (EN, Specialist).

There are also important differences in terms of who holds responsibility for determining 

whether a project or plan has an adverse effect on site integrity. On SSSIs, potential plans 

are negotiated between the nature conservation agency and the developer through 

consultation according to the hst of Operations Likely to Damage. Under the Habitats 

Directive, however, competent authorities must make judgements on whether these 

activities wiU damage the integrity of the site by carrying out Appropriate Assessments of 

forthcoming projects, and Review of Consents processes on existing and outstanding 

projects themselves. The nature conservation agency adopts a purely advisory role in this 

process. This shift of responsibihties to the competent authorities is exacerbated by the 

Regulation’s adherence to the precautionary principle, whereby the authorities must prove 

activities wiU not have an impact on the site’s integrity, in contrast to the previous situation 

where the onus of proof lay with the nature conservation agency to prove damage would 

be caused.

These procedural changes under the Habitats Directive, alongside the principle of zero loss 

of conservation interest, are changing the dynamics of nature conservation management 

and the relationships between the nature conservation agency and competent authorities. 

However, these changes are only just starting to be noticed as the Review of Consents and 

Appropriate Assessment processes take place. As noted by EN ’s Head of International
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Case work, the Habitats Regulations require ‘a change in perceptions and culture’ among 

competent authorities and potential developers^.

The imphcations of these changing relationships for the use of DIPs are multiple and 

contradictory. From one perspective, as already noted, the strict definition of sustainable 

development implicit within the Directive, makes negotiation and trade-off with potential 

developers less possible, and increases the likelihood of adversarial relationships between 

conservation and development:

‘It’s put us in a very difficult position, particularly on the estuaries, where we can 
see that some of the small development that people want to do is not overall 
damaging to the SAC. We could actually negotiate under the previous SSSI 
legislation, we would have negotiated with them to get quid pro quo what they were 
doing, somewhere else. You can’t do that under European legislation. As agents 
of Europe our hands are tied, which actually puts us more obviously against the 
developers.’ (Local Team officer)

On the other hand however, as EN ’s role is as an advisor rather than a decision-maker, and 

competent authorities hold the responsibility for proving there is no impact on favourable 

condition, the Habitats Directive could actually encourage more proactive and early 

dialogue between EN and those proposing development, to work together to find a 

proposal that is compatible with the site’s conservation importance. This is desirable for 

EN’s long-term legitimacy and the perception of nature conservation in the UK:

‘We tend at the moment to fall back on legislation and say ‘sorry, we are the 
organisation that likes to say no’. And I know that our Council and Directors 
quite rightly, are very exercised about the need to turn that round, and be seen to 
be the organisation that comes up with these integrated plans. Because the 
downside of just playing the legislative card is that sooner or later people get 
hacked off with being frustrated so often by somebody whinging in the corner, 
and vetoing their proposals, that you end up with the legislation being changed.
And certainly there is a perception around at the moment — we’ve touched several 
times on ports and estuaries as an example, but the perception is that the UK is 
implementing the Habitats Directive in a much more stringent way than other 
European countries. And therefore the whole of UK Inc. business is being placed 
at a competitive disadvantage with its European neighbours. And therefore please 
ministers wül you go to Europe and get the Habitats Directive relaxed a bit so we 
can get on with our developments without being hamstrung in quite this 
inconvenient way by the environmental lobby. (Manager)

However, primarily due to the tight timetable the nature conservation agencies have been 

working under to get sites designated, a proactive initiation of dialogue about future

 ̂Changes in the relationship between owner-occupiers and English Nature are less affected by the 
Regulations, as they must apply to a competent authority (which may be English Nature within the 
SSSI) to implement a plan or project
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integrative strategic planning between EN and many competent authorities has been absent 

due to a lack of time:

‘The nature of a designation is such that the moderation process which basically 
reviews how many European sites there are, sort of says “you haven’t got enough 
estuaries, and you, UK, need six more estuaries”. And Government says “We 
want six more recommendations from you, EN, by a year next February” or 
whatever, and then the whole scientific thing swings into place to select the six 
estuaries that best meet the criteria... And so then you breathe a sigh of relief, 
and off the recommendations go to Government, and in due course they push it 
off to Brussels.. .But it [EN] doesn’t at that point say, “Well OK, we had to do 
this necessary designation in quite a hurry, but can we now reflect with aU the 
users of the site on what that aU means for them, and how we are going to get 
some sort of integrated plan going, where we can all define what we aU want, and 
we can all programme it into an overall master plan”. Instead what tends to 
happen is you sort of slap the designation on and then you rush off — the 
attention and resources switch then to the next problem. And you wait until the 
container terminal proposal comes up, and immediately you are in this position... 
you haven’t anticipated the container port, or [been involved] at an early enough 
stage’ (EN Manager)

This need for proactive engagement with competent authorities, and EN ’s support for the 

voluntary approach, are some of the drivers for EN staff to adopt deliberative and 

inclusionary approaches for the delivery of the Habitats Directive at the earliest possible 

stage. This is compounded by the fact that SACs and SPAs tend to be large sites with 

multiple and complex ownership and patterns of usage, requiring effective methods for 

negotiating multi-stakeholder solutions to management issues. However, the top-down 

nature of the designation process encourages a technocratic approach to engaging with 

stakeholders, as the Directive has already effectively defined their values and interests as 

secondary to the management of the site, so even within deliberative and inclusionary fora, 

the balance of power wiU always lie with the conservation agencies.

6.1.2. The LIFE Project

LIFE-Nature is one third of the European Union’s LIFE® fund. Projects co-financed 

through LIFE-Nature, must contribute to the implementation of European Community 

nature protection legislation, notably the ‘Birds’ Directive (79/409/EEC) and the ‘Habitats’ 

Directive (92/43/EEC). Project outcomes are expected to have a demonstration value.

® The acronym LIFE translates as ‘Financial Instrument for the Environment’. The fund was set up 
in 1992 and is now in its third phase.
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enabling guidance to be disseminated to other areas of international conservation 

importance within the EU.

The 4-year LIFE in UK Rivers Project; ‘Safeguarding Natura 2000 Rivers in the UK’ 

(LIFE99 N A T /U K /006088) is managed by a partnership of Enghsh Nature, Environment 

Agency, Scottish Natural Heritage, Scottish Environment Protection Agency, Countryside 

Council for Wales and the Scotland & Northern Ireland Forum for Environmental 

Research. The project has a budget of 2.241.038,88 euros^ and is co-financed by the project 

partners and the LIFE-Nature fund. The primary objective is to develop river conservation 

strategies for 7 rivers in the United Kingdom that have been submitted by the UK as 

candidate Special Areas of Conservation (cSAC) under the Habitats Directive. These 

strategies will contribute to dehvering Article 6 (1) of the Habitats Directive by estabhshing 

a framework for achieving sustainable management of the river SAC, by identifying key 

issues affecting the SAC features and preparing action plans.. The project proposal states 

that the strategies:

‘will trial different mechanisms for the involvement of other bodies, both public 
and private, in the sustainable management of river SACs. They will also involve 
the local community, with a view to generating support for river SACs and the 
actions needed to maintain and improve them.’ (EN et al, 1999: LIFE-Nature 99- 
11).

In addition, the project has the following aims. To:

• Identify conservation measures that meet the ecological requirements of the 

designated habitat and species;

• Put together cost-effective assessment techniques;

• Develop techniques for addressing key issues;

• Disseminate best practice.

Seven catchments in the UK were selected for the projects, covering a cross section of 

river types, land uses, socio-economic issues and conservation threats. Five Project 

Officers were employed for an initial period of 18 months (later extended to 2 years

9 The initial bid submitted to European LIFE-Nature Fund was ultimately cut in size by 
approximately 50%. The effect of this was the removal of practical river restoration works from the 
project.
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because of delays caused by the 2001 outbreak of Foot and Mouth Disease), to develop 

and write the strategies’

Project Officers were provided very little guidance as to how the stakeholder participation 

aspect of their role should be interpreted, with the Project Board keen to highhght the 

experimental nature of LIFE demonstration project. However, this also suggests a lack of 

institutional understanding amongst the project partners of ‘participation’:

Kate — ‘Were the Project Officers given any sort of guidance at aU about 
partnership processes and community involvement?

Project Manager — No...we’ve left it very open. Probably too open, I think that 
was symptomatic of the fact that we didn’t quite know what we meant by 
stakeholder engagement, and therefore it wasn’t possible to be prescriptive about 
it. It was just something that we were going to do and the message got out — do 
what you think is necessary and we wül evaluate it afterwards.’ (LIFE Project 
Manager)

So what were the motivations for writing participation into the project bid? They appeared 

to be a mix of producing a bid attractive to funders, the realisation that effective dehvery of 

the Habitats Directive on complex sites requires multi-stakeholder processes, and a desire 

within the conservation agencies and the European Union to gain an understanding of how 

participation could be apphed to the dehvery of EU legislation. This question was put to 

the principal author of the project bid:

Kate - Why did you want to see parmership and community consultation? Why 
was that put in the project bid? I suppose it is touching on a lot of things we have 
aheady talked about.

Bid Author — It is but there is a more immediate reason, because the Habitats 
Directive requires it to a certain extent

Kate — Was it a requirement to get funding?

Bid Author — Not particularly I don’t think, but it is a general thing for ah — yes, 
they would encourage that for ah LIFE projects — pubhc involvement. And for 
instance it is even more exphcitly written into the Water Framework Directive. So 
now the European Commission are looking for best practice as to how to involve 
the pubhc in the Water Framework Directive which is going to go much wider 
than just SAC rivers. So it is a growing thing, and I don’t think that anyone has 
particularly solved it. It goes back to your question reahy of do you see a value in 
involving the local community in the SAC scene rivers. And I think that has yet to

0̂ The Rivers Moidart, Kerry and Borgie in Scotland were covered by a single Project Officer 
because they ah contained the same SAC interest feature, were areas of simhar land use, and are 
only short rivers compared to others in the project (ranging from 3.4 — 14km)
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be shown. Hopefully your work wiU show us and the LIFE project will show us 
possibly whether we’ve gone about it the right way or not.’ (EN Specialist)

Despite the free reign given to the Project Officers, there were critical factors affecting the 

parameters within which DIPs could be apphed to the production of the strategies.

First, under the UK’s institutionahsed approaches to dehver the Habitats Directive, many 

of the decisions to be made relating to activities that affect the Avon’s conservation 

features, are undertaken through closed processes detached from the conservation strategy 

process. A decision was made by EN that favourable condition for the cSAC rivers would 

be defined at a national level, with some limited consultation with local ‘experts’ (i.e. EA). 

Once defined, favourable condition sets the ecological parameters within which all 

decisions made about cSAC management must he. Therefore, even prior to decisions made 

about the framing of the strategy, the abihty for local stakeholders to influence decisions 

made about cSAC management had already been highly constrained.

Secondly, there were hmited funds available for running participatory processes of 

^5,000’\  Thus Project Officers had hmited funds to run workshops or employ facihtators.

Thirdly, the Project Officers neither had expertise in stakeholder engagement nor were 

offered training in designing or running participatory processes^^. Good communication 

skiUs were seen as sufficient to run a stakeholder participation strategy:

Kate — were people selected [as Project Officers] who had knowledge or 
experience of working in that sort of way [stakeholder engagement]?

Project Manager — it was certainly one of the selection criteria — maturity and 
experience of working with other organisations, not specifically stakeholder 
engagement.’ (Project Manager)

The fourth factor was the timeframe within which the strategy had to be developed. The 

Project Officers had 18 months to produce a final strategy document that had been 

through a more traditional process of pubhc consultation, as well as fulfil the other 

requirements of their posts (i.e. the development of a monitoring protocol for the cSAC). 

From the perspective of participatory processes, this represents an extremely hmited time

As a point of comparison, the NE Kent mSAC Stakeholder Dialogue process carried out in 1999 
cost around /^30,000.

12 One Project Officer attended a training course during his contract, arranged independently
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for the Project Officers to build trust, enrol stakeholders and to run a deliberative and 

inclusionary process.

6.1.3. Introduction to the Study Site - the River Avon

At 205 km, the River Avon includes the largest length of chalk river habitat of any river in 

Europe. In its headwaters, clay streams are fed by springs from chalk aquifers which then 

run through Salisbury Plain. The Avon then is joined by the Nadder, Wylye, Bourne and 

Ebble. The river’s southern tributaries run off the acid sands of the New Forest. The Avon 

and its catchment is an archetypal semi-natural environment, showing clearly the legacy of 

past management (mills, water meadows, structures and management actions relating to 

trout fisheries, the effects of channel dredging). The result is an artificial river structure, 

geomorphology, ecological and genetic diversity, creating an environment that requires 

continual management to maintain the balance of uses and values that have evolved 

throughout its history. O f these uses and values, conservation and biodiversity are a fairly 

recent addition.

The river runs through three counties - Wiltshire, Dorset and Hampshire, and flows 

through several sizeable urban areas, most notably Salisbury, Ringwood and Christchurch. 

Beyond the settlements, the dominant land use in the catchment is agriculture. Figure 6.1. 

shows the boundaries of the cSAC. From a nature conservation perspective the river is 

highly valued as one of England’s best lowland rivers for wildlife with over 180 species of 

aquatic plants and a hugely diverse fish fauna. In recognition of this, nearly aU the river 

system was designated as SSSI in 1996. At the same time consultation was carried out for 

the designation of the Rivers Avon, Bourne, Nadder, Wylye and Dockens Water as the 

River Avon candidate SAC^ .̂ The river is designated under the Habitats Directive as a 

habitat for the following species Hsted in Annex II: populations of Atlantic Salmon (Salmo 

salar). Bullhead {Cottus Gobio), Brook lamprey (luzmpetra planeri). Sea lamprey (Petromj:(on 

marinuP) and in conjunction with adjoining land as habitat for populations of DesmouHn’s 

whorl snaH {Vertigo moulinsiand). Under Annex 1 the river is protected for its characteristic 

‘submerged or floating formations of ¥ainunculus and associated Callitricho-Batrachion 

vegetation’.

13 The SAC moderation exercise led to the River TÜ1 being included as part of the cSAC. Further 
extension of the area covered under the designation may occur as knowledge of the ecology of the 
system improves.
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Figure 6.1. Boundaries of The River Avon cSAC
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The English Nature team in Wiltshire take the strategic lead over the cSAC and 

conservation strategy development. The principal threats to the SAC interests include 

diffuse and point source pollution from agricultural and road run off, aquaculture, and 

public and domestic sewerage; water abstraction; and river channel modification for water 

level and recreational fisheries management. Rivers are dynamic systems, both ecologically 

and geomorphologicaUy, with the nature of habitats and the physical structure continuously 

changing, and species moving throughout the system. So, despite the linear shape of the 

area included in the cSAC, impacts at a particular point can have a significant effect 

throughout the site. An obvious example of this is pollution incidents - both diffuse 

pollution running off land into the river and direct point-source pollution from aquaculture 

and sewage works, which can affect the passage of species up and down the river. 

However, the ecology and management issues although inter-related, do vary along the 

river as the nature of the river geomorphology changes, and there are issues that can be 

dealt with independently.

The River Avon cSAC itself is underpinned by five component SSSIs — the River Avon 

system, the River Till, Jones Mül, Porton Meadow and Lower Woodford Watermeadow 

SSSIs. Other internationally and nationally designated sites with their own management 

requirements and interests border the site. Within the catchment, Salisbury Plain is 

designated as a cSAC and SPA under the Habitats and Birds Directives, the lower Avon 

Valley (between Bickton & Christchurch) as a Special Protection Area, and the New Forest 

as an SAC, SPA and scheduled National Park. In addition, there are several small SSSIs 

within the catchment. (Appendix 3 gives more detail of the cSAC and SSSI features).

The Avon’s administration, regulation and management are complex as the river falls 

within a variety of organisational jurisdictions and a scattered pattern of public, private and 

institutional ownership. Most farmable land is tenanted out on long or short-term licenses, 

and fishing rights (including control of the bank) are sold or leased to fishing clubs. 

Members of the fishing clubs then pay to fish within that particular area of river, thus 

giving them a claim to have rights as a stakeholder. Management on each estate varies 

dramatically depending on the personal interests of the landowners and leasees, with 

varying degrees of emphasis on nature conservation, agriculture, landscape, recreation and 

fisheries.

As a social and economic resource, water flowing through the Avon contributes to the 

supply of drinking water in the region, acts as an irrigation system for agriculture and a
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drainage system for the waste products from society and agriculture. An effectively 

managed river and floodplain also provide capacity for flood containment. In addition, the 

river provides an environment for business ventures such as watercress and fish farming, 

and for recreational activities such as canoeing. However, the river is probably best known 

for the salmon and coarse fisheries which it supports, which dominate the management of 

the Upper Avon particularly. The river forms a focal point for many villages and towns in 

the catchment, and contributes to the sense of place and attractiveness of the area for 

residents and visitors.

The management of the cSAC is the concern of organisations with statutory responsibility 

for ensuring good environmental quality of the river — the Environment Agency (EA), 

three English Nature teams, three county councils, five district councils, two unitary 

authorities, three water companies, and the Ministry of Defence (MoD) based on Salisbury 

Plain. EA and EN have been given a mandate by Government to look after specific aspects 

of the river — with EA leading on water quality, flows, flood defence, sustainable fisheries, 

and EN leading on biodiversity conservation and designated sites. As competent 

authorities, the other organisations must ensure their actions do not have an adverse 

impact on the site.

There are also professional organisations involved in management of the river and its 

catchment. These include Wiltshire, Hampshire and Dorset Wildlife Trusts, the Royal 

Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB), the Farming and Rural Conservation Agency 

(FRCA, now the Rural Development Service — RDS), and the Farming and Wildlife 

Advisory Group (FWAG). These professional bodies tend to play an enabling and 

facüitatory role, providing important support, advice and funding to landowners and 

managers.

Finally, there are those stakeholders who hold no statutory, financial, or professional rights 

to the river, but hold an interest in it and value it — these are the members of the public — 

either living in the area, or visitors visiting the area for recreational purposes.

A summary of the different stakeholder interests on the Avon is provided in Table 6.2 

below. The contents of this table are based on preliminary discussions with the stakeholder 

group.
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Table 6.2. An Introduction to River Avon Stakeholders — their interests and roles in governance

Stakeholder Interests in River Geographical Area of 
Interest

Roles /  responsibilities

English Nature (EN) Biodiversity conservation

Ensuring SAC (and other designations) reach 
favourable condition

Offices in Wiltshire, 
Hampshire, Dorset

Regulating, advising, enthusing & enabling nature 
conservation

Environment Agency (EA) Keeping river in good ecological quality whilst 
maintaining its functions as a social and 
economic resource

Avon catchment. 1 office 
covering the whole 
catchment

Competent authority for Habitats Directive.

Licensing abstractions, managing water levels and 
flood defence mechanisms, regulating water quality, 
managing and promoting sustainable fisheries, 
promoting water based recreation and navigation.

Some responsibilities for nature conservation.

Water Companies -Wessex 
Water (WW), 
Bournemouth &c West 
Hants Water (BWHW), 
Thames Water (TW)

Ensuring an efficient and sustainable supply of 
drinking water and sewerage

Whole catchment (WW & 
BWHW have the main 
impact)

Competent authority. Abstraction and discharge of 
water into system. Funding of environmental 
projects.

County Councils 

(WCC, HCC, DCC)

Negotiating between social, environmental, 
economic goals for county, delivering 
government policy

Wiltshire, Hampshire, 
Dorset

Competent authority. Writing Structure Plans that set 
out future planning developments, responsible for 
minerals extraction, waste disposal. Also have remits 
for public rights of way, recreation, landscape, 
archaeology, biodiversity, community strategies.

District Councils

(EDDC, NFDC, SDC, 
KDC, WWDC, CBC)

Meeting economic, social, environmental 
needs of district, delivering government policy

East Dorset, New Forest, 
Salisbury, Kennet & West 
Wilts District Councils. 
Christchurch Borough 
Council.

Competent authority. Development of Local Plans, 
deal with planning issues, landscape, BAPs, 
community strategies.

Wiltshire Wildlife Trust 
(WWT^

Promoting and achieving nature conservation Wiltshire The Wildlife Trusts tend to be involved particularly in 
protected species, BAP, Sites of Importance for 
Nature Conservation. They tend to work closely with I
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local farmers, landowners and communities.
The Wessex Chalk Streams project works with fishery 
interests and riparian owners to identify sites for river 
restoration.
The Salisbury Project focuses on promoting 
conservation in the Salisbury area.

Hampshire Wildlife Trust 
(HWT]

Promoting and achieving nature conservation 
— particularly Avon valley

Hampshire — particularly 
Avon Valley

The Avon Valley & West Hampshire Project 
provides habitat management advice to farmland 
owners and rural communities.

Dorset Wildlife Trust 
(PWT)

Promoting and achieving nature conservation Dorset Particularly involved in the protection of wetland 
habitats and species in Dorset.

Royal Society for the 
Protection of Birds (RSPB)

Promoting and achieving nature conservation 
(particularly avian). Main interest lies in the 
Avon valley SPA

SE & SW England regional 
offices.

RSPB do not have a direct involvement in river 
management, but are involved in many committees 
and conservation networks.

Wiltshire Fishery 
Association (WFA)

Ensuring Upper Avon fisheries interests are 
represented in debates about river

Upper Avon (upstream of 
Salisbury)

Co-ordinating fisheries owners, lessees, anglers on 
Upper Avon. Members play a big part in the day-to- 
day management of the Upper Avon through 
weedcutting, fish stocking, removal of 
predator/competitor species & bank management.

Avon & Stour Rivers 
Association (ASRA)

Specific concerns include the decline in 
salmon stocks and the management of 
problem species such as mink and cormorants

Lower Avon (downstream 
of Salisbury)

Represent riparian owner interests on the Lower 
Avon. Owners of river and land in Valley.

Wessex Salmon & Rivers 
Trust (WSRI)

Conserving and restoring salmon populations Lower Avon Act as self-named pressure group to restore salmon 
populations to the river, some members manage areas 
of the river. Troublesome relationship with EA and 
EN.

Christchurch Netsmen Angling — catching salmon for an income Christchurch Harbour Set up nets at the mouth of the river for salmon 
fishing. Now operate a catch and release policy.

Fish farms There are 2 fish farms on river —these are run 
as a business venture

Lower Avon Control of small sections of river for fish farming. I
On



Ministry of Defence 
(MoD) Training Area 
Estate Management.

Management of MoD land. Team wish to 
enhance the MoD’s role in conservation.

Salisbury Plain Competent authority Management of MOD land for 
military training and environment.

Farmers maintaining a livelihood and business Across the catchment Farming is accused of contributing to diffuse 
pollution and siltation of the Avon. May participate in 
agri-environmental schemes.

National Farmers Union 
(NFU)

Social and economic welfare of the farming 
community

Wiltshire, Hampshire, 
Dorset

Representing interests of farmers at national and local 
debates.
Providing technical advice to farmers

Farming & Wildlife 
Advisory Group (FWAG)

Integrating nature conservation into 
commerical farming and identifying funding 
opportunities

Wiltshire, Hampshire, 
Dorset

Advising farmers on how to farm more 
environmentally sensitively — administer the 
Countryside Stewardship Scheme.

Farming & Rural 
Conservation Agency 
(FRCA) (now Rural 
Development Service)

Administering Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas (ESA) scheme along Avon Valley

Avon valley ESA Working with farmers to integrate environmentally 
sensitive management into their farming through the 
ESA scheme. Involved in many fora about the 
management of the Avon valley.

Local Communities Variable. From discussions I had with people 
on the Avon, it was clear that local residents 
value the river as a cultural, historical & 
aesthetic resource. At the time primary 
concerns were related to flooding and local 
developments.

Across the catchment Variable. Some local community groups exist with an 
interest in increasing pubhc access to the river or 
undertaking small-scale restoration works. Many 
individuals are involved with EN through their 
responsibility as riparian owners.

Recreational Interests Canoeing, walking Various — canoeing around 
Christchurch harbour.

Long distance Avon path

Tend to have a limited role in the river’s management 
because canoeing is limited to a very short section at 
the mouth of the Avon. The path rarely passes very 
close to the river.

i
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As a result of the complexity of ownership and regulation, there are many ongoing 

initiatives and projects to tackle various environmental issues involving the river directly or 

indirectly. Some of the key initiatives and their objectives are outlined in Table 6.3 below:

Table 6.3. Key Governance Initiatives affecting River Avon

Initiative Key Partners Objectives

Asset Management Plans OFWAT, Water Companies, 
EA, EN

To reduce effects on the river 
from Water company 
discharges and abstraction

Avon ESA scheme FRCA /  MAFF (now RDA) Grants for environmentally 
sensitive land management of 
areas of countryside of 
landscape, wildlife & historic 
importance

Biodiversity Action Plans 
(BAP). Drawn up at a county 
level and for the Avon Valley

EN, Wildlife Trusts, RSPB, 
County Councils, EA

Actions to conserve nationally 
and locally important habitats 
and species

Catch & Release Scheme EA, WSRT, ASRA, Mudeford 
netsmen, Tesco

Sponsored catch and release 
scheme for salmon fishing

Countryside Stewardship 
Scheme

MAFF, administered by 
FWAG

Grants for areas outside ESA 
to encourage environmentally 
sensitive land management

Catchment Abstraction 
Management Strategy (CAMS) 
(forthcoming

EA & Water Company —led Due to start 2004. Strategy for 
sustainable management of 
water resources at a catchment 
level — principally balancing 
abstraction and environmental 
needs.

Catchment Flood 
Management Plans CFMP) 
(forthcoming)

EA -led Strategy for improved 
management of flood risks

Fisheries Action Plans (inc. 
Completed Salmon Action 
Plan)

EA -  led Maintaining, developing and 
improving fisheries 
management (in an 
environmentally sensitive way)

The Landcare Parmership EA-led partnership including 
farming representatives, 
councils, water companies, 
fisheries groups, conservation 
interests

Initiatives to reduce non-point 
source pollution from 
agricultural management.

Local Environment Agency 
Plan (LEAP)

EA Identifying actions to resolve 
environmental issues relating 
to EA’s functions

Water Framework Directive 
(forthcoming)

EA -  led Legislation to improve water 
quality in aquatic habitats. 
Requirement to develop River
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Basin Management Plans

Water Level Management Plan 
for the River Avon cSAC and 
Avon Valley SPA (in 
preparation)

EA, EN, MAFF, Consultant 
Hydrologis ts

Identifying optimum water 
levels and improve controls to 
improve flood defence and 
wildlife habitats.

Wessex Chalks Streams 
Project

Wiltshire Wildlife Trust, WFA, 
English Nature, Wessex Water

River restoration

summarised from River Avon candidate Special Area of Conservation Strategy, Public Consultation
Draft, October 2002.

6.2. Case Study M ethodology

Chapter 3 introduced the case study as a piece of action research, where I played an active 

role in the design of the conservation strategy process, and subsequently observed the 

process as it evolved. The remainder of Chapter 6 will provide details of the specific 

methodology used to analyse the context in which the strategy was prepared and to observe 

the strategy as it progressed.

AUen (2000), in his review of action research approaches, refers to different phases in an 

action research project: planning, acting, observing, and reflecting. The action cycle 

presented in Figure 6.2 outlines when these different stages took place and shows my 

involvement in the development of the River Avon cSAC conservation strategy and how 

my relationship with the strategy process and the project officer evolved.

As part of the strategy planning, my involvement was to carry out stakeholder interviews to 

gain an understanding of the local context in which the strategy was to be prepared. The 

‘acting’ phase represents the stage when the strategy process was negotiated between the 

local EN team and myself, to translate the findings of my stakeholder interviews into a 

dehberative process. This process was implemented and evolved under the control of the 

Project Officer (who held responsibility for the development of the strategy), and following 

a hand-over period, my role became one of observer of the process. Throughout the 

strategy there was ongoing reflection and discussion of the process as it progressed. There 

followed a period of dissemination in which the strategy process and its progress to date 

was presented to a variety of audiences within Enghsh Nature, by myself, the Project 

Officer and her Hne manager.
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Figure 6.2. Action Research Timeline for the Avon Case Study
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Chapter 6

6.2.1. The Interviews -  Conducting a Stakeholder Analysis

The aim of this stage in the case study was to gain an understanding of the existing 

structures, networks, processes and interests involved in the governance of the Avon prior 

to the strategy being prepared. This understanding was gathered through an analysis of the 

Avon system from the perspective of stakeholders with an interest and involvement in its 

management. This is referred to as a Stakeholder Analysis.

Stakeholder Analysis is defined by Grimble and Wellard as ‘an approach for understanding 

a system, and changes in it, by identifying key actors or stakeholders and assessing their 

respective interests iu that system’ (Grimble & Wellard, 1997: 173). It has evolved 

independently in different fields including management, economics, development and 

natural resource management. The approach is used to identify and capture the different 

interests of groups who may influence or be affected by a decision or project, to 

understand complex social systems, and ensure an equitable distribution of costs and 

benefits. (See Grimble & Wellard, 1997 for more on the origins of stakeholder analysis). 

The popularity of this approach has risen as businesses and organisations have broadened 

their definition of who their stakeholders are, and as policies and projects have either failed 

to meet their objectives due to the non-co-operation or opposition among stakeholders, or 

success has been achieved at the expense of certain stakeholder groups (Grimble & 

Wellard, 1997:185). Stakeholder Analysis is also used as a process design tool whereby a 

participatory approach is presupposed and the analysis used to decide where and how to 

engage stakeholders in the process. Such a model has been developed by the Overseas 

Development Agency (now DFID) in conjunction with the Centre for Development 

Studies, (ODA, 1995), and was applied as a process design tool in this study. This method 

and its results are presented in Chapter 8.

The methods used during this initial ‘planning’ stage, included informal discussions and 

semi-structured interviews. The empirical research occurred during the six-month period 

before the Project Officer was in place. An initial Hst of potential interviewees was selected 

through a process of ‘snowbaUing’, using contacts identified by English Nature staff as a 

starting point. Between July and September 2000 a total of three weeks was spent travelling 

around the catchment carrying out preliminary, informal discussions with identified ‘key 

players’ and reviewing relevant background documents. In this way I was able to familiarise 

myself with the main issues affecting the river, and the initiatives and outreach structures
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that have been set up to tackle them. This preparatory process also allowed me to develop 

a Hst for semi-structured interviews. The main data collection phase occurred between 

November 2000 and February 2001, when taped interviews were carried out with 

representatives of competent authorities, organisations, associations and individuals who 

have an involvement and interest in the River Avon. Interviews were semi-structured 

covering a relatively open-ended set of thematic topics. This flexibdity was important 

because of the range of knowledges, experiences, and involvement in the river’s 

governance held by the stakeholders. The interviews focused on the following topics:

• What is important about the river to them

• What needs doing to improve the river

• Interests and involvement in the river’s management — both directly and indirectly

• Extent of influence over the river in terms of management and the decisions made

about it

• Experiences of working with other stakeholders

• Relationships with other organisations (EA and EN particularly)

• Attitudes to SAC and regulation

• Thoughts about the forthcoming river conservation strategy (this was discussed in

particular detail with the Enghsh Nature staff member who held the strategic 

responsibhity for the Avon as her ideas for the strategy were likely to be particularly

influential due to her role as Hne manager for the Project Officer).

A copy of the interview schedule can be found in Appendix 4

Responses from stakeholders approached for interview were mixed and their wHlingness to 

participate in the research appeared to depend on their current relationship with EN, 

interest in river conservation issues, and personal agendas. The response of stakeholders 

and impHcations for the subsequent analysis and process design are discussed below:

Competent authorities (EA, Water Companies, County and District Councils, MoD).

Interviewee recruitment was frequently difficult with these groups, and when individuals 

did agree to meet, were often unable to spare much time. The individuals who showed 

most interest in my work tended to be those who were sympathetic to my role as a 

researcher, or for one reason or other had poHtical motivations to improve their
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relationship with EN and involvement in river conservation issues. Identifying the most 

appropriate individual to approach for interview was a particular problem within councils 

and I frequently failed to identify anyone who felt they could help me. This explains why 

the majority of discussions with council staff remained informal unrecorded interviews. 

This was partially because dealing with English Nature and other interest groups about 

river conservation was only a small part of any individual’s professional responsibilities 

within local councils, and there was rarely one individual with an overarching 

understanding or remit for riverine issues.

Local stakeholders with a major involvement and interest in river conservation 

issues (e.g. Fishery Associations)

Individuals of certain stakeholder groups were keen to participate as they saw me and my 

research as a independent /  anonymous channel through which they could provide 

feedback to EN about river issues and how they conduct their relationships. I frequently 

found myself inundated with names and numbers of people who I was told ‘I must 

interview’ particularly from the fishery associations.

Local stakeholders with a minor interest and involvement in river conservation 

issues (e.g. agricultural, recreational (other than anghng), and community 

interests).

Within this group, individuals had very Little involvement in the river’s management or 

decision-making process, or with Enghsh Nature. Although interested and friendly, these 

individuals often felt they lacked sufficient knowledge and experience to contribute 

through an interview, although their positions as stakeholders were noted for the 

stakeholder analysis process.

Imphcations of interviewee recruitment for subsequent analysis and strategy 

design.

Stakeholders such as the farming community, local communities, walkers and visitors to 

the area are relatively ‘unorganised’. Due to the time constraints of the research it was not 

possible to interview a broad enough spectrum of such stakeholders to gain anything like a 

‘representative’ view of their interests. Instead an indication of issues relating to farming, 

local communities, walkers was gained indirectly through interviews with organisations
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representing farming (NFU, FWAG, FRCA), organisations working with or representing 

local community interests (Wiltshire Wildlife Trust's Salisbury Project Officer, Town 

Council, a local community representative on the Salisbury Biodiversity Agenda 21 group). 

The Rights of Way officer in Salisbury and canoeing interests were contacted informally.

The table below shows who contributed to the research, indicates when meetings occurred 

and whether discussions were recorded:

Table 6.4. Discussions and Interviews with River Avon Stakeholders

Organisation /  

Interest

Responsibility Geographic 

Area of Interest

Date Taped

Competent
Authorities
English Nature Deputy Team Manager Wiltshire 25/07/00 NO

27/02/01 YES

English Nature Conservation Officer Hampshire 25/07/00 NO

28/11/01 YES

English Nature PT Conservation Officer Dorset 12/09/00 NO

29/11/01 YES

Environment
Agency

LEAP officer, Landcare 
Project Officer, Conservation

Avon catchment 27/07/00 NO

Team Leader - Fisheries Avon catchment 27/02/01 YES

Environment
Agency

Team Leader - Flood defence 
operations and enforcement

Avon catchment 04/12/00 YES

Wessex Water Environmental Wiltshire 05/12/00 YES

Bournemouth and 
West Hants Water

Technical Director Bournemouth & 
Hampshire

19/12/00 YES

County Councils

Wiltshire Head of Strategic Planning, 
County Forester, Minerals and 
waste, planner;

Wiltshire 06/09/00 NO

Community Strategy co
ordinators

Wiltshire 01/03/01 NO

Hampshire Water In Hampshire Project 
officer.

Hampshire 19/02/01 YES

Ecologist, Hampshire Phone

Rights of Way officer, 
Archaeologist

Hampshire 19/02/01 NO

Dorset Discussions with Head of 
Countryside Policy, County 
Ecologist

Dorset 11/09/00 NO

182



Chapter 6

District Councils

— Kennet Landscape & Countryside 
Officer

Kennet 05/12/00 YES

West Wilts Planning West Wilts 02/03/01 YES

Salisbury Planning and community 
officers

Salisbury 13/09/00 NO

Christchurch (Env. Planning) Christchurch 14/09/00 NO

Conservation
Interests
Wilts Wildlife Trust Head of Conservation, Otters 

& Rivers Project Officer
Wiltshire 28/07/00 NO

Salisbury Wildlife Project 
Officer

Salisbury 06/12/00 YES

Hants Wildlife 
Trusts —

Avon Valley & West 
Hampshire Project Officer,

Hampshire 20/02/01 YES

Dorset WT - Rivers and Wedands Project 
Officer

Dorset 11/09/00 NO

Hampshire 
Ornithologists Club

Hampshire 23/11/00 Phone

RSPB- Conservation Officer South East 
England

07/03/01 YES

Fishing Interests

Wiltshire Fisheries 
Association

Chairman & Secretary Upper Avon 10/11/00 NO

Piscatorial Society 
representative (now Chair of 
the WFA)

2.5 müe of River 
Avon & 5.5 
miles of Wylye

12/12/00 YES

Wilton Fly Fishing Club 
representative

6 miles of Wylye 13/02/01 YES

Salisbury & District Anglers 
representative

Leasees of 
fishing rights 
around Salisbury

07/12/00 YES

Hon. Secretary, principal 
contact with EN

20/02/01 YES

Salmon & Trout Association /  
Services Dry Fly Fishing 
Association /  Wiltshire Wildlife 
Trust

Upper Avon 04/12/00 YES

WSRT Chairman Lower Avon 6/12/00 YES

Independent Chair EA Regional Fisheries, 
Ecology, Recreation Advisory 
Group (RFERAC)

Avon catchment 12/09/00 NO

Landowning
interests
ASRA Chairman Lower Avon 28/07/00 NO

01/12/00 YES
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MoD — Conservation Officer & Project 
Officer Training Areas 
Management Team, Defence 
Estates,

Salisbury Plain 15/02/01 YES

The Pembroke 
Estate

Estate Manager Wylye valley 23/02/01 YES

Land agent Harnham Water 
meadows

23/02/01 YES

Riparian owner 
with fishing rights

Upper Avon 
Valley

14/02/01 YES

Estate manager Avon Valley 21/02/01 NO

Agricultural
interests
FWAG (Wilts) Wiltshire Project Officer Wiltshire Farms 11/12/00 YES

FRCA ESA Project Officer Avon Valley 
ESA

28/02/01 YES

NFU Wiltshire Officer Wiltshire 30/11/00 NO

Community
Interests
Salisbury District 
Councillor

Riparian owner and 
Conservative Councillor

Salisbury 14/02/01 YES

Resident & riparian 
owner

Member Salisbury 
LA21 Biodiversity Group

Salisbury 28/02/01 YES

Fordingb ridge 
Town council

PT Clerk Fordingbridge 21/02/01 YES

Other
Recreational
Interests
Various discussions 
with canoeing 
interests, public 
access

Christchurch canoeing club, 
The Ramblers Association, 
CPRE

Phone,

email

TOTAL Taped: 29

Untaped: 20

In addition to these interviews, I observed several meetings held during the research period 

in order to enhance my understanding of progress on particular initiatives relating to the 

Avon’s management and enhance my understanding of Avon issues. These are presented in 

Table 6.5:
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Table 6.5 Meetings observed during fieldwork period.

Date Purpose of Meeting Who Present

26 July 2000 River Avon Introduction Day to 
introduce new EA and EN staff to 
the Avon and its issues

EN and EA staff

16 September 2000 WLMP meeting EA, EN, FRCA, Hydrology 
consultants, RSPB,

20 September 2000 Outreach meeting between EN and 
local residents around proposed 
development site

EN, local residents

31 October 2000 WLMP meeting EA, EN, FRCA, Hydrology 
consultants, RSPB,

8 December 2000 AVLG meeting EN, EA, WWT, HWT, DWT, 
RSPB, FRCA, WFA.

21 February 2000 Salisbury Agenda 21 Biodiversity 
Group

SDC, local community reps., RSPB, 
WWT, EA,

6.2.2. Analysing the Interviews for a Situation Analysis

All taped interviews were transcribed and analysed between March and June 2000. This 

analysis focused on building up a picture of the situation in which the strategy was to take 

place. Previous research on DIPs has indicated the major influence the situation in which 

the process is to be embedded can have on its effectiveness (Barr et al., 1996; Borrini- 

Feyerband, 1999; Clark et al., 2001; Coenen et al., 1998). A situation analysis was seen as a 

way of presenting information learnt through the interviews about the river’s current and 

previous governance that would be relevant to designing a process to develop a strategy. 

