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Abstract

Partnership approaches to governance between national government agencies, local
authorities, local communities and businesses have become the norm across al sectors
of government, and nature conservation is no exception. As aresult, the development
of partnerships is becoming an increasingly common approach to managing common
pool resources (CPRs). This thesis examines the state of current approaches to the
governance of CPRs and in particular the impacts of the recent emergence of the
partnership paradigm on CPR management. The research draws heavily on CPR theory
and socia capital literature to develop an understanding of the way governance
structures and institutional arrangements can influence the development of partnership
capacity and consequently improve the management of the protected areas.

The 1994 Habitats Regulations stipulate the creation of partnerships to manage
European Marine Sites (EMS), providing a useful framework within which to explore
the partnership approach to nature conservation. The research has been conducted
through the in-depth analysis of two case studies, The Wash and North Norfolk Coast
and North East Kent. The two sites represent very different types of EMSs; thisis a
reflection of both the nature of the sites and the people who interact with them.
Consequently the research has been able to explore arange of challenges relating to the
implementation of the partnership approach as well as highlighting a number of
examples of good practice. The research has demonstrated that partnerships between
the state and the wider stakeholder community can be a useful tool for managing CPRs.
However, for them to be successful it is essential that all parties are fully aware of their
role and the scope of their influence. The research has also shown that social capital
plays a vital role holding partnerships together and can be generated through a shared
community interest in environmental management.
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I ntroduction

Natural resource management is inherently polititals conservation is increasingly
being seen as about far more than ecology (Dry2&k ;1Bryant 1998; Breachin et al.

2003; Raik et al. 2008). Issues of access, rightdgrol, ownership and use are as
important to determining the success of a conservairoject as an understanding of

the ecology of the areas being conserved. As Ha1@93:25) observes:

‘All ecological projects (and arguments) are sinaméously political-economic
projects (and arguments) and vice versa. Ecolog@ajuments are never
socially neutral any more than socio-political argants are ecologically
neutral. Looking more closely at the way ecology aolitics interrelate then
becomes imperative if we are to get a better hamiehow to approach

environmental/ ecological questions.’

Traditionally the field of natural resource managemand conservation has been
dominated by a highly technocratic outlook, which not surprising given the
biological and ecological nature of much of the kv@Raik et al. 2008). However, it is
now being realised that these activities sit withirbroader set of practices such as
negotiation, discussion, persuasion, communicaioth decision making which have
the power to undermine the core aims of consemd@vechin et al. 2003; Raik et al.
2008). Furthermore, it is now commonly accepted teisions about protected area
designation require the balance between four ketpifa to be taken into consideration
(Graham et al. 2003:12):
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Nature conservation
Science

Visitor opportunities

A

Local and indigenous needs

This has led to an increased interest in the methasd to govern common pool
resources (CPRs) and in particular how the soeebnomic, political and cultural

considerations can be incorporated as well asdblogical.

This ‘politicalisation’ of natural resource managarthhas resulted from changes in the
conservation paradigm since the 1970s. Traditipnpfotected areas have been
designated in an almost autocratic elitist stylee¢®®rn and Wright 1994) which
utilised top-down approaches to governance witkeltegard for the welfare of the
local population. Under this model of conservatiknown as the ‘fences and fines’
approach, the focus of protected areas was to @xgeople and viewed these areas as
separate from the social sphere (Kiss 1990; Baraetl Arcese 1995). Today
conservation is seen to be more inclusive withr@eaof levels of protection attributed
to protected areas from strict fully protected ‘take zones’ to areas which are

carefully managed for sustainable use (Phillips2200

Furthermore, since the 1970s conservation has becoone participatory, particularly
with regard to local communities within and adjadenprotected areas. These changes
are a reflection of wider changes within socie#cross the globe there has been a
general rise in civil society whilst globalisatibas led to a more interlinked approach
to governance with an increase in individuals arghoisations demanding a say on
how natural resources are managed (Berkes 2004).260rthermore, the complex
nature of the global environmental crisis has ledhie realisation that solutions can
only be found by combining a multitude of knowledget solely scientific (Western
and Wright 1993; Berkes 2004). These developmeawe ted to the rise of the new
interdisciplinary scientific approach to nature servation which is increasingly

attempting to incorporate local ecological knowledg

These changes have led to the decentralisatioraifral resource management and

conservation which has involved the transferringesiponsibilities and authority from
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a central body to more decentralised structurebaiR2002). The aim has been to
achieve an increase in the level of social eq@tgpowerment, democratisation (Raik
2008) and an increase in the amount of knowledgéadle for important decisions to
be based on. However, despite this emphasis onntlaksation the majority of
conservation initiatives still begin as policy intentions dictated by either central
governments or international bodies such as thepgaan Union. Local bodies are then
obliged to ensure these policies are implementeédbéstowed the power to negotiate
the details and mechanisms in partnership withrdtieal stakeholders. This presents
interesting questions about where the power ligBiwihese statutory partnerships and
how best to develop institutional arrangements twhaan support the complex
horizontal and vertical linkages necessary to sustaese complex partnerships.
Furthermore, these questions have traditionallynbeglected by researchers studying
CPRs as they have purposefully elected to represemexts where the emphasis is on
self-governance by self-organised local actorss thaglecting the role of statutory
authorities (Jones 2008).

Nevertheless developments in CPR theory still mleva useful starting point for
analysing complex statutory partnerships as thexe lspearheaded the way for the
concepts of inclusion and consultation to be takenously within the conservation
paradigm. This has marked an important shift irwhocommon pool resource
management is perceived; Hardin’s (1968) ‘Tragetiyhe Commons’ thesis being
replaced by Ostrom’s (1990) concept of governing tommons. Many of the
principles CPR theorists associate with the sufgkessanagement of a CPR such as
devolution of power, embracing uncertainty andtlegsing local knowledge are still
relevant when thinking about CPRs operating withirstatutory framework. This
change in perspective is being recognised (Agr&@all; Berkes 2002, 2006; Edwards
and Steins 1999; Jones and Burgess 2005; Stein 20802). Furthermore, it is being
acknowledged that such research needs to recotpasénkages amongst fragmented
institutions in complex governance structures ggohd local civil society (Rydin
2006) in an increasingly multi-level, globalised ndo(Berkes 2008) and the scale
challenges that these linkages present (Cash 20@6., Jones 2008).

The majority of conservation initiatives and prdgecare focused on protecting

terrestrial resources, and unsurprisingly this dréras been reflected by research
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outputs. However, it is increasingly being realiskat the relentless pressure placed
upon our oceans is likely to have major implicasidor the global population, as a
result attention is slowly turning to the sea. tie UK (like most other countries) the
introduction of legislation for the designation mfarine protected areas (MPAs) has
been considerably slower than for terrestrial sitéhis can primarily be attributed to
the cultural differences between people’s percepti@of marine and terrestrial
environments (see Chapter 3Jhe National Parks and Access to the Countryside Ac
of 1949 established in law the basis for the dedign of terrestrial protected areas.
The primary protection for terrestrial nature r@ssrin the UK is achieved through the
exercise of private property rights. The relevdature Conservation Authority (NCA)
or a local authority either acquires title to thed or enters into an agreement with the
landowner (Gibson, 1988). In contrast, at sea tmysoil or the foreshore or the sea
bed is capable of ownership, and the water is appropriated element subject to the
general rights of navigation and fishery by the lmufibid.). As a result, it is not
possible to designate MPAs in the same way assteakprotected areas.

It is with this backdrop that the current reseacet. The EC’s Habitats Directive
(1992), which was transposed into UK law througé Hmbitats Regulations (1994),
offers a unique opportunity for the protection loé imarine environment around the UK
and requires the designation of European MarinesYEMSs). These are made up of
both Marine Special Areas of Conservation (MSAQGH) lfsted marine habitats and
species and Marine Special Protected Areas (MSRAdhe protection of wild birds

(see Chapter 3 for full explanation).

Central to the regulations governing EMSs is thegyple that they rely heavily on the
voluntary cooperation of stakeholders. The natigaicy guidelines produced by
DETR (1998) state that although the maintenandbefavourable conservation status
of the EMS features is a statutory duty, enforcgdthie EC, national governments
should only employ statutory enforcement as atesbrt. The policy guidance also
encourages Relevant Authorities (RAs) to work imtmeership to manage EMS and
incorporate a significant level of stakeholder adtagion. The need for RAs to work
in partnership is further enhanced as no one RAelasutive powers to direct other
RAs, such powers being available only to the Sacyedf State on a back-up basis.

Essentially the RAs along with the other stakehwsld®re required to enter in to a
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process which Dryzek (1987) terms ‘negotiated cdempk’, whereby central agencies
set standards and compliance is negotiated locallya ‘learning by doing’ adaptive
management basis, with such learning’s ideally dp&iansferred through more flexible
and ecologically rational hierarchies for applioatiin other contexts (Dryzek 2005;
1987). Consequently, this policy area representspgortunity to explore the tensions
between bottom-up and top-down institutions foriemmental governance, and in
particular, the feasibility of achieving strategisjectives through co-operation and the
development of partnerships.

1.1 Resear ch aims and objectives

This research is supported by an Economic and S&maearch Council (ESRC)
Collaborative Award in Science and Engineering (EAStudentship in partnership
with Natural Englantl The purpose of such a studentship is to insthectlevelopment
of a research programme that addresses the exiatagemic context while also
responding to the learning needs of the sponsarmggnisation. Reflecting Natural
England’s support for the thesis, the research e@stred on understanding the
perspectives of actors on partnership approachesmt@aging MPAs in England and the
identification of those factors that determine theffectiveness. Although the CASE
award provides the researcher with opportunities aotess to resources, the nature of
collaborative research also means it has to satsyquite separate audiences. For
evaluation research this can present particuldiesigees. An evaluation methodology
must be designed so it is able to answer the quessposed by its audience; if there are
multiple audiences with contrasting questions,hese are in the case of this thesis,
then the evaluation must adopt an innovative metlogy that can address both sets of
questions. Consequently the research has adagte@valuative ethnographic
approach which enables the development of bothctor @entred analysis and the
identification of key factors which determine tHéeetiveness of the legislatién

! The project was originally developed in partngushith English Nature. However, part way through
English Nature was integrated with parts of bb#ihRural Development Service and the Countryside
Agency and from 1 October 2006 formed a new badigd Natural England. To avoid confusion in this
thesis the term Nature Conservation Agency (NCAjsisd to refer to the Government body responsible
for nature conservation.

2 See Chapter 5 for a detailed description of ththauplogy
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The original proposal (APPENDIX 1) was put togethgrDr. Peter Jones and Prof.
Jacquie Burgess in partnership with Natural Englémdurther develop a line of
enquiry they had been researching into the govemahMSACs in the UK (Jones and
Burgess 2001; 2005). Their work presents a prakmi analysis of the MSACs
partnerships ability to build partnership capadtyongst relevant authorities and
resource users to overcome collective action proble(CAPs), through the
development of incentive structures and social tepin order to achieve strategic
objectives. This thesis seeks to build upon thark, however, while they presented
an overview of 15 MSACs the current research hassed on two EMSsin much
greater depth. The idea being to develop a fulleustanding of the relationships
between the stakeholders, the problems they has®uatered and the processes used
to resolve conflicts. In particular attention haseb paid to the cultural and political
aspects of the partnerships and the impact theg bavthe functioning of the EMS.
More precisely the study aims to address the foligwguestions in the context of

inshore marine nature conservation initiatives mgland:

Aims

« What are the strengths and weaknesses of diffeqgmtoaches to addressing
collective action problems through local partngsshin order to achieve

strategic objectives?

« What are the different perspectives on such appesand problems amongst
different actors?

Objectives

* To evaluate the effectiveness of different partmgrsnodels amongst relevant

actors for the management of EMSs;

e To explore the perspectives of different actorshmse different approaches and

the related issues in order to assess the keytenand opportunities.

® The original proposal, along with Jones and Busigasork, focused specifically on the management of
the MSAC aspect of the legislation. However, s pinoject has developed it became clear that theth
MSACs and the MSPAs were generally managed jothtigugh a single management scheme. As a
result early on in the project it was decided thatresearch would focus on the EMS designatioms as
whole.
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Through the literature review, in Chapters 2 anth8se issues are explored in depth
culminating in the development of more specificeagsh questions which are outlined
at the end of Chapter 3 , these are then unpackedlation to the case studies in
Chapters 6, 7 and 8.

1.2 Thesis structure

Chapter 2 outlines the theoretical framework onclwhihe thesis is based. It begins by
exploring changes in contemporary governance giyenad how they have impacted
upon the way CPRs are governed. In particular gxeprship approach to governance
is examined and the ways partnerships have beeorpoi@ted in to statutory
governance models are set out. Hardin’s (1968)etig of the commons thesis is
introduced which leads on to the contemporary gebbbut CPR theory and commons
governance. Incorporated into this discussionnsaaalysis of the factors which
influence human/environment interactions and hogse¢haffect conservation. Finally,
Agrawal’'s (2001) critical enabling conditions foussainability on the commons are

introduced as the basic framework and startingtdomthe present research.

Chapter 3 takes the basic framework set out in @n&pand applies it first to protected
area governance generally and then more specyficall MPA governance. The
specific challenges related to marine conservatmmpared to terrestrial conservation
are also considered. In particular the role of emeand the impact of scientific
uncertainty in the marine environment on the destign of MPAs are reviewed. This
leads on to an examination of two concepts, theystem approach and precautionary
principle, which have been used in an attempt trawme the difficulties associated
with scientific uncertainty. Attention is then taahto the designation of MPAs within
the UK and the legal provisions available are sat oFinally, specific research

guestions are outlined which are explored throbghrémainder of the thesis.
Chapter 4 marks a change in focus from the largiebpretical discussions of the
previous two chapters to the practicalities of thgearch in hand. The primary aim of

this chapter is to introduce the case studies whietthe focus of this thesis and justify
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their selection. It begins by setting the currergearch within the context of a number
of previous studies and explains the criteria fasecstudy selection. This is followed
by a fuller explanation of the rationale behind thexision to select The Wash and
North Norfolk Coast EMS and the NE Kent EMS as ¢hse studies for the research.
The two sites are then introduced by looking inthemt the geographic, historical,
ecological, social and economic make up of the samarounding them and the

institutional arrangements in place to facilitdte thanagement of the EMS.

Chapter 5 grounds the empirical work describedhis $tudy within the methodological
literature. It begins by defending the decisiom&se the study on just two case studies
and introduces the process of evaluative ethnograpdcond, the important process of
decision making and deciding what to study is exeld. Third, the practical details of
conducting the research such as gaining accessangling are outlined. Fourth, the
four qualitative methods utilised in the researahalysis of documentary sources,
semi-structured interviews, observation and focusugs are introduced. Issues
surrounding the positionality of the research, ipalarly in relation to the support
provided by Natural England are also explored. Ikinde process of analysing the

data collected is outlined.

Chapter 6 is the first of two empirical chaptersakhpresents the data collected from
The Wash and North Norfolk Coast EMS case stude. ditapter begins by examining
the relationship between the stakeholders, theralatnvironment and the EMS
designation. Second, the relationship betweendifferent stakeholder groups is
explored and the level of social capital presernthiwiand between these groups is
assessed. Third, the ability of the partnershipegspond to disagreements between
members is explored through the case study of &cpuguiry (PI) which occurred in
2006. The PI along with a number of other issuessied to probe the potentially
conflicting position held by the NCA, which on thae hand plays a facilitating role in
the partnership but on the other has to ensurethigastrategic nature conservation
objectives of the site are met. Fourth, the widmrservation measures in place which
overlap with the EMS designation are explored toettgp a fuller picture of the
combined conservation effort in the area. Findlhg stakeholder’s perspective on the

future of the area and designation is considered.
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Chapter 7, the second empirical chapter, preskatddta collected from the North East
Kent EMS case study. Similarly to Chapter 6 thisgier begins by exploring the
relationship between the stakeholders, the natemlironment and the EMS
designation. Second, stakeholder perspectives ef historical ‘battles’ between
conservationists and the local authority are hbyiedvisited to provide context to the
current situation. Third, the recent review of thenagement scheme is investigated in
depth, with particular attention paid to stakeholgerspectives of the stakeholder
dialogue process and the decision to adopt thesystem approach’ for the revised
management scheme. Fourth, the structure of th® Eldnagement is explored with
special attention given to the role and developnoétihe Thanet Coast Project (TCP).
Finally, stakeholder’s ideas and concerns for thteiré of the designated area are

examined.

Chapter 8 seeks to analyse the data presentedeinpitevious two chapters in
accordance with the theoretical framework develapedhapter 2. This is achieved by
revisiting the specific questions outlined at timel ®f Chapter 3 and addressing them

individually.

Chapter 9 is the final concluding chapter and aimslose the loop by summarising
findings from the study and presenting closing tida on the use of statutory
partnerships in the governance of EMS. The chdmgms by looking at the methods
the two case studies have used to develop pariparapacity and how this reflects on
their success. Second, the focus returns to theepd of negotiated compliance and
how Agrawal’'s (2001) critical enabling conditionsed to be adjusted to reflect the
additional challenges posed when operating undaatatory framework. Third, the

implications and impact of the research are comsdleFinally, areas for future

research are suggested.
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Developing Partnerships for Conservation

Introduction

This chapter provides a detailed analysis of copteary and historical debates which
have influenced the relationship between humanitg a@he environment. The
management of natural resources is one of the amttal issues for human survival
and well-being. As highlighted by the Millenniuntdsystem Assessment, over 60%
of ecosystem services are currently being degradeged unsustainably (Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment 2005). Natural resource rearey is also a central element
of sustainable development, understood to mean lg@went which does not
compromise the ability of future generations to tteeir needs (Saglie 2006)t is
clear that the majority of people would agree wite moral arguments regarding the
sustainable use and management of resources. Ildowsetting up workable
management practices can be extremely contentiodscieate numerous challenges
which need to be addressed, these are referrezsidollactive action problems (CAPS).
Pennington and Rydin (2000) argue tha, CAP arises when the benefits to an
individual or group from undertaking actions aressecertain and/or less substantial
than the cost of taking the actiong'hese hurdles need to be overcome if commitment
cooperation and compliance are to be developed gshd@PR users and regulators,
generally described as actors or stakeholders $Jam& Burgess 2005). The principal
source of CAPs in natural resource management aksalts from the bringing
together of a wide range of actors whose ideasostainable’ management may vary

considerably (ibid.).
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This thesis is predominantly concerned with the wawhich two communities have
interpreted the 1992 Habitats Directive to devettgnagement schemes which provide
protection to the surrounding marine environmenbdré/precisely, it is concerned with
the processes involved with the establishment armhagement of networks or
partnerships of relevant actors to manage the yighluable and fragile marine
environment. Therefore, to fully understand the evidnge of forces at work within
these communities it is important that the coreassare framed within the context of

human/environmental relations and governance memenrglly.

The chapter begins by looking at the nature of ewmrary governance and in
particular the changing role of the state in gowvegnCPRs. These philosophical
changes have led to the development G¢hiad way’ approach to governance which
utilises a range of new governance tools such awmgrahips between the state and
local communities. Second, the concept of partmergh explored in greater depth

within the context of CPR management. Third, tgedy of the commons thesis first
proposed by Garrett Hardin is outlined and the sgbent debates it provoked
regarding the management of CPRs are exploredildiie structure/agency debate
which explores human motivations and has had cerdide influence on conservation
discourses is introduced and explained within thietext of CPR management. Fifth,
the structure/ agency debate is built upon to eeplaumanity’s relationship with the

environment and how this has evolved over timexthSithese largely philosophical

arguments are grounded within CPR theory which $forthe basic analytical

framework and starting point for the current reskalProponents of this perspective
have analysed the usefulness of concepts such aal sapital and collaborative

management. These concepts are introduced ardkbades regarding their impact on
CPR governance are summarised. Finally, the chapténes the relationship between

CPR theory and the proposed research.

2.1 The changing face of governance

In recent years the idea of community participatiorihe policy-making process has
emerged as a major force in political philosophyd@wvin 1998). This has largely
grown out of the increasing concern that governmestitutions set up in the post- war

period to serve the public interest have becomelybeireaucratic and unaccountable
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to the general public (ibid.). As a result citizgdmave increasingly questioned the role
of the expert in society, weakening individual giéaces to traditional institutions
(Habermas 1976; Lyotard 1984; Hetherington 199@dé&mns 1991; Beck 1992). This
has led to the development of new and more com@ketions between the state and
civil society, with businesses, voluntary orgarnimas, local communities, clients and
citizens all being seen as needing to play an asing role in what was previously
perceived agure’ public service delivery (Burns et d1994). Increasingly criticism of
traditional top down command and control approacttegjovernance has become
significantly louder and been followed by callsgive the general public a greater say
in the policy-making process. These debates haea played out across all spheres of

government but have been particularly prevalentiwihature conservation.

2.1.1 Top down management verses bottom up manageme

Top down approaches to the management of CPRsiging/ ldependent on rational

choice theory and based on formal and predictivelatsoof human behaviour (Scott
2000). This model of governance rejects the nadiorollective action and suggests, in
the context of CPR management, that unless the stah private owner dictates the
conditions of resource use individuals will explogsources in an unsustainable

manner.

Bottom up approaches advocate taking power awagn ftbe state and putting
responsibility for the management of resources theohands of the local community.
They strongly reject the rational choice perspe&gtand argue that the structural ties of
communities mean that individuals will work togatHer the collective good. This
approach is seen to be more democratic, as it doed people a voice and allows
them to make decisions about their livelihoods Wwhigll both conserve resources and
allow them to make a living (Scott 1998; Leach ét B999; Kapoor 2001).
Furthermore, this approach stresses the suprenidogad knowledge over knowledge
gathered bydutside experts It is argued that decisions made on the baki®cal
knowledge will be supported by local actors, thedpimg in the implementation of

sustainable management scenarios.
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Followers of bottom up approaches base their id@as number of assumptions about
communities. They assume that either communitieshamogeneous, specially fixed
social groups characterised by consensus and stlidar that the process of
facilitating the distribution and management oforgses is a democratic process and
free of the exercise of power (Lane and Corbet620MHowever, a myriad of research
from a wide variety of social sciences suggests$ ttidferencé is a key factor in
communities. Therefore, as Lane and Corbett (2@fg)gest, if community-based
environmental management is to be truly democrats&cimportant that all the diverse
actors in a given community or society are represkmn the decision-making and
implementation processes. However, there is atautisl amount of evidence which
suggests that this is not the case. Sarin (199 awal and Gibson (1999) and Ribot
(1999), all argue that certain social groups arelugled from the decision-making
process while the interests of others are favouredaddition, as Lane and Corbett
(2005) point out, in many cases decentralized rognes (bottom up approaches)
often funnel resources into the hands of locakglitvhilst surreptitiously providing a

means of maintaining centralised control.

The top down and bottom up approaches to governaneebased on conflicting
theories of human action; the top down approackssés the influence of structure
while the bottom up approach stresses the influeofceagency. However, this
argument is fundamentally floored as human actangot fit into neat categories. As
a result, governance models based on one or oth#rese conflicting theories of

human action are generally ineffective.

There is a growing body of literature that is loukiat third way approaches to
environmental management. These new approaclessmito combine aspects of both
the top down approach and thebbttom up approach, championing collaborative
management that encourages the development ofl sapi#al and local management,
while the state plays the role of facilitator. $heapproaches have been heavily
influenced by communitarian philosophy arhkird way ideology, which has become

extremely influential in the wider political sphereer the past 20 years.
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2.1.2 The Third Way

Over the last two decades there has been a drastatian the way we view global
politics. In many western countries the traditiooanflict between the left and the
right has become obsolete, replaced by a new Hattlthe middle groundor ‘third
way. The term third way is by no means a new concept in politics; it baen used
to describe a variety of political approaches dwerpast century. The Italian fascists
first used it in the 1920s to describe their ecoicopolicy of corporatism which was
seen as an alternative to both socialist attenoptietelop a workers’ planned economy
and to laissez-faire capitalism. The current us#gbe term was developed in the late
1980s and early 1990s by centre left politicianthenUSA and UK to describe aéw
approach to politics, in which Thatcher's and Re&égaprojects of economic
deregulation, privatisation and globalisation wierrporated into the ideology of the
mainstream centre left policy. However, thigird way is more than just a normative
proposition about a form of governance; it is a#ssociological assumption about a
changed world (Leggett 2004).

Since the early 1990’s the term has been utilisedhbny scholars and politicians to
describe a number of approaches to governancere Tha general consensus that the
‘third way approach has been developed as a response fordbsures of a global
economy and the dominance of neo-liberalism in 1880s and early 1990s. In
particular, the third way has been associated Wwithy Blair's New Labour. In 1999
Blair stated that both the concepts of economieribsm and Keynesian economic
management were redundant in the context of thbafjleconomy. He argued that
Keynesian economic management is inflexible andrmmatible with the pressures of
the global economy. He conceded that the econdifmecalism of the New Right
Thatcher governments had contributed to the mosiation of the state despite its
ultimate failure because of a political dogmatismaventing it from dealing with the

consequences of globalisation, such as social sxclyBlair 1999).

Third way ideology attempts to recognise the infilces of both structure and agency on
the actions of individuals and attempts to creatglaform where traditionally
conflicting models of governance can be integratddwever, due to the wide range of

contexts in which the term has been used, deveajapicomprehensive definition for it
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is problematic. In general terms, the third wag kat least fairly consistently) been

associated with a number of core values: interdggece, responsibility, incentives

and devolution (Latham 2001). Essentially, thedthvay philosophy aims to develop

strong communities and businesses to assist indilgdo tackle the challenges posed
by globalisation. Driver and Martell (2000:150yae that:

‘Third way thinking supports the view that globatisn brings with it greater
risk and insecurity, and that it is the role of gl making not to shield
individuals from these but to provide ‘social cafiitand ‘proactive’ welfare

states which enable them to respond to them ansppran a global age’.

The concept of building strong communities capalflenanaging their own resources
and services is central to the ideology. The wadfrkommunitarian philosophers such
as Amitai Etzioni has played an important role mang the third way ideology. He

argues that:

‘Communities often have strong moral voices and di@an help maintain a
social order and draw significantly on value comments ... communities also
share sets of values and reaffirm them, encouragelers to abide by these

values and censor the members when they dq1ff7:123)

Both communitarian philosophy and third way thinkimave had a significant
influence over contemporary CPR theories. Muchthed current thought on the
management of CPRs points towards rimstitutional arrangements’such as local
partnerships between different actors, as effectiveeys of achieving strategic

management objectives for CPRs (Jones and Bur§€8g.2

2.1.3 Defining an institution

Before engaging in a lengthy discussion about thiire of these new institutional
arrangements it is necessary to first understarat vghmeant by the terfmstitution’.

However, like many concepts related to governaheery it has a number of meanings
to different groups of people and academic disegdi(North 1990). For the purpose of
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this work the following definition concentrates pulling together aspects from a range
of definitions which are relevant to the developimeh partnerships for managing
MPAs. Institutions need to be seen as both instniahe have a purpose, and intrinsic,
valuable in their own right. Scott (1995) strestdes importance of understanding the
intrinsic nature of institutions by emphasising timportance of their social and
cultural underpinnings. He argues thHjnstitutions are transported by various
carriers — cultures, structures and routing$.33) and concludes that rather than a
feature of society they constitute society its@lherefore institutions designed for
governance purposes need to be fully embeddednasitciety. Furthermore, as Scott
also notes, institutions work at different levefssociety; Jentoft (2004:141) illustrates
this by describing them d€hinese boxes — institutions existing within mstons’.
Thus, institutions are linked to each other andnfaretworks that are themselves
institutions (ibid.). Consequently, they have ® dnalysed a®pen’ systems, which
receive impulses from the outside, i.e. from otimstitutions, in the form of impacts
resources and ideas (Scott 1992). As Novaczek. €2@0D1) suggests institutions are
never fully controlled because they exist in awal, social and institutional vacuum.
For example, within the context of an Indonesiahdry‘Sasi, the local institution
under which some fishing activities are regulatesinested in traditional culture,
called adapt, which lays down the basic ethics endes of conduci{Novaczek et al.
2001:13).

2.2 Partnership working and collaborative managemein

The term partnership and the concept of collaborative management hegome the
buzzwords of government legislation in the 19904 2600s. According to Balloch
and Taylor (2001:3) New Labour hased its colours to the partnership mast, in
proclaiming its intention to move from a contractitare to a partnership culture’
Partnerships represent a ‘Third Way' which is difive from both centralised
bureaucratic hierarchies of old Labour and the etaok the Conservatives (Powell and
Glendinning 2002). New Labour’s collaborative distses extend beyond improving
linkages between government departments and statigervices, incorporating
government at both local and national levels, theage sector and voluntary sector
(Giddens 1998; Powell 1999). In this way partngshry and address some of the
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problems of scale challenges (Cash 2006) and oneectedness which have emerged

from the globalisation phenomenon (Berkes 2008).

Communities are connected to national and globatgeses more than ever before
(Young et al. 2006; Berkes et al. 2006), makingrtheore vulnerable to pressures that
originate outside the immediate community and paepartnerships more complex.
The way communities respond to these outside pressian potentially have a huge
impact and is increasingly being recognised withaticy making circles. These new
scale challenges require traditional approachesotomunity governance to be re-
thought, including the management of CPRs. Thaquire policy makers to work on a
bigger scale and incorporate a wider network odr@cin management schemes, putting
additional strain on partnership-working initiatsve Furthermore, as Berkes (2008)
notes, a significant proportion of commons reseascstill focussed primarily on the
‘local’ and does not deal with issues of scale attter aspects of complexity in a

systematic way.

The meaning of the termpartnership is somewhat ambiguous. Powell and
Glendinning (2000:2) sugge&®artnership risks becoming a Humpty Dumpty term
(when | call something a partnership, by definitignis one...)) The Audit
Commission (1998) also claim that partnership sdigpery concept that is difficult to
define, and Ling (2000:82) claims that the parthigrsliterature amounts to
‘methodological anarchy and definitional chaos’. Furthermore, Powell and
Glendinning (2000:3) argue thatespite a growing volume of research on
partnership...there are no agreed definitions of parship, nor is there a clear
theoretical framework within which to analyse panships’. However, for the
purpose of the current research it is necessanttémpt to come up with a working

definition.