From a review of guidance literature on designing participation processes, a series of codes 

were devised and used to focus the interview analysis. These codes are presented in Table 

6.6 below.
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Table 6.6. Codes used fot Situation Analysis

Theme Codes

Historical Previous events and experiences of stakeholders with each other and English 
Nature which may affect relationships and willingness to participate (experiences 
with other organisations at a national and local level noted)

Social How stakeholders organise themselves to define and defend their interests, 
outreach mechanisms by agencies

Formal and informal networks

Strategies by stakeholders to further their interests

Socio-
Economic

The extent to which the actions and perceptions of stakeholders were perceived 
to be limited by wider economic constraints

Physical /
Environmen
tal

Aspects of the Avon and its conservation interests that affect the relevance of 
different participatory processes — e.g. scale of site and scale of issues, ecology of 
the conservation features and the river

The relationship between the cause and effect of a problem

Cultural Past management of the river - what is seen as ‘natural’ or ‘traditional’ 
management; who has had control and influence over the river

Political Land use patterns, administration, distribution of rights and responsibilities

Adapted from Barr et al., (1996); Borrini-Feyeraband et al., (1999)

6.2.3. Analysing the Strategy’s Institutional and Project Context

Seven of the eleven interviews conducted as part of the analysis of EN ’s organisational 

culture (see Section 3.3.2) were held with English Nature staff directly involved with the 

LIFE Project, river conservation and implementation of the Habitats Directive. These 

interviews provided an analysis of the Avon case study from an institutional and project 

management perspective. Through these interviews I was able to gain an understanding of 

the extent to which objectives and parameters for the strategy were imposed through the 

LIFE project and how the strategy process fitted into existing institutional procedures for 

the delivery of the Habitats Directive. In addition, these interviews provided an insight into 

the attitudes of those involved in the management of the LIFE Project and their 

expectations of the strategy processes.

The details of who was interviewed and their position within the organisation were 

provided in Table 3.3. These interviews included the LIFE Project Manager, and the Senior
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Freshwater Officer within EN. Both of these individuals were involved in recruiting the 

Project Officers, and acted as a source of advice to them through the strategy process. The 

Senior Freshwater Officer was responsible for writing the LIFE-bid.

6.3. Process design, observation and reflection

6.3.1. Devising a process fot the strategy

A critical time in the strategy and research process was that of disseminating my findings 

back to English Nature and the newly appointed Project Officer. Three reports were 

produced for English Nature in June 2000:

• A descriptive account of the interests and influences of those stakeholders interviewed

in relation to the river SAC and the potential strategy

• A descriptive account of the governance and other contextual factors relevant to the

strategy, including attitudes towards English Nature

• A summary report linking the stakeholder analysis to a proposed approach for

developing the strategy, drawing attention to principles of best practice and areas of 

possible contention, as well as a suggested DIP.

These reports formed the basis of discussions held between the Project Officer, her 

Wiltshire EN Hne manager and myself on developing an approach for the strategy held on 

15 June 2001 This meeting was the moment from which my role began to change from 

action researcher /  process advisor to process observer.

6.3.2. Stepping back -  observing the process.

Distancing myself from the strategy by becoming less involved in the detailed issues of 

implementation was a gradual process that took place over a number of months. I 

continued to maintain my involvement as an occasional point of contact and advice for the 

Project Officer on specific aspects of participation. It was agreed that I would attend and

This was not the only time when process design issues were discussed - there was continual 
reflection and evolution of the process throughout its Hfecycle, which I was able to observe and 
discuss with the Project Officer.
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observe a selection of working group and topic group meetings about the Avon. 

Maintaining links with the strategy enabled me to observe how issues relating to 

stakeholder involvement were tackled as they arose, and how the process evolved under 

the steer of the Project Officer. Because the majority of people present at these meetings 

knew me, my presence was not felt to be an issue. I also adopted a co-ordinating role for 

contracts where two postgraduate students from UCL took on the role as facilitators for 

two working group meetings^

In this stage of the research my role was largely reflective, considering how the strategy 

process had evolved and how different factors had influenced the process in expected and 

unexpected ways. This period included a great deal of critical self-reflection, about my 

understanding of DIPs, and the influence I had had over the strategy process. One 

consequence for the thesis is that as a result of my close links to the project, it would be 

wrong to construct my reflections on the strategy process as anything other than 

observations, as I lacked the critical independence needed for evaluation (Mosse, 1998).

Observations made during these meetings were noted and typed up after the meeting. Tape 

recordings were also made, but it was agreed with participants that these were for reference 

only and comments made by individuals would not appear in the thesis. This quite 

deliberately limited form of data collection prevented me from carrying out anything like a 

discourse-based analysis of the process.

6.3.3. Reflecting on the Process with the Project Officer and Line Manager

As the process evolved I was able to hold some open and enlightening discussions with the 

Project Officer and her line manager, helping them to reflect on the process at its various 

stages. These were critical discussions, pardy helping me to understand the process through 

their eyes, and also as a means of learning about process developments occurring outside 

of the formal meetings’*̂. As with other observational data, these discussions were written

15 Jason Chüvers and Sam Gardner are PhD students in the Geography Department at UCL with 
experience of facilitating stakeholder workshops. They facilitated two stages of the Stakeholder 
Decision Analysis (SDA) process — developing criteria, and ranking issues against criteria. My role 
in this was simply to organise the contracts, and act as a point of contact between UCL and EN.

16 Through the additional work carried out by the Project Officer co-ordinating meetings and 
collating existing information about issues tackled through the strategy it became apparent that the
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up after the event and my learning from them contributed to the interpretation of the 

strategy process presented in Chapter 9. However, I had to retain an awareness of the 

subjectivity of their attitudes towards the strategy.

This period of reflection culminated in taped, semi-structured interviews being held with 

the Project Officer and the EN conservation officer individually, to capture their feelings 

and thoughts more formally, and reflect on their experiences of the strategy process as it 

drew to a close. These interviews were held in June and August 2002. The ongoing 

reflection and learning taking place through discussions between the three of us, led to a 

period of joint dissemination of lessons learnt from the Avon case study, with joint 

presentations to English Nature’s Socio-Economic Advisory Group meeting in September 

2002, and the LIFE Rivers Project Board meeting in October 2002.

6.3.4. Contextualising the Findings of the Avon.

The Avon was one of seven sites where conservation strategies were developed under the 

LIFE Project. Discussions with other Project Officers on the telephone and at the three 

LIFE Rivers Project Meetings that I attended (see Table 6.7) provided an understanding of 

the range of approaches that were used to develop strategies in very different 

environmental and political environments. The understanding gained through these 

discussions helped to develop my ideas about the factors which influence the design of a 

process of stakeholder engagement.

Table 6.7. Attendance at LIFE Project Meetings

Date Meeting Relevance to Research
30 March 
2001

Meeting in Peterborough with LIFE 
Project Manager and Project Officers

Opportunity to discuss stakeholder 
issues arising in each of the strategy 
locations and ideas about process

3 - 4
September
2001

LIFE in UK Rivers Workshop, Penrith. Informal discussions with Project 
Officers about their progress

3 October 
2002

LIFE Rivers Project Board Meeting, 
Doncaster

Presentations from each Project 
Officer about the process used to 
develop their strategy.

strategy process was progressing through informal discussions and meetings as well as the formal 
meetings I attended.
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6.3.5. Reflections on the Case Study Methodology.

As this research adopted an action research approach, I was aware of potential influences 

that my close working relationship with English Nature may have had on the results 

obtained. For example, many interviewees saw my research as a potentially useful 

communication mechanism with English Nature to declare their interests and thoughts on 

the approach EN has been taking on the river and the forthcoming river conservation 

strategy. In addition, staff from the EN Wiltshire team saw my research as an opportunity 

to show others they were willing to listen and learn from them about the approach they 

were taking to working with their stakeholders.

The process design stage was a particularly complex one for me as a researcher because of 

the limited ability I had to influence the structure and parameters within which the process 

would sit, and because of my limited previous experience of process design. Although 

based on an analysis of interviews and working within the parameters laid down by English 

Nature, my personal beliefs were obviously influential over the structure and processes that 

I recommended. However, it was also important that the Project Officer felt she was able 

to influence the process design according to her own interests and the expectations she had 

of her job for the next two years. The direct link between my research and the strategy 

process also had implications for my position as a researcher in the field. My own beliefs, 

the fact that I was seen as a source of advice for the local English Nature team about 

possible participation techniques, must be acknowledged as an influence over the research 

findings.

Introducing Chapters 7, 8 and 9.

The following three chapters will discuss the Avon case in more detail. Chapter 7 presents 

a situational analysis of the Avon, based on analysis of the stakeholder interviews. The 

structures and processes of governance of the Avon are discussed, and ideas about how the 

strategy should progress based on this analysis are presented. Chapter 8 outlines how a 

process to engage stakeholders in the strategy was developed, drawing on my 

understanding of the local and institutional contexts in which the strategy was embedded, 

and my understanding of the principles of deliberation and inclusion. Chapter 9 goes on to 

reflect on the strategy as it evolved under the management of the Project Officer.
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Chapter 7.

Governance o f the Avon: A Local Perspective

Introduction

The underlying rationale for any analysis of Fitness for Purpose is the belief that a DIP 

should be designed in a way that takes into consideration the local social, political and 

cultural dynamics underlying stakeholder relationships and the current governance system. 

The assumption is that the process through which decisions are made becomes as 

significant as the decisions themselves in tackling governance problems.

Chapter 7 presents an analysis of the governance dynamics of the Avon catchment as 

understood through local stakeholder interviews. The Avon is a classic example of a multi

stakeholder, multi-issue governance situation, with its complex distribution of ownership 

and management responsibilities. In addition, the river and its catchment are the focus of 

multiple societal uses and values, including environmental, economic, social and cultural 

capital.

The analysis focuses on how the process of governing the Avon is divided between 

stakeholders, how decisions are made, whose values and knowledges are involved in these 

decisions, and an understanding of stakeholder perceptions and aspirations for the 

governance of the system. With this thick, descriptive knowledge, a picture is presented of 

how the cSAC strategy fits into existing governance initiatives, and how a DIP could help 

transform the governance of the Avon in ways suitable to local aspirations.
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7.1. A Governance System based on M ultiple Values and Knowledges

7.1.1. Integrating Values

Rivers play an important role in the functioning of a sustainable environment, economy 

and society. As outlined in Chapter 6, the Avon is a highly valued river system in terms of 

its contribution to the local economy and society, as a setting for recreational activities, as 

well as its intrinsic value as a focal part of the cultural landscape and contribution to 

biodiversity protection. Many of these values are brought together and traded off in day-to- 

day decisions, for example by estate managers, who must ensure that the estate is 

economically viable through the income gained from angling, agriculture and recreation, as 

well as being managed in compliance with environmental regulations.

The environmental quality of the river plays an important role in sustaining the complex 

medley of values and interests held by stakeholders. As managers of the river for centuries, 

riparian owners, anglers and keepers of the fisheries have developed a strong sense of 

ownership and pride in the river and its ecology. Many (but not all) of the interests 

involved in the river, have a vested economic interest in maintaining the river in reasonable 

environmental condition. Both water companies and managers of fisheries acknowledge 

that a healthy aquatic environment reduces their need to invest resources into river 

management or water treatment to acquire the products they need. For example, the 

poorer the quality of the aquatic environment, the lower survival rates of fish, and the 

greater the level of resource-intensive activities, such as fish stocking or gravel cleaning is 

required. This position is underpinned by a perception amongst these stakeholders that 

nature conservation is, on the whole, compatible with the interests of fishery and 

agricultural management in the floodplain. As a result, many anglers, fishery owners and 

landowners are sympathetic to the conservation cause, and are willing to be involved in 

governance initiatives that they believe wiU improve the overall environmental quahty of 

the river:

The landowners, even way back in the early ‘80s, there was never any real 
hostility [to the objectives of conservation organisations]. They aU knew that they 
had something really special and they were proud of it... And whilst there was 
deep scepticism, particularly among some of the more commercially minded 
estates, there was never any real hostility or fundamental disagreement in what we 
were trying to achieve. Because it is more or less along the same lines as they want
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to achieve in their farming business, it is the only way you can really work the 
Avon’ (Conservation NGO).

‘Most fishermen would regard themselves as conservationists, and we’ve always 
argued that if we get the river to a high standard in terms of habitat and food 
supply and everything else for the trout, it’ll be right for everything else.’ (Fishery 
Association member)

As a semi-natural environment, the river requires continual management to maintain its 

conservation interest. The current in-channel management regime largely relies on actions 

of the owners and occupiers, particularly the financial inputs generated through fishing 

rights to fund management activities:

‘The environment is being looked after by fishermen, you know with their money.
It costs hundreds of pounds for me and all the other fishermen ... to be able to 
go and fish, and all that money is put into a pot to look after the environment.’
(Fishery Association member)

However, disagreements do occur, predominantly it seems in cases where there is no 

immediate overlap between the interests of stakeholders and favourable condition of the 

river, or when there is dispute over where the balance should be drawn between short-term 

economic benefit and longer-term environmental improvement. Farmers working high in 

the catchment are examples of stakeholders whose actions may have a negative impact on 

the river’s environmental quahty through diffuse pollution, but the river is only of marginal 

interest or importance to them, so there is limited incentive to change their behaviourk 

Another example of stakeholders who have only a limited interest in protecting the river’s 

environmental quahty are the fish and watercress farmers who farm smaU sections of the 

river and predominantly use the river as a structure for their activities, rather than as a 

habitat. The management approaches of these stakeholders are influenced through 

regulation by the conservation agencies. There is httle incentive for them to operate in a 

way that takes into consideration the interests of other stakeholders.

Atlantic salmon is one example of a riverine feature that overlaps directly with the interests 

of multiple stakeholders and is valued in a multitude of different ways. Stakeholders share 

the common goal of wanting to see salmon stocks improved in the Avon for a range of

1 The Landcare scheme was set up by EA to provide advice and to demonstrate best practice for 
farmers predominantly in the catchment around the Upper Avon, identifying how they can reduce 
loss of topsoü and nutrients from their land, thus improving the quality of their land, whilst 
reducing diffuse riverine pollution.
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economic, recreational, conservation and statutory motives. However, conflict exists 

between fishery stakeholders and the conservation agencies over what constitutes relevant 

action. Conservationists beheve little can be done within the river system to restore the 

stocks in a sustainable way:

Whatever enhancements we do in the river environment, is probably 
insigmficant in terms of the whole Hfecycle. What we’ve got to try and do is get 
the river in the best condition possible’ (EA SpeciaHst)

Many stakeholders owning or managing areas of the lower Avon feel frustrated by the 

perceived lack of action on the part of the statutory agencies, motivated by the loss of 

income from the very profitable salmon fisheries:

‘At its peak the salmon fishery was worth a hell of a lot of money, and if the 
fishery was performing as it did in the early to mid ‘80s it would still be earning 
those people a heU of a lot of money. And it isn’t. And some of them resent that 
and will do anything to reverse the decline. So economics, finance is a big factor 
in the salmon fishery.’ (EA SpeciaHst)

The fishing groups desire a more immediate solution to the problem involving artificial 

rearing of salmon fry, although this solution is unsupported and, foUowing trials, refused 

consent by the EA. This has led to conflict between the salmon associations and the EA.

Tensions are also evident in relation to opinions on what are the ideal management 

practices for this semi-natural envitonment^. Recent conservation designations have raised 

speculation amongst fisheries interests, that the conservation agencies will try to reduce 

management levels to ^ o re  ‘natural’ system, and this is seen as a threat to the continued 

existence of fisheries on the river:

‘So it’s aU got to make economic sense and the fisheries are the people who put a 
lot of money and effort into it aU the time, they are there every day, year after 
year. This is where I think EN need to be cautious, if they go down a route which 
precludes fisheries from operating in a sensible economic fashion, then there will 
be no-one to have any inputs in a routine way.’ (Fishery Association Member)

2 Some trout fisheries practise faitly intensive riverbed, bank and channel management, including 
fish stocking and the removal of natural competitor and predator species, creating a fairly artificial 
system managed to maximise trout density. ‘Wild trout fishing’ creates more natural environmental 
conditions, and although fewer trout are present, anglers tend to pay higher rates to fish.
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Ultimately, however, despite these underlying conflicts and suspicions, there is a general 

feeling amongst aU stakeholders that the only way to manage the river is through a system 

that sustains the social, economic and environmental values of the river and its floodplain:

Teople Hve and work on the river valleys, they make their living from the land 
and the rivers and the eel fishing etc., renting out fishing, tourism is an important 
part of it. The whole ethos of these river valleys have developed over many years.’ 
(Fishery Association Member)

‘And we have to accept that as far as the fish population is concerned, artificial 
management of fisheries, particularly in the trout streams, has been going on for 
decades if not centuries, and the river was notified with that in place. But I think 
in the very long-term what we’d like to do is promote and gradually encourage a 
more wild fishing type mentality.’ (EN Conservation Officer)

7.1.2. Knowledge Resources

Unsurprisingly, considering the complex division of responsibilities for the management of 

the Avon, knowledge and understanding of the ecological functioning of the river is widely 

distributed. The Environment Agency holds much of the expert knowledge about the 

river’s management, with its multiple functions and years of experience as the NRA in 

regulating, managing and studying the Avon on a day-to-day basis. The local English 

Nature teams had minimal involvement in the Avon system until the river was designated 

in 1996. EN is seen as a relative newcomer to the system, particularly in terms of local 

knowledge of the ecological functioning of the Avon:

‘I don’t think at the moment any riparian owner or fishery manager would look to 
English Nature as being an authoritative voice on management.’ (Fishery 
Association member)

Indeed, EN acknowledges that they need the knowledge and expertise of these 

stakeholders for the effective management of the Avon:

We have to remind ourselves very sharply I think that the river is - was notified 5 
years ago, but it’s been managed for 50, 100, 150 years, well 500 years as a highly 
artificial system, and we’re a tiny, tiny faction in its timespan, and we need to be 
careful about respecting that there are lots of people out there who know an 
awful lot more than us about the river, and there are people who’ve been 
managing for what they think is for the best for a long, long time.’ (EN 
Conservation Officer)
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However, it is inaccurate to say that EN as an organisation lacks knowledge and 

understanding of the Avon system. Speciahsts in chalk river management are based in the 

Peterborough office, and were instrumental in providing advice to local teams, particularly 

in setting the conservation objectives and favourable condition tables to guide competent 

authorities over what ecological conditions are required for favourable condition.

Other conservation organisations collect ecological knowledge about the river through 

surveys, particularly the Wildlife Trusts and RSPB^. However, the local fishery managers, 

who are out on the rivers nearly every day, hold much of the local understanding of the 

day-to-day dynamics of the Avon. This experiential and often quasi-scientific knowledge is 

particularly important to the conservation agencies, and much time has been invested by 

EN and EA in incorporating this knowledge into management decisions.

Those involved in the governance of the Avon acknowledge that equally important to 

resolving environmental management problems is drawing on social, political and 

economic knowledges and understandings of the system. This knowledge is held among 

the farmers, landowners and fishery managers, and those who work with these stakeholders 

on a day to day basis (including the FRCA, FWAG, NFU, and local wildlife trusts).

7.2. Structures and Processes o f Governance on the Avon.

7.2.1. Mechanisms of Stakeholder Influence and Involvement

Stakeholders can influence the state of the river directly through management and use of 

the river in a way that affects the conservation interest, and/or indirectly by influencing the 

actions taken by others, through formal, informal, overt and covert mechanisms. Table 7.1. 

summarises these roles, and whilst acknowledging that many stakeholders are influential 

through both routes, indicates into which main group stakeholders fall:

3 In fact, the Wildlife Trusts run a local wildlife Watch system where volunteers monitor areas of 
the river particularly for otters and water voles.
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Table 7.1. Direct and Indirect Influences over the River Avon

Type of Management Influence Examples
Direct
river management works,
use of the river for recreational or other purposes, 
on and off-site impact on the river

Water Companies, anglers, river 
keepers, riparian owners, estate 
managers, fish farms, farmers, 
canoeists, local community groups

Indirect
Formal (regulation, incentives, involvement in 
consultation and other democratic processes), 
Informal (personal communication),
Overt (e.g. professional advice)

Covert (exclusion, coercion)

EN, EA, Wildlife Trusts, RSPB, 
WFA, ASRA, WSRT, NFU, FWAG, 
FRCA, UK Government 
Departments (DEFRA, DTLR), EU 
Government, General Public

These stakeholders tend to interact with each other through four mechanisms — statutory 

processes, shared decision-making processes, discussion fora, and informal liaison. Table

7.2. outlines these mechanisms, with examples of their use on the Avon:
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Mechanism of 
Involvement

Definition Examples of Mechanism on the Avon 
linking EN and other stakeholders

Statutory
Processes

Statutory procedures such as 
Environmental Impact 
Assessments & formal 
procedures under the Habitats 
Directive and SSSI legislation. 
Includes compulsory written 
consultation exercises.

These processes are a minimum 
involvement for those whose activities 
may have an impact on the river’s 
conservation features such as bank 
management, fish stocking and planning 
decisions. Relationships between EN, 
County and District Councils and Water 
Companies tend to be dominated by 
these processes, as well as some owner- 
occupiers e.g. fish farmers and riparian 
owners.

Parmerships and 
Shared Decision
making

Partnership working, 
collaborative initiatives where 
joint decisions are made.

Biodiversity Action Plan process 
(bringing together conservation interests 
and councils).
Water Level Management Planning 
Process (EA departments, EN, RSPB) 
Wessex Chalk Streams Project co
managed by Wessex Water, WFA, EA, 
Enghsh Nature, Wütshice Wildhfe Trust.

Discussion Fora Permanent networks set up to 
share information between 
different stakeholder groups. 
Some of these groups also hold 
decision-making powers.

Avon Valley Liaison Group 
(predominantly conservation interests) 
Fisheries Forum (fisheries interests) 
Salmon Liaison Group (salmon interests) 
Farmer discussion groups (EA, EN, 
tenant farmers, riparian owners, FRCA).

Informal Liaison phone calls, site visits, one-off 
initiatives. These help to share 
information and build an 
understanding between 
stakeholder groups.

It is not possible to measure these 
transient and diffuse networks.

Most stakeholders engage with each other through more than one of these mechanisms. 

However, decisions about much of the Avon’s governance are dominated by the need to 

take account of statutory procedures for environmental protection, such as assessment 

processes under the SSSI and SAC designations, and drinking water and effluent standards. 

Any changes to the management or proposed activities which may affect the Avon require 

assessment processes and consent from statutory agencies, and makes the process fairly 

long and bureaucratic. These standards affect many of the management activities carried 

out by owners, managers and users of the river, and frame much of the dialogue within 

parmerships, fora and informal liaison.
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Figure 7.1: Map showing key fora relating to management of the River Avon
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7.2.2. Stakeholder Networks

Figure 7.1. is a schematic map illustrating the dominant linkages between stakeholders on 

the Avon. It presents linkages between stakeholders based on involvement in decision

making arenas and discussion fora. It focuses only on the networks linked to the 

management of the river and does not include wider environmental governance networks.

In terms of the fora and arenas, four types of connection between stakeholders are 

identified. The first type represents connections between individuals with similar interests. 

The best example of this is the Wiltshire Fishery Association. WFA represents practically 

aU fishing interests above Salisbury, enabling the association to co-ordinate local knowledge 

and understanding of fisheries management, to provide a coherent voice in consultations, 

and to provide a single channel of communication to and from the statutory and 

conservation agencies to the majority of the riparian owners, river keepers and anglers in 

the area. Members tend to specialise on certain aspects of river management enabling them 

to act on behalf of WFA in policy debates, such as discussions with DEFRA over 

piscivorous birds, liaison with EN over nature conservation, and keeping up to date with 

debates on water abstraction.

The second type of connection is between individuals and/or groups with different 

interests based in a single locality. These connections are poorly developed on the Avon. 

Little has been done to co-ordinate the activities of owners and managers of the river along 

any one stretch of river. Interviewees acknowledged this as an inadequacy in the current 

governance system, because individuals are often unaware of the potential or actual effects 

of their activities on others up and downstream^. Farmer discussion groups have recently 

been set up to start a dialogue between the different actors.

The third type of connections occurs between local interests and the statutory agencies. 

These connections dominate the fora on the Avon, and are used by the EA, and utilised by 

EN, to raise understanding of the objectives and responsibilities of the statutory agencies. 

Some fora also appear to be part of a strategy of stakeholder ‘containment’, where the EA 

invites potentially adversarial stakeholders and individuals to sit on Agency committees 

with the aim of ensuring that dialogue is maintained with these key groups. The Fisheries

4 This is particularly relevant in relation to activities Hke the operation of hatches for water level 
management in the Valley, where one individual’s actions can flood areas up-stream.
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Forum and Salmon Liaison Group are examples of fora set up to appease stakeholder 

groups following conflict — particularly the Avon and Stour Rivers Association (ASRA) and 

the Wessex Salmon and Rivers Trust (WSRT):

‘It was apparent to me that part of the reason that groups formed in the first place 
was because there was not a good relationship between the NRA and the salmon 
fishing interests on the Avon. There wasn’t enough exchange of information, 
exchange of ideas, communication in general, and that’s why that group came into 
being. Since then we’ve put more effort into communicating with those interests 
and that’s why we have this liaison group [Salmon Liaison group] that is single 
species and single river focused to keep them informed as to the state of the 
stock, inform them what the Agency’s doing and why.’ (EA)

The fourth and final type of connection is found between statutory and professional 

organisations with a variety of responsibilities and functions. Groups Hke the Avon Valley 

Liaison Group (AVLG) have been successful in bringing together the knowledge and ideas 

of a broad range of organisations with an interest in the conservation of the river and 

valley. As one stakeholder stated:

Well it’s hard to say exactly what the AVLG is, but it sort of discusses at a 
strategic level what is happening on the river if you Hke, to ensure that statutory, 
NGO’s and other organisations are aU singing from the same hymn book.’ 
(Conservation NGO)

7.2.3. Key Players in River Governance.

From its position at the centre of the stakeholder maps, it is clear that the EA operates as 

the hub of governance networks. This is primarily because of EA’s multiple roles as 

regulator, advisor, funder and manager of the river, with responsibüity for water quaHty, 

fisheries, flood defence and water level management, abstraction and recreation. As a 

result, stakeholders need to deal with EA to get statutory consent for many of the activities 

affecting the river. Many of the fora based around river management, were initiated by EA 

as a means of sharing knowledge with key stakeholders that it has to work with on an 

everyday basis. This dominant role is likely to continue into the future as the Water 

Framework Directive comes into effect.

EngHsh Nature also plays a central role in networks, participating particularly to develop 

their knowledge and understanding of the river’s ecology and socio-poHtical issues, and to 

raise awareness of the effects of the cSAC designation. EN works particularly closely with
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EA through informal liaison, predominantly because EA staff hold much of the expert 

knowledge about issues affecting the cSAC. EA and EN have particularly strong links with 

the fisheries stakeholders, particularly the WFA, as illustrated through the density of fora, 

informal and formal statutory connections shown in Figures 7.E. The effort made by the 

statutory agencies to maintain positive relationships with these stakeholders, is in part due 

to their leverage over the activities of their angling club members, their wealth of 

experiential and ‘expert’ knowledge of the river, and the potential role of river keepers and 

anglers as custodians and observers of the river on a day-to-day basis. Flowever, the 

incentive to maintain good relations is also swayed by the political influence the fisheries 

are able to invoke at a national as well as a local level, as illustrated by recent high profile 

clashes between the angling fraternity and conservationists over the management of a 

neighbouring chalk river^.

Some competent authorities are engaged in the governance networks only through one-to- 

one connections, predominantly statutory processes of consultation and consent. The 

water companies in particular fall into this category, and the reason given by one water 

company was limited time, despite the fact the interviewee acknowledged these 

relationships would be useful:

‘I haven’t had enough dealings with EN, apart from at operational level. And one 
of my New Year’s Resolutions that I’d already made actually before you came, 
was to set about getting closer to the local EN offices at least, and possibly even 
at national level. Even if, initially at national level it was more limited to just 
getting to know people and hearing perhaps some of their higher level strategy 
and objectives and so on. But at a local level we can get together .. .we can 
understand their sort of outlook on the county, on their patch, and that would be 
useful. And I think. I’m not trying to make excuses, but the reason is that over 
the last couple of years that we’ve been so bogged down with detail of strategy 
and 5-year plans and so on, and I’m personally guilty of not sort of getting my 
head above the parapet and looking at the bigger picture occasionally.’ (Water 
Company)

5 The extension of the AVLG and WLMP process to involve WFA was a recent development, 
occurring during the research period, to bring the group closer into governance matters. This 
appears to be related to the sympathetic nature of one particular member towards nature 
conservation issues, and the good relationships he had with EN. This illustrates the importance of 
personality in inter-organisational relationships.

 ̂An angling club’s lease to manage and fish the Abbots Barton Nature Reserve on the River Itchen 
(also a cSAC) was revoked in June 2000 after Hampshire Wildlife Trust (the site owners), felt the 
site should be managed in a more ‘naturalistic’ way. The conflict reached national levels and elicited 
much national (and international) media coverage showing the political influence of the fisheries 
and their ability to mobihse national and international media networks.
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For other competent authorities like the district and county councils, limited participation 

in networks appears partly to be because the river is perceived as marginal to their core 

responsibilities, and environmental protection is just seen as one among a number of 

considerations that must be traded off when making planning decisions. Nature 

conservation has tended to be a poorly resourced interest within local authorities and there 

is limited time and staff available to participate in governance networks above and beyond 

statutory procedures. This is particularly the case in Wiltshire County Council when at the 

time of the interviews no individual had the responsibility for representing the Council in 

ecological issues^:

‘I think the big one that we’ve failed to engage with is the local authorities - but I 
don’t think that’s entirely our fault. That’s a function of there being no county 
ecologist for example, and a function of there being no countryside department, 
and it’s a function of there being no rights of way along the rivers, so by and large 
people [in the council] think they’ve no public responsibility apart from some land 
drainage responsibility and landscape amenity and planning responsibility, but 
there’s no real commitment to the river.’ (EN Conservation Officer)

‘To be frank we’re a very cash strapped authority, and unless it’s a political issue 
that needs addressing it’s unlikely there would be an initiative from this authority 
to promote anything [relating to the conservation of the river] really.’ (Local 
Authority representative).

Being only involved in river governance through statutory procedures, which tend to 

involve remote forms of written consultation, it is apparent that these stakeholder groups 

have limited understanding of management issues on the Avon beyond their particular 

interests, and a less developed sense of the objectives and interests of other stakeholder 

groups. The benefits from participating were clearly articulated by stakeholders during the 

interviews. Through participating in discursive processes stakeholders felt they gained a 

better understanding of other initiatives going on and the concerns of other stakeholders; 

they were able to raise the profile and level of understanding of their own concerns among 

other stakeholders; they improved relationships with organisations and individuals; and 

they had an increased influence over policy by uniting with others. In other words, 

stakeholders expressed the development of intellectual, social and political capital through 

participation (Innes & Booher, 1999).

During the strategy process, a Countryside Officer was employed, and this individual went on to 
sit on the Working Group.
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However, many stakeholders are poorly represented on these fora and arenas, and their 

interests are effectively excluded. As noted above, EA and EN are clearly influential over 

the agenda and who participates in these networks, and they tend to focus on the 

stakeholders with whom they need to improve relations in order to deliver their own 

agendas either because of the knowledge they hold or their control of resources. In other 

words, the structure and function of many of the fora and arena are instrumentaUy- 

motivated. This may explain the poor representation of local community interests in 

discussions and decision-making structures, who hold little direct influence or knowledge 

about the river, and therefore are not seen as a priority group by the agencies. Farming 

interests were also seen as peripheral to debates about the management of the river for 

conservation and fisheries, despite the influence of their activities on the quality of the 

river. In the case of the farming community, the FRCA Project Officer and the Landcare 

Project Officer were seen as providing the link to the agricultural community when 

discussing nature conservation or water level management on the Avon, rather than the 

NFU or CLA. However, these individuals, although able to provide an insight into the state 

of the farming community, and are responsible for programmes to change farmer 

behaviour, are not representative of farming interests.

Other stakeholders had a lesser involvement in governance structures and processes than 

might be expected. As a result of conflicts over EA policy on salmon stocking, and more 

recent conflict with EN over the management of a fishing site in the Lower Avon, the level 

of influence ASRA and WSRT are able to exert over river management policy has 

effectively been ‘controlled’ by the agencies, by involving them only in fisheries-related 

issues, but involving them in a way that actually provides them very htfle influence. The 

role of the Salmon Liaison Group for example, was summarised by an EA representative as

‘It’s an mforming process reaUy, we inform them because we’ve got the 
information, we’ve got the expertise. Their role is really more one of helping us to 
do things, getting things actually done on the ground’. (EA)

Although these fora have been successful in building up personal contacts between the 

Agency and the stakeholder group, the lack of influence over policy, has caused frustration 

amongst the participating stakeholders. Indeed ASRA withdrew their attendance at the EA- 

led Salmon Liaison Group and Fisheries Forum on this basis:

‘We sense that quite honestly, if our position now with the EA is that they’re 
going to do their own thing in their own time, they might as weU send me a [note]
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every quarter about what they’ve been getting up to and I’ll send it through to the 
riparian owners. Our input as an association is obviously of no value at all.’
(Fishery Association Member).

The complex procedures required to get consent to influence the river in any way, has led 

to owners and managers of the river feeling increasingly constrained by regulation, and led 

to frustration amongst some stakeholder groups:

They [the riparian owners] have the right to talk about improving the river, but 
they have to go cap in hand to certain organisations before they are allowed to do 
so.’ (Riparian owners association)

‘But the fishing interests, 1 think see the conservation designations as being a new 
thing that has sort of snowballed, and is gathering momentum, gathering power if 
you like, and a lot of them think they’re being hit from all directions with different 
regulations, designations that they don’t fully understand. And 1 think they view 
these things as being out of control potentially.’ (EA)

The exclusion of local community groups is partially caused by the dominance of private 

landownership rights. Much of the river channel, banks and surrounding floodplain are 

privately owned. The existing culture is one where the owners are fiercely protective of 

their rights to make the final decision on how they manage their property:

The problem there at the end of the day, if you believe in people owning things 
you’ve got to accept the fact that the owner should really be of paramount 
importance, providing he doesn’t do something which is obviously totally 
unreasonable’ (Fishery Association Member)

There are very few areas of riverbank or bed which are publicly owned, or where there is 

public access. Even when the river flows through urban areas access to the bank and river 

is leased to private fishing clubs. This lack of legal rights of the pubhc and local 

communities to access the river alongside the complexity of regulation, makes it particularly 

difficult for local community groups to take a more active role in the management of 

sections of the river as it passes through their local environment:

Kate: ‘Do you think aU interests are considered or represented in decisions that 
are made on the river?’

Conservation NGO Employee: ‘1 don’t think it is possible in a lot of cases. Again 
if it’s on a private landowner’s piece of land, then obviously it’s down to him and 
the statutory bodies what happened on that bit of river, which is right. But really 1 
think it’s very difficult for local people, local communities to get any sort of 
involvement in decisions that are made on the river; there’s no mechanism for it 
as far as 1 can see.. .because the river is so weU protected, and it’s quite technical
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what’s done there, it can be quite difficult for local community groups to get 
involved in the technical design of things.’ (Conservation NGO)

Analysis highlights the dominant influence of statutory authorities over governance 

decisions, although some stakeholders also felt that certain stakeholder groups — notably 

the private landowning and fishery interests - were having an unfair influence over the 

policies being set by these agencies:

‘I think personally fisheries gets an undue weighting... I think they’re given this 
undue weighting because of a lot of shouting by landowners and angling clubs 
and things.’ (Water Company).

As observed from the stakeholder maps, these groups have much closer liaison with EA 

and EN than the water companies, councils, farmers and local community interests, 

motivated in part by the agencies’ wish to maintain positive relations with these powerful 

and potentially disruptive groups. One interviewee even accused EN and EA of being 

willing to trade-off conservation best practice for pohtical co-operation:

‘English Nature wiU change anything administratively to keep the fishermen 
onside... these are rich, powerful, articulate people, which they are, the fishing 
lobby - and we wül accommodate them. And then we are pushing the Avon down 
the same disastrous route which the Itchen and Test [two other highly managed 
chalk rivers] have gone down and that would be deeply regrettable’ (Conservation 
NGO)

Despite the high density of networks relating to governance of the Avon, networks tend to 

be focused around particular functions, i.e. nature conservation, flood defence or fisheries. 

Integration between these networks rehes on key organisations Hke EA and EN who 

participate across these networks. This requires effective internal communication and 

knowledge-sharing within these organisations. O f aU the organisations involved in the 

Avon’s governance, it is only EA that has a single office covering the catchment, and 

therefore it plays an important integrating role. However, the EA acknowledged that its 

abHity to adopt this integrated overview of the Avon was Hmited by poor communication 

between its function-based departments. One EA employee suggested that different 

departments were so focused on achieving their particular objectives, that mutually 

beneficial solutions went unnoticed.
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7.2.4. A Governance System in Transition.

The river and its floodplain (the Avon Valley) still tend to be treated as two separate 

systems in terms of their ecological and economic functions, and the individuals who are 

involved in their governance. In terms of the local economy, the river is seen as a fishing 

resource, and the valley seen as a resource for food production, managed by fishery 

associations and farmers respectively, and in isolation. Indeed, this perceived separation 

between river and valley has been potentially exacerbated by the notification of the river 

cSAC within the boundaries of the river channel only, rather than including the river and 

its floodplain. The effect of this is that one EN team focuses on the management of the 

river for aquatic species and another team focuses on the management of the floodplain for 

bird species.

Stakeholders interviewed identified a need for a much more integrated approach to be 

taken to the catchment’s management. Strategic organisations like EA, EN and the Wildlife 

Trusts identified a need for greater co-ordination between stakeholders. Indeed, the Water 

Level Management Plan consultation process (which had not started at the time of the 

interviews) aims to bring farmers, fishermen, conservationists and owners operating in the 

same hydrological unit together to reach agreement on how water levels could best be 

managed. It was hoped this would improve communication and encourage co-ordinated 

planning.

Local owners, managers and users of the river identified a need for integration at a more 

strategic level, specifically in terms of a strearnhning or reduction in the number of policies, 

action plans and strategies being pursued or developed. It was hoped that an improvement 

in knowledge-sharing at a strategic level would co-ordinate the advice given to land and 

river managers, reduce confusion over the implementation of different plans and initiatives, 

and improve the agencies’ understanding of cause and effect relationships;

‘I think there’s a lot of potential synergy that’s being overlooked, because there 
are a lot of strategies out there that have identified problems and constraints and 
causative factors that are common. A synergistic approach would pick up that 
commonality and you would be able to focus in on it much easier, and I think 
that’s not being done.’ (EA staff member)

In terms of the delivery of the Habitats Directive, the stakeholder maps illustrate that there 

are no structures through which aU the competent authorities for the cSAC get together
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and share their experiences, let alone including other fishery, agricultural, conservation and 

local community interests. Interviewees noted the need for such a forum as a potential 

mechanism to improve communication and integrated decision-making about the Avon 

cSAC.

7.3. The LIFE Strategy in the Context o f Local Governance

7.3.1. Attitudes to English Nature, the cSAC and the forthcoming strategy

In order to understand how stakeholders would receive the concept of a strategy being 

developed by EN for the cSAC, and to ascertain local willingness to participate in this 

strategy, interviewees were asked about their experiences of working with EN and their 

attitudes to the cSAC designation and the forthcoming strategy. Interestingly, despite EN ’s 

increasing profile in governance issues on the river, the organisation was perceived as 

having a relatively unimportant role. From the perspective of local stakeholders, the EA 

remained the key statutory authority on the river:

We don’t really regard EN as having a fundamental role. We obviously regard 
them as being the custodians of the SAC, but we suspect this is largely a matter of 
getting the organisation of the rivers right, of which most of the expertise lies 
with the NRA [EA]’ (Fishery Association member).

Indeed, many stakeholders expressed some uncertainty about the necessity for EN to be 

involved in governance at aU:

When you’ve got a responsible government body for the river environment [EA], 
why do you want another one?’ (Fishery Association Member).

To some extent, the low profile of EN was unsurprising. In the period between 

notification and this research EN had made a conscious effort to focus on gaining an 

understanding of how the system works and building relationships, rather than demanding 

immediate changes to the management of the river:

At the moment we are not exactly putting the writing on the wall, but we’re 
putting down markers that things are wrong and need to change... But it’s a sort 
of stick and carrot situation, in that we’re trying to do it through a process of 
education and encouragement rather than implementing legislative sticks at the
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moment.. .trying to get people to accept that there are problems, and that we and 
Government will be expecting changes.’ (EN Conservation Officer)

Most of its activities had been focused on notification exercises and other administrative 

procedures such as clarifying the conservation objectives and how favourable condition 

should be defined and monitored. These latter two processes were closed, expert-led 

exercises, involving engagement with the EA only. Stakeholder haison focused on building 

relationships and raising awareness of the Habitats Directive and its imphcations. In the 

Upper Avon particularly, the effort put in by EN to build relationships and learn from local 

stakeholders, was appreciated by interviewees:

‘Quite rightly, EN have trodden very sensitively, certainly in Wessex, because this 
team is very, very good and they take enormous trouble to get to know people 
and understand the fishery problem.’ (Fishery Association Member)

Staff operating from E N ’s Hampshire and Dorset offices had, at the time of the interviews, 

invested much less time and resources into building stakeholder relationships, due to 

commitments to the management of other designated areas and recent staff turnover. At 

the same time they were involved in Htigious exercises with local stakeholders, and the 

effect of this on stakeholder attitudes towards EN was very apparent. Stakeholders with an 

interest in the Lower Avon expressed much less trust in EN, tending to perceive EN as a 

remote organisation, uninterested in tackling their concerns.

The fact that the Wiltshire team took the lead for strategic issues relating to the Avon’s 

management, also led to the perception that Lower Avon issues were less weU understood 

and incorporated into EN ’s strategic priorities:

‘I think the Avon having a strategic lead based in the Upper Avon, where they’re 
not in direct contact with the people working on the ground and the issues of the 
lower Avon on a day to day basis... raises some concerns and problems and 
perhaps this is why we’re finding it difficult to actually get into the loop as it 
were...I see Wiltshire running a Wiltshire agenda and saying it’s a strategic 
overview’ (Conservation NGO)

One individual from the Wildhfe Trust felt that at present the different EN offices were 

acting as separate entities:

‘There are at least 3 different English Natures working in the Valley. And liaison 
between them is the first thing to ensure is operating successfully... actually 
there’s a fourth - there’s Peterborough, which is a completely wdd card, no idea 
what they’re going to come up with next.’ (Conservation NGO)
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Alongside these mixed attitudes towards EN, attitudes towards the cSAC designation also 

varied. Because of the desire of many of the stakeholders for a well-managed environment, 

there was general (but slightly nervous) support for the cSAC, seeing it as a mechanism to 

help them protect their interests. The following quote is from an angler and member of 

WFA:

‘I hope it’s going to be beneficial. I think the SSSI — I’ve always supported the 
SSSI and I support up to now the candidate SAC because I think it’s going to give 
that greater protection. It’s something that fishery managers will see as a help to 
their environment, to improve the fisheries or keep them from deteriorating 
anyway.’ (Fishery Association Member)

However, there was a sense of nervousness and uncertainty about the extent to which 

English Nature would demand changes to management practices that had been in place for 

hundreds of years:

‘I mean most fishing clubs think that they’re the experts on the river environment, 
not the EA or EN ... They [the fishing clubs] have got the know-how and they’ve 
been doing it for a long time, and all they really want, they don’t want to be 
interfered with too much. There’s nothing worse than someone coming along and 
saying, you shouldn’t be doing this, when you’ve had 30 or 40 years of experience 
and you know it’s right, because you’ve got to have it right. If you get it wrong 
there’s no fish.’ (Fishery Association Member)

The development of the LIFE project bid involved relevant staff from English Nature and 

the Environment Agency, but not all local stakeholders were aware of the initiative, or even 

viewed the production of a strategy as necessary. On the Avon, certainly, some 

stakeholders saw this as yet another bureaucratic process imposed by the agencies, using 

money that could have been used for more immediate gains on the ground. The fact that 

action-oriented parts of the project proposal were cut from the project (see Chapter 6 

foomote 9) furthered these feelings of frustration. As one interviewee put it:

‘If English Nature want a strategy that’s up to them, anybody can have a strategy.’
(Water Company).

Some felt that the creation of another strategy would add to the increasing levels of 

bureaucracy faced by stakeholders on the river, and create a range of actions focusing only 

on the needs of particular species rather than the needs and interests of all parts of the 

system:
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‘Now the danger of this all is that a huge great bureaucracy is going to start 
delving into Htde details and imagining that they’re frightfully important, and the 
whole aspect has got to be changed in order to look after the lamprey or the water 
rat or whatever it may be. One is, if not careful, in danger of losing sight of the 
main rationale of what it’s all about. I’m just concerned at the moment that EN 
are getting, if it’s the right word, too involved in it all.’ (Fishery Association 
Member).

‘We struggle to get individual catchment management as a holistic management 
tool, and EN are really interpreting on SAC European rules...I’m sure 
Desmouhn’s snail is very important, but I don’t know how many jobs it produces.
I do know how many jobs salmon fishing and fishing in general produces. I do 
know the comparative socio-economic values of the various activities and I think 
that ought to be taken into consideration in consultation. (Fishery Association 
Member)

In fact, some stakeholders argued that if the strategy only focused on Enghsh Nature’s own 

objectives and the cSAC interests, it could prove to be a step back among efforts for more 

integrated management of the catchment:

‘I suppose if there is an SAC strategy coming forward, it must look at the whole 
system, and not just what’s within the 2 black lines that form the SAC boundary 
... You could, within the SAC rules, you could achieve favourable conservation 
status of that SAC whilst having an ecological disaster on your hands in the Avon 
Valley. And 1 suppose that’s at the core of my fear that one starts to manage the 
SAC towards the targets that are set for SACs, rather than managing the whole 
system, the whole process’ (Conservation NGO)

Stakeholders urged EN to ensure the strategy considers all existing initiatives and interests 

relating to the river:

‘But all I would ask I think, is that they recognise the numerous interests in the 
river, as being genuine interests. I mean some of the things have been going on in 
the river for decades and centuries, and that they listen to those peoples’ views 
and inputs, and that they try to involve key - if they can identify which are the key 
stakeholders - into some sort of steering arrangements. So that it isn’t then 
perhaps seen as a narrow English Nature strategy...’ (Water Company)

7.3.2. Integrating the Strategy into Local Stakeholder Objectives

Any new legislation or initiative has the potential to destabihse the existing governance 

culture. The Habitats Directive has such potential, because of the differing responsibihties 

placed on competent authorities, the dominance of the precautionary principle, and the

211



Chapter 7

more general fact that it demands greater consideration to be given to the environmental 

impacts of existing and future management practices on the river. From the perspective of 

conservationists then, the implementation of this legislation would transform the river’s 

governance. However, the process of developing a strategy also had the potential to act as a 

‘pohtical opportunity structure’ (Healey et al., 1999; 131), to facüitate a culture change 

towards more integrated management of the river and dehver local governance objectives. 

Many of the stakeholders interviewed recognised the potential for the strategy process to 

provide opportunities for greater integration.

From the analysis, it became apparent that the strategy design needed to take into 

consideration several factors particular to the local governance situation. First, is the 

observation that the strategy was to be introduced into a context of considerable pohtical 

sensitivity and underlying suspicion of greater pubhc-good management of private 

resources. Tension over the unequal influence of riparian owners, fishery managers, 

conservation and local communities were part of a broader debate over the appropriate 

balance between pubhc and private interests and the extent to which statutory agencies 

have the right to intervene in the private rights of land owners. With Enghsh Nature only 

having access to the river for the first time in the mid-1990s to carry out ecological surveys 

and consequently designate it as an SSSI, its activities have been accompanied by rapid 

change in terms of greater regulation through the SSSI and SAC designation and the recent 

CROW Act.

Some stakeholders were suspicious that conservationists had ‘hidden agendas’, suspicions 

aggravated by recent flooding events within the Avon vaUey (seen as an agency tactic to 

wetten up the area for birds, whilst lowering agricultural yields), and the confhct over the 

management of Abbots Barton National Nature Reserve (See Footnote 7). Further 

exacerbating the nervousness amongst fishery managers and owners were concerns over 

greater pubhc access to the countryside and the rise in pohtical profile of anti-fieldsports 

campaigns:

‘This country is going through a major social revolution, and has been doing so 
for five or eight years now, and the Countryside and Rights of Way Bül is one 
manifestation of what’s going on, and there’s no doubt that landowners have got 
their - do feel to some extent that they’ve got their backs to the waU against 
egahtarian and hbertarian influences’ (Fishery Association Member)
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A second issue is stakeholder fatigue. This feeling of consultation and policy overload 

manifested itself in several ways and is strongly linked to previous statements made about 

poor integration and co-operation between agencies. As a result of aU the plans and 

projects, many stakeholders felt that the river was already overrun by the bureaucratic 

procedures of the statutory agencies, which, as far as they are concerned, resulted in no 

obvious improvement to the condition of the river.

‘One does wonder what the EA and EN are up to concerning their goals, in that 
it seems that there is no element of speed in this at all, you know it’s just a 
scientist with a continual examination of the same problems, there’s never an 
outcome saying let’s get on and do this... They spend hours on all these reports; 
they spend more time getting these reports out than getting in the river and 
actually doing something. But I think, says me unkindly, that’s a bureaucrat.’ 
(Riparian Owner Association).

As noted by another interviewee, stakeholders should be engaged in river governance in 

ways that are meaningful to their interests, rather than in ways framed by bureaucratic 

structures:

As soon as you start talking in acronyms - the SSSI, the SAC, the SPA, the 
Ramsar, I think they [local managers and owners of the river] turn off. If you talk 
to them about the valley, you know the door is open. After all, all they are is 
administrative structures for the likes of you and I, you know, why on earth 
should these poor souls have to understand the Habitats Regulations and what 
not?’ (Conservation NGO)

The final issue relates to the scale at which management problems could be effectively 

tackled. As understood by EN (see Chapter 4), many current conservation problems are 

caused by an unsuitable agricultural policy, decisions made by the state regulators for the 

water industry (OfWat), and uncertainties in the causal factors of the problem in the first 

place^. It is clear that not aU issues can be effectively resolved at a local governance level, 

through regulation or dialogue with local stakeholders. The strategy needed to be clear 

about what can and cannot be tackled at this level, and what other efforts are being made 

to progress issues outside of local networks.

8 For example, the decline of salmon in the river is unclear, but thought to occur in international 
waters rather than within the rivers themselves
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Conclusions - Im plications for the D esign  o f a DIP.

This chapter has illustrated that a river conservation strategy would be prepared in a

situation with an existing and complex governance system. The river has many

stakeholders, and knowledge of it is widely distributed. A host of initiatives, relationships

and procedures already exist. As a result of the multitude of plans and projects, the strategy

risked occurring in a context of stakeholder fatigue. At the time of the strategy, other
A

initiatives (notably the Water Level Management Pla^^g process) would also be operating^ 

and running consultation exercises to engage local stakeholders and to co-ordinate local 

management activities. However, it was felt that the strategy could do much to improve 

dialogue within and between strategic organisations, to co-ordinate provision of advice to 

river managers and owners, streamline consultation and decision-making processes, and as 

a result reduce the effect of a bureaucratic system.

Secondly, it is important to note that any process would be occurring within the context of 

mistrust and suspicion of a ‘hidden conservation agenda’ amongst fishery and landowning 

interests, exacerbated by recent conflicts over the management of chalk rivers for fishing. 

Any changes to strategic policies would therefore be viewed with great suspicion, and it 

was essential that the strategy be developed in an open and transparent way. Stakeholders 

should be involved in ways that allowed them real influence over the decisions.

Thirdly, the strategy is seen as an opportunity to contribute towards more integrated 

environmental governance of the system, taking into consideration the needs and 

aspirations of local stakeholders, and the social, economic and environmental values of the 

river. Some stakeholders felt that the current governance system was unfair, dominated by 

certain interests, but a move to a more democratic and participative governance system also 

requires a change in attitude on the part of stakeholders. The current situation was one 

where the dominant fishery and riparian owners already felt threatened by a loss of control 

over ‘their’ river, and their private rights to make decisions should be protected. This 

situation would make it very difficult to directly engage the values and objectives of local 

communities. However, the extent to which the cSAC strategy would be transformative in 

terms of the long-term governance of the Avon, depended very much on the attitudes of 

EN and how they interpreted the role of the strategy themselves. This is explored in the 

next chapter.
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Chapter 8.

D esigning a DIP: 

Integrating Institutional and Stakeholder Objectives

Introduction

Chapter 7 examined the local situational context in which the forthcoming Avon strategy 

would be prepared. However, as conveyed in Chapter 6, the strategy had to operate within 

fairly narrowly defined parameters of time, funds and resources. My role as an action 

researcher was to help devise a process to develop the strategy, working within the broad 

process parameters as defined by EN. The first stage of this was a scoping exercise to bring 

together key factors from the contextual analysis and identify the main objectives for the 

process. The following questions were used to structure the analysis:

• Why is a deliberative and inclusionary approach necessary or relevant?

• What issues should be on the agenda for discussion?

• Who should be involved in the process of developing the strategy?

• What deliberative and inclusionary techniques could be applied?

Chapter 8 gives an account of the reasoning behind the decisions made about who, when 

and how stakeholders were to be involved in the development of the cSAC strategy and the 

trade-offs that were made between the normative principles of DIPs and institutional and 

local process objectives.
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8.1. Scoping the Process

8.1.1. Integrating Local and Institutional Contextual Factors.

In terms of process design, the strategy could not be seen as an isolated procedure. The 

decisions made and the processes through which they were made would be influenced by 

the institutional and local governance cultures in which the strategy was situated. The 

objectives and parameters of the strategy were firmly embedded in EN culture at an 

institutional and local level because the LIFE Project was written principally by EN ’s 

Senior Freshwater Advisor and was to be delivered by a Project Officer under the 

management of a local EN Conservation Officer. In addition, the process is framed and 

embedded within institutionalised approaches to delivering the Habitats Directive and 

organisational assumptions about what decisions should and should not be open to 

stakeholder involvement. By explicitly considering the derived objectives from both these 

contexts it was hoped that the strategy would be designed in a way that met local and 

institutional objectives.

Figure 8.1. provides a diagrammatic overview of how the ‘top-down’ and the ‘bottom-up’ 

contexts were influential over particular aspects of process design.
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Figure 8.1. Effect of top-down and bottom-up context on process design.
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The diagram highlights how the process objectives were defined through the integration of 

local governance objectives (defined through the stakeholder-based context analysis) with 

the generic objectives for the strategy defined by the LIFE Project, and the local EN team’s 

particular objectives and culture. Similarly, the resources for the project, defined in terms of 

time, money and skills, were broadly defined by the LIFE Project, including who was 

employed as Project Officer. A major consideration for the strategy had to be what could 

be achieved within the 18 -month time period, with a limited budget for facilitation and 

stakeholder engagement, under the co-ordination of a Project Officer with no previous 

experience of participation herself. Resources for any deliberative and inclusionary process 

are also influenced by the extent to which local stakeholders and particularly the local EN 

team are wiUing to invest theit knowledge, time and skills into the strategy process.

The following sections go into more detail on how these contextual factors were brought 

together, and in some cases had to be traded off against each other, in making decisions 

about the extent of deliberation and inclusion that could occur, who should be involved 

and in what type of decisions.

8.1.2. Setting the Objectives and Parameters for the Process. Comparing Local and 

Institutional Perspectives

Significant differences were noted between the Avon as perceived through the lens of local 

stakeholders and through the lens of the Habitats Directive. These differences had effects 

on the identified objectives and role of the strategy. The picture of the Avon built up 

through the analysis of stakeholder experiences and attitudes reported in Chapter 7, 

constructs the strategy as embedded in the complexities of local governance patterns and 

social, economic and environmental objectives. In contrast, under the Habitats Directive, 

the river effectively loses its identity as a ‘river’, and ‘place’, and becomes a ‘Special Area of 

Conservation’, where its values are defined according to the presence of certain species and 

habitats identified at an international level and effectively imposed on the local 

environment from above. Under the Habitats Directive, locally significant species and 

habitats, and the role of the river in the local economy and society, aU become secondary to 

maintaining the conservation features in favourable condition. From the perspective of the 

Habitats Directive then, the development of the strategy under the LIFE Project is 

interpreted as an instrumental process to tackle management problems that are seen as 

hindering the achievement of favourable condition (see Table 6.1). In the management of
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the cSAC, stakeholders become defined as those people whose involvement is necessary to 

achieve favourable condition of the cSAC, rather than those with more socio-cultural 

interests in the river. The LIFE Project Manager, referring to another cSAC river in 

Scotland, illustrates this point:

‘Because I think there’s definitely a role for people in ownership of their local 
river, or their local bit of catchment, but that’s slightly different from ownership 
of the SAC, because you could encourage ownership of the River Kerry SAC, and 
when you talk about the River Kerry SAC most people are going to think, ‘Oh, 
little river running down the road, running through various farms, there’s a fish 
farm at the bottom and a reservoir at the top”. That’s what they are going to think 
about, but that isn’t the SAC. The SAC is the pearl mussel full stop. So you know, 
are we really serious about engaging people in pearl mussels on mass? I don’t 
think it’s going to work. So it’s a problem of the Directive really. We have defined 
the SAC as a pearl mussel and therefore the scope for public engagement is by 
definition very low.’ (LIFE Project Manager)

The EN teams working in the area did not think about the Avon in such polarised terms. 

They understood the river to be both a place where people Hved, worked and recreated, 

and a designated site. They perceived their role as being to try to bring these two 

constructions of the river together. In other words they saw themselves as operating at the 

interface between the two social worlds of conservation legislation and local stakeholders 

(Long & Long, 1992). This is reflected in the approach that the Wiltshire team had tried to 

adopt so far in its efforts to deliver conservation legislation, which emphasised partnership 

working and negotiation within the parameters set by the legislation:

‘And I have such a strong belief in getting the statute understood, but then giving 
people as much room within that as possible, to build partnerships rather than to 
be knocked into shape sort of thing.. .that’s how we have done it in Wiltshire, and 
it has worked very well’ (EN Conservation Officer)

The Conservation Officer based in EN’s Wiltshire office, who was to hne manage the 

Project Officer, was very committed to the production of the strategy. An effective strategy 

in terms of process and outcomes was important to the local English Nature team because 

the strategy would be their first high profile attempt to influence the strategic management 

of the river. The strategy was also an opportunity for the SAC to be seen as a positive 

impetus for action to improve the quality of the river. A strategy leading to positive action 

for the riverine environment would help reverse negative attitudes towards the cSAC as a 

negative and bureaucratic exercised It was important for EN that the strategy paved the

' Because of the nature of the procedures set up for SSSIs and SACs, there is a risk that designation 
is seen in terms of what could not be done on the river (the term ‘Operations Likely to Damage’ 
having particular connotations).
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way for EN ’s future involvement in the river, by showing them to be an open, listening 

organisation, wiUing to work with others to resolve management problems:

EN Conservation Officer -  ‘And I think one of the biggest problems we’ve got is 
that because there are several regulatory authorities and statutory bodies, it is 
difficult for people to understand what we can add apart from bureaucracy. And 
the strategy is a big opportunity for us to add something by pulling all the 
different things together, or equally it’s an opportunity for us to confirm people’s 
worst suspicions by just producing another document that just sits on the shelf 
and doesn’t do anything’

Kate — ‘So it’s quite important to you - the strategy?’

EN Conservation Officer — ‘Yes, I think we could make quite an important leap 
forward in terms of particularly landowner and fishing club perceptions of us, if 
we come back with something and they say “oh yeah, this is really useful, I can 
see how this is going to change things for the better”.’ (EN Conservation Officer)

EN ’s commitment was particularly focused on the strategy as a means of dehvering the 

cSAC, although, as explained in Chapter 7, local stakeholders expressed a desire that the 

strategy should not simply focus on the requirements of the cSAC but incorporate the 

needs of the wider catchment. EN acknowledged this concern and agreed the strategy 

should consider the objectives of all relevant stakeholders but only within the context of 

making decisions to improve management of the cSAC, in other words within the 

parameters of their agenda. With the Head Office of EN focused on ensuring the 

Government meets European deadlines on achieving favourable condition on cSACs, it is 

perhaps unsurprising that the local team (Wiltshire) were keen to maximise the possible 

benefits for the cSAC from the strategy. The short timescale that the Project Officer was to 

be employed to develop the strategy was also a factor in this decision. The Wiltshire 

Conservation Officer explained how she did not wish the strategy to be ‘sidetracked’ into 

considering issues which, from her position of responsibüity for achieving favourable 

condition, had few benefits:

‘EN Conservation Officer — ‘But I do think we need to be selective a bit, and we 
need to say not let the branches go on and on and on expanding. Because she [the 
Project Officer] could just end up doing a strategy about the River Avon and the 
Avon Valley SPA [Special Protection Area]. And it’s not about the Avon Valley 
SPA, so I think that you have to come up against the buffer that says it 
interrelates to the Avon Valley SPA ...these are the issues they wül need 
addressing but it’s not the job of this strategy to do that. And probably - you 
know my prejudiced guess is that we would say the same about community 
involvement in Salisbury and Warminster and places Hke that.’

Kate - ‘Because?’
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EN Conservation Officer - ‘Because you could end up - you know if she went 
down to Salisbury now she could spend 18 months in Salisbury writing a strategy 
for 5 nules of the River Avon as it flows through Salisbury, and actually not make 
very much difference at aU... to the management of the river and the 
conservation of the SAC interests.’ (EN Conservation Officer)

This decision was to be hugely influential over aU subsequent decisions made about process 

design, particularly stakeholder selection.

8.1.3. Scoping the Extent of Deliberation and Inclusion

As noted in Chapter 7, several aspects of the dehvery of the Habitats Directive on the 

Avon had already been identified by EN as being beyond the strategy. At a strategic level, 

there was an identified need to ensure there was coherent knowledge of aU the issues that 

were affecting the cSAC, to build understanding of how different management practices 

affect the cSAC interests both alone and in combination, and to improve communication 

and co-ordination of key organisations operating on the Avon. At a more specific level, 

there were issues that required more focused dehberation to resolve identified management 

problems. In other words, it became apparent that there were two types of dehberative 

processes needed. First, a knowledge-sharing, relationship-building process was required to 

provide a strategic overview of the cSAC and how it related to the river’s existing 

governance; and secondly, a process was needed that would resolve specific management 

problems, focused on a particular aspect of river management or a specific geographical 

area. In hne with these two process objectives, stakeholders tended to faU into one or both 

of the following categories, those with a strategic knowledge and interest in the governance 

of the whole river, and those with a specific interest in a particular geographic area or 

aspect of river ecology.

Another consideration in determining the extent of inclusion possible within the strategy is 

the extent of private ownership rights. It was felt by organisations with experience of 

working with landowners and local communities, that the direct involvement of local 

communities in decision-making about river management would be likely to cause local 

confhct amongst owners and fishery associations towards Enghsh Nature;

‘if you want to ahenate the landowners you go down that [pubhc involvement] 
route.. .However, if there were large areas of pubhcly owned, pubhcly managed 
land there, almost certainly there should be some form of accountabihty for the
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public. (Conservation NGO)

A third issue for consideration, was that several initiatives were already tackling some of the 

key management issues affecting the cSAC and other locally valued interests. For example, 

diffuse pollution was being tackled through the EA-led Landcare initiative, and the 

management of the river to control water levels and flooding through the EA-led Water 

Level Management Plans. Through their participation in these initiatives and through the 

forthcoming Review of Consents process, EN was already able to ensure that any activities 

that would potentially affect the river would be compatible with cSAC interests and they 

did not feel that there was any benefit to be had in reviewing this through the strategy. 

Therefore, as well as the extent of inclusion being constrained as a result of institutionalised 

procedures under the Habitats Directive, it was also felt by EN that it would be 

unnecessary and undesirable for the strategy to engage stakeholders in a deliberative 

process focusing on aU aspects of river management. As noted in Chapter 7, there were 

already numerous networks sharing knowledge and resources, and many stakeholders felt it 

unnecessary to engage in further deliberation because their concerns were already being 

progressed through other initiatives:

‘[Our interests are] very much live issues at present, and are the subject of debate 
in the appropriate forum (Area Environment Group, LEAP etc.). We would 
therefore be very reluctant to engage in a full debate on them except through the 
consultative machinery which already exists’ (Fishery Association Member, pers. 
comm.)

Nonetheless, some local stakeholders still felt that the major issues of over-abstraction, 

pollution from aquaculture and diffuse pollution were not being tackled by the competent 

authorities. This perception was in part due to a limited awareness among these 

stakeholders about efforts being made to tackle these problems (e.g. the Asset Management 

Plan negotiations), but was also a consequence of many of the problems affecting the Avon 

being seen as unlikely to be resolved in the short-term:

‘Everyone says no one’s doing anything. But when you look at it there are loads of 
things going on but it’s because they are not instant cures that people don’t 
appreciate there’s any action being taken. And part of the way to get over that is to 
communicate what is actually happening better.’ (Project Officer)

English Nature felt it important for the strategy not to place too much focus on issues that 

already had procedures and consultative structures in place; the strategy could be seen as 

yet another bureaucratic ‘talking shop’:
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‘And you know the people we are involving are blooming busy people. So they 
don’t want to spend time sitting around examining their navel, they want to get on 
with things.’ (EN Conservation Officer)

Instead the strategy should focus on raising awareness of existing initiatives, and making 

progress on issues that were currently being overlooked, or being tackled in an 

unsatisfactory way. Faced with this situation EN emphasised the need for action-oriented 

and outcome-focused discussions, rather than exploratory and ‘educative’ debates.

8.1.4. Summary of Considerations of Fitness for Purpose.

Table 8.1, summarises the key issues which were considered in process design, drawn from 

normative principles and the local and institutional context. It illustrates the extent to 

which trade-offs had to be made between the normative principles of dehberation and 

inclusion, local contextual factors and institutional objectives in order to construct a 

process that was perceived by EN as being fit for its purpose:
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Table 8.1. Summary of Objectives from Three Perspectives of Fitness for Purpose

Normative 
Principles of 
DIPs

Issues Raised from 
Local Situation 
Analysis

Institutional Context: LIFE 
Project /  EN objectives

Why a
Participatory
Approach?

Effective, 
efficient, 
equitable 
process & 
outcomes (see 
Chapter 2)

Help to achieve 
integrated 
management and 
decision-making 
through better co
operation & 
communication 
between stakeholders; 
deliver Habitats 
Directive in a way that 
is meaningful and 
supported at a local 
level.

Some participation is a project 
requirement;
help EN develop good working 
relationships with stakeholders; 
reach agreement on complex cSAC 
management problems involving 
multiple stakeholders; 
effective incorporation of widely 
distributed knowledge about river 
management;
some SAC interests (salmon and 
Kanunculusp are highly valued 
locally;
ecological needs of cSAC species, 
overlapping with and in some cases 
directly conflicting with 
stakeholder interests.

What issues 
should be 
discussed?

Allow
participants to 
determine the 
agenda.

River governance 
issues which are not 
being tackled 
effectively through 
other initiatives.

Issues relating to cSAC 
management that can be resolved 
at a local level.

Who should 
be involved?

Anyone who 
will affect or be 
affected by the 
issue or has an 
interest in it.

Stakeholders are 
defined in terms of 
their interest in the 
river; respect for 
private rights.

Stakeholders are defined in terms 
of their influence over achieving 
favourable condition of the cSAC.

When in 
decision
making 
process 
should 
people be 
involved?

Involve 
stakeholders as 
early in the 
decision-making 
process as 
possible.

As early as possible 
but don’t involve 
people in unnecessary 
debates or reiterate 
debates occurring 
through existing fora 
to avoid stakeholder 
fatigue.

The values and objectives of cSAC 
management are pre-defined; 
stakeholder discussions should 
focus on how to achieve 
favourable condition rather than 
redefining objectives for river 
management.

How to 
involve 
people?

Selection of
appropriate
participation
methods;
facilitators.

No local experience of 
using participatory 
working methods; 
pressure for action- 
oriented approaches.

The LIFE Project encourages 
participatory and innovative 
approaches to involve stakeholders; 
limited funds. Project Officer skills 
and time.

 ̂V^nunculus plays an important role in the river’s ecology by affecting water temperature, flow and 
levels. It is an important structure in the river, providing habitat for game fishery species, its 
managem^t aiding the control of water levels as well as having an ‘intrinsic’ biodiversity value. 
Salmon i/^valued highly by conservationists, fishermen and landowners, both for its economic and 
intrinsic worth. Its critical condition on the river is a source of great concern, even if different 
interests hold different positions as to the most appropriate means of tackling the issue, leading to 
conflict between fisheries interests and conservationists. The multiple values, uses and roles of the 
species must be accommodated during decision-making about its management.
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8.1.5. Agreeing a Broad Structure

The effect of these observations led to the premise that a process should be devised based 

on a flexible two-tier structure involving people when it was pragmatic and relevant to do 

so, as opposed to setting up a single structure inclusive of all interests

In the proposed structure, a working group would be set up which involved representatives 

from all the key stakeholders on the river (see section 8.3). Through dehberation, this 

group would take an overview of the key issues and interests in the Avon, review existing 

knowledge and progress on tackling management issues and how they affect the cSAC, and 

decide which issues required in-depth deliberation. Since the participants in the working 

group would not necessarily hold in-depth knowledge, responsibility, or interest in specific 

management issues on the river, it was decided that these selected issues would be taken 

forward by a group of stakeholders (which may include working group participants) within 

‘topic groups’, selected with a specific knowledge and interest in that issue. The topic 

groups would analyse specific problems relating and determine actions.

This two-tier structure has similarities with that proposed for the Estuaries Initiative and 

marine SAC project (DETR, 1998), which had been accused of being hierarchical and not 

enabling local interests to influence the final decision-making process (see Chapter 5). 

However, it was proposed that these topic groups should have the responsibility to make 

any decisions they felt were relevant, and that it was important that any relevant authority 

was present to ensure aU statutory and legal implications were taken into consideration. 

This approach is in contrast to the DETR process which recommends that information 

and ideas from topic groups are fed into the working group to make the final decision. 

However, despite the emphasis on the authority of topic groups to make decisions within 

the Avon process, it is acknowledged that dialogue within these groups would be bounded 

by the parameters determined by the working group, and that the compatibility of the 

actions would need to be ensured by the Project Officer, the Working Group, and through 

a wider consultation process.

3 Another key factor in this decision was the pragmatic acknowledgement that the Avon process 
had limited resources to run workshops involving a wide range of stakeholders in effective 
deliberation. This would require multiple trained facilitators to work with groups of stakeholders, 
which would be expensive and outside the budget of the project.

225



Chapter 8

8.2. Selecting Participants

8.2.1. The ODA Stakeholder Analysis process

A stakeholder analysis was used to analyse the potential role that stakeholders could play in 

the development of the river conservation strategy. This used the methodology developed

for the ODA by the Centre for Development Studies (ODA, 1995). The aim of the ODA

analysis is to:

• Draw out the interests of stakeholders in relation to the problems the project is seeking 

to address

• Identify conflicts of interest between stakeholders

• Identify relations between stakeholders which can be developed

• Assess the appropriate type of participation for different stakeholders in the project 

(From ODA, 1995).

The key codes used in the analysis drew out interests, influences, importance and position 

of the stakeholder in relation to the strategy process, as defined in Table 8.2 below:

Table 8.2. Criteria for Stakeholder Analysis

Code Definition
Interests Extent of interest in river conservation, expectations of a strategy.
Influences The power stakeholders have over a particular decision, the implementation of 

the strategy, or the actions of others.
Influence includes legislative power; social, economic & political status; 
authority over others (covert or overt); control of resources; possession of 
relevant knowledge; links with other stakeholders and degree of organisation; 
negotiating position (power over, or dependence on others).

Importance The importance of this group to the success of the strategy. This includes the 
extent to which the needs of the stakeholder group are an aim of the strategy, 
and the extent to which their interests converge with the objectives of the 
strategy.

Position An indication of the level of support or opposition to the strategy.

The qualitative analysis of Influence and Importance can then be reproduced visually onto 

a matrix map, allowing stakeholders to be grouped according to whether they are judged to 

be of high or low influence and importance for the strategy:
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A

L ow  influence ---------------

High Importance 

A

B

D

High Influence

Low  importance

Groups A, B, C, are referred to as key stakeholders.

A - require special initiatives to protect their interests in the strategy because of their low 

influence.

B — it is important that there are constructive working relationships with this group, to 

‘ensure an effective coalition of support for the project’.

C — a source of significant risk to the project because of their high influence but little 

overlap of interests with the project.

D - low priority because of low influence and low importance - unlikely to be significant 

stakeholders in the project’s activities.

Figure 8.2. maps the position of stakeholders in relation to the strategy according to the 

criteria of Influence and Importance to the Strategy. A summary of how the different 

stakeholders ranked against these criteria is presented in Appendix 5.
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Figure 8.2. Map displaying the Results of the ODA Stakeholder Analysis process.
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Group A. The farming community, and any riparian owners who are not members of 

WFA and ASRA, are poorly networked. Their interests appear to be under-represented in 

existing strategic governance discussions about the river. These groups have a direct 

influence on the river SAC features, and therefore identifying mechanisms to reduce their 

impact on the SAC whilst protecting their interests is seen as desirable. In practice, this is 

predominantly carried out through one to one negotiations with the statutory agencies.

Group B. Stakeholders falling into category B are those who are influential over the issues 

the strategy is to tackle, either through their ability to facilitate strategy delivery or because 

of the knowledge and control of resources they hold. This group are also important to the 

strategy because of the extent to which their interests are the focus of the strategy. In 

practice, the councils and water companies in particular, may not be able or willing to 

commit time and resources to the process. From the perspective of these organisations, 

river conservation issues are Hkely to be one priority among many, and one that they feel is 

being effectively tackled through statutory mechanisms, such as consent and assessment
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procedures and Asset Management Plans. The question of how to enrol councils into the 

strategy is also problematic in terms of representation. The River Avon does not fall under 

a single department’s jurisdiction, so no individual has the appropriate knowledge and 

understanding of the inter-relationship between council functions and the cSAC.

WFA and ASRA expressed a certain reticence about the need for another strategy. They 

were concerned that there are too many strategies and plans for the river already and not 

enough action. From the perspective of these stakeholders unless the strategy produced 

short-term actions they might withdraw their support and co-operation for the strategy.

Group C. As a result of EN ’s decision to focus the strategy on the objectives of the cSAC, 

organisations whose primary interest lay in the management of the Avon valley were seen 

to be less important to the strategy, despite the fact they were highly influential 

stakeholders in the wider governance of the catchment. Also falling into this group is the 

Wessex Salmon and Rivers Trust. Despite their interest in salmon in the river, it was felt 

that, as little could be done in terms of river channel management to restore salmon 

populations, their main point of involvement in Avon governance fora should remain 

through the EA’s Salmon Liaison Group. There were also concerns about the increasingly 

bad relations between members of this group and EA and EN over specific management 

of the river as well as the extent of regulation. EN staff were concerned that their 

involvement could become deleterious to the success of the process.

Group D. Two types of stakeholder fall into this group, illustrating the influence of the 

parameters determined by EN at an institutional and local level for the strategy. As a result 

of the cSAC focus, and the private ownership of much of the river, the interests of local 

communities were not seen as important to the strategy’s objectives. Similarly, the impacts 

of other recreational pursuits on the river is so limited, their involvement was also a low 

priority. Fish farmers and the Christchurch netsmen have interests limited to very specific 

area, and whose activities on the river are negotiated independently with the statutory 

agencies.

As a result of this stakeholder mapping exercise a group of key stakeholders identified as 

having a strategic interest in and importance to the success of the strategy were selected to 

sit on the working group. This group consisted of those stakeholders in Group B of the 

stakeholder map: EN, EA, Water Companies, County and District Councils, WWT, HWT,
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WFA, ASRA. The selection of participants for the focused topic groups would be 

determined according to an assessment of their importance or influence over the particular 

topic being discussed and came largely from Groups A, B, and C on the stakeholder map.

8.2.2. A Retrospective Critique of the Use of Stakeholder Analysis in DIP Design.

The advantages of undertaking a stakeholder mapping process are that the process 

encourages a structured consideration of the role that different stakeholders played in river 

governance and the role they could or should play in the strategy. However, the method is 

relative and imprecise because of the complexity of information that has to be considered 

when judging influence, importance and position of stakeholders. A stakeholder can be 

influential in multiple and potentially conflicting ways, as well as over a range of scales. For 

example, a stakeholder could have a high socio-economic status, but little knowledge or 

understanding of the river’s ecology, or they could have a large and direct influence over a 

particular geographic area, but limited impact on a catchment wide scale. Similarly the 

judgement of importance is subjective, depending on whether importance is judged from 

the stakeholder’s perspective (i.e. are the objectives of the strategy of interest to me?) or 

from that of the project organiser (i.e. how important for the success of the strategy is it 

that this individual is involved in this process?). For example, the water companies and 

councils did not see the strategy objectives as being particularly important to them, whereas 

EN identified the strategy as being a potential opportunity to increase the involvement and 

understanding of cSAC issues within these competent authorities. The mapping process 

therefore incorporates a whole series of subjective judgements and at best are relational and 

should only guide process design. The stakeholder mapping process maker the assumption 

that the parameters and objectives of any DIP are fixed and non-negotiable, whereas in 

reality objectives are likely to, and should, evolve.

The results of the stakeholder analysis were influenced by the parameters of the process 

determined by EN. If applied in too meticulous a way, there is the danger that process 

design becomes a tautology, with EN ’s objectives defining the participants who in their 

turn support the objectives. This is against best practice in inclusion, which states that 

stakeholders should be able to influence the agenda of the deliberations.

In conclusion, carrying out a stakeholder analysis can be said to be useful to EN in terms 

of reflecting on the strategy from the perspective of the main actors in the system in 

relation to their own objectives — something that strategic staff within EN admitted the
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organisation does not tend to do. Thus, stakeholder analysis can build up social intelligence 

within EN about its ‘stakeholders’, and this may prove as useful as the final outcomes 

achieved. It is also clear that the process should be applied with care to avoid selecting 

participants that meet the interests of the leading organisation, and as a result reinforce 

existing power differentials.