The legal definition of a partnership, in termsaoprofit-making business, highlights
that all partners are jointly and severally liafide both the success and failures of the
venture. This view is somewhat narrow but offersuseful starting point as it
incorporates several important aspects of a patiier According to this legal
definition a partnership only develops when oneanigation/individual is unable to

achieve a strategic goal on its own. Furthermioo#; the risks and the profits from the
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venture need to be shared among its partners (ivdsd Charlton 1997). Powell and
Glendinning (2000:3) suggest that a minimal defnitwould require the involvement
of at least two agents or agencies, with at leastescommon interests, and the
relationship between them would require an eleneéritust, equality or reciprocity.
They argue that this minimal definition is at therec of the Audit Commission’s

(1998:8) description of partnership as a joint vimgkarrangement where the partners:

» are otherwise independent bodies;

* agree to co-operate to achieve a common goal,

e create a new organisational structure or procesglhieve this goal, separate
from their own organisations;

 plan and implement a jointly agreed programme, nofedth joint staff or
resources;

» share relevant information;

* pool risks and rewards.

This definition suggests that a central conceph®idea of a partnership is that it is
characterised by a degree of autonomy on the gdarelatively equal partners to
determine and implement a plan or programme. Tdngswn which decisions are made
by and within partnerships therefore distinguisbnthfrom conceptual arrangements
which according to the Audit Commission are chaaseéd by mutual compatibility
rather than shared objectives.

In terms of partnerships for the purpose of impngvgovernance, the aim is to create
an initiative in which partners work together tdhiwve a commonly agreed set of goals
and objectives, and in so doing deliver more tHay tcould do alone (Wilson and
Charlton 1997). The partnership approach (or boliative management approach) has
been advocated as a useful tool to address soda@nomic needs as it offers greater
involvement by all sectors of society in the deamsmaking process, and as a result an
inherently more effective way of allocating pubfilmds. The notion of partnership
also fits in with the emerging concept of communataism and stakeholder society,

closely associated with third way philosophy; tessentially refers to the decline in
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interest in mainstream politics and the rise inpgupfor local and national single issue

campaigns.

The Audit Commission (1998) suggest a number edmates for partnerships:

» to deliver coordinated services;

* to tackle ‘wicked issues’ or interconnected proldem

» to reduce the impact of organisational fragmentagiod minimise the impact of
any perverse incentives that result from it;

» to bid for, or gain access to, new resources, and;

* to meet statutory requirements.

As Powell and Glendinning (2000) point out, this kes an important distinction
between ‘internal’ and external rationales. Thmstfifour reasons above constitute
mainly internal reasons to act in partnership. T&mous organisations realise that they
are better off working together and believe it wikld positive results. However, the
fifth reason is clearly an ‘external’ rationale:emgies form partnerships not because
they can necessarily see the benefits but becdwese dre forced, encouraged or
incentivised to do so, normally by central governmélhese ‘forced’ or statutory
partnerships can in many ways be seen as conaglias they go against the whole
notion of partnership, which is implicitly asso@dtwith some degree of choice and

autonomous action (ibid.).

Nevertheless, this type of partnership is partidulattractive for environmental
management as it provides the scope to involvd foeaple and interest groups in the
management of environmental resources, but allbesstate or other governing body
to facilitate the process and set biodiversity ¢gsg Essentially this refers to what
Saglie (2006) describes as a shift from ‘governfndnt ‘governance’ where
governments are moving away from their traditiomwdé of direct control to one of co-

ordinating and creating partnerships to fulfil atoon purpose (Montin 2000).

However, partnerships are only beneficial if thegvén the full support of the local
communities. If partnerships are imposed on comti@mio achieve strategic policy
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objectives this key principle is lost and thereaigeal danger of undermining local
governance institutions (Jones and Burgess 200b)this context Berkes (2002)

discusses the importance of vertical linkages, wlmerthere are couplings or

interactions between different levels of the goaece structure. Such vertical linkages
are important as they ensure that stakeholdersaoé/ed at all levels of the process.
However, when partnerships incorporate a large rmunolb people who only have a

limited consultative role rather than being actywvempowered in the formation and
implementation of policy, it is challenging to gautghe level of support amongst
different sectors of the community. As a resultunat resource management is
increasingly occurring within a progressively mdragmented institutional setting

(Saglie 2006).

Cooke and Kothari (2001) argue that such partimpamay be ‘the new tyranny’,

imposing goals and institutions on local peoplesrading existing legitimate decision-
making processes, reinforcing the interests oatheady powerful and displacing other
potentially beneficial approaches. If a partnershipmposed on local communities of
stakeholders, it is reasonable that they may retpréhitiative as an authoritarian ‘top
down’ institution which they are unwilling to engagwith, rather than a true

‘partnership’.

Statutory partnerships are a product of third wayogophy and an attempt to address
public distrust in the government decision-makimgcesses. However, governments
are unwilling to devolve all power to local decisimaking authorities and generally
feel the need to retain the power to set the agamthtargets for partnerships to
achieve. As a result, to avoid partnerships becgrtiiee new tyranny’ it is essential

that they operate under carefully thought out instinal arrangements which have
been developed with the full consent of local peoplurthermore, in an increasingly
multi-level, globalised world (Berkes 2008) thesetperships need to be able to forge
linkages amongst fragmented institutions in compmexernance (Rydin 2006; Jones
2008). If this model of governance is to work # funderstanding of the communities
involved and the development of a strong networkaibrs who are prepared to work
together to attain shared goals is required. @ieBry offers a useful starting point for
this process as it helps develop an understandintpeo issues which need to be

addressed for the successful management of CPRs.
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2.3 The tragedy of the commons

Garrett Hardin’s article, The Tragedy of the Commsgi968), has stimulated a
plethora of research on the sustainability of CPREhough today few agree with his
thesis, the article remains tremendously influérdrad is used as a starting point by
many researchers working in the field of CPR mamegg. Furthermore, the ‘tragedy
of the commons’ notion is still regularly used iontemporary CPR analysis to

describe the situation that is ultimately tryingomavoided.

Hardin defined a CPR as a resource thatreely accessible to anyone who wants to
use it. This might be common grazing land usea loyimber of local farmers, the sea
from which we extract food and minerals and usedrmsport, or the atmosphere from
which we all breathe. His thesis suggests thahaspopulation grows it puts more
pressure on resources, undermining their sustdityabnd creating thepopulation
problem’ This is a ho technical solution problema problem for which the human
race cannot invent a solution. Hardin propoundet in the past the population of
both ‘man and beastvas self-regulating. Tribal war, poaching ancedge, meant that
the population was kept well below the capacityhaf land. However, social stability
has allowed the population to grow which in turrs lrugmented the pressure on the
commons, resulting in the resources being explditean unsustainable manner. He
argued that individuals are faced with a dilemntfathey limit their use of resources
and others do not, then the resource will collapgardless and they will have lost the
short-term benefits of exploiting the resource.isTis known asthe tragedy of the
commons’(Hardin 1968). Hardin uses the metaphor of theoper’s dilemma to
explain this phenomenon. If the police capture twospirators and neither informs on
the other, both will receive light sentences; gytboth inform on each other, they will
both receive harsh sentences. However, if onemgoand the other does not, the
informer will receive a light sentence or be seefwhile the non-informer receives a
heavy sentence. Similarly, in relation to CPR nggmaent, if a resource user decides
to try and conserve a resource but other usersototime former is disadvantaged
despite his own conscientiousness as the resaustdl iover-exploited. The metaphor

of the prisoner’s dilemma has become an importanteptin CPR analysis.
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Hardin concluded that the only way to avoith€ tragedy of the commodns to
privatise all common pool resources, allowing therbe governed by the free-market.
He argued thatthe commoriswill only be protected if an individual (or groupf
individuals) has a vested interest in maintainimgjrt sustainability.

Hardin’s work draws heavily on rational choice theavhich assumes that people are
motivated by financial gain and the potential tokena profit (Scott 2000). He was
heavily influenced by the work of Adam Smith whatsd that we are not ready to
suspect any person of being defective in selfishr(&nith 1977 [1804]: 446) and
Lloyd (1977 [1833]) who argued that CPRs will beepwused because the short term
interests of users outweigh the potential cost afntaining the resource for future
users. The origins of this approach to commentimghe sustainability of CPRs can be
traced back even further. A number of early inflie philosophers and social
scientists have referred to the commons in theirkwd~or example, Aristotle noted
that, What is common to the greatest number has the st bestowed upon it,
everyone thinks chiefly of his own, hardly at dltree common intereégtPolitics, Book

i Ch 3).

2.3.1 Criticisms of Hardin’s thesis

In many respects it is difficult to argue with tlogic behind Hardin’s assessment of the
problems surrounding the commons. Criticism hasred on the argument that he
under-estimates the complexities of human naturé the rules surrounding the

governance of the commons. Hardin assumed thabalimons are accessible to the
whole population. He failed to properly distindguia CPR in which a number of

owners are co-equal in their rights to use the tesd (Ciriacy-Wantrup and Bishop

1975:714), from an open access system, in whictethee no features of exclusion
(Goodwin and Shepard 1979). In a CPR the numbepeoble with access to the
resource is limited, although the number canlsélhigh. The difference with the open
access system is that the actors are clearly fo=htiTherefore, the potential number of
free riders is reduced (Saglie 2006). CPRs areacterised by a set of decision-
making arrangements controlling the benefits agisirom the CPR (Edwards and
Steins 1998). Therefore, the sustainable manageoi¢he commons does not simply

rely on the actions of individual users, but alsatioe ability of the users to devise and
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implement rights and rules of use that govern acteshe resource system (Ostrom
1990, Edwards and Steins 1998). This is furthengleated by issues of scale, as the
sustainability of the resources may be affectedthbyences such as climate change or
pollution which are outside the resource user'srobiiSaglie 2006).

Hardin’s uses of game theory and reliance on ratiohoice theory have also come in
for substantial criticism. ThePrisoner’s dilemma(see above) suggests that if there
are two rationally motivated individuals they waltt in their own self interest but that
their behaviour will ultimately disadvantage therotth However, as Kimber
(1981:187) points outit' represents the perspective of one individuat, fmthing can

be concluded from it about everyone’s choice

Many social scientists recognise that humans aatrational way. However, it is clear
that rational actions are accompanied by other $oofmaction, for example, emotional
or effectual action, and various types of norms gallie-orientated action (Etzioni
1988; Elster 1989; Scott 2000). In terms of CPRhagement, there is significant
evidence that suggests that individuals who haveentcontrol over their resources
develop an emotional attachment to their envirortniberefore taking greater care of
it. Baland and Platteau (1996) argue that theapigation of CPRs or requisition by
government authorities tends to eliminate the pelred relationships that resource
users develop when local communities manage CPRbough the majority of early
references to commons management support the ah@otor perspective (e.g. Smith
1804, and Lloyd 1833), there is also evidence oficae optimistic opinion. Maine
(1871) pointed towards the village communities tbatur all over the world and
successfully manage common land for the grazindivelstock. Furthermore, the
phenomenon of collective action in social and egicll affairs is as old as human life
itself. For many thousands of years humans havkedotogether in a collective
fashion to hunt, fish, recognise edible and medpiahts, overpower wild animals,
build shelter etc. (Borrini-Feyerabend, et al. 2004

Hardin has also attracted substantial criticismuioder-estimating the abilities of local
communities to find solutions to problems and fgjlito recognise that systems other
than privatisation and state control can sustaghndbmmons (Dietz, et al. 2002 and

Dietz, et al. 2003). Hardin failed to take intce@eration the importance afontext
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and socio-cultural diversity (Edwards and Stein88)9 Furthermore, his reliance on
rational choice theory fails to recognise thatamdl choice is strongly influenced by
the situation in which decisions are made (McC&22). McCay emphasises that it is
necessary to consider the situation in socialtipalj cultural and ecological terms as
relevant to contexts that are specified histoncafjeographically, or in other ways
(ibid.). Rydin and Pennington (2000) add that Harhder-estimates the potential of
social capital to overcome CAPs and the challerajesee riding. As Saglie (2006)

argues, this ‘norm-driven’ behaviour can clearlpdeto cooperation in maintaining
natural resources as the actors may see this a®paape behaviour in certain

institutional settings. However, developing ingitias which promote this kind of

collective action is problematic. As noted abowecéd partnerships may well come up
against resistance from the communities they hasenbimposed upon, creating
significant CAPs which may be difficult to overcom&his makes the study of

institutions which promote such behaviour a crucaaka for research and is

consequently an important aspect of this thesis.

Hardin’s work was carefully embedded within a higtal context explaining how the
enlightenment and industrialisation had dramatycaltered the relationship between
humans and their environment. However, other aathave taken a similar approach
and come up with very different conclusions. KrRdlanyi (1944) suggested that the
demise of the commons had more to do with the dhgngelationship between
resource users and their environment. Accordinghts perspective, the process
Hardin advocates for managing the commons (priatiis) has in fact contributed to
their destruction. From the early agrarian andustdal revolutions to the
contemporary dominance of global agro-industriabkaeasystems, front line resource
users have been forced to reject small-scale dehsis farming and to work for land
owners and commercial organisations in the prodoadf cash crops. As early as the
15" Century Lords and nobles were fencing off largeaarof ‘common’ land and
claiming exclusive hunting rights. Furthermore,réhactions were backed up by legal
measures with harsh punishments attached. Poskiiyost extreme example was the
1723 Black act which created fifty new capital offes. Any one found with their face
‘black’ (for disguised or camaflarge), or who migappear in any forest, close, park,
or in any warren, or high road, heath, common avrdaould be charged with a capital
offence (Pretty 2002; Thompson 1975).
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The agrarian revolution of the late 18th centumhe&9th century was huge: half the
arable land in England previously held as feudahmons and used by peasants to
grow food crops or graze animals was enclosed asdrved for cash orientated
production for the benefit of the land owner. Timarked a significant change in the
relationship between resource users and the emagot Polanyi (1944: 35) argues

that during the agrarian revolution:

‘The lords and nobles were upsetting the socialeordhreaking down ancient
laws and customs, sometimes by means of violefie® by pressure and
intimidation. They were literally robbing the poof their share in the common,
tearing down the houses which, by the hitherto eakable forces of custom,

the poor had long regarded as theirs and their fi&ir

A similar interpretation of the impact of the agaarrevolution on the commons can be
seen in this Anonymous English folk poem relatetht‘enclosures’ which originated

in medieval times and was regularly quoted in t8& @entury:

“The law doth punish man or woman
That steals the goose from the common
But leaves the greater felon loose

That steals the common from the goose”

Resource users were removed from the direct marageraf their resources,
dramatically reducing incentives for local commigstto manage their resources in a
sustainable manner. In a community reliant on istdrsce farming, if they fail to
ensure the sustainability of CPR the community stdrve. The shift from subsistence
farming to commercial farming for cash crops hasaeed this direct responsibility for
the resource from the community and given it toiamal governments, private
individuals and corporations (Borrini-Feyerabend, a&. 2004). New state
bureaucracies and economic enterprises, assoaigieanonolithic views of progress
and rational order, have expropriated from indigenand local communities many of
the decisions and privileges that used to be them (Scott 1998). This criticism of
Hardin’s tragedy of the commons thesis comes frbe docial ecology perspective
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which suggests that market forces are the root afiyrcontemporary environmental
problems (Selsky and Creahan 1996).

2.4 Exploring the structure versus agency debate

Central to the debate about the management of G#Ree question first raised by
Thomas Hobbes (1960 [1651]): How do communitiegndfviduals agree on sets of
action that counteract individual temptations téese short-term, actions when all
individuals would be better off if each party sééetactions leading to higher group
and individual returns (Ostrom 2002)? Hobbes segsthe dominance of human
agency and argues that it is impossible for indiald to escape from what we now call
‘social dilemmas’ without the aid of a strong exi@rauthority (ibid.). This was also
the principle adopted by Hardin in the tragedy ltd tommons thesis and forms the

basis of contemporary interpretive social theories.

The structure/agency debate questions this posétmah asks - are humans primarily
influenced by structural factors, that is, soamtitutions such as religion and the state,
or by the actions of individuals? Furthermorealgo asks if humans are motivated
purely by self-interest or by concern for othersl @ociety as a whole (Stern et al.
1993, Dietz et al. 2003). It is clear that there @o fixed answers to these questions.
However, individuals’ or organisations’ interprebat of this debate will have a

fundamental impact on their view on how humans vibe natural environment and

ultimately on the most appropriate way to consétrve

2.4.1 Outlining the debate

Social scientists who primarily favour thagency’ argument see individual human
beings or human beings collectively as the keyh& donstitution of social life; they
argue that social institutions and practices aeerésult of the actions of individuals.
Followers of this approach argue that human aaidagencyis the dominant force in

shaping social life. They see society as the aggien of independent individual
behaviours, and often assume that these behaveymess the rational pursuit of

utility on the part of these individuals. Howevethers stress the influence of social
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‘structures They emphasise the role of supra—individualiaorces, that is, social
institutions such as the state, the household aganeed religion, resisting reduction

to individuals and utility functions (McCay 2002).

McCay (2002) recapitulates the structure and agemelyate in relation to CPR
management. She argues that at the one extrerhaweethe idea that individuals are
‘self-seekingand faced with a CPR or public good they can adiect or free ride;
this approach is primarily concerned with tlaetion of individuals (agency). On the
other hand, we have the idea of communities bemganticised embedded with the
moral economy ofthe commorisvhich belong to and are cared for by everyond, bu
are besieged by larger forces such as commerciarihcapitalism, (structure) (ibid).
Essentially, the debate is between those who atbee supremacy of macrd
influences (such as institutions, organisationsl anlture) and those who stress the
‘micro influences (day-to-day personal encounters, eonali life and personal

experiences).

Like many other theories within the social sciences all sociological approaches sit
clearly on one side of the divide, but rather takebroad aspects of one approach, and
they may also utilise aspects of conflicting thesr{Layder 1994). For example, a
researcher looking at the collapse of a fisherynfeo Marxist perspective will consider
capitalism (a social structure) as the primarydach the collapse of the industry.
However, such a researcher may concede that thefieking by a number of
individuals has contributed to the collapse (huraetion). Even if they conclude that
the individuals were forced to over-fish by pregsuirom the capitalist system, it is not

possible to completely reject the influence of haraation.

2.4.2 Bringing structure and agency together

Resolving the discrepancies between structure ayjawhcy has been a long term
challenge facing social scientists. Polanyi (194dfognised that many social
phenomena demonstrate both structure and agendyn aasponse he coined the term
‘embeddednessto explain how structure and agency can both besemt in

determining the shape of a society. Peters (1987:éxplains what Polanyi meant by

embeddedness in the context of CPR research:
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‘To avoid these polemic extremes we argue for $ommbeddedness of a
commons. It is an error to suppose that an indigldcalculus can explain a
commons system; rather, one has to understand dhially and politically

embedded commons to explain the individual calculus

This idea of embeddedness has been taken up byndenuof contemporary
sociologists who have further developed the thedfgr example, Granovetter (1985)
argues that the agency approach neglects theioipact of socialisation on individual
actors, portraying them asiider-socialisedand only interested in forwarding their
own interest. He is equally critical of the stwrelist approach as it depicts individual
actors as over-socialised products of their particular social group (claggnder,
religion etc), and under-estimates their abilityaocept or reject the norms of the
‘society/group into which they were born. Anthony Giddens (19894theory of
structuration is an attempt to reconcile theoréticghotomies of social systems such as
agency/structure, subjective/objective, and micemim perspectives. The approach
does not focus on the individual actor or sociadtdlity ‘but social practices ordered
across space and timdts proponents adopt this balanced positionpgiteng to treat
influences of structure (which inherently includagture) and agency equally. These
interpretations (and others) have all played anomamt part in moving the
structure/agency debate forward to the point wheris no longer appropriate to

consider structural or human action influenceslging

2.4.3 Embeddedness and human environment relations

It is clear that this debate provides more tharughamaterial for an entire thesis, and
therefore it is necessary to move the discussionda by focusing on interpretations
of ‘embeddedness'which have been developed within the context oiman

environment relations such as that proposed by dWiland McCay (1999). They
postulate that social structure can be seermpaterned interactiorisamong actors or

social networks; and argue that structure influsnicglividuals in patterned ways,
although individuals also have agency and are ri@e just representatives of social

categories.
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Peters (1987) and McCay (2002) use the concepinifeddedness to conceptualise
CAPs that occur within CPRs and as a result they ltame up with a fundamentally
different set of causes to those described by Hgedd many other researchers). They
argue that CAPs arise not from an absence of social ties batvibe individual user
and others, but from competing rights and claimietptimate use(Peters 1987: 178).
By adopting this approach it is possible to studP& in terms of the dynamic of
conflict and competition between different sociaups located in history and social
systems rather than between the rational economimidividual unspecified and the

group also unspeciféé (McCay and Acheson 1987).

This approach allows us to see cultural and soplenomenon as sources of
institutional creation and change without havingeéduce social action to individual
choice alone. At the same time, it recognisesatiency of the individual embedded
within such phenomena, and particularly the aganeglved in the social process of
interpreting and re-creating the natural and scam@ironments (Helgason and Palsson
1997 and McCay 2002).

These debates about humanity’s interaction withetm&ronment represent more than
just an interesting philosophical discussion; tHeym the basis of a theoretical
framework to evaluate contemporary environmentatagament. The development of
partnership approaches to environmental managemeeuires a careful evaluation and
analysis of the historical relations between a comity, the environment and the state.
It is necessary to properly understand why indiglduand communities interact with
the environment in a particular way. An understagdof the social structures and
individual actions which form the basis of thesktiens is vital and can help policy
makers respond to concerns raised by stakeholdeas iappropriate manner. It is
therefore useful to further examine the way in \wHaman/environment relations have

evolved to create the current situation.

2.5 The changing nature of human environment relatins

The story of humanity’s relationship with naturedathe environment is deeply
incorporated with the history of humanity itseFor many thousands of years humans

enjoyed a relatively harmonious relationship witte tnatural environment, before
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industrialisation, rationalisation and populatiorowth led to a fracturing of the
relationship (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004) ThgnMalthus (1798, 1891) argued
that human population grows geometrically but agdncal production grows
arithmetically. As a result, if the population g® beyond the means to sustain it the
excess population is eliminated. He describedpiosess as a boom-bust cycle which
is written in to the relationship between humansgl dheir natural environment.
However, since Malthus was writing the relationshgiween humans and nature has
become much more malleable (Murphy 1994). Todaynieans of subsistence have
grown faster than the population to the extent thast developed countries have a
food surplus. The population is limited by birthnt@l| to such an extent that without
the increase in life expectancy and immigration plogulations would actually be
falling. Until the onset of the current environmanproblems it seemed that both the
means of subsistence and the population side ofnM&b dilemma had been refuted
(ibid).

2.5.1 Francis Bacon and the scientific revolution

The enlightenment and industrialisation marked sirtit shift in the way humanity
viewed its relationship with nature. Prior to tleenteenth century science was viewed
with suspicion in Europe. The Old Testament taulgat the desire for knowledge was
both dangerous and evil. Furthermore, during tkedissance period admiration for
classical writers reinforced the idea that mankias in decline. There was a marked
degree of pessimism about the future of mankindlithel confidence in man’s ability
to manipulate his own future (Haynes 1994). Ad theginning of the seventeenth
century attitudes began to change. Sir Franci®Ba@as determined to put an end to
the period of ignorance and instituted a completerm of learning that he called the
‘Great Instauration! He wanted to change the unfavourable image iefise; he did
this through a clever theological ruse, locating Hasis of science in God’s laws as
embodied in nature. Bacon inverted the traditictaly of the Fall of Man to suggest
the possibility of a glorious restoratioaf ‘man to the sovereignty and power (he shall
be able to call the creatures by their true named again command them) which he
had in the first state of creatibrfMontague, 1852:83). Much of Bacon’s work is

dedicated to promoting the role of the scientissatiety; he describes scientists as
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philanthropists who have compassion fibre' sorrows of mankinénd wish to elevate

them through the fruits of their learning.

It is clear that Bacon’s premise was essentialijtarian, interpreting human welfare
in material terms of comfort and technological cetemce. With hindsight we can see
that this change of attitude was essential to theeldpment of modern science. Many
contemporary scholars argue that without Bacon&yais, scientific development may
have been much slower (Haynes 1994). However, Badegacy stretches beyond the
development of modern science. Bacon’s rallyindl ¢cEnowledge is Power’
fundamentally altered human environment relatiori&eviously scientists had seen
themselves as part of the fallen nature, but Bacm®as hinged on the concept of man
as set over nature, to dominate and control it.ajochany environmentalists and
especially eco-feminists, suggest that Bacon dmuied to the deep divisions which
now exist between science and nature and direetlytd the development of the
perception that nature is a passive object availéd exploitation, manipulation and
domination (ibid.).

2.5.2 Humanity’s perceived domination over nature

Increasingly scientists and politicians are begigrio take the current environmental
crisis seriously, but defining the nature of thelgpem and its root causes is both
problematic and hotly debated. Jules Pretty arthegst is about more than simply the
loss of biodiversity and ecosystem function andceons but a fundamental flaw in our
assumptions about our relationship and power oatrra. He argues:

‘The danger comes from assuming that we moderns héstory’'s most
successful society, and that we will be able takitand invent our way out of
any difficulty, bending the world to our intentidityg thus making problems no
more than temporary concerns. Put simply our tiesltentre on the myth of
progress.’(Pretty 2007:11).

This perceived domination over nature, conceived-ancis Bacon, has dominated
scientific thought for the past 300 years and hesacterised our relationship with the

environment. Murphy (1994) argues that since thégletenment humanity has
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characterised nature as simply a resource whichbeamanipulated, like plastic, for
our own ends. Until recently we have seen ourseb® completely infallible and
disconnected from the natural world. In 1981 whem effects of climate change were
becoming increasingly visible James Christian wtb& humans were on the threshold
of a grand transition'the transition from being a passively productiveganism to
being the active controller of life and destinfhristian 1981:381-2). Furthermore,
many people today still hold the view that we v able to invent our way out of the
current crisis. This idea of man being separateth fnature is based on the thesis of
the social construction of reality which assumes the relationship between humans
and their natural environment can be charactedigedn immense plasticity. Rather
than having araturé, construct their own nature (Berger and Luckméek967).
Proponents of this perspective have dismissed gwalo problems as socially
constructedsocial scares’(Fox 1991, Buttle et al. 1990, Buttle and Tayl®92),
rather than a change in the natural environmenthvbould in turn affect social action
(Murphy 1994).

In recent years it has become increasingly cleardk well as furthering our ability to
manipulate nature, the development of scientifiowdedge has led to scientists
becoming increasingly aware of the mysterious matfithe natural environment. As a
result this notion of a plastic relationship withtare is becoming harder to justify.
Numerous disasters and dwindling natural resouoses the last few decades have
fundamentally undermined the notion of a plastidatrenship with nature.
Technological manipulation has placed the sociadi¢aat risk (Short 1984) and created
the risk society (Beck 1992). Only now are humslosvly beginning to recognise the
embeddedness of social action in nature and rethlgehe relationship between reason
and nature is an ongoing dialectical one betweenpwwerful forces. The concept of a
social construction of nature, like the presumptioat we can invent our way out of
environmental problems, is based upon shaky foimmat It focuses on the difference
between humans and other animals and neglectsrthilargties we share with them
(Murphy 1994).

Murphy (1994) argues that instead of a plasticti@iahip between humans and nature,
it is more accurate to describe the relationshiplastic. Human capacity has enabled

us to ‘stretch’ our relationship with the natural world. Howevérjs important to
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remember that, like elastic, this relationship lasbreaking point Elastic also
‘recoils’; similarly, nature reacts to human projects tiattd stretch the relationship
between the social and the natural. In summatgmgits by humans to re-shape the

relationship have repercussions, often unforeseen.

There is some evidence that industrial societiesnawving from a technological to an
ecological social paradigm (Olson et al. 1992) dvetéflecting the true nature of our
relationship with the environment. However, modeutture is still very reliant upon
the plasticity premise. This relationship cons$étu deeply rooted values tied to
consumer, employment, power interests and lifestylich are difficult to overcome.
It was this idea that modern culture and humanredtave become so reliant upon the
over-exploitation of natural resources that itngossible to break the cycle without
draconian laws which prompted Garret Hardin to camevith his influential ‘Tragedy

of the Commons’ thesis.

In light of the developments in the human/environtneelations debate, analysis of
CPR management has moved on significantly from woek of Garrett Hardin.
However, it is important not to forget the influenof the rational choice perspective.
Many of the contemporary theories discussed betmk At ways in which institutions
and structures can be developed in society to pm@nuwllaboration and co-
management. Essentially they are trying to mitigagenegative impacts of individuals
acting in a rational way. Fundamental to thisnsuaderstanding of why they act in

such ways to begin with.

2.6 Common Pool Resource theory, an alternative tcstate control and

privatization?

As the current environmental crisis started to camight in the 1970s and 80s along
with the ever-increasing pressure placed upon altesources the debate on how best
to manage CPRs has intensified (Diez et al. 20@2any key studies have concluded
that new institutional arrangements, such as Ipadherships between different actors,
can be effective in achieving strategic managerobjgctives for CPRs (Ostrom 1990;
1998; 1999). It has become increasingly clear dferlast two decades that local

people affected by conservation initiatives shookdinvolved in their planning and
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management to increase the fairness of decisiodspammote local ownership and
cooperation (Jones and Burgess 2005). Tiesv paradigm’for protected areas was
recognised at the [IUCN'’s 5th World Parks’ Congr@4sllips 2003).

However, the management of CPRs invariably requoeslicts between different user
groups and interest groups to be addressed. Tha® éasy means of addressing these
CAPs. As Hardin (1968) illustrated with the metapbtbthe prisoners’ dilemma, some
actors will be unwilling to co-operate with othdos the long term collective good and
instead focus their efforts on exploiting the raseufor their immediate personal gain.
For many years the response to stioke riding’ behaviour has essentially been to
adopt the approaches postulated by Hardin and édcas the regulation of resources
by the state to ensure compliance, as the altemate. the privatisation of resources to
ensure that users have a long term vested int@resiintaining the sustainable uses of

resources, is often practically and politically eagible.

Over the last two decades there has been a gromicggnition of the problems

associated with such ‘top-down’ approaches to ttemagement of CPRs, not least
because it is often difficult to enforce stricteslland regulations governing resources
that are located in rural areas that are diffitaltaccess. Combined with the wider
influence of third way philosophy governments haeealised that no single actor,

public or private has the capacity to tackle envinental problems on its own (Saglie
2006). This has led to an increase in the adoptfdhe partnership or co-management

approaches described above.

However, as noted above, the creation of partngsdor CPR management is far from
a simple process. |If this approach is to be deeslothe key challenge for the
management of CPRs is to develop institutions whiehcapable of bringing together
numerous actors who may have conflicting ideashenntature of sustainability and
address the increasingly complex scale challengeBherefore, developing an
understanding of the institutional arrangementsctvhinderpin these organisations is a
useful starting point for analysing governance #RS. However, as Rydin (2006)
points out this only gets one so far. It does meveal how the linkages within and
between organisational units are activated. Thstitutionalist’ perspective goes

further by looking at the more cultural dimensiaishow organisations work (ibid.).
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This is essential when looking at partnerships betwdifferent organisations. As
Rydin (2006:17) argues:

‘Institutionalisum is particularly useful for stushg situations of governance,
where policy implementation and formulation invehaewide range of actors.
The formal and informal networks between theserachelp explain how
governance processes work. The cultural dimensminghe links between
actors in these networks advance the analysis ewérer.’