8.3. Process D esign  and the U se o f Deliberative and Inclusionary  

Techniques.

8.3.1. Agreeing Process Design

An outiine for the process was discussed with the local EN Conservation Officer and 

Project Officer during the early stages of the latter’s contract period in June 2001. They 

agreed with the proposed recommendations for setting up a working group to act as a steer 

for the strategy and to encourage integrated thinking about the river’s governance, and for 

topic groups to focus on particular issues in depth. The use of a DIP was recommended, 

and this is explored below. At the same time, a particular effort was made to leave the 

process as flexible as possible to allow the Project Officer to adjust it as the process 

evolved. The following paragraphs outline the recommendations on process design 

provided to EN.

Stage 1 — Initial stakeholder consultation

The first stage of the strategy was to involve the collation of existing knowledge through 

the distribution and completion of two matrices h f  stakeholders. This was an exercise 

already initiated by the Project Officer to improve her understanding of the impacts and 

initiatives going on within the catchment, and to build relationships with key stakeholders 

on the river. It was also identified as a mechanism that could be used to enrol potential 

participants into the strategy process. One matrix focused on collecting information on the 

activities within the catchment that were felt to be impacting river ecology, and the other 

assessed attitudes about which current initiatives were addressing the impact of these 

activities both indirectly and directly. A range of key stakeholders completed these 

matrices.
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Stage 2 — Developing a partnership

Key stakeholders with a strategic overview of issues affecting the Avon, were to be enrolled 

into the working group. The recommended objectives of the first meeting of this working 

group were to agree what the conservation strategy could deliver within the constraints and 

parameters detailed by English Nature, and what issues should be tackled through the 

strategy. From initial discussion about the key issues and how they were being tackled, the 

focus of five or six topic groups were to be agreed, and a list of stakeholders produced to 

be approached to participate in each. Although no specific DIPs were to be used in this 

first working group meeting, through the use of brainstorming techniques the process 

would focus on deliberation rather than being dominated by key interests.

Stage 3 — The Topic Groups

The objective of the topic groups was to bring together all relevant stakeholders covering 

local interests, experts, and regulatory authorities. It was suggested that, if possible, existing 

fora should be used to discuss issues, such as the EA’s Salmon Liaison Group or the Avon 

Valley Liaison Group. The aims of these discussions would be to identify the causal factors 

for problems on the river (including socio-economics, culture, ecological management etc.), 

and potential solutions or next steps. As a means of achieving these ends it was suggested 

that there should be an analysis of existing initiatives according to their strengths, 

weaknesses, opportunities and threats, to assess the extent to which they were delivering 

positive change for the river, and analyse what should be done within the strategy to try to 

improve such initiatives. From this analysis a broad picture could be developed of what 

seemed to work and what did not, leading to ideas on how the strategy process should 

progress. From this governance-based approach it was hoped that the topic groups would 

be able to identify some innovative approaches through which management issues could be 

resolved. More than one meeting would probably be needed in each case.

Stage 4 — Stakeholder Decision Analysis

It was acknowledged that if the strategy was to develop simply through these discrete topic 

groups which encouraged stakeholders to take decisions focused on their own particular 

interests, there was a danger that the governance of the river would become more 

fragmented and the opportunities for stakeholders to gain an understanding of other 

perspectives of river management would be lost. The working group was seen as an

232



Chapter 8

opportunity to improve relationships between strategic organisations operating on the 

Avon, and to encourage them to consider the river in a more integrated way. It was 

therefore suggested to the Project Officer that the working group enrolled in a process to 

explore and capture the values that they felt should be considered in making governance 

decisions about the river. Through the use of a DIP called ‘Stakeholder Decision Analysis’, 

these values could be transferred into criteria and used to prioritise the issues that 

stakeholders had identified through the topic group discussions and at the first working 

group meeting. Each topic groups would be represented by at least one individual on the 

working group and involved in this prioritisation process.

Stakeholder Decision Analysis (SDA) is a deliberative form of multi-criteria analysis, 

allowing participants to develop social, political and environmental criteria to assess and 

prioritise a list of defined issues. The method was first trialled for the New Forest Local 

Environment Agency Plan in 1998 (Clark et aL, 1998) and has been used since in several 

environmental decision-making contexts such as the Severn Estuary Management plan, and 

the Jersey sustainable development strategy. SDA seemed particularly suitable for the Avon 

strategy because it enables working group participants to stand back from the details of the 

issues affecting the river and think about the needs of the river as an integrated system by 

developing a series of criteria, which are, in effect, principles of good governance for the 

river. These criteria would provide a transparent and objective way of determining which 

issues were of high priority. The benefit of carrying out a prioritisation exercise through a 

deliberative process is that it opens up the judgement of what is important to the 

management of the Avon to a wider group of stakeholders than EA and EN, and ensures 

priorities are set not just in terms of achieving favourable condition, but also by 

considering socio-political and economic values as well. This provides transparency about 

why certain issues are tackled before others, and to some extent allows stakeholders to hold 

EN and EN accountable to adhering to the agreed priorities.

The SDA process has six stages:

1. Understanding the issues

2. Defining criteria relevant to the focus of the strategy

3. Ranking criteria

4. Scoring issues (High, Medium or Low) against the top 10 criteria

5. Calculating the priority level of issues, by multiplying the scores of the issues

against the rank given to the criteria
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6. Reviewing and grouping the priority list.

Once the use of SDA was agreed with EN, a meeting was held with the creator of the SDA 

process to gain her input on how this process could be adapted to suit the Avon situation. 

With her advice it was agreed that the SDA process could be held within two facihtated 

workshops rather than the four used in the New Forest process (Clark et al, 1998). One 

reason for reducing the number of workshops was because EN was worried about having 

too many meetings of the working group and the topic groups (many of which met twice). 

Given the number of other ongoing initiatives and fora on the Avon, and that many 

working group participants would be involved in the topic groups directly, it was felt the 

participants would already be familiar with the issues and the context of the strategy. The 

first meeting as used in the New Forest process, therefore was seen as unnecessary. It was 

also suggested that it would be possible to do the ranking of criteria remotely through 

email. The drawback was that working group participants would have less opportunity to 

build relationships and explore each other’s values, placing greater emphasis on the need 

for high quahty deliberation within each workshop.

Figure 8.3. summarises the strategy process as it was planned.
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Figure 8.3. The Strategy Process Tim e L ine

July 2001

Pre- W G 2

ISlov. 2001- 
June 2002

Sept. 2002

Pre-W G 4

Dec. 2002

WGl

WG3

WG5

WG4

WG2
Topic Groups:
Agree issues and 
solutions for 
selected topics

Strategy sent out for Written Consultation Exercise

Discussion on implementation and 
further consultation

Agree objectives and parameters of the strategy.
Review the results of the matrix, and from this identify topic 
groups.
Agree the use of SDA process.

The Matrix Exercise
Two matrices were circulated to a broad range of stakeholders for feedback on:
1. Activities within the catchment impacting on aspects of river ecology.
2. Initiatives addressing the impact of these activities both indirecdy and directly.

Project Officer groups issues into a 
manageable no.
Assign weighting to criteria

Calculate scores
Evaluate issues against criteria
Produce & review prioritised list

Review draft strategy including issues 
and solutions coming from topic groups

Agree list of criteria for prioritising issues 
for the River Avon cSAC

The SDA Process
Familiarise with SDA process and 
prepare draft criteria
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Agreeing this structure marked the end of my formal involvement in the strategy process. 

The next chapter will report on what happened when this process was put into effect by 

the Project Officer. It reflects on how the process used stands up to best practice principles 

of deliberation and inclusion, and concludes with a discussion of the factors affecting 

decisions made about the Avon strategy process.
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Chapter 9.

The Avon River cSAC Conservation Strategy: 

Reflections on Deliberation and Inclusion.

Introduction

Evaluation is a vital stage of any project, enabling the project managers and institution to 

reflect and learn from experience (Clark et al, 2001). In part because of my involvement in 

its preparation, the arguments presented here cannot be treated as a rigorous evaluation 

and are written to be understood only as personal reflections on the strategy and my role in 

it. For reasons of timing and resources it was impossible for this research to extend to 

carrying out a full evaluation of the Avon strategy process. My role was to analyse the 

effect of context on process design, so as a result the main part of my involvement in the 

strategy process was prior to strategy development.

A comprehensive evaluation would require interviews with participants during and/or after 

the strategy, and/or an intensive discourse-based analysis of the dialogue within the 

strategy discussions. Both of these activities were deemed to He beyond the resources and 

timescale of this research. Moreover, at the time of writing, the strategy remains to be 

implemented, meaning judgements on the outcomes of the process would be premature —

i.e. whether it has resulted in successful changes in management or stakeholder behaviour.

Using the normative criteria of fairness and competence as framing principles. Chapter 9 

presents a structured analysis of how the context, framing and management of the process 

influenced the extent to which the process constituted best practice in dehberation and 

inclusion. The analysis purposefully includes ‘thick’ descriptions of events, to provide the 

reader sufficient detail of events and to provide supporting evidence to back up the 

statements made (Schofield, 1993). Further details of the process and its outputs can be 

found in Appendix 6. The chapter ends with some conclusions about the influence of 

context on the use of DIPs, particularly within a narrowly bounded framework.
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9.1. T he Conservation Strategy

This section provides an overview of the different stages of the strategy process. Details of 

incidents seen as particularly important will be provided in the subsequent discussion.

9.1.1. Process Overview

The Working Group consisted of EN, EA, Wilts CC, Hants CC, Salisbury DC, 

Christchurch BC, New Forest DC, Kennet DC, West Wilts DC, Wessex Water, 

Bournemouth & West Hants Water, Wiltshire Wildlife Trust, Hampshire Wildlife Trust, 

DEFRA (RDS), ASRA, WFA\ This encompasses competent authorities and important 

local organisations and associations with good links to riparian owners, farmers, river 

managers and local communities. The first meeting sought to agree the objectives and 

parameters for the strategy, to combine their knowledge and understandings of issues 

affecting the Avon and of existing initiatives, and to decide what issues the strategy should 

focus on through in-depth topic group discussions. The objectives and parameters of the 

strategy as agreed at the first meeting of participants are set out below;

Objectives:

1.1. D e v e lo p  the strategy in  partnership w ith  o thers, raising aw areness o f  the cSA C , sharing  

k n ow led ge  and stren gth en in g  th e  links b etw een  ex isting  in itiatives and b od ies .

1.2. Identify  w h ere the cSA C  is n o t  in  favourable con d ition , and  w h y  not.

1.3. Identify  in itiatives already in  p lace to  ach ieve favourab le co n d itio n , and assess their  

e ffec tiv en ess and additional resource needs (in form ation , m o n ey , p o licy , co m m u n ica tion s), or  

w h ere further action  is needed .

1.4. Id en tify  im p lem en ta tion  o p tio n s, and in clu d e a sy stem  for rev iew ing  the strategy  

d o cu m en t and progress w ith  its im plem entation .

1.5. S p ecify  the m on itor in g  required for a ssessm en t and rep ortin g  o f  th e  status o f  the cSA C , 

and to  in fo rm  d ecis ion s or further actions.

1.6. D issem in a te  th e  strategy to  relevant parties and ensure the d o cu m en t is w id ely  available.

1 T h am es W ater and D o r se t  W ild life T rust w ere  ‘sleep in g  parm ers' o n  th e  w ork in g  group.

238



Chapter 9

Framework:

• The strategy will focus on the designated area and species. However, offsite activities that 

may impact on the cSAC can be considered.

• Strategy recommendations must be compatible with existing statutory, regulatory and 

policy frameworks and processes (e.g. local plans. Environment Agency consents etc.). NB 

these aspects are subject to future change at a national level.

• The strategy must be based on the Conservation Objectives for the River Avon cSAC 

(Conservation Objectives specify targets that must be reached in order to attain favourable 

condition according to best current knowledge). Favourable condition has been defined 

nationally by the conservation agencies, and may not be altered by the strategy.

• A monitoring protocol will be produced for the cSAC, outlining the monitoring method, 

frequency, and location of data collection. Monitoring will assist in assessing the status of 

the cSAC and informing management decisions.

From Minutes of First Working Group Meeting, Avon cSAC strategy process.

A s  a r e su lt  o f  d is c u s s io n  b y  th e  W o r k in g  G r o u p , s ix  to p ic s  w e r e  s e le c te d  fo r  in -d e p th  

d is c u s s io n . T h e s e  w e r e  a gr icu ltu ra l d if fu s e  p o llu t io n ,  a b s tr a c t io n , f ish e r ie s  m a n a g e m e n t ,  

‘p r o b le m  s p e c ie s ’, C h r is tc h u r c h  H a r b o u r  a n d  r e s to r a t io n  a n d  reh ab ilita tion ^ . I t  w a s  a ls o  

a g r e e d  th a t  c o m m u n ic a t io n  is s u e s  a n d  th e  e f f e c t  o f  a d ja c e n t d e s ig n a te d  s ite s  w o u ld  b e  

c o n s id e r e d  th r o u g h  a ll d is c u s s io n s . F o r  t h o s e  is s u e s  ly in g  o u t s id e  th e  to p ic  g r o u p  

d is c u s s io n s ,  it  w a s  a g r e e d  th e  P r o je c t  O f f ic e r  w o u ld  r e v ie w  a v a ila b le  in fo r m a t io n  a n d  

d is c u s s  a n y  p o te n t ia l  a c t io n s  w ith  th e  w o r k in g  g r o u p .

T h e  P r o je c t  O f f ic e r  le d  to p ic  g r o u p  d is c u s s io n s  w ith  a n o m in a te d  ch a ir . D is c u s s io n s  t o o k  

p la c e  o v e r  o n e  o r  t w o  m e e t in g s  o f  tw o  h o u r s , d e p e n d in g  o n  th e  e x te n t  o f  k n o w le d g e  a b o u t  

th e  is s u e . I a t t e n d e d  a n d  o b s e r v e d  f iv e  o f  th e s e  m e e t in g s  b e tw e e n  N o v e m b e r  2 0 0 1  a n d  Ju ly  

2 0 0 2 . I h a d  a c c e s s  to  w r itte n  m in u te s  fo r  a ll m e e t in g s  e x c e p t  th e  m o r e  in fo r m a l f ish e r ie s  

m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  a b s tr a c t io n  g r o u p s  w h e r e  n o  m in u te s  w e r e  p r o d u c e d .

T h e s e  d is c u s s io n s  sh a r e d  a c o m m o n  str u c tu r e  f o c u s e d  on :

2 Abstraction was added at a later date as a result of a request from WFA
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1. Agreeing the aims and parameters of the group

2. Sharing information about impacts of activities on the river and the initiatives in
place already

3. Defining existing issues to be resolved, and

4. Agreeing actions.

The SDA process occurred over two facihtated workshops and written participation 

exercises involving the working group. Previous experiences of running the SDA process 

suggested that a higher quahty of dehberation is achieved with a lower number of 

participants (SDA designer, pers. comm.). For this reason it was suggested that a 

subsection of the working group were involved in the process of developing criteria. Eight 

participants volunteered to represent ah interests from the Working Group. There was one 

representative each from EN, county councils, district counchs, Whdhfe Trusts, each of the 

fishery and riparian owner associations, water companies, and EA. Participants initiaUy 

worked in facihtated paies to brainstorm a hst of value judgements that they felt should be 

considered in the prioritisation of issues coming from the strategy. The final set of criteria 

were agreed through a facilitated group discussion. The criteria covered a broad range of 

values, from the nature of the issue itself (i.e. its achievabhity, severity and the evidence 

behind it), to the effect of tackling the issue on stakeholder relationships, and effect on the 

local economy, recreation and biodiversity. Despite the range of interests represented in 

the process, there was a good deal of coherence between the criteria identified by the 

different interests. Table 9.1. hsts these criteria in ranked order:

Table 9.1. The Final list of Criteria (highest rank first).

R a n k
g iv e n

C riter ia

A T o  w h at ex ten t w ill reso lv in g  the issu e  con trib ute to  favourable co n d it io n  o f  th e  cSA C?
B T o  w h at ex ten t can th e  issu e  b e  reso lved  in  a sustainable w ay (socia l, en v iron m en t, 

econ om ic)?
C T o  w h a t ex ten t d oes th e reso lu tion  o f  this issu e  b en efit w id er  b iodiversity?
D Is the issu e  b e in g  addressed  by o ther organisations in  th e  catchm ent?
E T o  w h at ex ten t wiU the action  taken im p rove th e  lev e l o f  co o p era tio n  from  th e  m ain  

users o f  th e river?
F T o  w h at ex ten t w ül th e  reso lu tion  o f  this issu e  generate stakehold er com m itm en t?
G T o  w h a t ex ten t is th e  issu e  b acked  up by reliable ev idence?
H T o  w h a t ex ten t can th e  issu e  b e  reso lved  by th e  ex istin g  statutory, regulatory, p o licy  and  

legal fram ew ork?
I T o  w h a t ex ten t is th e  issu e  a driver for real change?

J T o  w h at ex ten t w dl th e action  taken to  reso lve  th e  issu e  en h an ce  th e  general p u b lics’ 
p ercep tion  o f  the SAC?

K T o  w h at ex ten t w ill th e  reso lu tion  o f  this issu e  im p ro v e  th e  e c o n o m ic  p oten tia l [incom e  
gen eration  or  capital value] o f  the cSA C?
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The fourth meeting of the working group, was a facilitated process to use the above criteria 

to rank the issues coming from the topic groups. Prior to the workshop all the issues and 

actions coming from the topic groups and other discussions, were grouped by the Project 

Officer into 24 broad issues. These, alongside the necessary supporting information were 

distributed to the working group prior to the workshop. Based on this information, 

participants scored each issue against each criterion, through the process explained in more 

detail in the Appendix 6, to arrive at an overall score for each issue. Two issues obtained 

scores much higher than the others. These were strategic rehabilitation and diffuse 

pollution. The complete list of ranked issues is listed in the Appendix 6.

A draft of the strategy was sent out to a range of stakeholders for consultation. At the third 

meeting of the Working Group, it was decided that this consultation should not extend to a 

public consultation, rather that the strategy should be circulated to all those who 

participated in the process at any stage. In the main, comments were predominantly minor 

issues of detail, with no criticisms of the process, prioritised issues or proposed actions. 

However, one group felt they should not have been excluded from the working group 

discussions, and a few individuals provided additional information for sections which either 

had not been subject to stakeholder deliberation (e.g. dealing with the effects of climate 

change), or where the individual did not participate in the topic group discussion. This 

latter point indicates that despite its efforts at inclusion, the process may not have fully 

utilised the existing knowledge capacity amongst stakeholders.

9.1.2. Participation in the Strategy.

Table 9.2. presents a summary of the stakeholders who contributed to each stage of the 

strategy process. Nineteen different organisations and associations were represented on the 

Working Group, and 24 in the topic group discussions. A total of 31 different 

organisations were represented in the whole process. However, more than one individual 

participated from each organisation (55 individuals in total), and within the working group 

particularly, staff turnover meant that there was not always continuity in those who 

attended meetings and took part in the two SDA workshops. In addition, stakeholder 

interests were not always represented by the same individual in working group and topic 

group discussions. This has implications for the extent to which relationships and tmst is 

developed between participants through the strategy process
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Table 9.2. Participants in the Strategy Process

S ta g e  o f  S tr a te g y P a r t ic ip a n ts

W ork in g  G roup E N  (W ilts, H an ts, D o rse t), E A , W essex  W ater, B o u rn em o u th  &  W est H ants  
W ater; W ilts CC; H ants C C , K en n e t CC, N e w  F o rest D C ; Salisbury D C ; W est  
W üts D C ; D E F R A -R D S ; W iltsh ire W ild life  Trust; H an ts W ild life T rust,
W F A ; A SR A

T o p ic  G rou p  
R estoration  &  
R ehabilitation

E N  (W ilts), E N  (H ants), E A  (F lo o d  d efen ce , restoration ), H ants CC, W W T , 
H W T , W F A , A S R A  /  L andow ner.

T o p ic  G roup  
P ro b lem  Sp ecies

E N  (W ilts), E A  (E n viron m en t, F isheries, R ecreation ), D E F R A  (licensing), 
W W T , G am e C onservancy, A SR A .

T o p ic  G roup  
A griculture

F W A G , N F U , A S R A /L a n d o w n er , R SPB , H W T , D E F R A  (R D S &  C SS), E A  
(Landcare), E N  (W ilts &  H ants)

T o p ic  G rou p  
C hristchurch  
H arbour

E N  D o rse t, E A  (F isheries, W ater Q uality), D o r se t  C C , C hristchurch B C , 
A S R A , W SR T , C hristchurch N e tsm e n , H en g istb u ry  H ead  C entre, 
H en gistbu ry  H ead  A d visory  G rou p , L oca l E n v iro n m en ta l C oncerns.

T o p ic  G roup  
F isheries

E N  (W ilts), E A  (E n viron m en t, F isheries, R ecreation ), W F A

T o p ic  G roup  
A b straction .

E N  (W ilts), W F A , W essex  W ater, E A  (water resources).

W ritten
con su lta tion  over  
draft strategy

A ll participants in  w ork in g  group and top ic  groups

The strategy process was successful in bringing a broad range of interests together to 

discuss river matters, particularly those stakeholders who had not tended to discuss riverine 

issues around the same table. The working group and the restoration and rehabilitation 

topic group in particular were successful in bringing together representatives from 

agricultural, landowning, conservation and fisheries interests. As a result, it could be 

suggested that the strategy process played a small role in facilitating the evolution to more 

integrated governance through creating new connections between stakeholders. However, 

as win be discussed in Sections 9.3.1 and 9.3.2. the extent of integration was limited by the 

framing of the process and the fragmentation effect of the topic group structure.

The strategy was particularly effective at bringing the two major fisheries and landowner 

associations (WFA and ASRA), more closely into river governance decisions. These two 

groups were the only non-professional stakeholders to sit on the working group and they 

were represented on the majority of topic groups. However, the strategy was less successful 

at bringing other stakeholders more closely into governance networks, particularly other 

competent authorities. For example, despite sitting on the Working Group, the interests of
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county and district councils were not well represented in topic group discussions as a result 

of their limited interest or knowledge in the issues selected for topic groups.

The participation of stakeholders from different interest areas was often limited to one or 

two individuals, so although representatives from across a wide range of interests took part 

in the discussions, the complexity of perspectives and concerns from within a broadly 

defined interest area were not necessarily well-represented. For example, in the discussion 

about restoration and rehabilitation the only representatives from the landowning and 

agricultural interests came from the Game Conservancy Trust and a single landowner, 

farming in the Avon Valley. Issues of representation wiU be discussed in more detail in 

Section 9.3.2.

9.2. Presenting Them es and Criteria for Reflection on the Strategy

9.2.1. Introducing the Criteria of Fairness and Competence

Probably the most robust process-focused evaluation criteria are Webler’s (1995) 

metacriteria of fairness and competence, based on Habermas’ vision of what constitutes an 

ideal speech act. The criteria are underpinned by the same principles of inclusion and 

deliberation that form the basis of this research, and therefore form a useful benchmark 

against which to examine the extent to which best practice in deliberation and inclusion 

was met through the process. The subsequent evaluation wiU reflect on the contextual 

factors which affected the use of DIPs in the Avon strategy. These process criteria are 

based on the assumption that by making a decision through the most fair and competent 

procedure, the result is also likely to be fair and competent (ibid.). Webler believes that a 

good process is one which provides the opportunity for fair and competent consideration 

of four types of validity claims — explicative discourses (how language is used to 

communicate ideas), theoretical discourses (the use of objective statements or factual 

claims to truth), practical discourses (ethical statements of what an individual feels is 

appropriate behaviour), and therapeutic discourses (subjective statements through which 

others can judge the sincerity of the speaker). Fairness is judged according to the extent to 

which the validity claims held by different stakeholders have the opportunity to influence 

the decision. A judgement of competence is based on analysis of how the decision-making
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p r o c e s s  d ra w s o n  a n d  v a lid a te s  c la im s  m a d e  b y  p a r tic ip a n ts . T h e s e  cr iter ia  are su m m a r is e d  

in  th e  te x t  b o x  b e lo w :

Webler’s Evaluative Criteria for Fairness and Competence (1995)

Fairness, ‘the distribution among participants of opportunities to act meaningfully’ (Webler, 
1995:62).

Every actor must be free to act in the following ways during the setting of the agenda, 
moderation and rule enforcement and in the discussion itself:

Attend (participate).

Initiate discourse (make validity claims),

Debate (challenge and defend claims), and

Decide (influence the decision through a procedure).

Competence: ‘the construction of the best possible understandings and agreements given 
what is reasonably knowable to the participants’ (Webler, 1995: 65).

The participants must be provided with access to knowledge and its meaning, plus the 
use of the best available procedural tools to select and validate knowledge claims, so as 
to make the most competent decision in the situation.

9.3. Reflections on the Strategy Process

T h is  s e c t io n  u s e s  th e  m eta cr iter ia  o f  fa irn ess  a n d  c o m p e t e n c e  to  s tr u c tu r e  a n  e v a lu a t iv e  

d is c u s s io n  a b o u t  th e  A v o n  stra teg y  p r o c e s s .  T h e  ta b le  b e lo w  p r o v id e s  a n  o v e r v ie w  o f  h o w  

th e  p r o c e s s  s ta n d s  u p  to  th e s e  criteria:

244



Chapter 9

Table 9.3 Review of the Avon Process Against Criteria of Fairness & Competence.

Criteria Performance of Process against Criteria
Fairness
Participation in Setting the 
Agenda and Rules

Very limited. Parameters predefined by EN. However, the 
working group had the opportunity to discuss and agree the 
overall strategy agenda.

Participation in Selecting 
Moderator and Method of 
Facilitation

Limited. Project Officer, who took on the role of moderato^\  
was selected by LIFE Project. Chair of Working Group decided 
by EN as an impartial and respected local individual. Limited 
facilitation used, but because of no local expertise in facilitation 
outsiders brought in.

Participation in the 
Discussion and Decision
making

Process was separated into two stages — the working group had 
responsibility for prioritisation and the topic groups had 
responsibility for making decisions about particular management 
issues. As a result not all participants had the opportunity for 
equal participation.

Recruitment into the topic group sy was based on 
recommendations from members of the working group, and 
occurred through a snowballing process, utilising local 
connections and networks.
Many decisions were seen as lying beyond the scope of the 
strategy, because they were already taking place through statutory 
procedures under the Habitats Directive, or other initiatives 
running concurrently in the area.

Competence
Access to Knowledge 
(clearly defined terms, 
technical, experiential and 
normative knowledges 
discussed, opportunity to 
assess validity of claims)

Topic groups encouraged the sharing of aU existing knowledge 
and meanings amongst participants. Discussions dominated by 
expert and experiential knowledge of cause and effect, rather than 
discussion of normative values of the river system. As a result, 
some individuals contributed to discussions more than others.
The SDA process focused more on exploring value judgements.

Use of best procedures to 
resolve disputes about 
knowledge and 
interpretation

Local and national experts and those with statutory 
responsibilities were invited to topic group discussions to ensure 
decisions fell within legal parameters, and to input ‘expert’ 
knowledge(e.g. EA, DEFRA, University river restoration expert). 
Discussions were seen as only the start of the process to make 
decisions about river management and with the limited time scale 
focused on building awareness and mutual understandings. In 
many cases final ‘decisions’ to change management were not 
made, rather identified needs for further discussion and 
knowledge collation to ensure the competence of any decision. 
Statutory authorities tended to demand ‘scientific’ proof to assess 
the validity of stakeholder claims.

T o  e x a m in e  th e s e  o b s e r v a t io n s  in  m o r e  d e ta il, th e  fo l lo w in g  s e c t io n  w ill  fo c u s  o n  h o w  

d if fe r e n t  a sp e c ts  o f  p r o c e s s  d e s ig n , m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  c o n t e x t  a f f e c t e d  th e  e x te n t  to  w h ic h  

th e  p r o c e s s  m e t  b e s t  p r a c t ic e  in  fa ir n e ss  a n d  c o m p e t e n c e .
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9.3.1. The Effect of the Boundaries of Debate on Fairness & Competence.

C h a p te r  8  e x p la in e d  h o w  th e  d e c is io n  to  fo c u s  th e  stra tegy  d is c u s s io n s  o n  c S A C  is su e s

in f lu e n c e d  th e  s e le c t io n  o f  k ey  s ta k e h o ld e r s  a n d  E N ’s p e r c e p t io n s  o f  w h a t  is su e s  s h o u ld  b e

in c lu d e d  w ith in  th e  b o u n d a r ie s  o f  th e  stra teg y  p r o c e s s .  T h is  fr a m in g  o f  th e  p r o c e s s  lim ite d

th e  e x te n t  to  w h ic h  o th e r  p a r tic ip a n ts  w e r e  ab le  to  in f lu e n c e  th e  a g e n d a  o f  th e  d is c u s s io n s

a n d  th e r e fo r e  th e  ab ility  o f  th e  p r o c e s s  to  s c o r e  h ig h ly  o n  fa irn ess . T h e  e f f e c t  o f  th is

fr a m in g  w a s  a p p a r e n t th r o u g h o u t  th e  d if fe r e n t  s ta g e s  o f  th e  p r o c e s s ,  p ar ticu la r ly  d u r in g  th e

a g r e e m e n t  o v e r  th e  o b je c t iv e s  a n d  fr a m e w o r k  fo r  th e  s tra teg y  b y  th e  W o r k in g  G r o u p ,
be

w h ic h  in  lin e  w ith  E N ’s p r e d e te r m in e d  a g en d a , w o u ld ^ b a se d  o n  m e e t in g  th e  c o n s e r v a t io n  

o b je c t iv e s  o f  th e  cS A C  fea tu res . T h is  cS A C  fo c u s  w a s  th e n  e f f e c te d  th r o u g h  th e  a g e n d a s  o f  

th e  to p ic  g r o u p s , w h e r e  th e  d is c u s s io n  fo c u s e d  o n ly  o n  th o s e  is s u e s  a f f e c t in g  th e  c S A C  a n d  

a c t io n s  necessar}^ to  a c h ie v e  fa v o u r a b le  c o n d it io n .

W ith  th is  lim ite d  opportunity^ to  in f lu e n c e  th e  a g en d a  o f  d e b a te s  d irec tly , cer ta in  

p a r tic ip a n ts  w e r e  obser\^ ed  c o n s tr u c t in g  is su e s  a f f e c t in g  th e ir  p a rticu la r  in te r e s ts  as fa c to r s  

im p a c t in g  th e  c S A C  as a w a y  o f  e n su r in g  th e ir  c o n c e r n s  w e r e  o n  th e  a g en d a . In  th is  w a y  

th e y  w o u ld  in c r e a se  th e  le g itim a c y  o f  th e ir  p e r so n a l a g en d a s  w ith in  th e  s tr a te g y ’s lim its , a n d  

m a x im is e  th e  le v e r a g e  th eir  in te r e sts  c o u ld  g a in  fr o m  th e  stra tegy . T h is  is  an  e x a m p le  o f  

ra tio n a l s tr a te g ic  b e h a v io u r  w ith in  c o m m u n ic a t iv e  p r o c e d u r e s  d e s c r ib e d  in  C h a p te r  2  

(F l)w b jerg , 1 9 9 8 ; T e w d w r -J o n e s  &  A llm e n d in g e r , 1 9 9 8 ). B y  c o n s tr u c t in g  an  is su e  as 

s o m e th in g  a f f e c t in g  th e  c S A C , it w o u ld  m o r e  h k ely  b e  ta c k le d  d u r in g  th e  c o u r s e  o f  th e  

stra teg y , a n d  th e  r e s o lu t io n  o f  th e  p r o b le m  w o u ld  b e  m o r e  h k ely  to  b e  b a c k e d  p oh ticaU y  

a n d  in  te r m s  o f  r e so u r c e s  b y  E N  a n d  E A . A s  n o te d  b y  th e  P r o je c t  O ffic e r :

‘H opefuU y b ecause o f  the E u ropean  d esignation , it g ives extra leverage to  the  
th ings that n eed  to happen if  you  hke . . .  so m e  o f  the things I p u t in [the strategy] 
rein force  actions in other p laces, but b ecause they are n eed ed  for the SA C  as w ell 
it g ives them  extra w eight, i f  you  hke’. (Project O fficer)

A n  e x a m p le  o f  th e s e  ta c tic s  w a s  o b s e r v e d  in  th e  P r o b le m  S p e c ie s  to p ic  g r o u p  w h e r e  W F A  

r e p r e se n ta t iv e s  ra ised  th e  p r o b le m  o f  lo c a h s e d  m u te  sw a n  g r a z in g  o n  Kanunculus (w h ic h  

a ffe c ts  th e  q u ah ty  o f  f ish  h a b ita t an d  a n g lin g ) a n d  th e ir  c o n c e r n s  th a t it w a s  h a v in g  a 

s ig n if ic a n t  im p a c t  o n  th e  fa v o u ra b le  c o n d it io n  o f  Ranunculus. In  a n o th e r  e x a m p le , in  th e  

C h r is tc h u r c h  H a r b o u r  to p ic  g r o u p , lo c a l e n v ir o n m e n ta h s ts  c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  p o w e r b o a t in g  

in  th e  h a r b o u r  c la im e d  tin s a c tiv ity  a f fe c te d  b a n k  e r o s io n  a n d  e n c o u r a g e d  s e d im e n ta t io n  o f  

th e  h a rb o u r . In  b o th  th e s e  c a se s , r e p r e se n ta tiv e s  o f  E N  a n d  E A  w h o  h e ld  th e  r e sp o n s ib ih ty
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for consenting the desired changes, felt there was Limited evidence to back up the claims of 

these stakeholders, and were not willing to make any decisions without further research.

In the first topic group on restoration and rehabilitation of the river channel and 

floodplain, the effect of the narrowly framed discussion appeared to be a Limitation on the 

quality of the dialogue. Participants attempted to constrain the discussion to focus on the 

parameters of the strategy’s boundaries, whereas in reality the issues were far wider 

reaching. For example, early in the first meeting, participants realised that to discuss the 

effect of rehabilitation projects in the floodplain and channel required consideration of the 

objectives to achieve favourable condition of the neighbouring valley SPA as well as the 

river cSAC, and the participation of those influential over agricultural management in the 

valley (particularly ditch clearance). Given those present in the meeting and the knowledge 

they had access to (which was predominantly river focused), it was apparent to those 

present that it would not be possible for them to make competent decisions. As will be 

discussed later, this led to a reinforcement of demands for more integrated discussions, 

considering the river and valley as a single unit, and highlighted the unsuitability of the 

strategy’s boundaries to the nature of this particular issue. The way in which the strategy 

was framed therefore influenced the extent to which outcomes could be reached within 

confines of the cSAC process. As a result, participants reframed the agenda for the issue of 

restoration and rehabilitation for a future process within a more integrated framework.

The bias towards the interests of EN within the process was visibly reflected in the 

outcomes of the SDA process. The highest overall ranked criterion was ‘To what extent 

wül resolving the issue contribute to favourable condition of the cSAC?’. In Working 

Group 4 some consternation amongst participants was noted about the low priority 

awarded to those issues which were still seen as a major problem for the catchment but not 

for the cSAC as a result of this ranking exercise. For example, issues such as water level 

management were not a priority in terms of the strategy’s narrowly defined objectives, 

despite being a major issue affecting the functionality of the Avon valley from a 

conservation and agricultural perspective^. In response to this concern, EN representatives 

present at the m eeting with the responsibility for conservation interests in the Avon 

Valley, assured participants that although the issue of water level management was not a 

high priority for the cSAC, it was still a high local priority for the effective management of

3 In fact fro m  a nature con servation  perspective, the A v o n  VaUey S P A  is generally con sid ered  to  b e  
in  w o rse  eco lo g ica l co n d itio n  than the river cSA C . (E N , C on serva tion  O fficer , pers. com m .)
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the Avon Valley and they would continue in their efforts to tackle it. This questions the 

relevance of the prioritisation process to organisations with responsibilities to dehver on 

issues other than the cSAC, and highlights a major difference between the use of SDA in 

the prioritisation of actions for a single organisation and for multiple organisations. The 

SDA process was initially developed as a prioritisation tool for EA’s forthcoming activities 

under the Local Environment Agency Plan (Clark et al, 1998). In contrast, SDA in the 

Avon River Conservation Strategy was used to prioritise issues requiring the commitment 

of multiple organisations, but was focused on delivering favourable condition on one 

designated site only. As a result, the prioritised outcomes wiU undoubtedly be a useful tool 

for EN and EA to focus their activities on achieving favourable condition, but the extent 

to which other agencies wiU use these priorities is uncertain.

Several conclusions can be drawn from these observations about the effect of framing on 

fairness and competence. First, the focus on cSAC features limited the extent to which 

participating stakeholders were able to influence the agenda. The agendas of stakeholders 

were only seen as relevant as and when they overlapped with the interests of the cSAC. As 

a result, the strategy only focused on a subset of all the issues and interests present amongst 

local stakeholders and was constructed as a process to help EN (and to a lesser extent 

other competent authorities) fulfil their responsibilities under the Habitats Directive‘s. This 

led to evidence of strategic behaviour by certain stakeholders to try and maximise the 

benefits they could accrue from the process and led to the efficacy of such boundaries to 

tackle certain issues affecting the cSAC being challenged by participants.

9.3.2. The Influence of Process Design on Fairness and Competence

The rationale for the use of a two-stage process to structure stakeholder participation is 

discussed in Chapter 8. Through a two-tier process the stakeholder engagement process 

was able to focus on different types of deliberation in line with the particular objectives of 

each tier. As a result, the process, when evaluated through the normative principles of 

fairness and competence had particular strengths and weaknesses. Most notably, the 

segregation of roles between the Working Group and topic groups, led to participants

 ̂ It sh ou ld  b e  n o ted  that th ese  boundary o f  the d iscu ssion s w as m ad e exp licit at th e  start o f  the  
strategy, to  en sure that participants did  n o t have m isgu id ed  exp ecta tion s o f  w h at the strategy cou ld  
deliver.
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having differential opportunities to influence the final outcomes of the strategy, and may 

have compromised the desire for wider integration of stakeholder co-operation (see 

Munton, 2003 for a similar criticism of a segregated process proposed by Renn et al, 1993).

The two-stage process also clearly segregated value-based dialogue (in the SDA) and the 

more rational, issue-focused discussions within the topic groups^. Through the structured 

SDA process undertaken by the Working Group, participants engaged in dehberation 

based on value judgements about what they felt should be important considerations when 

assessing the priority of issues. Rather than discussing the details of the issues themselves, 

the SDA process ensures dialogue is focused on exphcative, practical and therapeutic 

discourses, with the aim of building mutual expectations between stakeholders about the 

principles of good governance as they understand them. The topic groups on the other 

hand were in-depth discussions focused largely on theoretical discourses, i.e. sharing 

information and knowledge about cause and effect of impacts on the cSAC, and 

experiences of existing initiatives. These discussions were responding to the need for 

technically informed solutions to management problems affecting the river, and the 

identified need for the strategy to collate existing knowledge and identify actions (see 

Chapter 8).