The informal exchanges which go on between thesetdhin organisational networks
Is important as they help to explain how the acttegelop appropriate behaviour for
their roles within the network. Without this sogation in which the actors learn the

appropriate institutional norms, the organisatiarahngements would fail (ibid.).

2.6.1 The role of social capital

It has been argued by many commentators e.g. Ogtt0080); Ostrom et al. (1993),
Rydin and Pennington (2000), Rydin (2006); that kg to developing a successful
programme of co-management lies in developing faeaigital within the community

of resource users and interest groups. Furthernitnetty (2003) argues that social
capital has the potential to lower the cost of patgn (or conservation) as it builds

individuals’ confidence in working together to eggan collective action.

Over the last decade many social scientists andypotakers have become excited
about the concept of social capital, and in somdes it has been championed as the
solution to a wide variety of social and politicatoblems. Print and Coleman
(2003:123) argue that social capitisl the most influential concept in the last dectaxe
emerge from economic sociology, let alone to affedlitical science and
interdisciplinary studies This is hardily surprising as, unusually forcancept, it is
attractive to both the political right and left.s Bowles and Giants (2002) suggest, the
left finds social capital attractive because it éagises trust, generosity and collective
action, whilst the right finds it appealing as ftess non-government entities (such as
neighbourhoods and special interest groups) ratiem government intervention as

stop gaps to market failure.
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The work of James Coleman has been instrumentigveloping the concept of social
capital. Like those theorists who have developedidea of embeddedness, Coleman
(1988) argues that social capital comprises elesnehtboth structure and agency.
Social capital is essentiallyrust within a society, community or organisation, and
should be looked at as a method of exchange isdhee way as human and physical
capital, making possible certain ends that in iisemce would not be possibleFor
example, a group within which there is extensiusttworthiness and extensive trust is
able to accomplish much more than a comparable gnaithout the trustworthiness
and trust(1988:101)’. This idea has been further develdpe&ukuyama (1995), who
argues that it is possible to explain patternsegfanal and economic developments by

examining the levels of social capital in a givegion.

Pennington and Rydin (2000:234) have conducteteeature review on social capital
and developed a working definition. They argue thiatadly speaking social capital

encompasses the following:

* Level of trust;

* Extent of networks;

» Density of relationships within networks; knowleddeelationships;

» Obligations and expectations about relationshipading to reciprocity;
* Forms of local knowledge;

* Operating norms;

« Existence and use of sanctions to punish freegidin

Looking at social capital in more depth, it is imjamt to distinguish between different
kinds of social capital which are active within aocial context. These different types
are characterised by the ties they encourage wattsacial network (Sparkes and Dale
2007). Putnam (2000) has made a distinction betwe@tging social capital’ in which
bonds of connectedness are formed across divecs& gooups, and ‘bonding social
capital’ that cements only homogenous groups. Adthype identified by Woolcock
(2001) described as ‘linking social capital’ reféssthe group’s ability to engage with

external agencies to influence policy or draw moteces.
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Bonding social capital refers to the close relaioisually experienced among family
members, physically proximate friends, and neigh®o(/Noolcock, 2001). The
networks that are highly personal thus tend tolbsed to those people with interests
and affiliations in common. These networks arerofess diverse and not open to the
views of ‘others’ outside the network. The adhesathin these networks is a sense of
deep trust held among the network’s members, & thas is often highly relational,
personalized, and thus, has a potential for canfliten either trust or commonalities
break down. Once trust is built between individu@lss possible to engage in less
personal exchanges based on reciprocity. This naaiy creates social obligations
(Gambetta, 1988) between individuals and betwedwarks. Trust operates in the
same way as the concept of strong and weak tigbatrtrust can also be either thick or
thin.

Bridging social capital, on the other hand, carcharacterized by horizontally linked
relationships between networks held together bydlman social capital, and the
relationships tend to be more impersonal as thHeadjes are established for strategic
reasons. Bridging social capital is often charaoeer by weak and opportunistic ties
that facilitate access to resources and opporésthat exist in other networks. Here,
trust is often more thinly held. Bridging occurs emhone member of one network
connects with a member of another network (Grarnekei973). Often, these bridges
link networks within one community to more diverssources normally unavailable in

their community (Woolcock, 2001).

Linking social capital connects community to thelitmal and financial decision-
makers. Linking social capital is also charactetibg weak and opportunistic ties and
is viewed as ‘the capacity (for a community) todevesources, ideas and information
from formal institutions beyond the community’ (Woack, 2001). In terms of natural
resource management linking social capital paridylrefers to communities ability to
utilise the resources which are available by boddielations with key individuals and

organisations (Hall and Pretty 2008).

Like most models used to describe phenomenaoneirsdisial sciences it is unlikely

that the social capital possessed by any one coniyncan be neatly fitted in to a
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specific category. However, these definitions pdeva useful starting point for analysis
of levels of social capital in a given communitifurthermore, to fully understand the
impact of social capital in a community it is nesay to understand its nature rather
than just whether it is present or not.

Rydin (2006) looks at social capital as a tool doalysing policy. She recognises the
distinctions between bonding and bridging socialitedy however, she raises concerns
regarding the usefulness of the terms for analykigpolicy situations as they tend to
involve both strong links between like actors amdker links between unlike actors in
different organisatioris (2006:24). Although these relationships are tlgar
incorporated in ‘linking social capital’ this appsdo be an over- simplification of the
problem. Instead Rydin turns to a fourth ‘type’ sdcial capital, bracing capital
(Rydin and Holman 2004):

‘This recognises that specific policy situations uieg contacts between a
limited set of actors; there has to be an edgentodet of actors involved and
ultimately bridging is not helpful. However, withihis limited set there is a
need for elements of bonding among specific grafi@stors, cementing those
specific relationships in more depth. The metapbibtbracing’ is meant to

suggest the need for scaffolding to achieve a Spgoolicy task, which has
definite outer boundaries and covers a limited amaf policy space, has links
across the whole policy space (bridging) but patac points where more

intensive links are needed to support the requpelicy work. This compares
with the strong glue of the bonding metaphor andiscriminate linking of

bridging.” (Rydin 2006:25).

Essentially, bracing social capital is more gearedworking within and between
institutions which have been tasked with develogmagtnership capacity (Jones and
Burgess 2005) for the management of CPRs or otbeal I[resources. These
contemporary governance situations require botticatrand horizontal linkages to be
established between local, regional and nationargcwhereas traditional approaches
to social capital primarily focus on horizontalkages (Pretty and Ward 2001; Rydin
2006).
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Furthermore, despite the interest generated byadential benefits of social capital it
is increasingly being realised that there are §iamnt problems associated with
bonding and bridging social capital. Before atténgp to solve social problems
through the development of social capital it iseesigl to assess the circumstances
surrounding the problem and to establish whethemticessary conditions are present
from which social capital can be developed. Frdm institutional rational choice
perspective, adopted by Pennington and Rydin (20009 clear that the potential of
social capital to manage environmental resourcésgisly dependent on the nature of
the resource and the structure of incentives faartgrs. The evidence suggests that
social capital can be most successful in assistitgg management of small-scale
projects with limited numbers of users and scopedcease the incentives for actors to
conserve resources in a sustainable manner. ligbegroup is too large and there are
few incentives for users to change their ways pibiential for social capital to develop
is limited. For example, Pennington and Rydin (0&rgue that social capital will be
of little use in trying to curb car emissions inlaage city, but may be useful in
conserving a local park.

Porter (2006) is critical of the manner in whicleisb capital is hailed as a solution to a
wide variety of social problems. She is sceptichithe value of the concept and
emphasises the importance of assessing the caftehe problem before attempting to
solve it through the development of social capifalrthermore, as Pretty (2003) points
out, it is unlikely that the development of socgalpital will allow a community to

manage its resources independently without any-terng assistance from statutory
bodies. It is essential that governments do natplki provide incentives for

community-led sustainable management. They neéé tccompanied by a change in
social norms and the enforcement of regulationsr @re extended period of time,

otherwise there is a danger that people will reteetheir old ways.

The type of social capital present will also impapbn how useful it is. In fact, as
Putnam (2000) argues, bonding social capital caumallg have a negative effect on a
community as it can restrict its access to outsig@nisations. In the context of natural
resource management this also raises a numbehef issues. Commentators such as
Baland and Platteau (1996), Pennington and RydifQRand Pretty (2003) argue that

if social capital is to be an effective tool thesestill a need for the state to facilitate
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negotiations between actors and to enforce theedgrdes. Clearly this is going to be
problematic within a closed social group or netwoiithough the idea of bracing
social capital does not solve these concerns is gwevide an analytical framework
which is more appropriate and realistic for the Igsia of social capital within

contemporary governance institutions such as stgtpartnerships.

2.7 The current state of the literature on common pol resource theory

One of the greatest challenges facing those reggerfer the management of CPRs is
how to balance the interests of a variety of défeéruser groups whilst maintaining the
sustainability of the resource. There is a growandy of literature that is attempting to
develop CPR theory and use it to inform and anadyfets to manage CPRs.

Before looking at some early attempts to come ugh witheory for CPRs it is worth
briefly considering where CPR theory sits in teraisthe general concept of social
theory. There are essentially two types of soti@ory: grand theoriessuch as
Marxism and functionalism which attempt to underdtavhole societies, anchiddle
range theoriegMerton 1967) which operate in a limited domaigtsas environmental
management. Grand theories often attempt to cqnweith large scale generalisations,
such as the proposition that capitalism is the miotll poverty. Although these
theories offer a researcher a potential startingtpar theoretical perspective to work
within, they are of little use in attempting to @éép a research strategy or guidelines to
assist in the resolution of a specific problem.dté range theories, on the other hand,
fall somewhere between grand theories and whatdsirang on the ground. They
represent attempts to understand and explain #elingispect of social life and can be
of great assistance to researchers and policy mak€PR theory is a middle range
theory which is constantly developing and evolvasgmore research is conducted. In
addition to social theories, social scientists alse a range ofoperational tools’
(Jackson 1993) such as bracing social capital gstashem in analysing social

phenomenon.

The first attempt to officiallytheorize the analysis of CPRs came in the mid 1980s
when a basic analytical framework for CPR managémdaveloped by Ronald

Oakerson, was adopted by the panel on Common RyoResource Management at a
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meeting of the National Research Council (NRCyriganize the presentation, analysis
and comparison of 20 case studies on the manageshsimgle use CPRs in different

settings (NRC 1986). The framework distinguishas fsets of attributes or variables
that can be used to describe a common:

* The physical attributes of the specific resource or facility and the tealogy
used to appropriate its yield. This requires astalyo consider three factors.
(1) The extent to which extraction by one user iotp@&n the sustainability of
the resource for others; (2) the extent to whicteas to the resource can be
controlled; (3) the extent to which clear boundariean be defined for
management.

 The decision-making arrangements (organisational rules) that govern
relationships between users, as well as relevamérat This essentially
requires the analysts to look at where the powes And who makes the
decisions regarding the use of the CPR.

e« The mutual choice of strategies and consequent paths of interaction
amongst decision makersonce the physical and technological attributes of
the resource have been taken into consideration.

e QOutcomes or consequencead the adopted strategies on resource management
on the basis of the criteria set by the researctogr,example economic

efficiency, social equity, and ecological sustaihigb

(Oakerson 1986, 1992,)

Since publication, the framework has had a hugeente on CPR research and over
the years it has been changed and adapted forfisger@jects. One key change has
been the addition of a fifth element, the sociarelteristics of the user community
(Tang, 1992, Freedy 1994, Edwards and Steins 199B)is category allows the
researcher to include social and cultural infororatabout the community in the

analysis.

This framework was developed for the analysis ofpde single use CPRs. However,

as Steins and Edwards (1998) point out, due to despbic changes, technological
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developments and the integration of the resourtdise market, CPRs are increasingly
being used by multiple groups, with a variety ofemests both extractive and non-
extractive. For example, land that was traditipnaked by commoners to graze their
animals is now being used by an increasing numbeeaeational users, such as
walkers and cyclists. Similarly within the marieevironment, fishermen who rely on
secluded coves and bays to catch lobsters and cralwshave to compete with
recreational anglers and scuba divers. A key featiCPRs with multiple users is that
each user group has its own decision-making arraeges and overall control of the
resource is held by ammbrella authority. It is these umbrella organisations that are
increasingly changing from authoritarian organagi adopting a top-down approach,
to partnerships involving representatives from ugeoups. Furthermore, the
institutional arrangements are becoming increagingbmplicated, with CPRs
ultimately governed by national and even intermaldaw. As a result, it is necessary
to consider not only relationships between indigldusers in a specific user group, but
also the relationships between the user groupsttediser group’s relationship with
the umbrella organisation and international bodidisis of particular importance to
consider the evolution of umbrella organisationd #me influence of individual user
groups on this process, as this offers an insigbtthe hierarchy of the individual user
groups (Steins and Edwards 1998). This is alsogr@ised by Saglie (2006) and Rydin
(2006) who stress the importance of studying theul aspects of co-management
partnerships and in particular the way in whichatiehships are developed between
different actors. Rydin’s concept of bracing sbc@pital also provides an important
framework for analysis as, like Steins and Edwai@®98, Rydin recognises the
importance of both horizontal and vertical linkagpesveen actors.

Steins and Edwards (1998) attempt to adapt the rGakeframework for use in
complex multi-user CPRs and test their theory aittase study of Cowes Harbour in
the Isle of White. They made two key changes ® dhginal framework so that it
included components to encourage a two-way analg$igesource governance.
Provision was made to include both multi-levelsietision-making (vertical analysis)
and multiple user groups (horizontal analysis).e Tramework was also changed to
incorporate factors (European, national and localpich influenced the overall

governance of Cowes Harbour.
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In addition to the Oakerson framework, a numbeotber scholars have attempted to
develop their own criteria for the analysis of CPRéuch of this work has focused on
how best to developristitutions capable of sustainable management of CPRs. Three
key book length texts which have spear-headed dpjgoach are: Robert Wade’s
Village Republics: Economic Conditions for CollgetiAction in South Indiglinor
Ostrom’sGoverning the Commons: The evolution of institigior collective action,
and Jean—Marie Baland and Jean-Philippe Plattgdalng degradation of natural
resources: Is there a role for local communitiekike the Oakerson framework (and
Steins and Edwards’ adapted version), all thests monclude with a list of conditions
that they believe to be necessary for the developnué sustainable commons
institutions (Agrawal 2001:1651).

It is clear that all three books use very differerdthods and case studies to produce
their lists of conditions necessary for successhdnagement of common pool
resources. Wade’'s (1988) study is based on dataohlected from South Indian
villages. Ostrom (1990) uses secondary data ¢elleby other researchers and her
own set of dependent and independent variablesnatyse the data. Baland and
Platteau (1996) use economic literature to attetopbridge the gap between the
enormous amount of empirical literature documengeffgrts at managing local-level
resources and the quickly growing body of theoattimowledge dealing with natural
resource management. Despite these clear diffeseAgrawal (2001) discovers that
there are similarities in their conclusions. Heeso They all conclude that members of
small local groups can design institutional arrangents to help manage resources
sustainably(2001:1653). He goes on to identify similaritiesthe conditions that they

deem necessary for successful management of CRR&@that:

‘The regularities in successful management thay ttliscover pertain one of
four sets of variables: (a)characters of resourc@s) nature of groups that
depend on resources; (c) particulars of instituabmegimes through which
resources are managed; and (d) the nature of thatiomship between a group,
and external forces and authorities such as markststes and technology’
(Agrawal (2001:1653).
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All three books, along with the work of Oakersonda&dwards and Steins,
acknowledge the individual nature of commons anghlemise that it is necessary to
take into consideration the local contexts in wiicé common is situated. There are
obvious differences between the resources, for pkarhis much harder to define the
boundaries of a marine resource than a piece ofmmmland used for grazing (see
Chapter 3). They also recognize the importanceaying careful attention to local
cultural and social conditions and are aware of ithpact these can have on the
successful management of a resource. Howevergesnal (2001) postulates, social
and cultural issues are treated as a side issherrdian an essential aspect of the
analysis. Furthermore, although none of the rebeas tries to claim that their
framework/set of conditions can be applied univirda all CPRs, they clearly intend
their frameworks to be used as leeuristic tool for thinking through the logic of a

situation and considering alternative possibiliti¢®akerson 1992:43).

Despite the attempts by the designers of theseefrarks to reassure the reader that
they are not attempting to make generalisationsarddgg CPRs, there are still a
number of difficulties with their approaches. AgrAwal (2001) points out, attempting
to produce even the most general framework or s&obors for the analysis of more
than one specific CPR is problematic. He arguas ttie obstacles can be classified
into two groups; substantive issues, related to ¢heice of case studies, and
methodological issues. He goes on to suggesbthakamining further cases it may, at
least in part, be possible to overcome the subgtargsues, but unfortunately attempts
to overcome the substantive issues exacerbatertiidepr of methods. As a result,
Agrawal (2001:1654) concludes that a modified apphoto the development of

analytical frameworks may be more appropriate:

‘Instead of focusing on lists of factors that appdyall commons institutions, it
may be more fruitful to focus on configurationsohditions that bear a causal
relationship with sustainability. The identificati of such configurations also
requires sharp analytical insights and such insggitan follow both from

comparative research that is either based on célsefselected cases, or
datasets that can be analysed through statisteahmiques. The critical step is
the specification of a theoretical argument to wate the case selection and

data collection.’
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Despite the difficulties pointed out, these attesnpi produce frameworks for the

analysis of CPRs have made considerable steps rbragthey recognise that human
interaction with CPRs is influenced by both struatdactors and human action. They
also provide helpful guidelines for future reseaashthey identify a number of factors
which a researcher may want to examine. For exangiern et al (2002) suggest that
for successful management it is essential that lagthorities are not undermined by
national government. This assumption is preseagedact’. However, although this

may have been the case in the studies looked &téyn et al they do not present
enough evidence to suggest that this is a univecsaldition for sustainable

management. Although the normative nature ofdsmumption makes it problematic,
if interpreted differently by the researcher it ltbprove useful. Instead of treating this
assumption as fact, the researcher could use @ ¢éimer assumed conditions) as a

guideline for possible areas for study.

2.8 Universal frameworks and the problem of scientic uncertainty

Much of this literature review has focused on tbheplex nature of human interaction
and its impact on environmental management. Howes@servation is primarily
concerned with preserving the physical environmand it is therefore essential that
we also consider the processes in which scierifmvledge about the environment is
gathered. Moreover, the majority of attempts teellgp a framework for the analysis
of CPRs have identified the nature of the physeralironment as a key factor (e.g.
Okerson 1986; Steins and Edwards 1998; PenningtomiRgdin 2000).

Developments in the physical sciences over thedastury have dramatically altered
the way we view our environment and allowed us talasstand many natural
phenomena and processes. However, it appearththatore we understand the more
we realise what we do not know. Furthermore, oumtiooed manipulation of our
environment is increasingly resulting in more exteeunforeseen consequences and
many physical phenomena can be explained by ctinfiiscientific theories. This has
been highlighted by the climate change debate wissientists have produced
contradictory evidence regarding the warming of fianet. These concerns are

compounded by the fact that ‘expert knowledge’ mfimonflicts with knowledge
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gathered by local people, which can cause sigmfitansion between the scientific
community and local resource users. As a restiBnsfic uncertainty is a major issue
that has to be considered by those tasked withlolewg strategies for environmental

management.

The problem of scientific uncertainty and the inmpéatation of the precautionary
principle further complicate the debate regardimg management of CPRs. Decisions
made on the basis of the precautionary principdgiire careful thought, based on as
much information as possible. The cumulative impadtnumerous human actions on
the ecosystem structure and processes, and thiéicsigoe of these impacts for the
health of the ecosystem, need to be consideredumber of attempts have been made
to come up with formulae to minimise the impactsafentific uncertainty through
increased debate between international bodies gferex known as epistemic
communities. However, scientific uncertainty rensaia potential CAP, especially

when unproven scientific assumptions conflict witlcal knowledge’.

Furthermore, scientific uncertainty adds additics@hplications to attempts to develop
universal frameworks for the analysis of CPRsit i§ not possible to accurately define
a CPR and predict the impact of actions on itsreugustainability, the problems are
significantly magnified when we attempt to applycarain findings from one site to
another. However, it also enhances the argumantdtlaborative management of
resources and the use of comparative studies wiighlight both similarities and

differences between CPRs. As Wilson (2002) sugge$t we are to develop

sustainable management systems for CPRs it is tedstnbase decisions on all the
available information (both data gathered by owtsékperts and local knowledge).
This can be achieved by developing a frameworlcédliective learning which provides
opportunities to include local knowledge in the idem-making process and to

generate social trust between scientists and Lzt

! see Chapter 3 for more detail on the problem argific uncertainty and the potential to overcome i
through the use of the precautionary principle.
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2.9 Developing an appropriate approach researchinGommon pool resources

The majority of the previous attempts to researBfR€ can be classified in three broad
groups, those that attempt:

* To develop universal frameworks for analysis of GPR

* To find either local (bottom up) or large scalep(tdown) solutions to CPR
management;

« To focus predominantly on either the physical emwnental or social

consequences of action/inaction.

Such approaches are problematic and easily caticgs they focus on only one aspect
of the CPR problem and fail to recognise that topyd and bottom up approaches are
in fact mutually exclusive, thus undermining attésnpo find solutions to CAPs.

Furthermore, they attempt to rationalise unpreflietehuman and natural processes

which vary dramatically from case to case.

Early scholars of CPRs, such as Hardin, predonyn&teused on the ‘bigger picture’.
They examined the impact of issues such as chamgargets and population growth
on CPRs. More recent studies have demonstratetnpartant ideological shift,
instead focussing on the impact of local phenomesioch as potential to develop
social capital in a community. As a result, thisra tendency for researchers to ignore
how the ‘local’ is often created in conjunction with the exterrmedd non-local
environment. Evidence from the literature strorgiiggests that if we are to produce a
comprehensive assessment of CPRs and the challdreggetace it is essential that we
pay close attention to both local impacts and pressfrom the wider environment.
Furthermore, it is important to move beyond thelitranal debates within the social
sciences and recognise that social interaction doesecessarily fit into pre-designed
categories.  Equally, it is important to recognibe need to break down traditional
barriers between the study of the environment Aedstudy of human interaction with
the environment, in favour of a joined up appro#icht considers both natural and
cultural phenomenon. As McCay (2002:380) argukesve adopt a post-modern or
post-structuralist [Escobar 1996] approach to thdysof CPRs it is possible to:
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‘... break down nature/cultural dichotomies, the abaonstruction of both
nature and culture, the indeterminacies and corgimges of socionatural
systems, and the need for more pragmatic approatttaseither rely on nor

reinforce dichotomies between nature and culture.’

Adopting such an approach allows researchers & aive many of the normative

assumptions of traditional approaches and to mnfdombine previous work.

It is increasingly being recognised that if suctdsand sustainable management of
CPRs is to be achieved it is essential that managedecisions are based on research
which has examined entire ecosystems and consideeathtural, social and economic
impact of any changes. Researchers and policy imake taking this advice on board
and a growing number are adopting the ecosystemoagif which aims to move
conservation away from attempting to conserve artiqular species or aspect of an
ecosystem towards a system of preserving entirgystems (both human and natutal)
This ‘*holistic approach’ aims to enable the management of human activdies
conflicts in a way that maintains both the healtle@systems and human well-being,
for the benefit of current and future generatialangs 2006). The ecosystem approach
draws heavily on the work of Polanyi (1944) and ¢osicept ofembeddednesgsee
above), and aims to provide a full understandingtre challenges facing CPRs.
However, it goes further than simply incorporatibgth structural and agency
influences over human motivations, and attemptiraov together the social, economic

and physical considerations which will be affedbgduture management decisions.

It is clear that any attempt to make general assiomgp about the nature of CPRs on
the basis of a collection of case studies is gdmde problematic. However, as
Agrawal’'s (2001) work demonstrates, it is possitdeproduce sets of factors which
may be used as a guide to inform future work. hiem development of his framework
Agrawal has taken on board many of the concernsliglged by earlier research into
CPR$. He recognises the importance of looking at sottall scale (local) and large

scale (external) influences on CPRs. He understéma importance of examining the

2 A detailed examination of the ecosystem approsghavided in Chapter 3.

% A good example of this is the Marine Bill whichdsrrently out for consultation in the UK..

4 Agrawal has examined three key studies into CRidgpeoduced a synthesis of facilitating conditions
identified by Wade, Ostrom and Baland and Plattésee Table 2.1).
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whole picture, and recognises the need to consmgal and economic needs alongside

environmental concerns. Furthermore, his framevatldws the researcher to consider

the impact and potential of such phenomena as|stajiétal, whilst not automatically

assuming their existence (or non-existence). Trammework provides the researcher

with a useful guide to assist in the analysis oREP

Table 2.1 Synthesis of facilitating conditions identified Byade, Ostrom and Baland

and Platteau:

1. Resource system characteristics
i. Small size (RW)
ii. Well-defined boundaries (RW, EO)

2. Group characteristics
i. Small size (RW)
ii. Well-defined boundaries (RW, EO)
iii. Shared Norms (B&P)
iv. Past successful experiences-social capital (RW,)B&P
v.  Appropriate leadership-young familiar with changexternal environments, connected
local traditional elite (B&P)
Vi. Interdependence among group members (RW), B&P)

Vii. Heterogeneity of endowments, homogeneity of idexstiand interests (B&P)

1. and 2Relationship between resource system charactesiatic group characteristics
i. Overlap between user group residential locationraedurce location
ii. High level of dependence by group members on resogystem (RW)

iii. Fairness in allocation of benefits from common teses (B&P)

3. Institutional arrangements
i. Rules are simple and easy to understand (B&P)
ii. Locally devised access to management rules (RW BR®)
iii. Ease in enforcement of rules (RW, EO, B&P)

1. and 3Relationship between resources system and institaitiarrangement

i. Match restrictions on harvests to regeneratioresburces (RW, EO)

4. External environment
i. Technology: Low cost exclusion technology (RW)
. State:
a. Central Government should not undermine local aitthRW, EO)
b. Supportive external sanctioning institutions (B&P)
c. Appropriate levels of external aid to compensatealousers for conservatig
activities (B&P)

d. Nested levels of appropriation, provision, enforeatgovernance (EO)

=)
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Agrawal’'s synthesis of facilitating conditions prdes a useful starting point and
structure for the research in hand. The inclusibecological considerations as well as
both local and external human factors is in keepitt the ecosystem approach and
provides a framework for the analysis of the manage of complex ecosystems
governed by equally complex multi-level governastreictures. However, conducting
research to establish whether all the conditionstex the case studies is far beyond
the scope of the current study. Furthermore, sasbarch would in many respects be
unhelpful as some of the conditions may not bevesleto the particular case studies
(McCay 2002; Stern et al. 2002). As Agrawal (200dfes, it is important that research
into CPRs is designed with the context of the paldr CPR in mind. Nevertheless,
the facilitating conditions have been organisea ifttur categories: resource system
characteristics, group characteristics (i.e. huowmmmunity factors), institutional
arrangements, and external environment. These arésgrovide a framework which
can be used as a starting point for the presedysBy examining the case studies with
these categories in mind, it is possible to dearech of Agrawal's facilitating
conditions are relevant to the case studies as aglincluding other site-specific
conditions. More importantly, the framework fornas basis for exploring the
relationship between the categories. It is the wdlthe institutional arrangements to
pull all these strands together to develop a wdeamanagement programme.
Essentially this is underpinned by institutionaraagements ability to build up
‘partnership capacity’(Jones and Burgess 2005) through the ustrating social
capital’ (Rydin and Holman 2004; Rydin 2006), this requipastnerships to develop
both horizontal and vertical linkages with stakeleos, local government, national
government and international institutions. The wsial of these relationships is central
to this thesis, and it is therefore essential tied multi-dimensional approach to

managing CPRs is reflected in the research design.

2.10 Concluding comments

This chapter began by exploring two seemingly @ahttory approaches to the
management of CPRs, top down and bottom up. Howéveoncludes by conceding
that the majority of contemporary approaches to @RiRagement incorporate aspects

of both approaches, although many CPR analystddaiécognise this (Jones 2008).
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Globalisation has led to the emergence of an interected multi-level world which is
governed on many levels. This has led to the deweémt of new governance
structures which transcend traditional divisionswaen the political right and left.
Furthermore, industrialisation and globalisationéneesulted in the drastic alteration of
human/environment relations. The industrial revolutmarked the beginning of a
period of over-exploitation of resources at an eopdented and ultimately
unsustainable level, and this, combined with agb@hi the supremacy of humanity over

nature, has created the current environmentabcrisi

As a result, an integrated approach to naturalureeomanagement is required which
takes into consideration the new multi-level goagiee models as well as increasing
pressures on natural resources. Essentially, teanmthat the development of trust
(bracing social capital) between partners is viial the process of establishing
partnerships between the various levels of govemimend local stakeholders.

Furthermore, to establish partnerships on thisesegjuires some form of leadership or
facilitation by at least one statutory body.

One of the most important tools for conservingueses is through the introduction of
protected areas. By designating a specific spaogapty for the conservation of nature
it is possible to develop management approacheschwtensure biodiversity
conservation and sustainable development withinciBpd areas. However, for
protected areas to be successful they often nebd tesignated either on a relatively
large scale or as part of a coherent network, o#enompassing a number of
jurisdictions and thus increasing the need forimgid up approach to their governance.
Chapter 3 begins by exploring the concept of pteteareas and how they can be used
as a tool for natural resource management. CPRyth@ovides a useful framework
from which to start the analysis of these procesddswever, much of the work on
CPR theory quoted in this chapter (and much ofatbek on protected area governance
more generally) is based on studies primarily comeg with terrestrial environments.
Although still relevant to the marine environmeihis also necessary to explore these
issues with particular reference to the additioct@llenges posed by working in the
marine environment. Chapter @Bitroduces these challenges and considers there

implications for the management of MPAs.
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Developing Protected Areasin the Marine Environment

I ntroduction

Protecting terrestrial environments against overl@tation has a long history dating

back to medieval times. However, as the marinérenment has remained out of sight
and out of mind until relatively recently, the dgsations of MPAs have lagged

significantly behind that of terrestrial protectamleas. Nevertheless, increasingly
attention is being turned towards the marine emvitent. In recent years marine
conservation has started to attract the attentfothe media and general public. In

2001 the ground-breaking BBC series the Blue Pldeatonstrated the extent and the
fragility of the biodiversity in the marine envinment, and a number of popular books,
such as Charles Clover's The End of The Line arch&d Ellis’'s The Empty Ocean,

have also brought facts about the critical statdnefworld’s fish stocks to the attention
of the public. Furthermore, it could be argued tha impact of Disney films, such as
Finding Nemo, Shark Tale and The Reef, have hadhi#as impact on perceptions of

marine conservation as Bambi had on Terrestriasemation in the 1980s (Jones
2007).