The structured approach and the use of facilitators within SDA towards the comparison 

and prioritisation of issues ensured that aU participants were given equal opportunity to 

influence the final priorities. In terms of opportunities for participants to initiate, debate 

and decide, the SDA process has the potential to score highly for fairness. But, because of 

the complexity of calculations required to compute priorities, the criteria setting process 

was made open only to eight people (acting as representatives for the whole working 

group), while only 13 people were involved in the prioritisation process. Within this 

structure then, fairness was traded off against competence and pragmatism, leaving the 

results of the SDA process potentially vulnerable to criticism if topic group participants 

and other stakeholders outside this part of the process did not agree with the priorities 

agreed. In this way competence was clearly traded off against fairness.

5 T h is segregation  has a sim ilarity w ith  th e  m o d e l for analytic-deliberative d ecis ion -m ak in g  
su ggested  by O rtw in  R enn , w hereb y p ro cesses o f  value elic ita tion  and p o licy  d esign  are undertaken  
through  separate deliberative p rocesses (R enn et aL, 1993; R enn , 1999). T h e it  rationale w as to  
m aintain  a h ighly co m p eten t p rocess by  allow in g  stakeholders, experts and  citizens to  contribute  
accord in g  to  their particular expertise and experiences.
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The extent of deliberation and inclusion within the topic groups was heavily influenced by 

pre-existing governance networks and knowledge. However, it must be acknowledged that 

h f  basing dehberations around this knowledge results in an increased likelihood of 

reinforcing the existing framing of river governance debates, and that the opportunity for 

creative thinking may have been compromised (see Pellizzoni, 2001). The focus on existing 

frameworks and knowledge, also meant there was less emphasis within discussions on the 

exploration of underlying stakeholder values. Rather, discussion was driven by the desire 

to identify common ground (i.e. the overlap of interests rather than a true consensus) on 

which to base agreement over a way forward.

The emphasis within the topic group discussions was on achieving the most competent 

decision in light of available information, and when knowledge was felt to be inadequate, 

proposing new research or further consideration of the issue within other fora and arena 

on the Avon. This emphasis on competence within topic groups, meant that participants 

were selected according to a judgement on their access to knowledge as well as their ability 

to represent certain interests likely to be affected by a decision. In other words, inclusion 

was judged in terms of ‘cognitive’ abilities as well as their normative right to participate (see 

PeUizzoni, 2003). Topic groups were formed of a mix of ‘experts’ and stakeholders. 

Because the discussions were dominated by the sharing of information and there was no 

facilitation, dialogue tended to be dominated by those participants who had greatest access 

to scientific and technical knowledge, which was usually English Nature or the 

Environment Agency‘S. It was clear from debate that ‘experience-based expertise’ was also 

considered legitimate, albeit framed within the limits of scientific rationality (see Collins & 

Evans, 2002). However, in some cases ‘scientific proof was deemed necessary by EA, EN 

and DEFRA to prove the legitimacy of stakeholder statements.

The consideration of who participates raises issues about representation. As noted above, 

some individuals were constructed as representing a certain area of knowledge, rather than 

a particular stakeholder group. For example, an employee of Hampshire County Council 

participated within the rehabilitation and restoration topic group. However, this individual 

was effectively participating in the guise of an ‘expert’ in archaeology and water meadow 

restoration, rather than as a representative of the council and all its functions. This raises

 ̂T h is w as particularly n o ted  in  the A griculture top ic  group , w h ich  w as a ttend ed  by m any  
individuals w h o  w ere either n ew  to  their p o st, or had n o t b een  p rev iou sly  in v o lv ed  in  d iscu ssion s  
ab out the e ffec t o f  d iffu se  p o llu tion  o n  the A v o n . T h e  d iscu ssio n  h ere w as a lm ost com p lete ly  
dom in ated  by th e  participant from  E N  and the E A  L andcare P roject O fficer .
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another notable difference between the SDA and topic group discussions. Within the SDA 

processes participants were acting as representatives of the range of interests in the Avon 

river system. Their role as ‘experts’ was not seen as relevant to the nature of the value- 

based dialogue. However, within the topic group decision-making process, participants 

were acting as representatives of a particular knowledge-base, and /  or stakeholder group.

The issue of representation is a complex and contested issue within the design of DIPs. 

There must be clarity as to whether participants are representing certain interests, or are 

representatives of a particular group (Petts, 2001). If they are representing interests, to what 

extent is their behaviour accountable and legitimate in the eyes of their constituents 

(O’NeiU, 2001)? That participants were really representing those they claim to be/ was a 

major assumption within the strategy process. However, as noted within the Avon process, 

participants were often involved through a variety of guises as expert, an individual within 

society, and as a representative of a group of people.

To some extent, the extent to which individuals are able to represent others it-is dependent 

on the extent to which the stakeholder interests are organised. WFA, for example, are very 

well-organised, with an elected committee and a clear division of roles between members 

relating to particular aspects of river management. However, the relationship between the 

representing participants and the represented is not so clear cut. The WFA admit their 

inability to directly influence the decisions made by their members relating to the 

management of what is a private resource (WFA committee member, pers. comm.). 

Therefore, while the extent of inclusion may have helped to improve the perceived 

legitimacy and relevance of the strategy outcomes, with inclusion limited to primarily 

strategic interests, the process is not able to guarantee local compliance with any 

subsequent initiatives. Landowners, farmers, river managers and anglers have individual 

complexity of interests and needs, and different motivations to participate in an initiative to 

protect cSAC interests, which is likely to be affected not only by a rational consideration of 

the costs and benefits of participation, but their previous experiences, particularly with the 

agency responsible for the initiative and their personal beliefs (Myers & Macnaghten, 1998).

Other local stakeholders interests are less well organised. A single landowner participated in 

the agriculture and restoration topic groups, but had no authority to represent aU farmers 

and land owners in the Avon valley, even if he was able to input the views of a farmer into 

the process. NFU, FWAG, the Landcare Project Officer and the agri-environment scheme 

officers were aU also able to provide an insight into the situation of farmers into the topic
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group on diffuse pollution, and the Landcare Project Officer and the ESA Project Officer 

were able to input an agricultural viewpoint into the working group. These stakeholders 

were therefore representing a particular area of knowledge, rather than the interests of 

particular stakeholders.

As will be discussed in more depth later, the strength of the topic group discussions 

seemed to be in the sharing of knowledge, and the coming together of key stakeholders 

who tended to have a strategic knowledge or influence over river management, to identify 

ways to integrate the Habitats Directive into existing governance mechanisms and instigate 

any new mechanisms for delivery. As noted by the Project Officer, in fact ver)̂  few actual 

decisions were made that would directly affect management on the ground. To further 

develop some of the ideas raised in the strategy process, best practice recommends that 

DIPs are held to identify how the outcomes can best be translated into decisions relevant 

to the local interests and needs of individual stakeholders (through the use of existing

outreach connections such as the farmer discussion groups for example).

It is clear therefore that the strategy was only the starting point for a further series of 

necessary deliberation within and between stakeholders. It is too early to tell ef the 

presence of individuals from the range of interest groups involved in river governance 

issues means that the framing of these subsequent deliberations is seen as legitimate and 

relevant.

For some issues and stakeholders, the limited time and resources of the strategy process/ 

led to a decision by EN that issues should be tackled through a separate forum altogether. 

For example, EN felt that an ongoing forum where a range of representatives from the 

councils and EN met on a regular basis over a period of a year would be a more suitable 

approach to building the relationships with the councils relating to the Habitats Directive, 

despite this falling within the remit of the strategy (EN, Conservation Officer, pers. 

comm.)\ As a result it is unlikely that the strategy process has done anything more than

raising the awareness of a few individuals from these councils.

T his p lann ing  forum  is n o w  running.
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9.3.3. The Effect of Process Management

(i) The role of the Project Officer.

As the strategy progressed it became increasingly clear that the personahty, skills and 

objectives of the individuals running the process were highly influential over the process 

and outcomes of the deliberation. Particularly influential is the role of the Project Officer 

both within and outside the formal stakeholder participation process. This section explores 

how the role of the Avon Project Officer evolved to become a critical and influential 

juncture between both the stakeholder networks developed to produce a strategy, but also 

within the wider governance networks of the Avon.

A considerable proportion of the Project Officer’s time was spent on administrative roles 

such as organising and liaising with participants over the stakeholder meetings, collating the 

necessary information for meetings, and writing up and distributing the minutes. Beyond all 

this, the Project Officer had an important role enrolling potential participants into the 

process and maintaining relationships with stakeholders during the process. A Project 

Officer with good communication skills appears to be an important factor in a successful 

process. She was also the only individual who was present at all topic group and working 

group meetings. Consequently she became increasingly knowledgeable about the Avon 

system, and particularly the inter-relationships between different management issues, which 

because of the fragmented nature of the process, other participants were unable to gain to 

the same extent. She was able to feed this knowledge into the strategy, by explaining to the 

topic groups how their discussions overlapped with other issues relevant to the strategy, 

and sharing relevant knowledge between topic groups. As she became more knowledgeable 

about the issues, she increasingly adopted a moderating role in topic groups discussions, 

where she drove discussions forward and, in some cases where the groups were making 

little progress suggested potential ways forward.

The most extreme example of this lay in the restoration and rehabilitation topic group. In 

this case, partly because of the complexity of the issue and the fact that it overlapped with 

her own personal expertise in river restoration and hydraulic engineering, the Project 

Officer played an important role in bringing her own knowledge to the topic group and 

indeed entered into negotiation with an outside expert on river restoration to bring 

knowledge to the meeting to help drive the issue forward. As a result, much of the 

preparation for one of the key outcomes of the strategy - a strategic framework for in
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channel and floodplain rehabilitation to help prioritise sites for rehabilitation — occurred 

outside the topic group, with input from participants through email, and was finally 

discussed and agreed by participants within the second topic group meeting.

This was not the only example where the strategy was progressed through discussions 

occurring outside of the structured fora of the working and topic groups. For example, 

some aspects of the process occurred through remote, electronic consultation, such as the 

distribution and completion of the information-gathering matrices and the criteria ranking 

exercise. This was seen as a necessary part of efficiency within the process by reducing the 

number of meetings that stakeholders had to attend, and an opportunity was always 

provided for the results of these exercises to be discussed at the following meeting. In 

addition, the working group decided that some issues did not require in-depth deliberation 

within the context of the strategy process, even though they were constructed as a 

‘problem’ for the cSAC. They included development and planning control, communication 

and external influences. The issue of communication was imphcidy discussed in all topic 

groups, but no overall strategic discussion was held, whereas development and planning 

control and external influences were not discussed, and any comments made within the 

strategy document, came from the Project Officer®.

As the strategy progressed, the Project Officer also began to play a more prominent role in 

local governance networks/ as other organisations attempted to capitalise on her knowledge 

of issues across the whole of the Avon within their own networks. For example, she 

participated in strategic discussions about the future direction of the Landcare Project, and 

sat on the Avon Valley Liaison Group. As a result she developed an important role as a 

communication channel between stakeholders, both within and outside of the strategy 

process. Having such an individual affiliated to English Nature was hugely beneficial to the 

organisation, bearing in mind the fact that responsibility for the Avon cSAC was 

distributed across three local teams. In particular, she was able to contribute to the 

understanding of social and political aspects of river management. In contrast, the focus of 

EN’s activities tended to be the particularities of SSSI and Habitats Directive case work. 

The wider benefits to EN from her position are explained below:

‘I wonder, well I know, that they underestimate the amount of work that a river is
going to bring — SSSI or SAC. Because on top of aU the extra planning case work

8 Interestingly, in the communications section of the strategy, my own comments about 
communication were included based on the findings of the stakeholder interviews.
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with SACs that you get, ... if there are problems out there that you can’t solve by 
legislation you’re going to have to get out there and get people motivated and get 
a body of momentum behind things to get things to shift. And you’re not going 
to be able to do that on your own. So me being in the [EN] office just means that 
there’s an extra person who’s only looking at the river, and not worrying about 
case work, not worrying about any of the day to day stuff, purely out there to find 
out how to work with other people to do something, and what needs to be done.
And I am there giving EN a consistent presence down the whole river as well. So 
in that way. I’ve done a lot of filtering of information between the EA and EN 
and kind of oiling the wheels... I’m the one person that goes to meetings of all 
the different things that go on, on the Avon. Not the day to day stuff but the kind 
of liaison stuff. I seem to go to more meetings across the whole river system. And 
because I’m looking at all different aspects. I’ve got more idea of the overall 
picture than most of them have. So I can kind of bring that into the office and 
say, “Oh this is going on, did you know about this in Hampshire?” ’ (Project 
Officer)

As the primary author of the strategy, the access of the Project Officer to knowledge 

networks was hugely beneficial to the production of a competent strategy document. 

However, it could be argued that this role developed out of necessity from a process which 

did not place enough emphasis on effective integration across the different issue networks. 

The Project Officer has an important role as the key locus of intersection between the new 

and existing stakeholder networks. This raises a concern that this integration of knowledge 

will be lost once the Project Officer’s contract is terminated, and this important node for 

connection between stakeholders disappears.

(ii) The influence of E N  on the strategy

It was noticed that the management of the process and the decisions made by the Project 

Officer were strongly influenced by the local EN team, and her line manager in particular. 

The influence of this individual over process design was discussed in Chapter 8, but EN 

attitudes and objectives were also very influential over the process as it evolved, both 

behind the scenes and within the stakeholder discussions. As well as supporting and 

guiding the Project Officer, her Hne manager played a key role in drafting the objectives 

and framework to the strategy (which clearly constructed it with a cSAC focus), and 

participated in the working group and four of the six topic groups. She used her position to 

ensure the strategy progressed in a way that was relevant to local EN objectives and the 

local team’s way of working with stakeholders on the river. As the Project Officer’s Hne 

manager noted herself:

‘Because that’s the approach I’ve taken, and because I’ve been heavily involved in 
it [the strategy], then I’ve ensured that’s how the strategy approach is. And 
because [the Project Officer is] based in the office with me, and 1 tend to be an
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influence, quite a strong influence, so therefore it’s a bit difficult to say whether 
the strategy, if it had been based in Hampshire or Dorset — it would probably 
have been slightiy different.’ (EN Conservation Officer & Line Manager to the 
Project Officer)

The line manager saw the strategy as an extension and advancement of the work that she 

and other local EN staff had been undertaking over the past five years, building 

relationships with key stakeholder groups and developing knowledge about what changes 

would be needed to existing management practices to meet favourable condition targets for 

the cSAC.

Evidence of this influence was particularly expHcit in the decision made within the Working 

Group to set up a topic group to discuss fisheries management — an idea proposed by the 

Wiltshire EN team. The strategy was seen as a particular opportunity for EN to open up 

debates about controversial management issues even if they would not be resolved within 

the hfetime of the strategy. For example, at the time of notification, the stocking of fish 

into the river was perceived by Enghsh Nature as being too pohtically controversial and not 

weU enough understood to be mentioned in the Hst of Operations Likely to Damage, yet 

staff understood that at some point it would be desirable to encourage a change in fisheries 

management to be more sympathetic to the cSAC interests:

The strategy gave us the opportunity. I think you came to the first working group 
meeting didn’t you, and that was the first time I’d ever said I think we ought to sit 
down and just have a quiet chat about fishing. And it [the strategy] gave us the 
framework for that to happen in and it enabled us to say there are issues with 
fisheries management, or there are potentially issues with fisheries management.
So if you like, the context that the strategy is happening, gave us the remit to raise 
the issue, because it’s in the context of all the issues being addressed. It wasn’t 
that we were picking on fishing’. (EN Conservation Officer & Line Manager)

(iii) The influence of perspective on process management

Whereas my observations of the strategy were particularly focused on the extent to which 

the strategy process met best practice principles of dehberation and inclusion, it was clear 

that the Project Officer and EN were likely to place different levels of emphasis on aspects 

of the process. This leads to differing and potentially competing perspectives by which the 

effectiveness of a decision or process is judged, and therefore how the process evolves 

under the management of these individuals. The concept of competing values (Quinn & 

Rohrbaugh, 1983), has been used to explore competing evaluative criteria in participation 

processes (e.g. Mumpower, 1995; Vari, 1995; and Cowie & O ’Toole, 1998). In this context
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the idea is applied to gain an understanding of how the perspective and objectives of those 

running a participatory process may influence decisions made during process management. 

The Competing Values Approach sets out three perspectives from which attitudes towards 

decision-making processes may vary, presented in Figure 9.1:

• The structure of the process, with variability in the extent to which there is emphasis 
on control or flexibihty (i.e. the extent to which the process is open and exploratory, or 
closely bounded).

• The focus of the process, whether the process emphasises meeting the needs of those 
directly involved (an internal focus), or the perspectives of the wider pubhc (an external 
focus).

• The emphasis on process or outcome (whether priority is given to how the decision is 
made or the substance of the decision itself).

Figure 9.1 Perspectives on Effectiveness - The Competing Values Approach (taken 

from Cowie & O’Toole, 1998)

EXTERNAL

CONTROL

RATIONAL POLITICAL
Goal-centred process Adaptable process
Efficient decision Legitimate decision

EMPIRICAL CONSENSUAL
Data-based process Participatory process
Accountable decision Supportable decision

FLEXIBILITY

INTERNAL

Using these dimensions some interesting observations can be made about how the strategy 

evolved under the management of the Project Officer and the influence of her line 

manager. In terms of the structure of the process, the Project Officer and EN adopted a 

fairly ‘controlled’ perspective, because of their wish that the process put in place 

mechanisms to dehver favourable condition. This is illustrated in the refusal to tackle issues 

of local community involvement and access to the river, or the management needs of the 

Avon Valley SPA. This control of the deliberation within topic groups also meant that
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greater emphasis was placed on getting all the existing knowledge collated than to facilitate 

the dialogue towards a shared value-base for river governance.

In terms of the focus of the process, the emphasis of the topic group discussions was to 

ensure that any outcomes were supported, and seen as acceptable, by those participating 

rather the wider population. This was because the nature of the strategic level 

discussions meant that those participating would hold responsibility for taking issues 

forward and implementing them.

Finally, and arguably most influential, under the management of the Project Officer, the 

strategy process was ver}̂  concerned with ensuring that the strategy was action-oriented, 

and the effect of this was apparent throughout the strategy process. It was an issue raised in 

terms of strategy design (see Chapter 8). The importance of outcomes to EN is illustrated 

by the fact that even before the workshop to prioritise the issues took place, meetings were 

being held between groups of stakeholders about taking issues forward to an 

implementation phase. Over particular issues where there was uncertainty or underlying 

conflict, such as the example of the fisheries management topic group, less emphasis was 

placed on reaching an agreed action and more on explorator)^ discussion. EN were keen 

that the fisheries management discussion built relationships between participants rather 

than trying to resolve some of the long-term underlying conflicts between conservation and 

fisheries management in a single meeting:

‘A n d  w e p u zzled , and p u zzled , and p u zzled  about the fisheries stu ff, and [the 
P roject O fficer] w as getting  w orried that w e n eed ed  to  get the fisheries s tu ff  
sorted  for the strategy, and I’v e  always said “N o  w e d o n ’t. It’s an issue, b u t it’s 
n o t g o in g  to  be reso lved  in five m o n th s’” (E N  C on servation  O fficer  &  L ine  
Manager)

A further supposition is that the emphasis on achieving implementable outcomes explains 

why political and strategic issues like ineffective communication between stakeholders was 

not the focus of a topic group, despite being identified as a massive problem affecting the 

river. It was ranked fourth in the results of the prioritisation exercise. Issues such as 

communication are diffuse and benefits in terms of the cSAC difficult to capture.

(iv) Experience and expertise in running DIPs

The final observ^ation to make about the management of the strategy process is linked to 

the fact that the Project Officer had no previous experience of running a DIP or facilitating

258



Chapter 9

stakeholder discussions. Moreover, DIPs were a different way of working for the local EN 

team and local stakeholders, despite the emphasis the Wiltshire EN team had previously 

placed on building and maintaining relationships with key stakeholders. EN’s inexperience 

of using these processes, I beheve^led to some nervousness of opening up the strategy 

process to the agendas of other stakeholders, particularly noticeable in the first working 

group meeting where EN were seemingly unwilling to encourage a wide debate on what 

the objectives of the strategy should be. EN were far more comfortable adopting a 

controlled approach to engaging stakeholders, through setting out EN ’s objectives and 

asking for feedback. This observation overlaps with the findings presented in Chapter 5, of 

the nervousness of EN staff towards the use of DIPs.

(v) The importance of facilitation

One key aspect of process management which can have a big effect on fairness and 

competence is the issue of facilitation (Sidaway, 1998). There are key differences between 

the roles of a chair and a facilitator, notably that facilitators prevent certain interests 

dominating the discussion^. Despite advice that the use of facilitators constitutes best 

practice in DIPs, the Project Officer in collaboration with her Hne manager, decided that 

stakeholders would feel more comfortable with a famüiar and respected figure acting as a 

chair for discussions instead of an independent and unknown facHitator, with the exception 

of faciHtators for the two SDA workshops. As the selected chairs were local, it became 

apparent that in topic group discussions, the individuals chosen as chair had their own 

vested interest or opinion on the issue being discussed. In several topic group meetings the 

Chair was observed dominating rather than managing the discussion. To reduce this effect, 

the Project Officer started to take a more prominent role in managing these discussions 

herself, and the role of the chair effectively became defunct. However, the lack of an 

independent faciHtator raises the question of how the issues raised within the discussions 

are used. The Project Officer’s management and recording of the discussion could easily be 

biased towards meeting the instrumental requirements of producing a strategy, rather than 

creating a record that fairly reflects all concerns of stakeholders (see Renn et al, 1995 for 

comments on the role of faciHtators).

9 The role of a chair is to introduce the discussion, maintain order and keep the discussion to the 
agenda. The role of a facilitator is to guide the discussion and ensure aU participants are given equal 
opportunity to participate and influence any decisions, in part by employing techniques to 
encourage deHberation (Sidaway, 1998).
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9.4. D eliberation  and Inclusion  in the Context o f  W ider Governance 

Culture

akÀ
The effect of existing knowledge^governance initiatives on the strategy process has already 

been noted. In addition, decisions had to take into consideration statutory responsibilities 

and the legal rights of participants. This section wül consider the effects of these 

boundaries imposed by the strategy’s context in more depth.

9.4.1. Deliberation and Inclusion in a Highly Regulated Environment

The strategy process was embedded a highly regulated system where EA and EN hold the 

statutor)^ responsibility for many aspects of river management. Unsurprisingly then, 

participants from both these organisations had a disproportionate influence over the 

strategy process in an explicit and implicit way. In particular, the extent to which the topic 

groups discussions could ever be truly fair and competent across aU discourses was limited 

because of the role of statutor)^ agencies as having the ‘final say’ over certain aspects of 

river management. Where possible, EA and EN ensured that the appropriate people to 

take these decisions were present m strategy meetings, such as the Head of Environment, 

Fisheries and Recreation who attended the Problem Species and Fisheries topic group, and 

the Area Manager who attended the final working group meeting.

In decisions where one stakeholder has legal responsibility for the outcome, it is not 

possible for a ‘level playing field’ in decision-making, and the extent to which management 

of the river is regulated meant that the judgement of competence of many decisions was 

subject to legal procedures such as an appropriate assessment. These responsibilities meant 

that decisions made within the topic groups which required legal consent required a high 

level of technical competency and scientific evidence for EA and EN to agree to consent 

to them’'*.

A n  exam ple o f  this lies in proposa ls raised in the ‘p rob lem  sp ec ies’ top ic  group  for D E F 1U \ and  
E N  to  co n sen t to  the con tro l o f  the m ute sw an popu lation  o n  the river. A cco rd in g  to E N , a 
d ecision  to  con tro l sw an pop u la tion s on  the A v o n  w ou ld  require sc ien tiflc  and legally d efen sib le  
‘p r o o f  that sw an grazing w as a ffecting  the favourable con d ition  o f  the cSA C , an agreem ent that 
there w ere n o  alternative so lu tion s and a high co n fid en ce  that any m easures w ou ld  be su ccessfu l 
(M inutes o f  P rob lem  Species T op ic  G roup).
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The extent of regulation of issues raised in the strategy, did not only lead to an emphasis on 

certain types of evidence and discourses within topic group discussions, but also affected 

which issues were constructed as being negotiable within the strategy. Some issues, such as 

discharge of pollutants into the river from agriculture, sewage treatment works and 

fishfarms, were not discussed in detail, because decisions about their occurrence faU under 

the statutory Review of Consents process, which is the responsibility of the EA. Similarly, 

the issue of abstraction of water falls under the Asset Management Plan process negotiated 

between EA and the Water Companies. Interestingly, in the case of abstraction a topic 

group was held at the request of WFA, despite the fact they were not direcdy able to 

influence decisions. This highlights the role of deliberation as a means of encouraging 

transparency about efforts being made to tackle issues affecting stakeholder interests.

These observations illustrate the extent to which in a heavily regulated system, many 

decision-making processes cannot meet the normative principles of fairness and 

competence because they are embedded in a system of instrumental rationality - far from 

Habermas’ ideas of an ideal speech situation which claims that ‘no force except that of the 

better argument is exercised’ (Habermas, 1975:108). This is particularly the case when the 

whole process itself is embedded in a system of instrumental rationality, such as the 

Habitats Directive.

The way in which the Habitats Directive has been brought into practice has exacerbated 

the prevalence of instrumental rationality in UK conservation, because the mechanisms do 

not encourage the identification of shared agendas and cooperative working. The process 

of carrying out an appropriate assessment of a proposed development for example, 

requires the development simply to comply with the standards of favourable condition set 

by the nature conservation agencies:

‘If people want to put in a development on that site [a cSAC], there is no 
democratic means for them to argue that particular case - democracy has been 
removed from the process. In fact it is not sustainable development, it is outside 
the process of sustainable development -  there is no balance there. There’s no 
social inclusion, there is simply a compliance requirement.’ (EN, Local staff)

The definition of what was negotiable within the Avon process was hugely influenced by 

decisions taken under the guise of the Habitats Directive at a international, national and a 

local level. A series of negotiations and decisions made at the level of the European 

Commission, the UK Parliament and within English Nature itself, have predetermined the 

focus of the debate, the key mechanisms and principles that will be used to ensure the
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protection of these ‘important’ species and habitats, and how it can be ascertained whether 

that species and habitat is in ‘favourable condition’” . As a result most of the parameters 

influencing river management had already been laid down or were in the process of being 

resolved through separate ‘closed’ procedures. At a local level the strategy was seen as a 

particularly useful fora to tackle either those issues which were not included in the Hst of 

SSSI Operations likely to Damage, for reasons of a lack of scientific evidence or the 

sensitivity of the subject (such as fisheries management on the Avon), or were too diffuse, 

making regulation through the normal consents process difficult (e.g. diffuse pollution).

The statutory agencies therefore had a disproportionate influence over the broad framing 

of the agenda, what was constructed as legitimate knowledge and the authority to make 

decisions. However, participants were also aware of the risk that if ‘consensus’ was not 

reached through a collaborative and communicative approach, the statutory agencies had 

the power to resort to a regulatory approach. In addition, EA and EN had an important 

role as a potential source of funding for local stakeholders and the outcomes of the 

strategy. Therefore, it is not unlikely that the outcomes would be biased to those issues 

which participants beheved would most likely be supported and / or dehvered through the 

agencies (see Mosse, 2001, for a similar observation on the use of PRA). The external 

power of the agencies over the process, both external to and within the process of 

dialogue, influences the agreed outcomes (PeHizzoni, 2001).

9.4.2. Looking Forward to Outcomes -  Utilising and Enhancing Existing Initiatives

At the time of writing it is too early to discuss what outcomes have and have not come 

from the strategy, either as a result of the process used (process outcomes), or the decisions 

made (decision outcomes). However, several observations can be made about potential 

outcomes. EN feel that the main strength of the strategy process has been that it created 

agreement on the key issues to be tackled relating to river management, and raised local 

support and a momentum to address them:

‘What it’s done is it’s brought forward a small number of issues that fall outside 
the statutory process, which are the ones where further actions are needed. And 
everybody think that all of those are important one way or another. And action is

It should be noted, that the decision not to open up the interpretation of ‘favourable condition’ 
to local stakeholders is in fact a organisational culture issue, not a feature of the Habitats Directive.
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going to happen -  and if you look at it, action is underway on all of those now, 
which is quite good isn’t it? And I suppose what the strategy has done is that it 
has just put a whacking great framework on it, and it has brought people together 
and it’s increased momentum on some of the issues.’ (EN Conservation Officer).

As a result of the participation of well-connected stakeholders, EN hopes to take advantage 

of existing networks in the implementation phase of the strategy and future decision

making about issues affecting the Avon cSAC. The role of the strategy appeared to evolve 

from a process focused solely on decision-making, to one where budding networks 

between stakeholders and enhancing the capacity of existing initiatives was equally 

important. Therefore, it is hoped that one of the key transformative outcomes of the 

strategy wiU have been its contribution to the development of social and pohtical capital, 

and the capacity for future collaboration to tackle problems (Beierle & Konisky, 2001). The 

local EN Conservation Officer observed how she felt the strategy had played an important 

part in reinvigorating some of the existing initiatives in the area and developing 

relationships/which could then go on to play an important role in dehvering favourable 

condition for the Avon:

Tor diffuse pollution, the LIFE project I think has done some good, because 
bringing together the LIFE project has helped focus the Landcare partnership...
There’s also Water Level Management Plan process is finally getting going, 
they’ve finally got their Project Officer, and that will feed in, in terms of the 
restoration stuff. There’s the agri-environment review ... So you’ve got a 
combination of good local stuff from EN with a very, very clear sense of 
direction. We might not know what the end point is but we know broadly what 
we are working towards and we are determined to get there. And then you’ve got 
this good partnership stuff, and the strategy has helped with that.’ (EN 
Conservation Officer)

In some cases however, it was apparent that existing initiatives were inadequately covering 

key issues affecting the river, and in these cases decisions were made by participants to 

continue to meet. O f the six topic groups set up, the Problem Species group decided to 

continue to meet, and the Christchurch Harbour group expressed an interest in modifying 

to become a forum to discuss all harbour issues. The Agricultural Diffuse Pollution and 

Fisheries Management topic groups have been involved in setting up new partnership- 

based activities to take forward identified actions. The issue of restoration and 

rehabihtation is to be developed on a much bigger scale involving the working group and 

topic group representatives in a partnership to develop a bid for funding of a large-scale
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integrated projec t^Thi s  aims to develop a strategic approach to valley and river 

restoration issues, engaging fisheries, farmers, landowners, local communities and 

conservationists in a process to determine the most appropriate sites for restoration and 

habitat enhancement projects that consider aU values and needs of the land. This project 

will incorporate the two highest ranking issues as well as many of the other issues identified 

through the strategy. The planned project is described below by the English Nature 

Conservation Officer with a strategic lead for the Avon:

‘If we have anything, what we want is a big major strategic project that is looking 
at bringing in things like large scale habitat restoration where that’s needed, 
reconnecting the river and its floodplain where it’s possible. It’s going to be much 
easier in some places, not others, and we’ve got to recognise that. Working, trying 
to integrate that with sustainable land drainage and flood relief type systems and 
bringing in more of the cultural and archaeological heritage, including landscape 
and recreation and making it more accessible. And that is actually a Lifescapes 
project.’

As such, the strategy is only the beginning of a much wider process of stakeholder 

engagement about the Avon’s management, which will in time involve more stakeholders 

in direct decision-making about the river. As very few actual ‘management’ decisions were 

taken in the course of the strategy process, the majority of identified actions were based 

either on the need for more research or for other organisations and projects to take certain 

issues into consideration within their operations. In particular, the extent to which 

implementation can tap into existing links with stakeholders on the ground, such as the 

farmer discussion groups, and Water Level Management Plan groups will be a critical factor 

in the strategy’s success. A one-off initiative such as the development of the strategy wiU 

have no long-term impact unless the social connections developed are maintained and 

there is effective integration of the knowledge, ideas and concerns raised in the strategy 

process into the behaviour of stakeholders and the objectives of new and existing projects. 

This requires effective social and institutional learning (see Knoepfel & Kissling-Naf, 

1999).

’2 At the time of writing two Project Officers had been employed by EN to develop funding bids to 
LIFE and the Heritage Lottery Fund for the River Avon and Avon Valley Initiative. These bids are 
being managed by a partnership based around the Avon strategy Working Group, plus WSRT and 
DEFRA.
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9.5. Conclusions: Reflecting on Fitness for Purpose

Taking part in the design and observing the development of the Avon cSAC river 

conservation strategy process has enabled me to make observations about the effect of 

institutional and local contexts on process design and evolution. At this early stage, English 

Nature are confident that the strategy wiU play an important and successful role in securing 

favourable condition of the river cSAC. So from their perspective, so far, the strategy has 

been a success, even if the strategy process itself has not always met the best practice 

criteria of fairness and competence.

9.5.1. Trade-offs in Process Design

The Avon study has illustrated that in the design and management of a process to engage 

stakeholders trade-offs are frequently inevitable. One noticeable trade-off was between the 

fairness of the process and the competence of the outcomes. Reviewing the analysis of 

eight citizen participation processes against the criteria of fairness and competence, Renn et 

al. (1995), acknowledge that ‘depending on the kind of problem and the social context in 

which the decision is to take place, certain attributes of fairness and competence will matter 

more than others’ (Renn et al, 1995: 358; original emphasis). aadTbe Avon process 

emphasises the achievement of competent and supported decisions over an equitable and 

inclusive process. As noted by Bloomfield et al (2001), deliberation is less likely to be 

effective the larger the number of participants, or the size of groups involved. This is 

because the more people involved, the less opportunity individuals have to enter into the 

discussion. In the Avon, the need for this trade-off was exacerbated by the limited funds 

for multiple facilitators.

Also affecting this trade-off was the motivation to adopt an action-oriented approach to 

tackle the issuesaffecting the Avon,^aised both prior to and during the strategy process by 

participating stakeholder^ This outlook encouraged a process focused on outcomes and 

the identification of implementable decisions where the participants involved were able to 

commit to delivery. Again, this focus on competent decisions was achieved at the expense 

of a more inclusive process (as requested by some stakeholders in the pre-strategy 

interviews) which could have sought to engage the non-landowning and non-fishing 

‘pubhcs’ in deliberation about river management. Such a process might not have improved
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the technical competence of the outcomes, but it would have contributed to a broader 

governance transformation away from a function-based position approach.

The strategy process also indicated that inclusion and fairness were traded off against issues 

of efficiency and productivity. It is naive to engage in an exploratory and inclusive process 

whereby participants are able to set the agenda if the agencies involved are unable to 

commit to their implementation because of their statutory responsibilities or the specific 

boundaries placed on the process by the initiating or funding agencies. As noted by 

Tewdwr-Jones and Thomas (1998) and Goodwin (1998), an exploratory process can raise 

stakeholder expectations which, if then undelivered, can further alienate local communities 

from the policy process. Within a process explicitly set up to tackle cSAC issues, it would 

be potentially deleterious to long-term stakeholder relationships to open up the debate to 

stakeholders beyond those interested in the cSAC features. In a context where stakeholders 

are involved in multiple ways in governance issues, considerations of whether an 

engagement process is an efficient and productive use of their time are important (Clark et 

al, 2001).

9.5.2. The Effect of Context on Stakeholder Participation — Lessons from the Avon

The extent to which local stakeholders were involved in the design of the Avon cSAC 

strategy can be summarised as being influenced by three main factors: the relationship 

between the strategy process and the policy process; the embeddedness of the process 

within existing social networks; and the effect of organisational culture and attitudes of EN 

staff managing the process.

The Avon process was very closely focused on the delivery of the Habitats Directive. This 

meant that inclusion was limited, but resulted in a set of outcomes for which there was 

organisational commitment to implement. Part of the difficulty with adopting such a 

narrow focus arose from the fact that the strategy process was the first time EN had 

engaged in multi-stakeholder deliberations about the cSAC, a fairly late stage in the process 

of translating the Habitats Directive into policy delivery. Many decisions had already been 

made in framing the subsequent dialogue. It foUows that the stage in the policy process at 

which DIPs are used affects their objectives and purpose. For example, if a stakeholder 

engagement strategy had been proposed at an early stage following the designation of a
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cSAC, it might have been more desirable to run a more inclusionary, process-oriented 

approach, with an emphasis on fairness in setting the agenda, exploring the ideas and 

values of stakeholders (i.e. practical and therapeutic discourses), with outcomes focused on 

learning and building trust between stakeholders. Then, as knowledge and understanding of 

issues built up, it would be possible for the process to develop into something more 

focused on identifying competent decisions.

The research revealed that the governance of the Avon was characterised by considerable 

knowledge and understanding of the management issues affecting the Avon cSAC, and a 

wide range of existing relationships between stakeholders forged through a dense array of 

fora. Process design and management took this context into consideration to ensure the 

process did not place an unnecessary emphasis on issues being tackled through other fora, 

while seeking to maximise the extent to which the strategy could tap into these existing 

networks and understandings. This conclusion is in agreement with the findings of Jones et 

al. (2001) where it is suggested that different approaches to stakeholder engagement wül 

depend on existing levels of social and knowledge capital. Areas of low social capital 

require more time in budding relationship and exploring stakeholder aspirations, whereas 

areas of high social capital (such as the Avon) may be able to engage more directly in 

decision-making.

In fact, the EN Conservation Officer involved felt that the previous five years in which EN 

had been involved in River Avon issues effectively constituted this relationship-building 

stage. She felt that the process as it evolved on the Avon would not have worked five years 

ago:

And so the strategy has come along at about the right time. Had it been five years 
ago, it would have been too early. Whereas now...we really know it quite well, 
we've got good relationships with people, and just everybody is a lot more aware 
of the issues’ (EN Conservation Officer).

However, it could be argued that the fact that the stakeholder participation did occur at this 

stige, further supports the claim made in Chapter 5 that the culture of EN as an 

organisation leads it to engage in deliberation with stakeholders only once it has its own 

agenda clearly defined. This in turn indicates the extent to which EN still feels that 

stikeholder engagement should be a controlled rather than an exploratory or flexible 

process.
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The dominance of the statutory agencies over deliberations within the strategy process has 

been ascribed in part to the statutory context in which the strategy was embedded, and in 

part due to decisions made by EN both before and during the process. However, there are 

indications that the experience of adopting a more deliberative and inclusionary approach 

to making decisions about river management has had a transformative effect of future 

initiatives. The local staff involved expressed how the experience had given them greater 

confidence to work through DIPs, and there is evidence that stakeholders who had not 

previously been widely included in river governance fora have been invited to take a 

steering role in future partnership-based processes (e.g. WFA, ASRA, WSRT). In addition, 

the proposed River Avon and Avon Valley Initiative hopes to make the first strategic 

attempts to engage the interests of local communities in River Avon issues. This suggests 

that the process has accelerated a transition (that was already in evidence prior to the 

strategy) towards more inclusive and integrated governance. It follows that any shift in 

power relations through the use of DIPs is likely to occur incrementally over a period of 

time beyond the application of a one-off use of DIPs, and this requites a long-term 

commitment by EN to this approach.