However, developing strategies for the sustainami@nagement of the marine
environment is significantly more complex than faoerrestrial environment.

Furthermore, due to the high levels of scale amuhectivity of marine ecosystems (see
below) the need for multi-level partnerships betwstakeholders and local, national

and international bodies is even more profound.
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This chapter begins by briefly examining the higtof protected areas generally, and
how they are classified, before looking at MPAgieater depth. Second, the nature of
the marine environment is explored in relationhte additional challenges it poses for
management, and these are classified in threear&gegecological, management and
cultural. Third, the objectives of MPAs are asedsand the differences between
terrestrial and marine protected areas are higtddgh Fourth, the role of science in
aiding the designation of MPAs is explored; a lafkscientific knowledge about the
marine environment has been one of the key bantergoviding greater protection.
However, in recent years there have been increlgsiogd calls for the precautionary
principle to be invoked when a high degree of ddieruncertainty is present. Fifth,
the ecosystem approach to MPA management is exdmiibis method has become
an increasingly popular approach to the managerénmtatural resources and is
particularly useful within the marine environmeniedo the presence of a high level of
connectivity. Ecosystem management is also dydictked to the implementation of
the precautionary principle, as it is unlikely tisatentific data will be available to back
up all the necessary decisions regarding both #ter@ of a marine ecosystem and
where to place the boundaries. Sixth, the legaviprons available for protecting the
marine environment in the UK are explored alongs$iseprocesses which are in place
for implementing these provisions. The chaptercbares by looking to the future and
the possible implication of the proposed Marind Bilthe UK.

3.1 A brief history of protected areas

Protecting natural areas for the common good islatively new idea and was
uncommon before the beginning of the"2€entury; this is can be understood as a
direct reflection of man’s perceived dominance afune which developed out of the
ideas promoted by philosophers such as FrancisrBdicam the 18 century onwards.
Previous attempts to protect natural areas hadsgeclipredominantly on establishing
areas for the exclusive use of royalty. Therevislence to suggest that reserves for
hunting and riding were set aside for Assyrian aot#n as far back as 700 B.C, and
open spaces were reserved for the use of the ralasg in ancient Rome and medieval
Europe (Runte 1979).
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In addition to providing for the recreational neadshe ruling classes there is some
evidence of attempts to protect areas to preseygeies as early as the™L6entury.
However, the primary aim of these areas was stithaintain good stocks for hunting
(Boardman 1981). The first calls for the protectad forests can be traced back to the
16" and 17 centuries when people began to realise that thesting of oak forests in
Europe to feed the British shipbuilding industryssaaving a devastating effect on the
forests (Hoskins 1970).

The first natural park devoted solely to protectairscenic beauty and recreation was
Yellowstone in the United States, which was dedigghan 1872. Developments in
science and ecology in the first half of thé"2@ntury led in the 1960s to a broader
understanding of the need for a systematic apprdachesource planning and
management. As a result, the protected area dtartédevelop as a tool for preserving

entire ecosystems and biological diversity (Dixod &herman 1990).

3.2 Classifying protected areas

Over the last two decades there has been a smamifigrowth in the number of
protected areas across the globe. At tA€@nference of the Parties to the Convention
on Biological Diversity (2004) it was agreed th&®?d of the area of all the world’s
habitat types should be effectively conserved tghoprotected area designations,
given that some terrestrial habitats and most reahabitats are under-represented.
Protected areas span an immense variety of ecalobabitats and social contexts.
They range from some of the least explored areabeofvorld to densely populated
territories that have been dramatically alteredhibbynan actions (Borrini-Feyerabend
1999). However, at the same time, protected asascoming under increasing
pressure from global warming, hunting, fishing, mifiag demographic patterns, and so
on. These pressures have prompted an increasecksntin the development of
sustainable management systems for existing pestesrteas and calls to speed up the
process of designating new ones. Therefore tiseam iurgent need for up to date data
on the state of the world’s protected areas. Tilnerske nature of protected areas has

meant that collecting data is problematic. Thet lestimates come from the World
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Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) which suggissts approximately 11.58%

of the world’s surface is designated as a proteated.

Despite the vast array of environments describepretgected areas, and in an attempt
to aid the data gathering and monitoring procesbeslUCN - the World Conservation

Union - has agreed upon a single definition:

‘An area of land and/or sea especially dedicated the protection and
maintenance of biological diversity, and of natueatd associated cultural

resources, and managed through legal or other gWfeeneans.(IUCN 1994)

It is clear that this definition incorporates madiferent types of protected areas,
which are used for a wide variety of purposes. ghwe some clarification to the
definition and improve understanding, IUCN has dieyed a six-category system of
protected areas identified by their primary manag@nobjective (IUCN 1994), as
shown in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 [IUCN Management Categories of Protected Areas NUG94):

CategoryDescription
Strict Nature Reserve/ Wilderness Area: protected ananaged mair

1 for science or wilderness protection
la Strict Nature Reserve: protected area mainlgdance

Wilderness Area: protected area managed maifdy wildernes
1b protection

National Park: protected area managed mainly faseovation of specif
2 natural features

Natural Monument: protected area managed mainlycéorservation (
3 specific natural features

Habitat/Species Management Areaotpcted area managed mainly

4 conservation through management intervention

Protected Landscape/Seascape: protected area rdamagmly fo
5 landscape/seascape conservation and recreation

Managed Resource Protected Area: protected areagedmmain} for
6 sustainable use of natural ecosystems.

The IUCN protected area management system is hgsmu the primary objective of

management. However, it is clear that all prottctegeas will have secondary

! Data includes MPAs up to 12 nautical miles offghor

69



objectives as well. Table 3.2 shows both primangd asecondary management

objectives which can be used to identify the mpgirapriate category.

Table 3.2 Matrix of management objectives and IUCN protected area

management categories (IUCN 1994):

Management objective la 1b 2 3 4 5 6
Scientific Research 1 3 2 2 2 2 3
\Wilderness Protection 2 1 2 3 3 2
Preservation of Species i
Genetic Diversit
(Biodiversity) 1 2 1 1 1 2 1
Maintenance (
Environmental Services 2 1 1 1 2 1

Protection of Specif
Natural/Cultural Featur

Tourism and Recreation | 2 1 1 3 1 3
Education | 2 2 2 2 3
Sustainable Use of Resour
from Natural Ecosystems [~ 3 3 B 2 2 1
Maintenance (
Cultural/Traditional Attribute[™ B B B B 1 2

Key: 1= Primary objective; 2= Secondary object®ePotentially applicable objective;
-= Not applicable

The IUCN has developed this system with the intemtf it being used in all countries,
to allow for international comparison, and this lexps the vague nature of some of the
categories. However, the IUCN accepts in the apemying guidelines that the
categories will need to be interpreted with flekipiat regional and national level
(IUCN 1994).

The purpose of this two-tier system is to distisgubetween management objectives
and management processes/effectiveness (how the iparun). For example, a
protected area in a given country may be declanethw according to one of the
categories listed in Table 3.1, while the categoimre Table 3.2 simply provide some

guidance on how the area should be managed.
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3.3 Marine protected areas

MPAs have been declared under the same principlesri@strial protected areas. They
are essentially designed to protect areas of thenem@&nvironment from damaging
influences and to preserve biodiversity, naturalovece and cultural heritage. The
IUCN defines an MPA as:

‘Any area of littoral or sub-tidal terrain, togethevith its overflowing water
and associated flora, fauna, historical and cultufeatures, which has been
reserved by law or other effective means to propact or all of the enclosed

environment'(Kelleher and Kenchington 1992).

Although, like terrestrial protected areas, therevidence of humans protecting marine
areas in ancient im&sVIPAs are a relatively modern concept. The warfitst MPA,
which included a substantial sub-tidal area, wéabdished at Glacier Bay in Alaska in
1925, incorporating coastal waters important foalerand seal populations. The first
fully primarily sub tidal MPA was established in rEdefferson, Florida in 1935, to
protect the Dry Torugas network of Coral Reefs. wieer, it was not until after the
invention of SCUBA in the late 1940’s that peopkally started to realise the
importance of conserving the marine environmentcokding to Ray (1999), the first
‘self consciousMPA was Exuma Cays Land and Sea Park establish@859 (Jones
2001).

The development of MPAs has been significantly slowhan terrestrial protected
areas. The first international meeting to discMd3As and develop techniques and
strategies for selecting such sites was not hefill 1876 (IUCN 1976). By 1994 only
1,306 MPAs were recognised by the IUCN (Kellehealetl995) compared to around
37,000 terrestrial protected areas.

Gathering data on the precise number of MPAs isnewere problematic than for
terrestrial sites, due to the complex nature ofntlagine environment and difficulties in
gaining access. Scientists at the University ofi@rColumbia in Canada are currently

2 There is evidence of Chinese writing some 3000syago describing regulations regarding fishing
during the breeding season (Li 1993).
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attempting to categorise all such sites acrosgliblge. At present it is estimated that
approximately 0.5-1% of marine habitats are preglobally, and the vast majority
are located along coastlines. At the fifth Worldrla Congress in 2003 it was
recommended that a representative global networkBAs protecting 20-30% of
marine habitats be created by 2012. However, rgmiatection has increased over the
last century at a rate of approximately 3-5% peryand at that rate the goal of 30%
by 2012 is unachievable (Wood et al, 2005).

3.4 Features of the marine environment

The designation of protected areas is an approadonservation that has primarily
been developed and applied in the terrestrial enment. This approach is also an
important tool for conserving the marine environimetdowever, it is necessary to
recognise that there are a number of specific featassociated with the marine
environment which have to be taken into considenatand which without careful

planning limit the usefulness of such site-specHigproaches (Jones 2002). An
awareness of these issues, and their potentialet@lap into CAPs and hamper
attempts to conserve the marine environment, isngiss if successful management
strategies are to be put in place. These feattmasbe classified in three groups:
ecological differences, management differencescaittdral differences. Furthermore,
by looking at these features with Agrawal’'s synikes facilitating conditions in mind,

it is possible to get a better idea of which caodg are not relevant to the marine

contexts.

3.4.1 Ecological differences

The marine environment covers over 70% of the v®rilirface, and ranges from
Arctic to tropical waters and from coral reef angrface systems to deep-water
ecosystems kilometres beneath the ocean surfaowew¢r, unlike terrestrial systems
the barriers between different ecosystems arediefised. Instead of being marked by
features such as geological change they tend tdughg merge into each other
according to changes in sea temperature, salimitgugent, tectonic features, and so
on. There has been some debate regarding tharlagit of the emphasis placed on the

fluid nature of marine ecosystems. Ray (1996) esgthat the complex trophic
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patchwork or mosaic structures of marine systenmilghbe recognised. However,
although these arguments are valid, as Jones (20@gpests, it must be recognised that
marine environments are generally relatively homegels and wide scale, compared
to more heterogeneous terrestrial environmentds distinction is important as it has
far-reaching implications for the way in which MPA&se designated and managed,
especially as marine ecosystems are likely to temd international borders and

jurisdictions.

As well as the issues associated with scale, theerae connectivity of the marine
environment also presents significant challengesstprotection. There is a growing
body of evidence that suggests that marine ecasgstehich are spatially separated,
are more likely to be functionally connected tharrdstrial ecosystems. This can be
explained, in part, by the fact that unlike landdxh systems, which are predominantly
rooted to the earth’s surface, the sea is quiferéifit, with the bulk of its life moving
about in a column to the benthos (Agardy 1997).is T# critically important to the
design of MPAs and their usefulness in conservatidh is essential that MPAs
developed to conserve particular ecosystems andiespdake into account the

migratory patterns of species which visit the aitsome point in their life cycles.

Connections between different ecosystems, ofterustnods of miles apart, are
incredibly complex and difficult to predict. Poptibns may rise and fall in a relatively
unpredictable and non-attributed manner due to ¢t@mpnteractions between

ecological dynamics of different communities. sltalso difficult to predict the impacts
of human actions, especially as they may only ltenfany thousands of miles away
(Kenchington 1990). A good example of this is thgpact that over-fishing off the

coast of Alaska had on food webs around the Alaus#énds. Over-fishing reduced
the food available to seals and sea lions, regultintheir numbers becoming greatly
reduced; killer whales, which once fed on them,aexied their diet to include sea
otters. The sea otters fed mainly upon sea wschand a reduction in sea otters
resulted in a massive increase in the number oisgans that in turn decimated the
kelp beds around the Aleutian Islands and destrayenportant habitat and source of

food, severely disrupting food webs and the locakgstem (Estes et al, 1998).
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In the case of the above example, it is reasorsdfly to conclude that the disruption in
food webs was caused by human actions. Howeuvsristimot always the case. There
is currently much concern about crown of thorn fitar devastating coral reefs,

especially as the evidence suggest that the fregueihthese attacks are increasingly
reducing the reefs’ ability to recover (Seymour @radbury 1999). The extent to

which the increase is due to anthropogenic inflesris unclear. It could be caused by
over-fishing of species which prey on larvae angtpiles (Ormond et al, 1990), or due
to population growth caused by increased run-offidfients (Birkeland, 1992; Jones
2001).

The complex ecology and connectivity of the maengironment therefore generates a
number of problematic questions when some of tlsewees system characteristics
listed by Agrawal (2001) are applied to the maengironment. Although it is clear for

the purpose of management that it is necessarmt tdefined boundaries for MPAs and
that the management will be simpler if it is regerd to a small area, it is much harder
to make decisions on where the boundaries should-bghermore, it is also necessary
to consider that there is a much higher likelihaibiit phenomena outside the

boundaries of the protected area influence theitondf the MPA.

3.4.2 Management differences

The primary difference between the management oinmacosystems and terrestrial
systems is that they are generally neutral in mamagt terms, in that they rarely
require positivé intervention by humans (Jones 2002). Terrestaitats, such as
moors, lowland heaths, and meadows, are consideree semi-natural (at some point
in the past they have been altered by human intéore and therefore to preserve
them in their present condition it is necessarymaintain certain human activities
(Sutherland and Hill 1995). As a result, it is eoft harder to persuade local
communities of the benefits of MPAs as there is astially any scope to create

employment to replace that lost by restricting &atiion activities.
In terms of terrestrial conservation, land owngrshian important element. In the UK

(and many other countries) non-governmental orgaioiss (the National Trust, RSPB

and other bodies.), the government conservationcage (Natural England and so on.)
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and a number of public bodies (including the FoyeSommission and local councils),
use the general powers associated with land owiper@h a principal means of
protecting areas for conservation purposes. Pexteareas which aim to regulate land
use, such as National Parks and Sites of Spedaht8ic Interest, are reliant upon the
powers associated with land ownership. Howeverantrast, the primary basis of
almost all MPAs is regulation (by law or otherwisa)her than ownership since the sea

cannot be owned (Cole-King 1995).