The principle of Fitness for Purpose highlights the importance that any DIP is developed 

with consideration of the position of the process in time and space. DIPs should not be 

seen as isolated procedures. The Avon strategy was visualised by EN as part of a longer 

term process to engage stakeholders in the delivery of an effectively managed river and 

floodplain for conservation, and one which was being taken forward through a range of 

initiatives and policy networks. Even within a policy area, the principles of deliberation and 

inclusion can be applied to all aspects of stakeholder engagement, including one-to-one 

negotiation, and unfacüitated group discussions. It therefore follows that these contextual 

factors should be considered in any judgement about the fairness and competence of the 

process and the effectiveness of the outcomes. In a situation such as the Avon (which is 

not atypical in terms of the extent of regulation and initiatives occurring on it), it may be 

more insightful to review the use of DIPs in the context of the whole of the governance of 

the system, thus taking into consideration how stakeholders are engaged in other 

overlapping fora and arena, and whether, in the long-term, stakeholders are being engaged 

in an effective, efficient and productive way (see Clark et al, 2001).
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9.5.3. Fitness for Purpose and The Effect of Power Relations on the use of DIPs.

Who participates, and how they are allowed to participate, determines the type of 
questions raised, the information brought to the discourse, and judgements made 
and encouraged upon others to make. The participants and process determine the 
product.’ (Norgaard (1994:51)

The case study has shown that the design of the process was heavily influenced by Enghsh 

Nature at institutional and local levels. Pellizzoni (2001) argues that by exerting this power 

over dehberative processes, the abhity to make decisions according to the power of the 

communicatively best argument becomes impossible. Enghsh Nature maintained control 

over ah three of the dimensions identified by Bryson & Crosby (1993) through which an 

organisation can influence or exert control over a decision-making process (through the 

language and evidence used within the process; by biasing attention to certain issues on the 

agenda and in decision-making; and by maintaining control over the framing of the issue — 

see Chapter 2), but particularly and influentiahy, over the latter two dimensions. Within a 

process where the agenda and legitimate knowledges within the discussion are closely 

defined by the interests of one actor, the extent to which the outcomes fully meet anyone’s 

interests other than those of the organising agency must be questioned. When stakeholders 

are engaged around the dehvery of a tightiy defined piece of legislation there is a limited 

opportunity for the broadening of the agenda to incorporate local values. In such cases, it 

is important for EN to be open and transparent about the limitations of the process.

This type of participation can be most closely equated with ‘co-optive’ participation 

whereby EN retains control of the process and engages local stakeholders around their 

agenda (see Murphree, 1994). However, at the same time, for many stakeholders, this 

agenda was an opportunity to achieve positive change in environmental quahty of the river 

(see Chapter 7) which would benefit their interests as well as those of the cSAC. 

Stakeholders have different motives to participate, but the Avon process illustrates that 

they can co-operate and agree ways forward, even if not for the same underlying reason 

(Pellizzoni, 2001). It can be argued that despite the instrumental focus to the Habitats 

Directive, engagement with stakeholders can occur through a more broadly defined 

process, which instead of using the needs of cSAC as a starting point for all discussions, 

started from the interests and desires of stakeholders, and then focused on how the cSAC 

designation could help to dehver their ambitions as well as how they could help dehver the 

legislation.
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9.5.4. The Effect of Context on Stakeholder Participation - Comparative Lessons 

from the LIFE  Strategies

A ll th e  s tra teg ie s  d e v e lo p e d  u n d e r  th e  L I F E  P r o je c t  a d o p te d  an  in s tr u m e n ta l a p p r o a c h  to  

s ta k e h o ld e r  in v o lv e m e n t . D e s p it e  a similarit}^ in  th e  r e so u r c e s  a n d  o b je c t iv e s  fo r  th e  

s tra teg ie s  th e r e  w a s  v a r ia t io n  in  th e  m e t h o d s  u se d , p r o v id in g  fu r th er  e v id e n c e  o f  th e  

in f lu e n c e  o f  c o n te x tu a l fa c to r s  o n  p r o c e s s  d e s ig n .

T h e  in f lu e n c e  o f  o r g a n isa tio n a l a n d  lo c a l te a m  c u ltu re  w e r e  p a rticu lar ly  n o t ic e a b le ’\  A s  a

resu lt o f  th e  C o u n tr y s id e  C o u n c il  fo r  W a le s ’ (C C W ) p o lic y  fo r  p r o d u c in g  s tra teg ie s  fo r

d e s ig n a te d  s ite s , th e  P r o je c t  O f f ic e r  w a s c o m m is s io n e d  to  p r o d u c e  an  in tern a l m a n a g e m e n t

p la n  fo c u s in g  o n  s e t t in g  o u t  th e  e c o lo g ic a l  r e q u ir e m e n ts  o f  th e  c S A C , to  id e n t ify

m e c h a n is m s  fo r  d e liv e r in g  th e s e  sta n d a rd s, a n d  to  e n g a g e  in  fo rm a l c o n s u lta t io n  w ith  C C W

a n d  E A  sta ff . T h is  P r o je c t  O f f ic e r  fu lfilled  th e  s ta k e h o ld e r  p a r tic ip a tio n  e le m e n t  o f  th e

stra tegy^  b y  d e v e lo p in g  a s ta k e h o ld e r  n e tw o r k  to  p r o m o t e  th e  lin k s b e tw e e n  th e

e n v ir o n m e n t , e c o n o m y  a n d  so c ia l a sp e c ts  w ith in  th e  c a tc h m e n t , a n d  b y  d e v e lo p in g  a P u b lic

O u tr e a c h  P la n . B y  a d o p t in g  th is a p p r o a c h , th e  c o n s tr a in ts  im p o s e d  b y  th e  r e q u ir e m e n t o f  a
hjere ntÂjLiü^

cS A C  fo c u s  a r o u n d  w h ic h  to  e n g a g e  sta k eh o ld ers^  e n a b lin g  s ta k e h o ld e r  e n g a g e m e n t  to  

fo c u s  o n  e x p lo r in g  th e  o v e r la p p in g  n e e d s  o f  s ta k e h o ld e r s  a n d  b u ild in g  r e la t io n sh ip s . T h is  

a p p r o a c h  e f f e c t iv e ly  sep a ra ted  th e  p r o d u c t io n  o f  th e  stra teg y  fr o m  th e  p a r tic ip a tio n  o f  

s ta k e h o ld e r s , a n d  still le a v e s  a q u e s t io n  m ark  o v e r  th e  e x te n t  to  w h ic h  lo c a l s ta k e h o ld e r s  

w ü l s u p p o r t  th e  im p le m e n ta t io n  o f  a s tra teg y  o v e r  w h o s e  p r o d u c t io n  th e y  h a v e  h a d  n o  

in f lu e n c e .

T h e  S c o t t is h  stra teg ies  w e r e  a ls o  d e v e lo p e d  w ith  m o r e  lim ite d  s ta k e h o ld e r  e n g a g e m e n t  

th an  th e  E n g lis h  c a se s , in  p art b e c a u s e  o f  th e  w is h  o f  S c o t t is h  N a tu r a l H e r ita g e  (S N H ) , to  

m a in ta in  a c o n s id e r a b le  c o n tr o l o v e r  th e  is su e s  a n d  th e  o u t c o m e s  a r is in g  b u t  a lso  b e c a u s e  

o f  th e  r e m o te  n a tu re  o f  s o m e  o f  th e  r ivers (P r o je c t  M a n a g er , p er s . c o m m .) ' t  T h e  o th e r

A s the strategies w ere d eve lop ed  for E nglish , W elsh  and S cottish  rivers, P roject O fficers w ere  
under the m anagem ent o f  three d ifferent country' nature consen^ation agencies.

T h e  strategy for the E ndrick  w as able to  draw on  the results o f  a prev iou s stakeholder  
con su ltation  for the L och  L o m o n d  C atchm ent M anagem ent Plan (the E n drick  lies w ith in  the 
catch m en t), and therefore had indirect input from  local riparian ow n ers and interest groups. 
H ow ever the cSA C  strategy itse lf  w as d evelop ed  as a technical d ocu m en t, and any issues that w ere  
n o t raised in  the C atchm ent M anagem ent Plan w ere assigned  actions by the P roject O fficer , rather 
than b ein g  d eve lop ed  through collaboration . T h e  strateg)' w as on ly  subject to  a con su ltation  w ith
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English strategy took a more similar approach to the Avon, although it engaged in less 

dehberation with stakeholders with engagement based around consultation on a draft issue 

report formulated by the Project Officer, and subsequent problem-solving topic groups.

In the case of the Avon, there was a high degree of local commitment to the strategy from 

the local EN team. It played an important role in supporting the Project Officer while also 

ensuring that the strategy lay in hne with EN ’s long term strategic goals. This local 

commitment is important if the improved relationships and social capital developed 

through the strategy are to be maintained in the long-term once the Project Officer has 

moved on. As with the Avon process, there were indications that other LIFE strategies 

evolved in hne with the culture of the local team.

Comparison of the LIFE strategies also clearly indicated how the extent of overlap 

between cSAC and stakeholder interests affects the extent to which it is possible to engage 

stakeholders in dialogue about the management needs of particular species and habitats. 

Because of the nature of the conservation features of the Avon cSAC, and the extent of 

existing stakeholder interest in and knowledge of issues affecting the cSAC features, this 

did not preclude a dehberative and inclusionary process. However, other strategies within 

the LIFE Project which also maintained a cSAC focused approach found it almost 

impossible to engage local stakeholders around this agenda because of the very specific 

nature of the cSAC features. For example, the strategies for the River Moidart and River 

Kerry focused exphcitly on the freshwater pearl mussel, in which there is httle stakeholder 

interest. In such cases, if the conservation agencies are serious about using cSACs to 

engage stakeholders, effective participation may require a broadening of the boundaries of 

debate to encapsulate more genuinely the agendas of stakeholders. Indeed, none of the 

Project Officers concluded that a strategy to tackle the management of cSAC features was a 

suitable context in which to engage members of the local community in decision-making

c o m p eten t authorities and fisheries interests in  N o v e m b e r  2 0 0 2  (w ith  th e  final draft o f  th e  strategy  
required by January 2003).

Strategies for the R ivers M oidart, B orgie and Kerry, w ere p rod u ced  by a single P roject O fficer. 
D esp ite  the sim ilarities in  con servation  features and eco log ica l issu es a ffectin g  the rivers, and the  
fact that they are all relatively sm all rivers (13km , 1 1km  &  5k m  respectively) they are geographically  
rem ote. A s a result, th e  P roject O fficer  had to  d ivide her tim e b e tw een  th e  three ca tch m ents and  
sp en d  a lo t  o f  tim e travelling b e tw een  the areas. T h is lim ited  her ability to  engage stakeholders in  
the strategy, w h ich  w as a lso  a ffected  by the unw illingness o f  th e private estate ow ners to  participate. 
A s a result th e  strategies w ere subject to  a lim ited  con su ltation .
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o th e r  th a n  o w n e r s  a n d  u sers  w ith  a d ir e c t  in v o lv e m e n t  in  river  m a n a g e m e n t ’ .̂ It ca n  b e  

c o n c lu d e d  fr o m  th is  th a t th e  v a lu e  fr a m e w o r k  im p o s e d  th r o u g h  th e  H a b ita ts  D ir e c t iv e  

w h ic h  fra m ed  th e  o b je c t iv e s  o f  th e  s ta k e h o ld e r  e n g a g e m e n t  p r o c e s s ,  largely  e x c lu d e d  th e  

v a lu e s  o f  n a tu re  a n d  in te r e s ts  o f  lo c a l c o m m u n it ie s .

E x p e r ie n c e s  o f  th e  o th e r  P r o je c t  O f f ic e r s  h ig h lig h te d  th e  g r o w in g  p r o b le m  o f  o v e r la p p in g  

c o n s u lta t io n  e x e r c is e s  a n d  th e  p o te n t ia l o f  s ta k e h o ld e r  fa tig u e . T h e  m o s t  o b v io u s  e x a m p le  

o f  th is  w a s  th e  R iv er  E n d r ic k  w h e r e  lo c a l s ta k e h o ld e r s , h a d  b e e n  in v o lv e d  in  c o n s u lta t io n  

e x e r c is e s  fo r  th e  L o c h  L o m o n d  C a tc h m e n t  M a n a g e m e n t  P la n  p r io r  to  th e  s tra teg y , w h ic h  

c o v e r e d  m a n y  (b u t n o t  all) o f  th e  is su e s  a f f e c t in g  th e  E n d r ick . T h e r e fo r e , e v e n  i f  th ere  w a s  

s u p p o r t  fo r  an  in c lu s io n a r y  a p p r o a c h  w ith in  S N H , th e  q u e s t io n  sh o u ld  b e  ra ised  as to  

w h e th e r  o r  n o t  th is  w o u ld  b e  an  e f f ic ie n t  u se  o f  s ta k e h o ld e r  tim e . A  c o n v e r s a t io n  h e ld  w ith  

th e  P r o je c t  O f f ic e r  fo r  th e  E d e n  ra ised  th e  is su e  th a t m a n y  lo c a l s ta k e h o ld e r s  fe lt  th a t th e  

s tra teg y  w a s  b a d ly  t im e d  in  re la tio n  to  lo c a l e v e n ts  a n d  in it ia t iv e s , m a n y  o f  w h ic h  w e r e  at 

t o o  early  a s ta g e  fo r  f in d in g s  to  fe e d  in to  th e  s tra teg y  p r o c e s s . T h e r e  w e r e  a lso  lo c a l 

c o n c e r n s  th a t w ith  b e c a u se  o f^ cS A C  fo c u s , th e  stra teg y  w o u ld  n o t  tack le  is su e s  o f  lo c a l  

priorit}^ a n d  r e le v a n c e . T h is  r e in fo r c e s  th e  obsers^ ation  m a d e  d u r in g  th e  A v o n  p r o c e s s  o f  

th e  e f f e c t s  o f  th e  im p o s it io n  o f  th e  stra teg ie s  o n  th e  lo c a l s ta k e h o ld e r s  in  term s o f  t im in g  

a n d  fo c u s , ra th er  th a n  th e  n e e d  for  su c h  a p r o c e s s  e m e r g in g  fr o m  lo c a lly  id e n t if ie d  

g o v e r n a n c e  n e e d s .

O n e  o f  th e  w id e r  o b je c t iv e s  o f  th e  L I F E  P r o je c t  w a s  to  e n a b le  a p r o c e s s  o f  o r g a n isa tio n a l  

le a r n in g  a b o u t  th e  p o te n t ia l ro le  o f  s ta k e h o ld e r  a n d  c o m m u n ity  p a r tic ip a tio n  in  th e  

m a n a g e m e n t  o f  r iver S A C s. H o w e v e r , b e y o n d  a m e e t in g  o f  th e  L I F E  P r o je c t  M a n a g e m e n t  

B o a r d  at th e  e n d  o f  th e  p r o je c t  w h e r e  P r o je c t  O f f ic e r s  p r e s e n te d  a su m m a r y  o f  th e  

p r o c e s s e s  th e y  h ad  u se d  to  d e v e lo p  th e  stra tegy , th e r e  w a s  n o  fo r m a l c o m p a r a t iv e  

ev a lu a t io n  o f  th e  stra teg y  p r o c e s s e s  a g a in s t p r e -d e fm e d  e v a lu a t io n  cr iter ia . In  p articu lar , n o  

r e so u r c e s  w e r e  m a d e  av a ila b le  fo r  s ta k e h o ld e r -b a s e d  e v a lu a t io n s  to  e x p lo r e  th e  e x p e r ie n c e s  

o f  th o s e  w h o  h a d  b e e n  in v o lv e d  in  th e  p r o c e s s . T h u s  d e s p ite  th e  su b s ta n tia l in v e s tm e n t  o f  

r e so u r c e s  in to  e c o lo g ic a l  m o n ito r in g  p r o c e s s e s  fo r  c S A C  m a n a g e m e n t , it  is a p e r tin e n t  

o b s e r v a t io n  th a t w h ile  it is w e ll-u n d e r s to o d  th a t e n v ir o n m e n ta l p r o b le m s  te n d  to  h a v e  th e ir  

b a sis  in  so c ia l, e c o n o m ic  a n d  p o lit ic a l fa c to r s , th ere  are n o  m e a n s  o f  m o n ito r in g  

s ta k e h o ld e r  r e la t io n sh ip s  o r  th e  e f f e c t  o f  c h a n g in g  c o n te x t  o n  th e  a c h ie v e m e n t  o f

Several o f  the P roject O fficers carried ou t aw areness raising events for local com m u n ities — e.g. 
the E ndrick, T e ifi and the E den .
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c o n se r v a t io n  g o a ls . T h is  lack  o f  a th o r o u g h  co m p a ra tiv e  ev a lu a t io n  sev ere ly  lim its th e  

e x te n t  to  w h ic h  any c o n c lu s io n s  can  b e  d raw n  for  E N  a b o u t b e s t  p ra ctice  in  s ta k eh o ld er  

p a r tic ip a tio n  b e y o n d  th e  e x p e r ie n c e s  rep o r ted  in  th is ch a p ter  fr o m  th e  A v o n  p r o c e ss .
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Chapter 10.

Conclusions.

Fitness for Purpose:

Is there a Role for D IPs in Nature Conservation Policy?

Introduction

T h e  c o n c e p t  o f  D I P s  is e m b e d d e d  in  p o lit ic a l a n d  th e o r e t ic a l d is c o u r s e s  o f  d e lib era tiv e  

d e m o c r a c y  a n d  th e  th e o r y  o f  c o m m u n ic a t iv e  a c t io n , w h ic h  to g e th e r  a d v o c a te  a 

tr a n s fo r m a tio n  in  d e m o c r a t ic  p ra ctice  to  a fo r m  o f  g o v e r n a n c e /b a s e d  u p o n  p u b lic  d e b a te  

a n d  r e a so n e d  d ia lo g u e . T h is  a g en d a  is tr a n s fo r m a tiv e  a n d  rad ica l, ca llin g  for  a 

‘r e p o U tic iz a d o n  o f  th e  p u b lic  s p h e r e ’ (F isch er , 1 9 9 3 ), req u ir in g  a r e d is tr ib u tio n  o f  p o lit ic a l  

p o w e r  to w a r d s  c iv il societ)^ a n d  aw ay fr o m  th e  cu rren t p r iv ile g in g  o f  th e  k n o w le d g e  o f  

e x p e r ts , p r o fe s s io n a ls  an d  o th e r  e lite s  in  th e  p o h c y  p r o c e s s . T h e r e  are s tr o n g  a r g u m e n ts  in  

fa v o u r  o f  th e  u se  o f  D I P s  in  m o d e r n  so c ie ty  as a m e a n s  o f  r e in v ig o r a tin g  c iv ic  in v o lv e m e n t  

in  g o v e r n a n c e , im p r o v in g  tru st in  ‘e x p e r ts ’ a n d  in s t itu t io n s  o f  g o v e r n a n c e , a n d  to  im p r o v e  

th e  e f f e c t iv e n e s s ,  e ff ic a c y  a n d  eq u a lity  o f  p o lic y  d e v e lo p m e n t  a n d  d e liv ery . In  a d d it io n ,  

D I P s  are s e e n  as a m e c h a n is m  to  m e d ia te  b e tw e e n  in s t itu tio n a l, p o h tic a l, cu ltu ra l an d  

a d m in is tr a tiv e  b o u n d a r ie s  w h e r e  n o  o n e  p e r so n , g r o u p  o r  o r g a n is a t io n  h a s th e  n e c e ssa r y  

p o w e r  o r  a u th o r ity  (B r y so n  &  C r o sb y , 1 9 9 3 ). R e fe r e n c e  to  th e  u s e  o f  p a r tic ip a tio n  a n d  

c o n s u lta t io n  p r o c e s s e s  is in c r e a s in g ly  fo u n d  in  o r g a n isa tio n a l an d  g o v e r n m e n t  h teratu re , 

p articu larly  lin k e d  to  a g en d a s fo r  m o d e r n is in g  g o v e r n m e n t  a n d  a c h ie v in g  su s ta in a b le  

d e v e lo p m e n t . A s  a resu lt, th e  u se  o f  p a r tic ip a to ry  p r a c tic e s  h as b e c o m e  a p o h tic a l n e c e s s ity  

fo r  p u b h c ly  fu n d e d  o r g a n isa tio n s  h k e E N .

H o w e v e r , th e  u se  o f  D I P s  b y  p u b h c  a g e n c ie s  h ig h h g h ts  th e  d is t in c t io n  b e tw e e n  ra tio n a les  

b a se d  o n  th e o r e t ic a l-n o r m a tiv e  a rg u m en ts  o f  e m p o w e r m e n t  a n d  eq u a h ty , a n d  in s tr u m e n ta l  

a r g u m e n ts  o f  e f f e c t iv e n e s s ,  e ff ic a c y  a n d  leg itim a cy . W h ile  it  is a rg u ed  b y  p r o p o n e n ts  o f  

c o m m u m c a t iv e  a c tio n  th at th e s e  tw o  a g en d a s  are m u tu a lly  in c lu s iv e , th ere  is in c r e a s in g
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concern that in reality, normative agendas are awarded only rhetorical significance within 

organisations and government, and DIPs are being used to maintain rather than transform 

existing power imbalances and to legitimise predetermined policy decisions (e.g. Cooke & 

Kothari, 2001; AUmendinger & Tewdwr-Jones, 2002). There is a potential impasse in the 

institutionalisation of DIPs because their use requires the commitment of those with power 

to change their approaches and structures to identify spaces whereby other voices, interests 

and values can influence the policy process. This shift needs to make sense to those in 

power, and clear arguments need to be made as to why it is worth changing and investing 

in processes that can be destabilising, time-consuming and expensive.

This thesis has presented a focused case study of an organisation struggling to respond to 

the participation agenda. The empirical and organisational focus of the study has enabled 

an examination of the opportunities for, and barriers to, DIPs within existing institutional 

and organisational policy cultures. By discussing the extent to which it is in the interest of 

EN and nature conservation to institutionalise these processes, the findings contribute to 

wider debates about participative practices in policy processes.

The research questions set out in Chapter 1 have been used to structure the study and to 

analyse the complex relationships between English Nature’s culture, its operational context 

and the potential and actual use of DIPs. The first research question focused on 

understanding the motivations and objectives of EN staff about the use of DIPs, and how 

these views are influenced by the organisation’s responsibilities, approaches and history of 

delivering nature conservation policy in England. Through the Avon case study, the second 

research question then examined how the institutional, organisational and local situational 

contexts interrelate to influence the application of DIPs. Drawing on the findings of the 

previous two questions, the third research question asked more generally the extent to 

which the use of DIPs is desirable and feasible within the delivery of nature conservation 

pohcy.

By way of drawing conclusions from the research, this final chapter addresses the 

overarching third research question about desirability and feasibility and the role of DIPs in 

EN. The discussion will revisit some of the theoretical arguments presented in Chapter 2, 

draw conclusions about the feasibility and desirability of DIPs within EN ’s work 

programme, and make policy recommendations for their use. Whilst evidence from the 

research agrees with many of the critics of communicative action, it also gives reasons for 

optimism, noting that benefits from deliberative working can still be accrued and should
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not be discounted just because the process is not theoretically ideal. Rather, deliberation 

and inclusion remain important principles under which environmental governance should 

develop. It will be suggested that utilising and participating in DIPs is a necessity for the 

future of nature conservation, and that it is in EN ’s long term interest to build capacity in 

this area.

10.1. The Desirability and Feasibility o f D IPs in Nature Conservation 

Policy

This section will focus on two key questions in relation to the use of DIPs in delivering 

nature conservation policy. Is deliberative and inclusionary policy-making feasible and is it 

desirable? Disagreement exists over the extent to which policy-making based on the 

principles of communicative action is feasible. Protagonists of participative policy-making 

claim that through the process of deliberation, distorted power relations wiU be 

counteracted (Healey, 1997; Healey, 1999). Critics, however, argue that rather than 

neutralising power, communicative action simply ‘assumes away’ the effect of power and 

politics on processes of deliberation (McGuirk, 2001). There is an increasing wealth of 

empirical evidence suggesting that, in practice, the achievement of communicatively 

rational policy decisions is constrained by political and institutional contexts and the 

prevalence of strategic forms of social action, which tend to maintain and strengthen 

traditional power inequalities (e.g. Cooke & Kothari, 2001; Flyvbjerg, 1998; McGuirk, 2001; 

Tewdwr-Jones & AUmendinger, 1998; Tewdwr-Jones & Thomas, 1998). There are also 

practical issues about the feasibility of communicative action based on the difficulties of 

inclusion, representation and the desirability of consensus, as discussed in Chapter 2.

10.1.1. Trade-offs between Process and Outcome in the use of DIPs

The feasibility of true DIPs is questioned by the necessary trade-off that a practitioner must 

make between best practice in process and the achievement of certain outcomes. This issue 

also cuts to the heart of debates about the desirability of DIPs in nature conservation 

policy. Goodin (1992:168) succinctly summarises this dilemma: ‘To advocate democracy is 

to advocate procedures, to advocate environmentalism is to advocate substantive
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outcomes’. This leads to a dilemma within the organisation whether to aim for best practice 

in deliberation and inclusion or to remain focused on the delivery of the organisation’s 

internal conservation goals.

It has been argued that because of the anthropogenic nature of communication and 

democracy, democratic processes based solely on communicative action wiU lead to 

ecologically damaging outcomes (Eckersley, 1992). She argues that nature and the intrinsic 

value located within it cannot be direcdy represented in such debates because they are 

incapable of actively engaging as subjects in the process of dialogue. However, this position 

is contested by Dryzek who argues that a communicatively rational approach that is 

ecologically benign is possible by encouraging a form of ‘ecological communication’ 

whereby consideration is given to signals emitting from the natural world in policy 

processes (Dryzek, 1995). This position implies that it is the role of EN to translate these 

signals from the natural world into policy debates, and that it is in EN ’s interests to 

advocate more deliberative and inclusionary processes in policy if only to provide an 

opportunity for these values to infiltrate into wider policy agendas. But, it is not specific as 

to what extent EN should use DIPs within the delivery of its own operations.

This draws in the question of whether EN has a moral obligation, duty and political 

purpose to enhance community participation (AUmendinger & Tewdwr-Jones, 2002). This 

in turn raises further questions about whether EN ’s role is to protect nature for nature’s 

sake (i.e. adopting a predominantly ecocentric position), or for society’s sake 

(predominantly anthropocentric). This debate remains unresolved within EN (Manager, 

pers. comm.), and untU it is resolved the role of community participation within EN is 

likely to remain contested. With the increased emphasis on quality of life within EN 

rhetoric, there appears to be increasing emphasis on anthropogenic aspects of nature 

conservation within certain areas of EN ’s work programme, and for community 

participation to be invested in as an end in itself, rather than being a purely instrumental 

mechanism to deliver biodiversity targets (see 10.1.2.). Nevertheless, research findings 

suggest that in general the use of DIPs has to directly or indirectly facilitate the 

achievement of EN ’s nature conservation goals, some of which are laid down in statute and 

others in government accountability targets.

The emphasis in practice on outcomes over process is exacerbated by the current political 

culture which is preoccupied with performance targets and administrative efficiency (FerHe 

& Fitzgerald, 2002; Newman, 2002). For example, the requirement to get 95% of SSSIs
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into favourable condition by 2010 is considered the main driver for EN ’s operations across 

all its work programmes (EN, 2002). Interview findings suggest that organisational 

concerns to meet such pohtical targets in a cost-effective way are a key consideration in 

resource allocation within EN. As EN is unlikely to be awarded additional funds from 

Government for the use of DIPs, the use of these processes will have to be incorporated 

into existing internal negotiations over resource allocation and traded-off against other 

activities which may deliver more immediate biodiversity benefits. As Berry (2003:53), an 

EN employee suggests:

‘One could argue, after all, that the organisation [EN] does not even look after aU 
its own National Nature Reserves properly at the moment, while the target for 
SSSIs — 95% by area to be in favourable condition by 2010 — looks hard to reach, 
to put it mildly. How, then, can English Nature possibly even conceive of 
diverting any of its scarce resources towards things as imprecise and vague as 
involving more people or broadening the agenda?’

At present, it is likely that EN ’s use of DIPs wiU be evaluated against the extent to which 

designated sites are in favourable condition and biodiversity decline is controlled. This led 

one interviewee to suggest that the use of DIPs within EN could only be justified in areas 

of high potential biodiversity gain or in situations where inputs could be low because of 

existing initiatives and networks with stakeholders already set up:

‘I think the criteria that decide the type of approach that you take are around cost 
in terms of time, individual time and money. And yes, the amount of wildlife gain 
that you get out as a proportion of that. So we tend to go to existing networks 
and situations where those networks exist, to try and build on those rather than 
starting afresh ... we can look at areas like Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 
where you’ve got a group of stakeholders, sometimes have Project Officers and 
you have nature conservation value. .. .Look at where you can get the maximum 
gain for the minimum input.’ (Local Team)

One solution to the problems associated with narrowly defined mobilisations of bias and 

the need for organisations to focus their attention on resourcing certain policy outcomes, 

might be an increase in place-based and partnership-led DIPs encapsulated in Local 

Agenda 21 and, more recently, community strategies. This provides the opportunity for 

local agendas to be identified and explored through community-based participation 

processes, and then translated into the policy processes of a range of public agencies (see 

Healey’s ‘place-based governance’, 1997). Because communities rarely articulate 

conservation concerns as an isolated set of activities (Murphree, 1994), such approaches
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offer a particular opportunity for EN to discuss biodiversity issues in the context of other 

environmental, social and economic issues.

These opportunities open to EN staff have been enhanced by the growth in inter-sectoral, 

governmental PSA targets and the legal requirements for other Government departments 

to have regard to the purpose of conserving biological diversity (HMSO, 2000). They have 

increased the political incentive for public agencies to work with English Nature in a 

proactive way to incorporate nature conservation issues at an earher stage into their 

decision-making processes. Equally, EN has incorporated government priorities for rural 

regeneration, sustainable development and social inclusion into its work programme (EN, 

2001; EN, 2001c) demonstrating how non-conservation oriented PSA targets could be 

delivered through its work. In these ways EN is able to work within the target-orientated 

political system and use the system to promote a more inclusive and creative conservation 

agenda. However, the practicality of intersectoral working and co-ordination remains 

complex (DegeHng, 1995), and the extent of collaboration necessary for agencies to be able 

to pool resources and respond to a community-led agenda across horizontal and vertical 

tiers of government ‘becomes mindbogghng’ (Tewdwr-Jones & Thomas, 1998: 143).

In addition, there are practical constraints to integrated working that relate to the focus and 

availability of funds. The feasibility of delivering nature conservation policy through 

integrated ‘place-based’ processes may be limited by funding streams arising at particular 

times, from particular places, and with particular outcome requirements. The LIFE funding 

for the development of River Conservation Strategies was secured by EN Headquarters 

and the focus of the project was negotiated at this level, rather than evolving from locally 

defined, place-based objectives. The limited time and funds provided (sufficient for only 

limited participation) meant that the DIP used to produce the strategy was very tightly 

controlled and did not fulfil local objectives for a more integrated strategy that tackled 

vaUey as well as river management issues.

10.1.2. Considering the Role of DIPs across EN*s Work Programme

The research presented in this thesis suggests that the over-riding concern with outcomes 

and the practical limits to inclusion vary across EN’s work programme according to the 

extent of its responsibilities, the particular pohcy objectives, and the lowest possible
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geographical scale at which the policy agenda can be developed. For simplicity in the 

subsequent discussion, EN’s work programme is divided into three functional areas — the 

protection of designated sites, the delivery of biodiversity targets in the wider countryside, 

and the role of nature as a part of local quality of Hfe. Table 10.1. summarises the potential 

roles of DIPs across these functional areas, highlighting the different attributes of 

deliberative and inclusionary working that are relevant in each:

Table 10.1. A Typology of DIPs across E N ’s Work Programme

Policy Area Objective of 
Deliberation

Whose
Agenda?

What Nature? Type of 
Participation

Role of EN

Designated
Sites

Policy delivery International 
& National - 
EN’s

Nature as 
Species & 
Habitats

Instrumental 
and Co- 
optive

Participant,
Expert

Wider
Countryside

Incorporating 
biodiversity 
targets into 
policy & land 
management

National & 
Local — 
Integrated

Nature as 
Species & 
Habitats.

Nature as 
Process

Instrumental 
& Integrative

Participant,
Expert

People & 
WildUfe /  
Local 
Quality of 
Life

Facilitating 
connections 
between people 
& wildlife

Local & 
Public

Nature as 
experience & 
contribution to 
human, social 
and political 
capital

Exploratory
&
Empowering

Facilitator

(i) Designated Sites

Securing the favourable condition of designated sites is a key responsibility of English 

Nature, and is probably the policy area within which they engage with other organisations 

and individuals most regularly. The policy objectives are focused on the delivery of a top- 

down conservation agenda, for which EN has statutory powers to enforce. Lessons from 

the River Avon case study are relevant here.

Within the Avon strategy process, the extent of stakeholder inclusion was bounded by an 

imposed value system (from the European Commission), and the power awarded to EN as 

the statutory advisor to Government on the Habitats Directive, in particular to make 

judgements relating to the ecological dimensions of the interest feature and its habitat, and 

to determine what constituted ‘favourable condition’ of the cSAC. These judgements
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framed all subsequent decision-making processes about cSAC management, and EN ’s 

overall success on the Avon wiU be judged against the achievement of this interpretation of 

favourable condition. To some degree this will always be a subjective judgement, and this 

was acknowledged by EN, nevertheless the making of this judgement was seen as the 

preserve of the ‘expert’ EN employees in Peterborough and the local team.

Within the process of stakeholder deliberation on the Avon, decisions were not made 

according to the ‘best argument’ as would occur in a communicatively rational world, but 

according to their conformity with imposed values and instrumental-technical standards. 

The role of deliberation was constrained by a pohcy process that was ‘dehberately 

exclusionary’ of other values and knowledges, even if agreement was reached between 

stakeholders about a way forward. In the dehvery of designated site pohcy, true consensus 

is neither necessary nor desirable because the objective of the designated site is set in an 

exclusionary manner and at a distance in both time and space to sustain the conservation 

interest. Thus, whilst it can be argued that there might be a greater role for communicative 

rationahty in setting the initial moral and ethical standards of conservation legislation, and a 

role for local stakeholders to redefine the conservation agenda within the hmits of 

ecological protection in any particular case, it is against the purpose of designating sites for 

these hmits to be undermined or distorted by local agendas. Local consensus within 

designated sites management wül always be constrained by the boundaries set by the nature 

conservation agencies and the legislation that sustains them.

This dehberate exclusion does not necessarily undermine the role of DIPs or the benefits 

that can be accrued. The Avon process showed that there remains a beneficial role for 

DIPs in translating legislation into integrated practice on the ground. Benefits perceived by 

EN as coming from the process of stakeholder engagement included the effective 

integration of existing knowledge about the river to produce a technicaUy competent 

strategy; improvements in relations with key stakeholder groups; progress on the resolution 

of potentiaUy highly contentious issues about fisheries management; a local commitment to 

coUaborative-working and the development of collaborative capacity through the strategy 

process; and an acceleration of the time between plan production and implementation.

The nature of the dialogue to secure the management of designated sites can be 

summarised as ‘co-optive’ participation (Murphree, 1994) whereby local stakeholders are 

engaged in a collaborative process to meet predefined targets. However, the Avon study 

indicates how local conservation policy goals (i.e. for a river with less pollution or more
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controlled water level management) may also be in the interests of other stakeholders. By 

using DIPs to search for and identify a common goal, a situation of ‘instrumental co

operation’ may be achieved, whereby stakeholders acknowledge that it is in their interests 

to work together despite their potentially conflicting motives (PeUizzoni, 2001).

The design of DIPs to deliver conservation policy within designated sites should focus on 

the following characteristics. Firstly, it is necessary to ensure there is the effective 

integration of dispersed knowledge to make the most competent decisions relating to site 

management. Secondly, there is a need to develop reflexive processes so as to explore 

aspects of local management and existing governance patterns that can identify common 

areas of interest and common agendas, through which a shared willingness to work 

together can be developed. Whilst acknowledging that this overlap in agendas is Likely to be 

neither complete nor permanent, through such an approach it may be possible to create the 

local capacity to tackle management problems that require collective action. In these 

situations it is essential that the networks are sustainable over time to maintain the 

incentives and structures for joint-working, even if disagreement over particular issues and 

solutions will inevitably occur (Driessen et al., 2001; Walker et al., 2001). As noted by 

Meadowcroft (2002:178), ‘consensus is only relative’. As social, cultural political and 

environmental conditions evolve and knowledge develops, so agreement over appropriate 

management must evolve.

(ii) Wider countryside

Beyond designated sites, the policy agenda shifts significantly for English Nature. With less 

restrained and geographically discrete objectives, EN ’s approach is more project-based 

(frequently managed by a partnership of organisations) and focused on mainstreaming and 

integrating biodiversity interests into local and national policy processes, at the 

development or delivery end. The ‘deliberately inclusionary’ sustainable development 

agenda (Healey, 1997:184) creates significant spaces for the delivery of biodiversity targets 

through other policy processes. Indeed, EN ’s willingness to embrace the quality of Hfe 

agenda is effectively about the mainstreaming of conservation into poHcy areas such as 

health, society and culture as well as environment (Doughty & Gay, 2003).

The dehvery of biodiversity targets in the wider countryside requires EN to engage with 

other organisations in a proactive way that encourages creative and exploratory dialogue 

and identifies opportunities where biodiversity can be incorporated into new and existing
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initiatives. DIPs used within this context should encourage the translation of policy 

agendas from a function-based to a place-based approach, and ensure there is sufficient 

mobilisation of knowledge resources around an integrated system of social networks, 

within which EN is situated as a central actor. At the same time, the role of EN in policy 

debates in the wider countryside raises issues about the scale and extent to which different 

values and knowledges are given authority and legitimacy. EN acknowledges that to meet 

its goals, the practice of nature conservation has to be made meaningful to local 

communities, which implicitly means that local values need to be integrated into the 

delivery of conservation targets. But, local and national conservation agendas are not 

necessarily compatible. EN ’s traditional bias towards species and habitats, the rare and 

endangered, and the designation of special sites/ contributed to the cultural marginalisation 

of nature in the countryside because its institutionalised agenda did not overlap with the 

values and aspirations of those local stakeholders with whom it wished, in principle, to 

engage. Indeed, the conflict between locally and nationally-defined conservation agendas 

described by Goodwin (1999), is more than local frustration as a result of the imposition of 

a national conservation agenda; it is a conflict over discourses and meanings of nature.

How to achieve the ‘right’ balance in its activities between local social and cultural 

meanings of nature and national, top-down biodiversity targets is a dilemma for EN. 

Indeed, one of the major criticisms of the model of communicative action is that there is 

no guidance on how policy decisions made at a national or international level can be 

translated into local action in a way that allows the aspirations and agendas of local 

stakeholders to influence the outcomes (Murdoch & Abram, 1998; Tewdwr-Jones & 

Thomas, 1998).

The effective protection of biodiversity requires ecosystems to function effectively across 

time and space, and too much emphasis on the ‘local’ risks fragmenting habitats while 

creating a disjointed nature conservation vision (Shoard, 1996). On the other hand, as 

illustrated by the Avon case study and by Goodwin (1999), attempts to engage local 

communities in a top-down, expert-defined nature conservation agenda, means that the 

boundaries of debate wiU of necessity be imposed on local stakeholders, and local values 

and meanings of nature may remain marginalised. This situation is exacerbated in the UK 

by the institutionalised division between the responsibilities for the cultural landscape and 

natural heritage; and while broadening the range of values and knowledges included within 

EN ’s mobilisation of bias wiU give greater legitimacy to public agendas and meanings of
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nature, the institutional context in the UK still tends to privilege the values and influences 

of experts and scientific knowledges (Harrison & Bedford, 2002, Holder, 1999).

(iii) People and Wildlife /  local Quality of Life

There is evidence of a shift towards a more inclusive conservation agenda within EN, but 

only in certain areas of the organisation’s work programme. Whilst EN ’s motives for 

engagement in this debate appear to He in gaining support and legitimacy for the wider 

objectives of nature conservation, nature’s role in improving peoples’ Quahty of Life is a 

strongly social and local agenda. EN ’s agenda here is to improve peoples’ experiences with 

the natural world through increasing access to spaces where nature can be easily found, and 

to bring nature into places where people Hve and work (EN, 2002c). This requires a greater 

understanding of in what ways nature is important to people, and how nature can be 

incorporated into the spaces in which people Hve and work. The dominant construction of 

nature in these locaHsed debates is Hkely to be based on personal and social experiences, 

and culturaUy-informed understandings and relationships with nature. To understand and 

faciHtate the links between people and wHdHfe, the use of DIPs must be exploratory and 

empowering, encouraging individuals to develop, express and explore their meanings of 

nature, and identify ways in which nature could contribute to their quahty of Hfe. Thus by 

raising awareness within society about the role of nature in their Hves, ‘ecological values’ 

could become more significantly embedded in social values and priorities (Wilkinson, 

1999).

At present, however EN ’s People and WildHfe agenda remains relatively conservative, 

focusing on wüdHfe-friendly gardening, access to urban greenspace and NNRs, grants for 

local residents to volunteer in the management of LNRs, and the provision of information 

on EN ’s website. These initiatives have so far left unchaUenged the consideration that EN ’s 

objectives and constructions of nature do not necessarily relate to those of local 

communities, and a clear division between these community-focused projects and EN ’s 

other operations has been maintained. To effectively engage with people about how 

wildHfe could contribute to quahty of Hfe requires EN to develop its activities in this field 

through a process of reflexive learning with local communities and other organisations 

experienced in working with local communities. As ‘People and WildHfe’ is expHcitly about 

‘people’, it seems sensible that those people whom EN is trying to connect with play an 

active role in developing EN’s poHcies in this area.
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Whilst these three functions of EN have been discussed separately, in reality they should 

overlap. For example, designated sites are also local sites for the communities living round 

them, and therefore the potential for the role of these sites in contributing to the quahty of 

hfe of local residents needs to be considered. In addition, biodiversity targets can be 

incorporated into the management of both designated sites and community-based action.

The key point from the analysis presented in this section is that in these different contexts 

a different emphasis is placed by EN on issues of inclusion and the focus of dehberation. 

In addition, the role of EN staff should vary according to these different contexts. Within 

the management of designated sites and in approaches to dehver biodiversity targets in the 

wider countryside, EN staff should be active participants in the process of communicative 

conservation planning, rather than a mediator of it. There is the need for competent 

communication of ecological needs and interests (Dryzek, 1995) as weU as an 

acknowledgement of the contribution expert knowledge can make to informing pohcy 

decisions. Alternately, in programmes which aim to explore the role of nature conservation 

in local peoples’ quahty of hfe, it is desirable that EN staff adopt the role of facihtator to 

enable people to explore their meanings and values of nature in an undistorted forum. 

From this analysis it is suggested that any efforts to use DIPs within EN should apply 

dehberation and inclusion as principles upon which to develop a suitable stakeholder 

engagement process, rather than focusing on the achievement of the ideahstic principles of 

communicative action. It foUows that the staff involved must have the appropriate skills 

for their role as an expert or facihtator.

10.1.3. The Effects of Organisational Culture on the Feasibility of DIPs

The organisational analysis of Enghsh Nature presented in Chapter 5 described several 

aspects of EN ’s existing culture which appeared to be acting as barriers to the 

institutionahsation of more dehberative and inclusionary approaches. The analysis of the 

LIFE Rivers Project reinforced many of these observations.

EN’s institutionahsed bias, plus the fact that success tends to be judged against the 

achievement of certain ecological outcomes, encourages processes of stakeholder 

engagement to be structured in an instrumental way. The dominance of instrumental 

rationahty is exacerbated by the privilege given to expert knowledge. Important progress
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has been made over the last ten years, particularly in terms of EN ’s increasing willingness 

to accept local knowledges and understandings of natural processes in the management of 

designated sites. However, as noted within the Avon study, there is still a tendency for 

conservation agendas to be set according to an expert-led agenda and local knowledges to 

be seen as legitimate so long as they are congruous with scientific rationality (see CoUins & 

Evans, 2002). With an instrumental approach still dominating EN ’s activities, there is a 

danger that the feasibility of local community participation and the legitimacy given to 

social and cultural values of nature wül remain isolated within localised ‘community’ 

projects. If EN are to tackle the cultural marginalisation of nature and achieve their goal of 

‘winning hearts and minds’, it is suggested that there is a need for EN to enter into a 

dialogue with local stakeholders encompassing social, cultural and moral as well as scientific 

values of nature, and this requires adopting a communicative and inclusive approach to 

setting the conservation agenda.

In the current political climate of consultation, there is a risk of further alienating people as 

a result of efforts made to increase the access of people to policy debates without 

increasing their ability to influence the agenda of the debated One danger of this 

instrumental approach is that it acts to reinforce the cultural marginalisation of nature 

conservation, particularly when the language used in the debate focuses on administrative 

considerations and such exclusionary terms such as ‘cSAC’, and ‘favourable condition’. 

Evidence of stakeholder fatigue was found on the River Avon, in part because those 

stakeholders, who were interested and willing participants, felt increasingly inundated with 

the bureaucracy of conservation. As observed by one interviewee:

‘Semantics and jargon and the bureaucracy of it all Inature conservation] is driving 
a wedge between the ardent conservationists and the countrymen - the people 
who do care, but haven’t got the patience to get involved.’ (Fishery Association 
member, River Avon)

Another effect of adopting an instrumental approach is apparent in terms of who is invited 

to participate in DIPs. As noted from the Avon study, from EN ’s rational and instrumental 

perspective, it was in EN ’s interest to invest time and resources to engage those who were

1 In light of increasing concerns about the ‘tyranny’ of instrumental participation (see Cooke & 
Kothari, 2001), and the rising risk of stakeholder fatigue as more and more organisations act to 
fulfil consultation requirements, it is recommended that further research is carried out on 
participant attitudes to the deliberative culture to increase organisational understanding about why, 
when and how they would like to be consulted
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identified as being influential, and therefore with an important role to play in delivering 

EN ’s objectives, rather than to expand the constituency to those who had an incompletely 

revealed interest in the issues. Under the instrumental model that dominated the Avon 

strategy there was little incentive for EN to engage with the marginalised and the socially 

excluded, because they had little ability to help EN achieve its aims in the short term.

A characteristic of EN ’s organisational culture which is salient to the debate about the 

institutionalisation of DIPsy relates to how responsibilities for change are divided between 

the strategic staff within EN ’s headquarters and the local team staff. While, in theory, staff 

within local teams are encouraged to innovate and decide the most appropriate projects on 

which to focus their time to achieve EN ’s goals, the majority of local staff are time- 

restricted and spend most of their time working to achieve organisational targets. In 

addition they have no direct influence over the strategic direction of the organisation; the 

instigation of new programmes and policy approaches occurs largely as a result of decisions 

made by strategic managerial staff and is effectively imposed on local teams. However, in 

relation to the institutionalisation of DIPs, a top-down imposed pohcy change is unlikely to 

be effective, for several reasons.

Evidence from this research has clearly shown that new initiatives developed within EN ’s 

Headquarters, labelled as areas where community involvement or stakeholder engagement 

could or should be used (e.g. in the setting of Natural Area and BAP targets, and LIFE- 

funded demonstration projects such as the marine and river SACs projects), have not been 

accompanied by an appropriate investment in skills training or guidance on how local 

teams should dehver the initiatives on the ground. As a result, experimentation with the use 

of DIPs has been minimal and conservative, with httle innovation or learning on where and 

how the organisation could take DIPs forward. There was also an obvious lack of learning 

from previous trials of stakeholder participation, such as from the marine SACs LIFE 

Project to the river SACs LIFE Project, despite an external evaluation having been 

completed before the start of the river strategy processes (Jones et al, 2001). Moreover, 

despite the interest in innovation at a strategic level in the organisation, staff within the 

local teams placed greater emphasis on ensuring that the strategy achieved the necessary 

ecological outcomes, rather than treating the process as a trial where potentially risky 

innovation could take place.

Beyond this thesis, the potential for any lessons learnt within the Rivers LIFE Project has 

been significantly constrained because of a lack of investment by the project into
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comparative participants-based and/or outcome-focused evaluation to capture the costs, 

benefits and lessons of the different approaches taken to develop the strategies for the 

nature conservation agencies and the EC. This limits the extent to which links between 

DIPs and ecological outcomes can be made.

Despite these limitations there are indications that DIPs are feasible within EN. For 

example, the research findings indicate that a significant cause of conservatism amongst 

staff towards the use of DIPs, and the limited use of these processes within the 

organisation to date, were linked to a lack of understanding, training and nervousness of 

‘losing control’. This suggests that this conservatism is not immoveable, but in part a result 

of a lack of knowledge, training and accumulated experience. The Avon strategy process 

reveals a willingness to learn, and that the initial, closely bounded process built confidence 

amongst EN staff (and participants) to work in a more open, deliberative and inclusive 

way. Not only can this shift can be linked to the identification of previously unrecognised 

shared agendas through the process of deliberation, but also because powerful agencies 

such as EN now see it as in their strategic political interests to engage with stakeholders 

and publics.

McGuirk’s (2001:204) critique of communicative planning claims that ‘actors cannot be 

expected to adopt the dialogic practices of listening and giving respect to aU voices and 

value systems, nor to abandon political strategising in favour of formulising generalised 

interests’. .. nor ‘to enter into a deliberative forum without some notion of preferred 

outcomes.’ Yet, although an instrumental approach to stakeholder engagement still 

dominates within EN (and is always Hkely to) there are indications that in certain areas of 

its work programme EN acknowledges that it is in its interests to give respect to a wider 

range of voices and value systems, and to relax institutionaHsed notions of what is regarded 

as a suitable outcome. This trend is variable across the work programme and by no means 

constitutes a strategic move to embracing communicative action. Nevertheless, it is an 

indication that the organisation is in partial transition from a top-down, expert-led 

approach to a greater emphasis on engaging stakeholders.

Previous studies of communicative planning criticising the feasibihty of DIPs because of 

the effect of power relations on processes of dehberation and the translation of outcomes 

into pohcy, have tended to be an evaluation of one-off, initial attempts by organisations 

‘feeling their way towards’ the démocratisation of their pohcy processes (Tewdwr-Jones 

and Thomas, 1998; McGuirk, 2001). This is unsurprising considering that dehberative and
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inclusionary approaches are still in their early days of being applied in practice. However, 

this research suggests that longer-term analysis of organisations and the particular 

situations in which they are actively trying to use DIPs should be undertaken to see how 

individuals and organisations learn, and the extent to which the institutional, organisational 

and attitudinal barriers to more communicative approaches can be transformed over the 

long-term. While this research has attempted to explore these issues, it also has been 

undertaken in the context of an organisation traditionally unused to this type of working.

10.2. P olicy  R ecom m endations: ‘d o in g  n oth in g  is not an op tion ’.

(i) Provide a Clear Value-basis for Fitness for Purpose

Chapter 1 defined Fitness for Purpose as the process of selecting the most appropriate 

technique given the objectives and context in which a DIP is to be applied. While the use 

of DIPs must have a normative basis in principles of deliberation and inclusion, this must 

be balanced by the acknowledgement that undistorted deliberation and inclusion is not 

always desirable or feasible, and in the translation of these principles into practice, context 

needs to be taken into consideration. Evidence from the LIFE Project suggests that unless 

participation terminology is clearly defined in normative terms prior to the process (i,e, 

what is meant by ‘partnership’, or ‘community involvement’), interpretations of ‘Fitness for 

Purpose’ could easily justify the use of processes that maintain existing power imbalances 

between agency and participants.

In addition, a clear distinction must be made between processes of consultation and what I 

have referred to in this thesis as passive participation (i,e, volunteering, access to sites), and 

the promotion of DIPs that are transformative and based on dialogue rather than the 

aggregation of individual preferences. It is therefore recommended that EN establishes a 

clear set of principles about what constitutes best practice in DIPs as guidance for staff, 

highlighting the importance of inclusion as defined by influence over the agenda, the 

discussion and decision-making. It is also suggested that, in any given situation, the 

interpretation of the purpose of a DIP and the criteria against which ‘fimess’ wiU be 

judged, should be opened up to stakeholder consideration rather than being under the 

control of the organising agency. What constitutes a successful or effective project or 

process depends on who defines the criteria for success (Estrella & Gaventa, 1998), By
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ensuring staff place the principles of deliberation and inclusion at the heart of policy and 

stakeholder engagement processes, the potential for an instrumental and imposed 

participation agenda should be reduced.

(ii) A Shift to Communicative Conservation Planning

The majority of environmental problems arise from competing constructions of social, 

political, economic and environmental issues within society, and EN staff within 

Peterborough spend much of their time acting as policy advocates to reduce the impacts, as 

they see them, of damaging policies on biodiversity. However, at a local level, while staff 

are also aware of, and involved in, tackling the social, political and economic factors 

underlying conservation problems, there is no structured approach to analysing these issues 

from anything other than an ecological perspective. It is recommended that EN 

approaches the resolution of ecological and biodiversity problems (particularly, but not 

solely, around designated sites) by undertaking a deliberative and inclusionary social, 

political and economic analysis of the local context at the earliest possible stage after site 

notification. In this way an agenda for progress will be couched in more meaningful terms 

of local socio-economics and political dynamics, and will help to increase EN ’s awareness 

of the agendas and problems of local stakeholders which may affect site management. It 

win also start to build social capital between EN and stakeholders, and initiate a process 

whereby stakeholders can identify areas of common interest enabling the development of 

projects to deliver biodiversity gains in a way that also benefit the local society and 

economy.

EN’s Lifescapes approach encapsulates many of the issues discussed in this thesis, 

including the need for an integrated approach to environmental governance and a more 

proactive approach to identifying local conservation agendas. It is recommended that this 

initiative becomes mainstreamed (it is still in its trial stages) and extended as a strategic 

planning tool for local EN teams. As part of this planning, EN staff should undertake a 

stakeholder analysis of the influence and importance of organisations, individuals and 

projects operating in the local area as they relate to EN ’s strategic goals of ensuring 

favourable condition of designated sites, integrating biodiversity into wider countryside 

planning, and enhancing the relationship between people and wildlife.

While EN ’s desired outcomes wül always remain focused on biodiversity targets, wherever 

possible the social and cultural values of nature should be incorporated into the
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development of local conserv^ation policies, using a process similar to the Stakeholder 

Decision Analysis used m the Avon case study. The overarching aim of the SDA process is 

for a range of interests to come together and debate the bases for the values of nature 

which they hold, and through this process reach agreed principles on which the participants 

believe local environmental actions should be based (Harrison et ai, 1999). The strength of 

the multi-criteria approach is that it allows stakeholders explicitly to explore the multiple 

values of nature, whilst acknowledging that these values are not always commensurable, 

and without being constrained by the need to reach any consensus. This conforms to the 

use of DIPs as Value-articulating institutions’ Jacobs, 1997). Through a SDA process an 

inclusive hst of values of nature held by a representative group of EN ’s stakeholders could 

be captured, and then be used to inform the planning of new initiatives and projects for 

nature conserv^ation. Their contribution to a broader range of conserv^ation agendas than 

simply biodiversity targets could then be assessed.

(iii) Rethinking the Role of EN in DIPs

There is a danger that discussions about the use of DIPs place too much emphasis on the 

issue of what role DIPs should play within EN’s work programme, whilst underplaying the 

complementary consideration of what role EN staff should play in these processes. If EN 

is going to shift towards a culture whereby policy decisions are made on the basis of the 

principles of deliberation and inclusion, rather than the ad hoc and discrete application of 

particular participatory techniques, then it is argued that EN staff need to be willing 

participants in the process of deliberation, rather than observers or consumers of the 

process. There must be a transformation in the organisational attitude of ‘us (EN) and 

them (stakeholders)’, to a ««gular construction of ‘us’.

Proponents of communicative planning construct the role of planners as mediators and 

facilitators of planning debates (e.g. Healey, 1997; Forester, 1999). However taking a more 

pragmatic stance, I have argued in Section 10.1.2, that the role of EN staff in DIPs should 

vary according to the particular objectives of the dialogue. This requires EN staff to adopt 

the role of ‘reflexive practitioners’ (see Chapter 5), using their knowledge and 

understanding of ecological processes and requirements to inform the decision-making 

process rather than to frame the policy decision. In situations where local and national 

conseiwation objectives are to be integrated, discursive spaces need to be provided for local
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communities to explore their meanings and understandings of the issues, before being 

engaged in an inclusive process with those whose positions are more frequently rehearsed.

(iv) Maintaining a Commitment to Deliberation and Inclusion.

The institutionahsation of DIPs requires more than putting the right structures in place; it 

also requires the development of an adequate skills basis amongst staff. Research findings 

sustain the argument that ‘behaviour and attitudes ... matter more than methods and 

procedures in the spread, scaling up and institutionahsation of participatory approaches’ 

(IIED/IDS, 2000:21). It is therefore seen as imperative that there is not only adequate 

investment in training and support services for EN staff to innovate and use DIPs within 

their work programmes, but also that organisation develops the capacity to leam from the 

experiences of its local staff and be responsive to new ideas and the outcomes of DIPs (see 

Arygris & Schon, 1996).

The Avon case study showed that benefits from the use of DIPs may not be immediate 

and are hkely to be incremental. For example, stakeholder involvement in the development 

of the river conservation strategy did not lead to immediate wildhfe gains but to the 

opportunity for future coUaboration and partnership-based initiatives. To fulfil the 

potential from the Avon process requires the long-term commitment by staff in the local 

team to maintain the momentum to translate this coUaborative capacity into coUaborative 

action. At present the potential for long-term social and pohtical benefits from the use of 

DIPs is undermined because their use tends to occur within isolated projects managed by 

Project Officers working to Fixed Term Appointments. While these staff have the benefit 

of a flexible role in which they are able to innovate, it is important that there is the long

term capacity within EN at large to maintain and benefit from the momentum generated by 

these projects. EN should institutionahse the principles of dehberation and inclusion as 

principles of good practice in aU its work.

(v) Reasserting the Importance of Monitoring and Evaluation

While the importance of monitoring and evaluation has been stated many times in the 

hterature (e.g. Barnes, 1999; Bloomfield et al, 2001; Clark et al, 2001; Munton, 2003), the 

research findings hlustrate there is stül inadequate investment by EN in these practices. 

Evaluation plays an important role in the institutionahsation of dehberative practices 

because, as this research suggests, unless this shift is perceived to be in the interests of
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those holding power, it is unlikely to become reality. Many of the benefits of DIPs for EN 

wül not be direcdy linked to wüdhfe gain, and therefore may not be captured by EN ’s 

existing monitoring protocols, without a specific investment in the evaluation of how EN 

engages stakeholders in the policy process. Evaluation also facilitates and consolidates 

learning within the process of institutionalisation (Barnes, 1999), allowing the sharing of 

lessons and the identification of successful approaches, measured against common criteria. 

It is essential that EN evaluates the success of its projects against social and political criteria 

as well as the achievement of ‘wüdhfe gain’.

10.3. Final Thoughts

The research has demonstrated that it is in EN ’s interests for the current socio-pohtical 

trend towards more communicative-based pohcy to continue. EN is able to take advantage 

of ‘dehberately inclusionary’ pohcy agendas such as sustainable development and quahty of 

hfe to incorporate concerns about biodiversity into a wide range of decision-making 

processes. Within these arenas it is in EN ’s interests to advocate the use of DIPs. 

However, within the ‘dehberately exclusionary’ context of designated sites whereby 

conservation must take precedence over other agendas, a consensus-based approach as 

advocated by communicative action theory is undesirable. Nevertheless, the research 

showed that there is clearly a role for DIPs in the translation of legislation into locaUy 

agreed management practices and the development of coUaborative potential for 

partnership working.

Exploration of the attitudes and experiences of EN staff plus analysis of the Avon case 

study suggests that there are significant institutional, organisational and pohtical barriers to 

the undistorted use of dehberation and inclusion within EN ’s work programme. The 

hmited investment in training, the inadequate time avaüable for most local staff to innovate 

and adopt a proactive approach to stakeholder engagement, the dominance of an 

instrumental approach to the design of processes of stakeholder engagement, and a lack of 

investment within the organisation to learn from its experiences were ah identified as issues 

which need to be addressed if EN is to develop capacity for the use of DIPs.
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There are indications that opportunities are opening up within EN for the use of DIPs, 

notably the commitment from the top of the organisation to develop capacity within this 

area, and the initiation of programmes placing greater emphasis on a proactive and creative 

conservation agenda. However, the extent to which these developments represent a shift 

from an instrumental to a communicative approach to stakeholder involvement has yet to 

be proven.
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Appendix 1

Interview Checklists and Cover Letters for E N  Staff Interviews



Dear

I am writing in the hope that you will be able to spare some time to take part in an 
interview to discuss the role of stakeholders in delivering wildlife gain.

I am a PhD student doing doctoral research jointly supervised by Jonathan Burney 
(Environmental Impacts Team), and Richard Munton from the Environment and Society 
Research Unit in the Department of Geography, University College London. Impetus 
for the research came from English Nature’s Social and Economic Advisory Group, 
which after a series of seminars and discussions about participation, identified the need 
to understand more closely why, when, and how English Nature should involve other 
organisations, interest groups and the public in making decisions about nature 
conservation.

The aim of the research is to understand the different approaches adopted by English 
Nature to achieve its goal of wildlife gain, and how the organisation interacts with its 
stakeholders to achieve this objective. In particular, I am interested in exploring how 
English Nature’s responsibilities, values, policies and procedures affect the terms on 
which stakeholders are involved in decision-making and discuss the potential 
opportunities and barriers of involving stakeholders more closely in decision-making 
processes.

As you know, my research to date has involved a case study based around the 
Hampshire Avon where I carried out a series of interviews with different stakeholders 
about their attitudes towards how decisions are made about nature conservation and 
how they are currently involved in the river’s governance. Through this case study I 
have built up close links with English Nature’s Wiltshire team which has aided my 
understanding of how a local team operates. My involvement in the case has continued 
through observation of a process involving stakeholders in the development of a river 
conservation strategy to deliver the conservation objectives for the Avon SAC. The 
completion of this conservation strategy is a key objective of the UK LIFE in Rivers 
project. As a way of developing my understanding of how English Nature can use more 
participatory working practices, I am also undertaking interviews with staff from local 
teams who have experience and knowledge of running participatory processes.

Work to date has primarily been trying to develop my understanding of how English 
Nature operates at a local level. I would like to build on and balance these findings 
through discussions with staff situated within the organisation’s headquarters. I am 
hoping to carry out in-depth interviews with staff who hold key positions within English 
Nature; i.e. those who have an interest and influence over how nature conservation is 
achieved in freshwater ecosystems and/or have strategic responsibility for English 
Nature’s overall approach. As one of the people who have been identified by Jonathan 
Burney and Mark Felton I hope you will be able to help me with my research.

The interviews are likely to take between I Vi and 2 hours, and will take place in 
Northminster House. In the discussion I would like to draw on your knowledge and 
experiences of the different approaches English Nature has taken to deliver their 
statutory obligations in freshwater ecosystems. I am particularly interested in how they 
are delivered in complex multi-stakeholder, multi-issue sites such as the Avon. I would
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also like to talk more broadly about your personal thoughts on the processes through 
which the organisation achieves its objectives both in designated sites and the wider 
countryside, and explore any opinions you have on the concept of greater stakeholder 
and public participation. I hope you will find this an interesting discussion and one that 
is relevant to English Nature today.

I will be spending most of January in Northminster House, so if you are in agreement I 
would like to try and arrange a meeting at some point during this period. I would also 
like to tape record the interview. Taping is important for the analysis process, not only 
enabling me to obtain an accurate and detailed record of your views, but also allowing 
me to carry out an indepth analysis of the contents of the discussion. The tape will not 
be listened to by anyone other than myself, although my analysis of findings will be 
reproduced and discussed in my thesis and presented to English Nature. Care will be 
taken to ensure that the name and indentifying characteristics of interviewees will be 
kept confidential in any report or presentation. Participation in the interviews is entirely 
voluntary and you will be offered the opportunity to review the transcript of our 
discussion and indicate any comments that you would like to remain totally 
confidential. My aim is to provide a fair and accurate picture of the things I leam, in the 
context of my own interpretations.

I would greatly appreciate your input into my research and I look forward to speaking to 
you in the near future. I will follow up this letter with a telephone call during the week 
starting the 16̂ ’’ December to discuss the interview in more depth, answer any queries 
you may have and arrange an appropriate time. In the mean time if there is any more 
information your would like about my research please contact me at the address or 
phone number at the top of the page or at k.studd@ucl.ac.uk. Alternatively please 
contact Jonathan Burney on xxxxxx.

I look forward to hearing from you.

Yours sincerely.

Kate Studd
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IN TERV IEW  CHECKLIST -  STRATEGIC STAFF -  

PETER BO R O U G H

As each individual interviewed had different responsibilities, experiences and involvement 
with the issue of DIPs in EN, questions asked were tailored to suit the particular interview 
allowing the discussion to focus more or less on different themes. The questions below 
were only as a guide for the interview, not aU questions were asked in every interview.

Introduction 

Role in English Nature.

Roles and responsibilities now.

Different areas of the organisation you have had experience of working in 

How do you influence EN policy and processes now?

(through this discussion understand about how the organisation is structured)

A changing organisation

How have you seen the organisation change since you’ve been there, particularly in terms 
of the approach to working with others in delivering wüdhfe gain?

What were the causes of this change?

Organisations are a product of their history - the legislation passed, the culture in which the 
organisation was incepted, how has this affected how EN is today?

How influential is the Government on the approach EN takes to dehvering wüdhfe gain? 

E N ’s approach to delivering wildlife gain

Do you feel the organisation is adopting the most effective approach to safeguarding 
nature conservation in the UK?

EN uses a range of approaches to work with people on designated sites, and in the wider 
countryside. Use of regulation, advice, grants, and promotion to engage people. Where is 
EN most effective?

How central is legislation and regulation to achieving wüdhfe gain? What role does winning 
hearts and minds have?

Procedures set out in legislation for engaging with certain stakeholders on designated sites 
-  e.g. competent authorities, owner-occupiers. What about the pubhc and other interest 
groups who may value and have an interest in the site. Do they have a role to play in 
designated site management?

What do these procedures say about the way EN prioritises its stakeholders?
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To what extent can local staff decide on the approach they will use and how they wiU work 
with stakeholders?

How is effectiveness judged within the organisation?

How do these targets affect how and why stakeholders are engaged in EN ’s work? 

Habitats Directive

The Habitats Directive talks about sustainable development. To what extent does the 
legislation allow procedures to integrate social, economic and environmental values into 
management of these sites?

What is the role of Peterborough-based experts in determining local objectives and 
solutions for designated sites? What about the role of local knowledge?

How important is local ownership and support for securing favourable management? How 
effective is EN at achieving this?

How effective is EN at engaging with different values of nature?

About the objectives of the LIFE Project (where relevant)

DIPs in EN

The idea of involving organisations and individuals to a greater extent in conservation 
decision-making is talked about a lot. Why do you think this is?

Have you been involved in debates about this within the organisation?

Have you had experiences of being involved in a participation process?

How much of a priority do you think this is for EN alongside other priorities?

Who do you think EN needs to engage with more? Why?

When is it suitable for EN to involve people in setting conservation priorities?

Do you have a vision of how EN should respond to the participation agenda?

Do you think the way the organisation is currently structured, targeted and the procedures 
it adopts, facilitate or inhibit the use of participation?
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IN TERV IEW  CHECKLIST. LOCAL STAFF W ITH  EX PE R IE N C E  
OF DIPS.

Their role in English Nature.

Roles and responsibilities now and previous experiences.

A changing organisation

How have you seen the organisation change since you’ve been there, particularly in terms 
of the approach to working with others in delivering wildlife gain?

What were the causes of this change?

Effects on day to day working practices at local team level — types of projects, how EN 
engages with other organisations, owner-occupiers.

What priorities drive local teams?

How much flexibility exists at a local team level in terms of how to approach a problem 
and work with stakeholders?

E N ’s approach to delivering wildlife gain

Do you feel the organisation is adopting the most effective approach to safeguarding 
nature conservation in the UK?

EN uses a range of approaches to work with people on designated sites, and in the wider 
countryside. Use of regulation, advice, grants, and promotion to engage people. Where is 
EN most effective?

Experiences of using participatory processes

What triggered your interest in these processes?

What is your experience of using them?

What should be learnt by EN from your experiences?

What effect did your experience have on the way you approach future issues?

Do you think EN should use these processes more? In what way? Where within the 
organisation’s work programme?

Are there any changes that you think needs to be made to the way the organisation 
operates if these processes are going to be used more regularly? Were there any constraints 
that you came up against?
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Appendix 2

Details o f  three cases where D IPs have been used w ithin E N ’s Work

Programme



The use of focus groups in Natural Area programmes (EN Humber — Pennines 

Team) (1997).

Focus groups were used to explore peoples’ understanding of Natural Areas and to 

incorporate the ideas raised into the development of Natural Area Profiles. An initial study 

sent out questionnaires and then carried out a focus group discussion. The second stage of 

the process involved questionnaires from 517 residents and four focus groups.

As a result, the EN team felt it had learnt about peoples’ perceptions of nature, its 

decision-making processes were informed, and as a result it changed its publicity strategy. 

In addition the team felt it had added leverage over negotiations with local authorities 

because of information provided by the public.

2. Participatory Rural Appraisal in the development of the Bucks BAP. Chilterns 

Team (1998-1999).

At a conference held in December 1997 by the Buckinghamshire Nature Conservation 

Forum, it was agreed that the development of the Buckinghamshire Biodiversity Action 

Plan should occur through a predominantly ‘bottom-up’ process, whereby local people 

would be involved from the start of the process. As a result, a Working Group was set up 

(of forum members) to develop the process. Initially existing factual information about the 

key habitats within Buckinghamshire was collated into habitat statements. Some members 

of the Working Group then attended a training course with the Oxford Forestry Institute 

on Participatory Rural Appraisal, and as a result, 15 members of the Forum became trained 

facilitators. As part of the training exercise, interviews were carried out with members of 

the public in Aylesbury Town Centre, and two evening workshops were held to develop 

Habitat Action Plans for three key habitats. Following this training, further workshops 

were held for each Habitat on which an Action Plan was required. These workshops, open 

to anyone interested, tended to attract the ‘informed’ publics. The final BAP was sent out 

for consultation for aU participants.

Unfortunately since the BAP was produced no further engagement with local communities 

has taken place, due to the workload of the staff involved.
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Stakeholder Dialogue in the development of the N E  Kent European Management 

Scheme. Kent Team (1997-1999)

A series of four facilitated consensus-building workshops, led by The Environment 

Council, were held to development a management scheme for the N E Kent European 

Marine Site. This area included a SSSI, SPA, Ramsar site, and two cSACs, plus built up 

coastal resorts of Margate, Ramsgate, Thanet and Broadstaics. The project took advantage 

of the identified need for a Coastal Action Plan, to handle the conflicts between recreation, 

tourism and nature conservation. The process initially started in January 1997 when the 

Relevant Authorities for the European Marine Site came together to form a management 

group to discuss the development of the management scheme. Following a presentation on 

consensus building the group agreed to use the approach. After a bid for funding was 

accepted, a contract was let to the Environment Council to manage the process. Facilitators 

were trained up from the local authorities to facilitate the process. 4 workshops were run 

over a period of a year between July 1998 and July 1999. These workshops represented a 

single-tier, inclusive management structure, within which no organisation or individual had 

greater influence than another over the final outcomes. Participants represented a range of 

interests from around the area including local residents, business people as well as local 

authorities and conservationists. The workshops were used to create a vision for the area, 

collate information about ‘what happens and where’, and the development of codes of 

conduct of activities for the management scheme itself. The knowledge gained during this 

process fed into EN ’s statutory Regulation 33 advice for the site.

Following the development of the management scheme, the consensus-building approach 

has continued under the management of a Project Officer to carry out the more detailed 

negotiation of codes of conduct for activities affecting the site.
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Appendix 3

Details o f the designation o f the River Avon cSAC/SSSI and the Avon

Valley SPA/SSSI



River Avon cSAC citation

Description of site
Area name: River Avon
Administrative area: Bournemouth

Dorset
Hampshire
Wiltshire

Component SSSI: Jones' MiU
Lower Woodford Water Meadows 
Porton Meadows 
River Avon System 
River Till

Reasons for recommendation as a candidate Special Area of Conservation
This area has been recommended as a candidate Special Area of Conservation (SAC) because it 
contains habitat types and/or species which are rare or threatened within a European context. The SSSI 
citation describes the special interests for which the site was notified in the British context. [NB: not for 
marine interests below mean low water mark]. The interests for which the site was selected as SSSI may 
differ from the interests selected in a European context. The area is considered to have a high diversity 
of habitats/species of European importance.

Interest(s) submitted to the European Commission
European interest(s):

1. Cottusgobio for which this is considered to be one of the best areas in the United Kingdom.
Bullhead. The bullhead is a small bottom-living fish found in the upper reaches of lowland rivers and 
lower and middle reaches of upland rivers in England and Wales. It is not found in badly polluted 
rivers.

2. hampetraplaneri for which this is considered to be one of the best areas in the United Kingdom.
Brook lamprey. The brook lamprey is a primitive, jawless fish resembling an eel and is the smallest of 
the lampreys found in the UK. It lives entirely in fresh water and occurs over most of the UK in 
streams and occasionally in lakes.

3. Vetromj^n marinus for which this is considered to be one of the best areas in the United Kingdom.
Sea lamprey. This is a primitive, jawless fish resembling an eel. It is the largest of the lampreys found in 
the UK. It inhabits North Atlantic coastal waters and migrates to spawn in rivers. It has a widespread 
distribution within the UK, although populations have declined due to pollution and barriers to 
migration.

4. Salmo salar for which this is considered to be one of the best areas in the United Kingdom.
Atlantic salmon. The Atlantic salmon is the largest of our migratory fish and spawns in the least 
polluted rivers of north-west Europe. It has declined due to over-fishing at sea, pollution and barriers 
to migration within its spawning rivers. The UK supports a large proportion of the salmon population 
in the European Union.
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5. X̂ ertigo moulinsiana for which this is considered to be one of the best areas in the United Kingdom. 
Desmoulin's whorl snail. This small snail is found in base-rich wetlands where there are long- 
established swamps, fens and marshes usually bordering lowland rivers and lakes. It lives on the leaves 
of reed sweet-grass Gljceria maxima and large sedges Carex species. It occurs at scattered sites in a broad 
band stretching across England, from the Norfolk Broads to Dorset, with isolated populations 
elsewhere. Within the European Union, only England and Ireland are considered to have reasonable 
populations.

6. Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis and Callitricho-Batrachion 
vegetation for which this is considered to be one of the best areas in the United Kingdom. Rivers with 
floating vegetation often dominated by water-crowfoot. Rivers that support characteristic communities 
of water-crowfoot Ranunculus species, which often dominate the plant community in the river channel. 
This vegetation occurs in relatively unpolluted waters, in a diverse range of river types.

River Avon System SSSI Citation

SITE NAME: River Avon System

Status: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) notified under Section 28 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).

Environment Agency Region: South Wessex

Water Company: Wessex Water pic, Bournemouth and West Hampshire Water
Company

Local Planning Authorities: Hampshire County Council, Dorset County Council,
Wiltshire County Council, East Dorset District Council, New Forest 
District Council, Christchurch Borough Council, Salisbury District 
Council, Kennet District Council, West Wilts District Council

National Grid Reference: SZl 63923 (Christchurch Harbour) to: SU073583 (Avon) ST867413
(Wylye) ST963297 (Nadder), SU170344 (Bourne) SZ241147 
(Dockens Water)

Extent of River SSSI: Approx 205.11 km, 507.79 ha

Ordnance Survey Sheet: (1:50 000) 173 183 184 195

Date notified (under 1981 Act): 16th December 1996

Other Information: new river SSSI
This site is listed as Grade 1* quality in "A Nature Conservation Review" edited by DA Ratcliffe, 
C.U.P., 1977 Parts of the site are separately notified as: Lower Woodford Water Meadows SSSI (1987); 
East Harnham Meadows (1995); Britford Water Meadows (1987); Avon Valley (Bickton-Christchurch) 
SSSI (1993).
The site is significant for the following habitat and species covered by Council Directive 92/43/EEC 
on The Conservation Of Natural Habitats and of Wild Flora and Fauna:
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Habitat
Floating vegetation of Ranunculus of plain an submountainous rivers 

Species
Sea Lamprey Petromjt^n marinus Annex Ila
Brook lamprey hampetra planeri Annex Ila
Atlantic salmon Salmo salar Annex Ila, Va
Bullhead Cottus gobio Annex Ila
Desmoulin’s Whorl Snail Vertigo moulinsiana Annex Ila

Parts of the site lie in the Avon Valley Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) and/or the West 
Wiltshire Downs and Cranborne Chase Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). It also passes 
through the New Forest.

Description and Reasons for Notification

Key Features
The River Avon and its tributaries are of national and international importance for their wildlife 
communities. The Avon is richer and more varied than in most chalk streams with over 180 species of 
aquatic plant having been recorded, one of the most diverse fish faunas in Britain and a wide range of 
aquatic invertebrates. It rises in the Pewsey Vale as a network of clay streams fed by chalk springs. 
These converge to a chalk river running through Salisbury Plain. At Salisbury this is joined by the main 
Wiltshire tributaries and develops into a large calcareous river flowing over more acid sands and clay as 
it passes the New Forest and the Dorset Heaths. The site includes the Dockens Water, a largely 
unmodified acid stream draining New Forest heathlands. The Wiltshire tributaries, of interest in their 
own right and with contrasting geologies, are included primarily on account of their importance, with 
the Avon itself for internationally rare or threatened species ÇRainunculus vegetation, sea lamprey, brook 
lamprey, bullhead, A dan tic salmon and Desmoulin’s whorl snail). The Bourne section is a pure chalk 
stream, the Wylye rises in clay and develops into a chalk stream and the Nadder is influenced by 
greensand but again primarily calcareous in character.

In the upper reaches of the system the rivers support outstanding chalk stream fisheries. The 
surrounding land is mainly grazed or arable. From Salisbury to Ringwood the floodplain is much 
broader and the river becomes braided where old water meadow channels exist. The floodplain is 
largely given over to grazing.

The upper reaches of the rivers are largely fed from chalk springs and in the Avon itself flows are 
relatively constant. The water quality of the Avon and northern tributaries are affected by high levels of 
phosphates and nitrates. These appear to adversely affect the flora, especially downstream of sewage 
discharges.

Flora
The plant communities in the Avon and the three northern tributaries are characteristic of a calcareous 
river with a clay influence. The water crowfoot Ranunculus penicillatus var pseudofluitans is dominant 
through most of the river. Other water crowfoot species are present, reflecting different conditions. In 
the upper reaches R peltatus occurs, in the middle reaches Rfluitans and in the lower, more sluggish, 
river R circinatus. The Dockens Water supports R flammula and R omiophjllus which are characteristic 
more of bogs that rivers. Two other groups of aquatic plants are characteristic of the different 
geological influences. The starworts Callitriche obtusangula and Cplatycarpa grow with water crowfoot in 
clumps on the river beds. C  stagnalis is more frequent in the chalk tributaries and C  hamulata in the 
Dockens Water. Pondweeds reflect the more enriched nature of the Avon itself with Potomageton 
pectinatus and Pperfoliatus in the upper reaches, and P lucens, P  silicifolius (a hybrid between the last two
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species) and P berchtoldii in the lower section. In the more acid Dockens Water bog pondweed P 
poljgonifolius and broad-leaved pondweed P natans are found. The influence of the more acid sands is 
also illustrated by the occurrence of common spike-rush Eleocharis palustris and hemlock water- drop wort 
Oenanthe crocata. Other species of the channel flora in the Avon include spiked water-milfoil Myriophyllum 
spicatum, arrowhead Sagittaria sagittifolius, lesser water-parsnip Berula erecta and fool’s water-cress Apium  
nodijlorum. Flowering rush Butomus umhellatus occurs in both its submergent and emergent forms, 
perhaps its fullest expression in a British river. The nationally scarce river water dropwort Oenanthe 
jluviatilis is found in the Avon and the Wylye, and the locally important hemlock water dropwort 
Oenanthe crocata also occurs in the system, although more characteristically at the river edge.

Adjacent and associated habitats comprise swamp, wet woodland and flood pasture habitats that are 
now rare both locally and nationally, although they would once have dominated the floodplains of the 
upper Avon. The swamp communities are dominated by sweet grass Glyceria maxima, common reed 
Phragmites australis or lesser pond sedge Carex acutiformis. These are especially important habitats for 
invertebrates and birds.
The wet woodlands are dominated by Aàex: Alnusglutinosa. Their ground flora is governed by the water 
levels, with nettles Urtica dioca on dryer ground and greater tussock sedge Carexpaniculata in wetter 
areas. There are small stands of mixed alder-ash Fraxinus woodland, whose ground flora is
characterised by creeping jenny lysimachia nemorum.
The site includes small fragments of agriculturally unimproved flood pasture. These are dominated by 
three rare grassland types: meadow foxtail-great \s\xcx\ç.t Alopecuruspratensis-Sanguisorba officianalis-, crested 
dog’s tail-black knapweed Cynosurus cristatus-Centaurea nigra and crested dog’s tail-marsh marigold C  
cristatus- Calthapalustris. These flower rich grasslands are relics of traditional grazing systems once 
common throughout Wiltshire’s river valleys. Their swards are more productive without fertilisers than 
many other grassland types, however they are inferior by modern agricultural standards and most have 
been lost to drainage and fertilisation.

Invertebrates
The invertebrate fauna of the Avon is extremely rich and contains most of the species associated with a 
large river running through calcareous areas. In the upper stretches, over clay, there is a reasonable 
range of mayfly species and a variety of gastropods. The middle reaches have the most diverse fauna, 
again especially mayflies and moUusca, including the very localised Baetis atrebatinus. Tail fen habitats are 
notable for the presence of the internationally important Desmoulin’s Whorl Snail. From the lower 
river two species of aquatic mollusc have been recorded: Valvata macrostoma (vulnerable status) and the 
pea mussel Pisidium tenuilineatum (rare status), both inhabitants of slow flowing waters.

Birds
The river system and its adjacent vegetation provide a variety of habitats for breeding, wintering and 
migrating birds. The lower Avon supports a good breeding populations oî)ssngBs,het Alcedo atthis, reed 
warbler Acrocephalus scirpaceus and sedge warbler Acrocephalus schoenobaenus. It is also important as a 
feeding site for passage birds, in particular common sandpiper Tringa hypoleucos, green sandpiper Tringa 
ochropus and g2Ltg2Lntj Anas querquedula. Several pairs of the rare Cettis warbler Cettia cetti are associated 
with the riverine habitats.
Around Salisbury and in the upper reaches of the system birds breeding on the river include little grebe 
Tachybaptus rujicollis, kingfisher and mute swan. Fringing vegetation is used by reed bunting Emberi^  
schoeniclus, yellow wagtail Motacilla flava, sedge and reed warblers.

Fish
The system has an extremely diverse fish fauna with more species recorded in the Avon than in any 
other British river. The renowned salmonid fisheries, with wild populations of migratory sea trout Salmo
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trutta, brown trout and Atlantic salmon Salmo salar. A wide range of coarse fish are present, including 
bullhead Cottusgohio, minnow Phoxinusphoxinus, 3-spined stickleback Gasterosteus aculeatus, dace Ijeuciscus 
leuciscus, stone loach Noemacheilus barbatulus, pike Esox lucius, grayling Thjmallus tl^mallus, Anguilla 
anguilla, perch Perea Jluviatilis, roach Paitilus rutilus, gudgeon Gobio gobio, h\c2lk Albumus albumus. The 
system is notable for sea Petromjs(on marinus and brook lamprey EampetraJluviatilis, the latter having 
particularly important spawning areas in the upper reaches.

Mammals
The system as a whole is well used by water voles Arvicola terrestris and water shrews NeomysJodiens, with 
occasional recent evidence of otter Eutra lutra.
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Appendix 4

Interview Schedule for Stakeholder Interviews: River Avon case study



Interview Schedule — Avon Stakeholders

Introduction
About yourself, your organisation, your interests and involvement with the River Avon 

Influential Groups on the River
Who do you feel are the key players with most influence over your interest in the river? 

Involvement in decision-making
Who do you involve in decisions that lie within your remit /  responsibilities?
What factors influence the decisions you make?

Are you happy with the level of involvement you have in decisions made about the river’s 
management at a local and strategic level? Discuss consultation /  decision-making.

Are your knowledge /  interests fuUy represented in poHcy or management decisions?

When do you feel it is most appropriate to involve a wider range of interest groups?
Are there some decisions /  situations where you feel that consultation isn’t appropriate?

What do you want from involvement in a consultation /  discussion process - benefits, motivation, 
expectations, (process, outcomes, perspectives)

Relationship between interest groups
Which organisations /  groups do you feel you have a good relationship with on the river? What 
formulates a good relationship? What causes bad relations?

Do you feel there is a sense of common understanding or common purpose about what it is that 
people are striving for on the river (within your org, between orgs)? Explain

How do groups resolve their different interests and work together? conflict resolution?

EN
What are your experiences of working with English Nature?

SAC
Do you feel adequately informed of the purpose and effect of the SAC designation on activities? 

River Conservation Strategy.
The River Conservation Strategy will try to puU together the relevant parts of the wide 
range of existing plans and fora that relate to or affect the interests of the cSAC.
Are there aspects of river /  catchment management that need to be integrated?

If you had the opportunity to design your involvement in the strategy process - what role would 
you have? What would the RCS try to achieve?

Finally Is there anything which you feel we haven’t covered that you would like to talk about 
(on/off record)
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Appendix 5

Results o f the ODA Stakeholder Analysis Process. A ssessing  

Stakeholders against Influence and Importance



A ssessm ent o f Relative Influence, Importance and Position o f Local Stakeholders to the River Avon Conservation  
Strategy.

EN access to national and local scientific knowledge aiding decisions 
Statutory responsibilities which must be considered
Influence over decisions made at a local and strategic level through regulation, 
funding and advice.
Beyond the statutory channels related to designation, EN holds much less 
informal influence over stakeholders than EA.
Time and funds dedicated to the river SAC and developing a strategy.
HIGH

Strategy important mechanism to help 
get SAC in favourable condition, and 
for EN to build relationships and 
influence others through non-statutory 
processes 
HIGH

Lead Agency 
SUPPORTIVE

EA In-house and external access to expert and local knowledge
Statutory responsibilities which must be considered
Control of funds and consents for river management works
Very influential over the activities of other stakeholders through formal and
informal mechanisms — Key implementation mechanism
HIGH

Strategy may help EA achieve internal 
policy objectives and as a competent 
authority, ensure policies compatible 
with SAC needs.
HIGH

A project parmer 
SUPPORTIVE

Water
Companies

Knowledge and understanding of water resource issues and ecological impacts 
Statutory responsibilities to deliver water must be considered in decisions 
Potential implementation mechanism through funds, poHcies & awareness 
raising exercises to improve understanding of water resource issues & tackle 
consumer demand amongst public and their shareholders

MEDIUM-HIGH

Identified by EN as a stakeholder 
group they would like to involve more 
closely in discussions about the SAC. 
Competent authority so strategy may 
help ensure policies compatible with 
SAC needs. But, SAC impacts 
predominantly dealt with through 
AMP3 & other statutory mechanisms. 
MEDIUM-HIGH

Would Like to be more 
closely involved in river 
governance. However, 
may not see much other 
benefit from being 
involved.
SUPPORTIVE, but 
maybe
UNINTERESTED?

County
Councils

Influential in strategic land planning areas selected as appropriate for 
development or other potentially impacting activities.

EN keen to get councils to adopt a 
more proactive approach to the river.

Possibly uninterested /  
unable to find time or



U)

Responsibilities an important consideration in decision-making, particularly 
relating to abstraction and planning.
Hold broad overview of social, economic, environmental issues for county but 
little specific knowledge of the Avon or nature conservation.
Little access to £, so questionable whether they will aid strategy implementation 
other than through forward planning.
MEDIUM

However, the SAC has little interest to 
them beyond statutory processes, and 
the strategy does not overlap with 
their priority interests despite being a 
competent authority.

MEDIUM-LOW

people to commit to 
strategy, unless directly 
relevant to their 
activities.
POSSIBLY
UNINTERESTED?

District 
Councils /  
Unitary 
Authorities

Influential over development decisions likely to impact the river. 
Responsibilities an important consideration in decision-making about issues 
relating to urbanised areas, (but much of catchment privately ownecÇ 
Hold broad overview of social, economic, environmental issues in the district, 
but little specific knowledge of Avon or nature conservation.
Potential role in raising local awareness and community involvement in river 
through community strategy process 
Little access to £ or time 
MEDIUM-HIGH (could increase)

Nature conservation low priority and 
SAC little interest beyond the statutory 
processes, but EN would like them to 
be more involved and aware of their 
role in SAC.
MEDIUM-LOW

Possibly uninterested /  
unable to find resources 
Unless directly relevant 
to their activities 
POSSIBLY 
UNINTERESTED?

Nature Conservation Interests
WWT No legislative powers but very influential through position on fora and 

consultation processes, key enabling role for local community interests and 
fisheries.
Could play a key role in implementation
Understanding of the Avon system both politically and ecologically. 
MEDIUM- HIGH

Strategy could be a key way to 
maximise the contribution of the 
Wildlife Trusts to nature conservation 
of the river. Protection of other 
species /  habitats also of interest to 
the strategy MEDIUM- HIGH

SUPPORTIVE

HWT Very influential through position on fora and consultation processes, key 
enabling and communication role for local communities, farmers and 
landowners in Avon valley. So could play a key role In implementation of 
actions relating to the valley
Understanding of Avon system both politically and ecologically. 
MEDIUM-HIGH

Interests and involvement more in the 
agricultural management of the Avon 
Valley. Strategy could be key way to 
maximise contribution of HWT to 
priority conservation isssues. 
MEDIUM-HIGH

SUPPORTIVE



U)
LA

DWT Less involved and knowledgeable of Avon issues.
But well networked and connected to local community and farmers. 
Experiential and scientific knowledge of conservation issues 
MEDIUM

Strategy could be way to maximise 
contribution of DWT to priority 
conservation issues on Avon. But less 
important because of little overlap 
with the strategy’s geographic focus 
MEDIUM

SUPPORTIVE

RSPB Well networked into conservation-oriented fora (AVLG, WLMP, AEG), so 
hold understanding of Avon issues.
Scientific /  expert knowledge of floodplain management, nationally /  
internationally networked, hold resources and avian survey records.
But little direct influence over on-the-ground decisions relating to river 
management beyond advisory role and little ability to facilitate impllementation. 
MEDIUM -  LOW

Interested more in the impacts of the 
river’s management on the Valley, 
rather than the river itself. 
MEDIUM-LOW

SUPPORTIVE

Fishery Interests
WFA Represent or have links to most of those who manage the river for fisheries 

north of Salisbury, and therefore are influential over member’s actions,
V .  well networked locally and nationally, 
good links with EA and EN
knowledge and expertise of local fisheries management
angling licenses and rents fund much river management works
control of resources make them important for the resolution of issues relating to
fisheries management.
MEDIUM-HIGH

Strategy has potential to improve 
riverine environment for fishery 
management.

HIGH

would support a 
process to develop 
actions to improve 
quality of river, 
would not want to be 
excluded, but unwilling 
to enter into ‘talking 
shop’.
POTENTIALLY
ANTAGONISTIC?

ASRA umbrella group for most landowners in Valley so are influential over actions of 
members
Control of land and river channel makes them important for the resolution of 
issues relating to valley and fisheries management.
Socio-economic & political status, 
well-networked locally and nationally, 
potential access to £ for strategy delivery
less direct knowledge and understanding of river management than WFA 
MED-HIGH

Stategy has potential to improve 
riverine management for salmon 
stocks and other concerns of riparian 
owners. But ASRA not directly 
interested in other aspects of SAC. 
MED - HIGH

Frustrated with lack of 
action to deal with 
salmon. Potentially 
antagonistic unless 
action results from 
discussions!

POTENTIALLY
ANTAGONISTIC



w
0 \

WSRT A pressure group conflicting with others over management
Access to specialist knowledge on salmon issues and well-networked in national
debates
poor relationships with other key stakeholders both 1° and 2°, potential to 
negatively influence the strategy
httle control of resources on river, so httle direct influence on river 
management.
MED

Interests overlap regarding salmon, 
but because agencies feel there’s httle 
actions that can be done, and salmon 
issues being tackled through EA 
Salmon Liaison Group, their interests 
unhkely to be focus of strategy. 
MED-LOW

poor relations with 
other key stakeholders, 
and unless action 
results for sahnon. 
POTENTIALLY 
ANTAGONISTIC

Christchurc 
h Netsmen

Local knowledge of riverine issues at the mouth of the river 
Low influence over behaviour of others, httle control of resources, unlikely to 
contribute to strategy implementation because they already practice catch and 
release of salmon.
LOW-MED

Interests overlap with strategy 
regarding sahnon, but this issue being 
tackled through Sahnon Liaison 
Group 
MED-LOW

? UNINTERESTED?

Fish
farmers

Hold httle influence over the behaviour of others. 
Unlikely to contribute to strategy implementation, 
Control of river channel in some areas for fish farming 
LOW

Little interest in ecology or 
conservation of river. Fish farming is 
an impact on the river controUed 
through one to one negotiation /  
regulation.
LOW

? UNINTERESTED?

Landowning Interests
MoD -
Defence
Estates

Little involvement or influence over riverine issues or knowledge of SAC — left 
to tenant fishing club. Very good informal relationships with EN and they tend 
to haise directly over conservation issues
Training Area Estate Management have hnks to local communities hving along 
Avon on MOD land. Potential means of raising awareness and community 
involvement in the river.
MED-LOW

Conservation staff interested in 
becoming more aware of riverine 
issues. But they are not seen as a 
priority for the strategy, despite being 
a competent authority.
MEDIUM -LOW

SUPPORTIVE

Other
riparian

The majority of big landowners are affihated to ASRA or WFA, if they don’t it is 
assumed they have httle involvement /  interest in the river. As owner-occupiers

Unknown. They are able to negotiate 
directly with EN/EA over any

UNKNOWN



U )

owners they will be part of statutory consultations to do with the SAC, and negotiate 
any impacts with EN/EA directly, so there are mechanisms to protect their 
interests.
LOW

planned activities that may impact on 
the river.
LOW

Agricultural Interest
Farmers Not particularly well networked especially in relation to river, however 

networks currently being developed in relation to Landcare, & Water Level 
Management Plans. Influenced by organisations like FRCA, NFU, FWAG, 
MAFF.
Unorganised group — act mainly as individuals with little influence over 
behaviour of others.
Tenant farmers in particular can have little influence over the long-term 
approach to farming their land due to financial constraints and short-term 
leases, so unlikely to directly be able to facilitate strategy implementation 
Understanding of issues in agriculture may be important in resolving issues 
relating to pollution.
LOW-MEDIUM

To reduce impact of agricultural 
practices on the SAC the needs and 
interests of farmers must be 
considered. The strategy is likely to 
review current initiatives to help 
farmers reduce their impact on the 
SAC.

MEDIUM

UNKNOWN, but 
possibly uninterested 
Maybe interested in 
more focused 
discussions.

NFU Tend to be reactive to concerns of farmers rather than proactive.
Poorly networked in riverine and environmental networks other than Landcare 
Provide a means of passing on information to farmers
Hold understanding of issues and problems in agriculture which may be useful 
in tackling agricultural pollution.
MED-LOW

Interests with strategy don’t directly 
overlap unless actions identified which 
they have a specific interest in.
LOW

SUPPORTIVE but 
uninterested. Maybe 
interested in more 
focused discussions

FWAG Technical knowledge and understanding of relationship between farm 
management and nature conservation.
Able to influence farm management but on reactive basis only
If funds available would be a potential implementation mechanism for initiatives
to advise and support farmers about impact on river
MED-LOW

Interests not directly overlapping with 
strategy, unless specifically tackling 
agricultural issues — predominantly 
dealt with through Landcare 
MED-LOW

SUPPORTIVE, but 
would want to take a 
more action-oriented 
role in relation to 
specific issues

FRCA Influential means of changing farmer behaviour within ESA, but constrained by Interests mainly in agricultural SUPPORTIVE but



the rigidity of the ESA scheme itself,
Technical knowledge of farm business, and integrating environmentally friendly 
management.
Increasingly working closely with EN and EA staff to improve management in 
Avon valley.
As with other agricultural interests would be useful in focused debates 
MEDIUM

management of Avon Valley. They are 
already actively involved through other 
initiatives — Avon valley BAP, WLMP. 
Unsure of benefit of engaging in 
strategy.
MEDIUM

want a focused role in 
strategy

Local
Community
Interests

Very poorly organised or networked into river governance other than through 
representative democratic structures — i.e. councils. So hold little influence. 
Little knowledge of riverine issues, or their impacts on the river in an indirect 
way — as water company customers and consumers etc. but value the river as 
part of their local environment.

LOW

Little perceived overlap by EN with 
community interests and the 
conservation and in-channel focus of 
the strategy.
However, some community groups 
may be interested in being involved in 
management of the river in urbanised 
areas.
LOW-MEDIUM

UNKNOWN

Other
recreational 
interests -  
walking, 
canoeing

Interests poorly represented in riverine fora (because they have very little access 
to the river) and they hold very little influence.
An increased influence would be seen as controversial with landowning and 
fishing interests represented through EA and County Councils.
LOW

Strategy not seen as appropriate forum 
to debate access issues because of 
controversy with landowners and 
fishing interests. LEAP is most 
appropriate forum.
LOW.

UNKNOWN /  
UNINTERESTED?

U)
oo



Criteria for Assessment:
Influence: The power the stakeholder has over the type of decisions that need to be made 

in the strategy (holding responsibilities, knowledge and /  or control of resources affecting 
the ability to resolve issues), the ability to facilitate the implementation of the strategy 
(through funding, policies, or networks with other stakeholders), or the ability to negatively 
affect the success of the strategy (through inability or unwillingness to co-operate). 
Importance: whether the needs and interests of the stakeholders are to be the focus of the 
strategy — i.e. the extent to which the interests of the stakeholders overlap with the strategy 
focus on in-channel conservation and whether it is seen as necessary to address these 
interests to achieve strategy goals (helping to deliver favourable condition of the SAC, 
particularly by resolving issues which are not being tackled elsewhere by statutory 
mechanisms or other initiatives).
Position: attitude of the stakeholder to the river conservation strategy — willingness to be 
involved.
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Appendix 6

Additional Details o f the Avon Strategy Process



Details of Meetings

The Avon River Conservation Strategy Working Group meetings

Date Attendees No.
Particip
ants

Objective

Working 
Group 
Meeting 1

1 4 /0 8 /0 1 E N  (W ilts, H an ts, D o rse t); E A  
(Landcare), W essex  W ater; H ants CC; 
K en n et D C ; N e w  F o rest D C ; Salisbury  
D C ; W est W ilts D C ; W iltsh ire W ildhfe  
Trust; H an ts W ild life T rust, W F A ; A S R A

13 Setting  
objectives for  
strategy &  
agreeing top ic  
groups

Working 
Group 
Meeting 2

0 6 /1 1 / 0 1 E N  W ilts; E A  (R estoration); W essex  
W ater; H an ts CC; K en n e t D C ; H ants  
W T; W F A ; A SR A

8 SDA Process
-  A greein g  
criteria

Working 
Group 
Meeting 3

23/09/02 E N  (W ilts); E A  (R estoration); W essex  
W ater; B o u rn em o u th  &  W est H an ts  
W ater; W ilts CC; H an ts CC; K en n e t D C ; 
Salisbury D C ; D E F R A -R D S ; W ilts 
W ildhfe Trust; W F A ; A S R A

11 D iscu ss in g  
draft strategy  
&
con su lta tion

Working 
Group 
Meeting 4

0 8 / 1 0 / 0 2 E N  (W ilts, D orset); E A  (Area M anager, 
R estoration); W essex  W ater; W ilts CC; 
H an ts CC; K en n et D C ; Sahsbury D C ; 
W est W ilts D C ; W ilts W ildhfe Trust; 
H an ts W ildhfe Trust; W F A ; A SR A .

13 SDA Process
-  A greein g  
prioritised  hst 
o f  issues

Working 
Group 
Meeting 5

16/12/02 E N  (W ilts, D orset); E A  (R estoration); 
W essex  W ater; W üts CC; H an ts CC; 
K en n et D C ; Sahsbury D C ; D E F R A , W est  
W ilts D C ; W ilts W ild hfe Trust; H ants  
W ildhfe Trust; W F A ; A S R A .

14 D iscu ssin g
strategy
d issem in ation
&
im p lem en tat
io n
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Outputs Working Group 1 — Agreed List of Topic Groups plus Comments.

Issue Comments on effectiveness of current 
initiatives

Topic Group?

A griculture E x istin g  m ech an ism s w h ich  sh ou ld  b e  
ad dressing prob lem s currently in e ffec tiv e

Y E S

D e v e lo p m e n t E x istin g  cou n cil m ech an ism s to  con tro l e ffec t  
o f  d ev e lo p m en t currently n o t  w ork in g  as 
effective ly  as w ish ed

N O

D isch arge  o f  
P ollu tin g  Substances

C o n sen ted  p rocesses  adequately b e in g  
addressed , b u t d iffu se  p o llu tion  issu es, and  
escap e o f  farm ed fish  n eed  to  b e  addressed

N O , b u t d iffu se  
p o llu tio n , fish  escap e to  
b e  con sid ered  in  other  
grou p s

A b straction T en d s to  b e  reso lv ed  through  statutory  
m ech an ism s

Y E S  — at th e  req uest o f  
W F A

F lo o d  d efen ce  /  land  
drainage

O n g o in g  W ater L evel M an agem en t P lan  
sh ou ld  reso lve  m o st issu es relating to  f lo o d  
d efen ce .

N O . O th er  key issu es to  
b e  taken up in  fisheries 
and restoration  groups

F isheries
M anagem ent

P oten tia l con flicts m ay exist, p o ss ib ly  a lack  
o f  understanding  and com m u n ica tion  o f  
ob jectives b etw een  con servation  and fisheries 
in terests.

Y E S  — in form al 
d iscu ssion  on ly

R ecreation N o t  th ou gh t to  b e  im portant en o u g h  to  
d iscuss, b u t access cou ld  b e  an issu e  in  the  
future

N O

F orestry N o t  th o u g h t to  b e  im p act o n  river, n eed  
in form ation  b efo re  any actions

N O

Sw an grazing O n g o in g  d iscu ssion  and research about 
im p acts o n  R anunculus h asn ’t yet determ ined  
w h eth er this is an issue.

In c lu d ed  in  T r o b le m  
S p ec ies’ group

P redation  (M ink /  
p isc ivorou s birds)

N o  in tegrated  initiative to  d eterm ine im p act 
or reso lve  p rob lem s

Y E S . P rob lem  Species 
G rou p

cSA C  boundary In  future boundary m ay b e  rev iew ed  by E N ,  
b u t this w o u ld  b e  a statutory procedure

N O

C o n sen tin g  p ro to co l 
b etw een  E N  and E A

Id en tified  as a p rob lem  in pre-strategy  
in terv iew s, b u t b e in g  d ev e lo p ed  throu gh  a 
separate p rocess.

N O

A djacen t D esig n a ted  
Sites

Id en tified  as a p rob lem  in pre-strategy  
process .

In teractions to  b e  
con sid ered  in  aU groups

C om m u n ication s Id en tified  as a p rob lem  in  pre-strategy  
process .

N O . Issu e to  b e  
con sid ered  in  aU groups

N e w  F orest Stream s L ack o f  in form ation  ab ou t th e  e ffec t o f  th ese  
stream s running in to  the river

N O

E xternal In flu en ces -  
C lim ate C hange, 
International fisheries

T h o u g h t to  b e  o u ts id e  sc o p e  o f  strategy — 
b ecau se  loca l stakeholders cou ld  n o t  
in flu en ce  issu e

N O

N atural P rocesses B ey o n d  sc o p e  o f  strategy N O
C hristchurch
H arbour

L ittle k n o w n  or u n d erstood  ab ou t harbour 
and in teraction  w ith  strategy

Y E S

322



Avon Strategy Topic Group Meetings

Topic Group 
Meeting

Date No.
Participants^

Objectives (taken from minutes)

R estoration  and  
R ehabilitation.

23 N o v e m b e r  
2 0 0 1 ,
3 A p ril 2002 .

9

11

Id en tify  issu es for th e  R iver A v o n  cSA C  
assoc ia ted  w ith  current and p o ss ib le  
future rehabilitation  p rojects (in
ch an n el and o n  th e  floodp la in ) and  
m eans by w h ich  they can b e  addressed .

Id en tify  princip les for strategic  
rehabilitation  priorities o n  the R iver  
A v o n  cSA C , in clu d in g  th e  ob jectives o f  
rehabilitation  /  restoration  in  relation  to  
th e  cSA C  features.

P rov id e  gu id an ce for  th e  delivery o f  
future rehabilitation  p rojects o n  the  
ground.

P rob lem
Species.

28  N o v e m b e r  
2001 ,
23  January 2 0 0 2

6
8

Id entify  issu es for  the R iver A v o n  cSA C  
associa ted  w ith  p rob lem  sp ecies, and  
m ean s by w h ich  they can b e  addressed.

Id entify  issu es for th e  R iver A v o n  SSSI 
and w ider b iod iversity  associated  w ith  
p rob lem  sp ec ies , and  m eans by w h ich  
th ey  can b e  addressed .

D iffu se  
P ollu tion  from  
A griculture

5 D ecem b er  
2001 ,
5 M arch 2002 .

9
7

Id en tify  issu es for the R iver A v o n  cSA C  
associa ted  w ith  agricultural d iffu se  
p o llu tio n  and m ean s b y  w h ich  they can  
b e  addressed .

C hristchurch
H arbour:

7 D e c em b er  2 0 0 2 16 Id entify  issu es for the R iver A v o n  cSA C  
associa ted  w ith  C hristchurch H arbour  
and m eans by w h ich  they can b e  
addressed .

F isheries
M anagem ent

21 Ju n e 2 0 0 2 6 In form al exp loration  o f  fishery  
m an agem en t issu es w h ich  m ay affect 
th e  cSA C  interests.

A bstraction: 17 M ay 20 0 2 5 In form al d iscu ss io n  over  h o w  
abstraction  issu es b e in g  tackled.
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Details of The SDA Process (adapted from documentation produced by the Project 

Officer)

The approach used to prioritise the issues identified for the River Avon cSAC was adapted 

from a method used in development of the New Forest LEAPb The method combines 

discussion and negotiation between stakeholders with a systematic decision analysis 

approach.

Rationale

provides a systematic method for prioritisation of issues 

is inclusive of people involved in managing the river and catchment 

promotes negotiation and consensus building 

ensures aU the issues are appraised on the same terms 

is open and transparent

creates a decision-making path that can be re-traced if the outcomes are disputed

Through a series of workshops, the working group developed the criteria, assessed issues 

against the criteria and reviewed and agreed the final list priorities for action. The diagram 

below shows the approach to carrying out the methodology.

‘ Clark J, Burgess B , Dando N , Bhattachary D , H eppel K, Jones P, M urlis J, W ood 'P-,l^riontising the 
Issues in Local Environment Agency Plans through Consensus Building with Stakeholder Groups. 
Environm ent A gency R& D Technical Record W 1 14
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Prior to work group 2

Work group 2 
November 6^ 2001

Familiarise with process and 
suggest criteria

Produce and agree an inclusive list of criteria for 
prioritising issues for the River Avon cSAC

Prior to working group 
October 8^ 2002

! Work Group meeting Oct 8*"' 2002 |
! Identify precise issues and potential -
! solutions !
! Evaluate issues against criteria !

Assign weighting to criteria

c Calculate

Produce prioritise!j  list

1r

Review final prioritised listOctober 8̂  ̂meeting

Working Group 2, Procedure:

Setting the Criteria.

1. Introduction to the process, and update on the strategy

2. Participants worked in pairs of similar interest, to brainstorm a list of criteria 

and the associated reasoning

3. In groups of 4 participants clarified, condensed and agreed on criteria, with the 

help of a facilitator, ensuring that they were relevant to the strategy, and 

workable as criteria.

4. Working as a single facilitated group, similar criteria were grouped together and 

any clarification and rewording agreed to reach a list of 10-12 criteria to be 

taken forward.

Following the workshop an email exercise was carried out whereby each participant scored 

each criterion out of 100 according to their relative importance. Criteria thought to be
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important were assigned a higher weight than criteria that were thought to be less so. The 

scores submitted by individuals were normalised and averaged. Everyone’s initial criteria 

were represented in the final Hst of criteria presented below:

Ranked Criteria plus Reasoning.

Rank
given

Criteria Reasoning

A T o  w h a t ex ten t w ill reso lv in g  the  
issu e  con trib u te to  favourable  
co n d it io n  o f  th e  cSA C?

Issu es having negative  im p acts o n  favourable co n d itio n  
across a range o f  ind icators n eed  to  b e  addressed.

B T o  w h a t ex ten t can th e  issue b e  
reso lved  in  a sustainable way 
(social, en v iron m en t, econ om ic)?

Sustainable (socially, eco n o m ica lly  and environm entally) 
so lu tion s to issues are n eed ed .

C T o  w h at ex ten t d o es the  
reso lu tion  o f  this issu e  ben efit  
w ider biodiversity?

R eso lv e  issues in  a w ay that has a neutral or p o sitiv e  
im pact o n  the S P A /R a m sa r  and w id er b iodiversity.

D Is the issu e  b e in g  addressed  by  
oth er  organisations in  the  
catchm ent?

T o  avo id  organisations dup licatin g  effort.

E T o  w h at ex ten t wiU the action  
taken im p ro v e  the leve l o f  
co op era tion  from  the m ain  users 
o f  th e  river?

M a in ta in / im p rove levels o f  su p p ort and co -op era tion  
o f  m ain  users o f  th e  river.

F T o  w h at ex ten t w ill th e  reso lu tion  
o f  this issu e  generate stakeholder  
com m itm en t?

W ork ing  in  partnership increases the lik elih ood  o f  
addressing issues effectively .

G T o  w h at ex ten t is the issu e  backed  
up by reliable ev idence?

Increased  con fid en ce  in  p rioritisation  o f  issu es and  
p ro p o sed  actions.

H T o  w h at ex ten t can th e  issu e  b e  
reso lved  b y  the ex istin g  statutory, 
regulatory, p o licy  and legal 
fram ework?

H igh er  priority to  address issu es that can n o t  b e  
reso lved  satisfactorily w ith in  th e  ex istin g  statutory, 
regulatory, po licy  and legal fram ew ork  fram ew ork

I T o  w h at ex ten t is th e  issu e  a 
driver for real change?

T h e  m ore p ow erfu l the driver^, th e  m ore  ch an ce o f  
im p rovem en ts.

J T o  w h at ex ten t w ill th e  action  
taken to  reso lve  th e issu e  en hance  
th e  general p u b lics’ p ercep tion  o f  
th e  SAC?

D e v e lo p  and m aintain  a p o sitiv e  pub lic  p ercep tion  o f  
th e  cSA C  and b e  aw are o f  p u b lic  in terest as a factor in  
d ecis ion  m aking.

K T o  w h at ex ten t w ill th e  reso lu tion  
o f  this issu e  im p ro v e  the  
ec o n o m ic  p oten tia l [incom e  
gen eration  or capital value] o f  the  
cSA C ?

R eso lv e  issues in  a w ay that has a neutral or p o sitiv e  
im p act o n  eco n o m ic  p o ten tia l o f  th e  cSA C

Prior to Working Group Meeting 4, aU the issues and actions coming from the topic 

groups and other discussions were grouped into 24 broad issues by the Project Officer, and

Issues that have a strong negative impact on the SAC have a stronger driver for change (the Habitats 
Drective) than those affecting the cSAC less, or affecting mainly SSSI/BAP species.
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were distributed to the working group with supporting information, cross-sectioned to the 

relevant section in the draft strategy document. This provided enough information by 

which to prioritise the issues.

Working Group Meeting 4 -  Scoring Issues against Criteria

The workshop had five stages:

• Participants break into 3 groups (two 5’s & a 4), scoring all issues against one of the 

3 highest weighted criteria.

• In pairs and 3’s the same process is carried out for the remaining criteria

• The whole group is able to view, question and discuss the scores given to each issue 

under the 11 criteria.

• The scores are calculated for each issue and reviewed by the whole group and 

grouped into high, (scored as 3) medium (scored 2), and low (scored 1), and non- 

applicable (scored 0).

The process is illustrated using the example below;

Issue

1 P lan n in g  authorities deal w ith  a m ultitude o f  d esign ation s and leg isla tion , it  is d ifficu lt for

th em  to  fo cu s  o n  the cSA C .

2 P ro b lem  sp ecies im p actin g  o n  the cSA C  features.
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Criteria Issu e 1: P lann ing  authorities deal w ith  a 
m ultitud e o f  d esignations and  
legislation , it is d ifficu lt for th em  to  
focu s o n  th e cSA C .

Issu e  2: P rob lem  sp ecies  
im p actin g  o n  th e  cSA C  
features.

Is th e  reso lu tio n  o f  this 
issu e  a legal 
requirem ent?

H ig h  (3) -b e c a u s e  p lanners have  
statutory ob ligations

M ed iu m  (2) —Indirectly, legal 
requ irem en t i f  p rob lem  
sp ec ies  a ffect favourable  
co n d itio n

Is th e  p rob lem  
id en tified  likely to  get  
w orse?

M ed iu m  (2) —b ecau se  the situation  w ill 
probably  n o t chan ge i f  n o  action  is 
taken

H ig h  (3) -b e c a u s e  p rob lem  
sp ecies are hkely to  spread i f  
n o  action  is taken

O n ce  th e  issu es h ave b een  rated, th e  criteria w eigh t is applied , and th e  w e ig h ted  scores su m m ed  to  

ob ta in  a total.

Criteria W eigh t Issu e 1 Issu e  2

R ating X w eigh t R ating X w eigh t
Criteria 1 60 L o w  (3) X 60 =  180 M ed  (2) X60 =  120
Criteria 2 40 M ed  (2) X 40  =  80 H ig h  (3) X 4 0  =  120
Total 260 2 4 0

A p p ly in g  our exam p le  criteria to  Issu es 1 and 2, the issu e  o f  p lanners struggling to  focu s o n  th e  

cSA C  has a h igher priority than tackhng p rob lem  species.

The “money screen”

The criteria do not consideration of costs and availabihty of funding for resolution of the 

issues identified. If criteria included costs, issues that are expensive to resolve could be are 

scored as a low priority on purely economic grounds. In keeping with the Habitats 

Directive, the strategy should prioritise issues according to their impact on the cSAC, not 

according to how expensive they are to resolve.
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Tubl^y 9J4. The Final Prioritized Issues for the Avon cSAC strategy.

R ank Issu e Total
1 18 There is need to approach rehabilitation on a catchment scale in order to maximize ecological gain for the cSAC 256.599
2 3 D iffuse pollution is impacting adversely on the River A von cSAC 241.712
3 4 Existing abstractions should not have a significant effect on the River A von cSAC either alone or in combination with other abstractions 214.905
4 20 Ineffective communication undermines co-operation between stakeholders and statutor}- bodies 210.062
5 17 Current and future developments or road schemes must not have a significant effect on the River Avon cSAC either alone or in combination with 

other developm ents and road schemes
206.087

6 6 Recreational fisheries management activities must not have a sigmficant effect on the River Avon cSAC 205.014
7 10 Flood defence and land drainage activities must not have a sigmficant effect on the River Avon cSAC 204.323
8 1 Existing point source discharges must have a significant effect on the River A von cSAC either alone or in combination with other discharges 203.604
9 5 Future abstractions must not have a significant on the River Avon cSAC either alone or in combination with other abstractions 198.499

10 24 There is inadequate sur\^ey and monitoring o f  certain features and attributes o f  the River Avon cSAC to allow reporting on favourable condition 194.74
11 2 Future point source discharges must not have a significant on the River A von cSAC either alone or in combination with other discharges 187.198
12 22 The available data related to the River A von needs to be collated, stored and managed more effectively. 183.986
13 12 Flood risk management in the A von catchment should take into account the requirements o f  the cSAC and deliver net wildlife gain where possible 174.291
14 19 Guidance on appropriate rehabilitation techniques is required 174.27
15 •7 ITie exploitation o f  salmon stocks needs to be managed to ensure healthy stock levels are achieved and subsequently maintained 165.167
16 21 Improved accessibility (physical/intellectual) to the River Avon cSAC is required to enhance understanding o f  the ecolog}^ o f  the river 163.187
17 11 Water level management to benefit the A von Valley SPA must take into account any potential conflicts with the ecological requirements o f  the River 

A von cSAC
161.527

18 15 Salmon smolts may be vulnerable to a\dan predation at particular times and locations 157.779
19 13 Invasive plant species have the potential to significantly effect the River A von cSAC 155.26
20 23 The boundaries o f  the River A von cSAC/SSSI were based on available scientific knowledge at the time o f  notification and in future new information  

may indicate that the boundary should be revised
152.895

21 14 Grazing by large flocks o f  mute swans has been observed to have a marked local effect on Ranunculus beds, reducing structural and biological habitat 
diversit}'

147.296

22 8 There is a risk that the operation o f  eel traps may delay the upstream migration o f  salmon /  - f s f - -133 .021
23 9 Escapes from  fish farms are o f  concern due to potential impacts on the cSAC features # /  130.43
24 16 Signal crayfish populations in the cSAC, may impact on  the cSAC features, in particular bullhead and Ranunculus ^ 115.288
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Process Evaluation
At the end of the two facilitated SDA workshops, a sheet with some evaluation questions 

was completed by participants.

Stakeholder Evaluation from Working Group Meeting 2: Identifying Criteria.

Evaluation

Style of working

★ ir

Very bad Very good

How enjoyable was today?

Not very Very

Contribution made to developing the strategy?

Very low
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Stakeholder Evalaution from Working Group Meeting 4 — Scoring Issues:

Question 1.

How happy were you with the style o f working today?

Not very

+ ++
very

mmiiii—

Question 2.
How happy are you with the outcomes from the day ?

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  11

Question 3.
How much has this workshop contributed to the success oft)w  Conservation Strategy?

Not very
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

very
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