The management of MPAs is further hampered by & tHcscientific knowledge
regarding their effectiveness (Mascia 2001; Jo®€22Ludwig et al. 1993). Itis clear
that our understanding of the marine environmedtitsecosystems is poor compared
to our knowledge of terrestrial systems. Thisrimprily due to the fact that the history
of marine exploration is considerably shorter tkaploration on land, and even today
with the benefit of modern technology explorati@nhieavily restricted by problems
associated with cost and gaining access. As altrehe selection design and
management of MPAs is held back by factors sucla dgck of baseline data for
comparison, and difficulties in gaining scientifilata to support claims concerning

sustainable exploitation levels and cause-effdatiomships (Jones 2002).

3.4.3 Cultural differences

As a result of our lack of understanding of theascthe human race generally looks at
the sea with a degree of insignificance. As Agait§97:16) notesWe...harbour a
bias towards the oceans, one that may have itssgeirethe easily rationalized unease
we feel when we as perfectly adapted land creatussgure into what is for us a
foreign and dangerous mediumThe mysteries fuel another misconception: thass
are so vast and their resources so limitless thahatter what we do to them they are
likely to recover. It is clear that societies’agbnship with the sea is largely defined in
terms of the resources it provides, for example &ad waste disposal facilities. In
contrast, land is conceived as a tangible entitytself, the use of which can be
specially divided, including the set-aside areas rfature conservation (Cole-King
1995; Jones 2002). Essentially, the shoreline astsan important boundary in
administrative legal and cultural terms. It reprgs a traditional presumption that our

relationships to terrestrial and marine environmmeare fundamentally different, and
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that managing the activities which use them acogiglirequires a completely different
basis (Cole-King 1995:116).

Again this causes problems for the application gfadval’s facilitating conditions as
he stresses the importance of an overlap betweengér groups, residential location
and the location of the resource. In the casé®farine environment it is clear that
significant damage could be inflicted on the maramvironment with only minimal

impact on the areas in which the user groups reside

However, there is some evidence that, at leastastevn countries, our perception of
the sea is changing. In recent years there has deécreased awareness and interest
in the marine environment. Many people now higrdiue the marine biodiversity and
there is a growing public fascination with the dsiy and complexity of marine
communities (Mare 2005). This has at least in padn fuelled by media phenomena
such as the Blue Planet. However, the public fed@n is primarily focused on the
exotic and beautiful images of coral reefs in teapiclimates. There is still a strong
perception that cold water environments, such aséa surrounding the UK, are dark,

dingy and contain little in the way of marine life.

3.5 Objectives of marine protected areas

As with terrestrial protected areas, it is essériie MPAs to have clearly defined
objectives. This is important as it enables polhiegkers, campaigners, stakeholders,
and others to select suitable sites for designatiothe basis of scientific evidence and
wider conservation objectives (Vanderklift and W&@00). Furthermore, clearly
defined objectives can help reduce conflict withkeholders and assist management
processes (Jones 1994). Jones (2001) has iddn&fregeneral objectives which can
be applied to the conservation of inshore MPAs:

* Protect rare and vulnerable habitats and species
» Conserve a representative set of habitat types
* Maintain and restore ecological functions

* Promote research and education

76



* Harvest refugia

» Control tourism and recreation

* Promote integrated coastal management
* Maintain aesthetic values

* Maintain traditional uses

» Cultural symbolic value of set-aside areas

As stated above, the key difference between telesind marine ecosystems is the
level of connectivity between habitats. This hagrba source of much debate with
some commentators arguing that the high levelsooinectivity can fundamentally

undermine the ability of MPAs to fulfil their cons@tion objectives. It is clear that the
protection afforded to MPAs is restricted by thegm@phical extent and distribution of
the MPAs. Therefore, to mitigate against the aold#l challenges posed by
connectivity careful thought needs to be giverhmrtlocation so that protection can be
given to species during critical life stages (Jo2@82). However, this level of planning
will require a high level of co-ordination betweeonservation agencies, national
governments and international bodies, placing audit importance to the conditions
Agrawal (2001) associates with tlexternal environment’and in particular the role of

the state.

3.6 The precautionary principle and the role of science in the development of
marine protected areas

The lack of clear scientific data regarding the im@arenvironment has also been
highlighted as a major hurdle in developing a cahpnsive programme for

conserving the seas. However, MPAs provide an itapb opportunity to, at least in

part, rectify the situation by providing benchmarleas that are undisturbed by human
activities (ibid.). They can also assist with effoto educate the public about the
marine environment and the importance of its corsgem. Nevertheless, the problem
of scientific uncertainty remains a major challengemarine conservation and the

designation of MPAs.
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The premise which grew out of Frances Bacofsseat Instauration’(see Chl), that
science is ultimately capable of fully revealinglamderstanding the complexities of
nature, poses problems for conservation scieraistsicreasingly they have to admit
that they do not understand certain phenomenonpaocesses. Science does have
limitations, both practical and theoretical; thigestific uncertainty is a significant
obstacle to the conservation of all habitats andrenments. However, we know
considerably less about the marine environment thando about the terrestrial
environment, magnifying the problem for marine stiEs and policy makers. As a
result, it is vitally important for the developmeat strong functional partnerships
between scientists and local stakeholders to fawmli discussions about these
uncertainties. A possible solution is to adopthecautionary principle. However, the
precautionary principle is a complex concept whishopen to many different
interpretations, potentially undermining its usaefds. Furthermore, if it is to be
incorporated in policy it requires a high leveltafst and understanding between policy
makers, scientist and local stakeholders. O’Riordd994:12) described the

precautionary principle as a:

‘...rather shambolic concept, muddled in policy advand subject to whims of
international diplomacy and the unpredictable pabtiood over the true cost of

sustainable living.’

In more recent publications (for example. O’'Riordainal. 2001) he has, however,
recognised that the concept has the potentialfleeince policy decisions in a positive
way. Nevertheless, his 1994 statement remainsefuluszsminder of the concept’s
potential for abuse, and, as the examples belovgesigto fully implement the
precautionary principle a fundamental change isleéen the way we view science,

law and policy.

The precautionary principle first emerged in Euaipenvironmental policy in the late
1970s (Foster et al. 2000). Essentially, it suggge® should take precautionary steps
to ensure that ecosystems are not destroyed gergibly damaged before we properly
understand them. This may mean restricting as#itvith uncertain impacts or not

allowing developments until we are sure of theipatt on the wider environment.

78



Since the 1970s the precautionary principle ha®reca buzz word within current
environmental policy debates, and has found its way a number of pieces of
legislatiorf. However, deciding what steps should be takenernsure that the
precautionary principle is upheld is still subjdot political decision making and
ultimately determined by the perceivédublic mood” and the voices of powerful

political lobby groups. As O’Riordan (2001:22) pounds:

‘For precaution to work properly ... there needs ®achange in both science
and law beyond what is occurring today. The incogbion of “soft” values
relating to being more in tune with nature and maensitive to legitimate
aspirations of all others is a matter that sepasaiaterdisciplinary science
from multidisciplinary science. The science of luding feelings, of
introducing trust and of nurturing sensitivity ftme interests of others, is not

quite born.’

Scientists and policy makers need to recognisettiggt need to move beyond simply
interpreting the outcome of scientific investigatiand to think more widely about the
possible long term consequences for society of reetyaof different environmental
outcomes. Essentially, the precautionary princiglea concept which needs to be
grasped by society as a whole, not just the s@ier@ommunity. It is essential that
social relationships and ecosystems are considegather, as the implications of over
exploiting natural resources are likely to haverafqund impact on human lifestyles
(ibid.).

De Santo and Jones (2007) illustrate the changesledewithin law and policy

highlighted by O’Riordan with an example from thendmon Fisheries Policy. The
basic regulation suggests that the precautiongsyoaph should be adopted in relation
to nature conservation; however, this is contradicby the fact that a degree of
certainty, i.e. thatévidence of a serious thréamust already exist. For example, the

European Commission rejected the UK’s proposabfafosure of an area to sea bass

% e.g COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 2371/2002 of 20 @smber 2002 on the conservation and
sustainable exploitation of fisheries resourcesutise Common Fisheries Policy, O.J. L358,
31.12.2002, p.59. The UK government has statedhkagrecautionary approach will be a central
principle behind the Marine Bill.
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pair-trawling because of a lack of evidence reqliveder article 7. However, this

requirement is arguably not consistent with theauéionary principle.

Environmentalists are calling for the precautionprinciple to be applied to marine
policy to provide scientists with more time to fulinderstand the complex nature of
marine systems. As Jones (2006) points out, akr ¢& knowledge about the marine
environment means that if marine conservation ibedaken forward the majority of
conservation decisions have to be made with a degfeuncertainty, therefore
requiring the adoption of the precautionary prifeipLauck et al. (1998) argue that if
the precautionary principle is adopted for the nganaent of the marine environment
more progress would be made. Instead of concergraefforts on further
understanding complex marine systems, it would besrproductive to focus on ways
to deal with this irreducible uncertainty, it isglargument which has formed the basis
of many calls for no take MPAs. These calls argiriiéng to be taken seriously and
the precautionary principle is increasingly beindp@ted by managers and policy
makers governing our marine resource (e.g. the ridamill consultation and
Safeguarding our Seas). Nevertheless, as the ab@eple of the Common Fisheries
Policy demonstrates, it is important that befordiggomakers claim that they are
adopting a precautionary approach they properlyetstdnd the implications of the
concept and ensure that legislation is not conttagy.

Furthermore, in the past the precautionary priechris been used as an excuse to do
nothing (Roberts 1997). However, there are sigosfits use in recent government
documents that attempts are being made to comisahation of inaction. InTaking
forward the Marine Bill: The Government responsepte-legislative scrutiny and
public consultation’'the British Government talk dproportionate application of the
precautionary principle’which suggests it will no longer be used as an sxdor
inaction. Although clearly a positive step thisses a new question; what is a

proportionate application of the precautionary gipie?

Ultimately for the precautionary principle to workxtensive dialogue between
stakeholders and policy makers is required, ancetbee additional attention has to be
given to the development of the governance appesmcurrounding the resources.

Many of these issues can be addressed throughp#renérship’ approach and the
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development of appropriate institutions with higivedls of bracing social capital, to

facilitate discussions across actors operatingl &veels.

Questions surrounding the proportionate applicatibthe precautionary principle and
the development of suitable institutions for faeiiing these processes form a central

element of this thesis and are discussed in dep@thapters 6, 7 and 8.

3.7 The Ecosystem approach

The concept of ecosystem management is by no nreamslts goal is to maintain an
ecosystem in a healthy, productive and resiliemddmn so that it can provide the
services humans want and need in a sustainable engiMcLeod et al. 2005).

However, its meaning has shifted significantly ke tlast 15 years from a purely
ecological concept to one which incorporates botblagy and governance and
represents an integral part of the CPR theory ambréo environmental management.
This is highlighted in Agrawal’s synthesis of fateting conditions, in which he points

out the importance of recognising the relationshiptween resource system
characteristics and group characteristics. As waglincorporating all aspects of the
natural environment it factors in human activiti@gthin a given ecosystem.

Furthermore, due to our lack of knowledge abousgstem functions and connectivity,
the ecosystem approach recognises that it is regess take key decisions based on

the precautionary principle.

The ecosystem approach is increasingly being adopte a model for managing
protected areas in both terrestrial and marinerenments. However, due to the high
level of connectivity in the marine environment theed to adopt a more holistic
approach is even more important. Historicallyempts to conserve the marine
environment have relied on traditional fisheries nagement approaches which
concentrate on conserving individual species witthe ecosystem. Single species
fisheries management has been largely driven bydésére to achieve the maximum
sustainable yield from a single element of an estesy rather than sustaining it for
nature conservation purposes (Hirshfield 2005).chSapproaches are fundamentally
flawed, as they ignore the implications of wideogesses on both the ecosystem and

stocks of individual species. They often ignoreedator-prey interaction, (the
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exploiting of forage species undermines the pradigtof predators) (Rosenberg
2005). They also fail to take in to consideratila lack of scientific uncertainty which
surrounds connections between different speci€sirthermore, it is not only fishing
which has an impact of fish stocks; other actigitgeich as oil and gas extraction and
coastal developments have a massive impact. THigyidighted by the list of MPA
objectives (outlined above). They consist of ageaaof ecological, social and economic
objectives which could not be achieved throughiti@ehl approaches to conservation.
The ecosystem approach potentially offers an atew®, joined-up approach which
takes into consideration the wider cumulative inipand potential impacts on marine

ecosystems, as well as the needs of different resausers.

3.7.1 Unpacking the ecosystem approach in terms of marine protected area

management

Before embarking on a lengthy analysis of the estesy approach it is helpful to have
a clear working definition of an ecosystem and aenstanding of how marine
ecosystem boundaries are defined. A useful defmits included in the Scientific
Consensus Statement on Marine Ecosystem-Based Eiaead, prepared by scientists
and policy experts to provide information about steaand oceans to U.S. policy
makers. They define an ecosystem as.a dynamic complex of plants, animals,
microbes and physical environmental features theract with one another'They go
on to stress the importance of including humanarasitegral part of ecosystems. A
key feature of ecosystems (especially in the macmatext) is interconnectedness
within and among ecosystems, provided both by thgsipal environment and

biological interactions.

The scientific consensus statement also gives sdangy to the way an ecosystem is
defined:

‘Ecosystems come in many sizes, often with smsjlems embedded within
larger ones. For example, a kelp forest in south@alifornia represents a
small habitat ecosystem that is nested within drgdr California Current
Large Marine Ecosystem. At the largest scale, ystesns are often categorized

as Large Marine Ecosystems (LMES).’
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As is highlighted by the above statement, precidelyning ecosystems for the purpose
of environmental management can be problematic.rindaecosystems are defined
according to physical features and habitats. Hewne¥f an ecosystem is being
classified to aid its management (which is norm#ily case), its boundaries are liable
to be manipulated to fit into geopolitical regicmssimplify its governance. In many
cases this is problematic, especially when the heylel of connectivity within the
marine environment is taken into consideration.théligh this represents a major
challenge for marine conservation, it also highigkthe importance of considering
ecological concerns with the practicalities of gmesce. As stated above, the high
level of connectivity and sheer size of marine gsteans means that the assumption
made by Agrawal (2001) that protected areas nedzktof a small size with clearly
defined boundaries appears to be at odds withdbpten of the ecosystem approach
in the marine environment. However, in practicain it is necessary to do so and by
taking a holistic approach to management it is ni&gedy that solutions will be found
that ensure the most vulnerable parts of the etasyare protected whilst enabling

resource users to continue to operate in a susiainay.

It is worth noting that much of the confusion refjag the definition of the ecosystem
approach is driven from its association with thentéolistic. For example, Laffoley, et
al. (2004); Agardy, (2005) and Griffis and Kimball (1996) andamy other
commentators use the term to describe the ecosyspgmoach, however, it remains
unclear what is meant by the term holistic its€lihe word holistic is a derivative of
the Greek word dlism meaningall, entire total. In the context of environmental
management it appears to refer to a joined- upeattompassing approach which takes

into consideration both the human and ecologicatise

It is clear that for the ecosystem approach to worgortant management decisions
have to be made regarding which areas are proteatéabugh it is accepted that due
to the high levels of scientific uncertainty sumding the marine environment many
decisions will have to incorporate the precautignarinciple, developments in
mapping marine ecosystems can act as an importeaé.g The US National Marine
Fisheries Service, IUCN, and the Global EnvironmEatility, in partnership with
several United Nations agencies have defined 64 $ MEMEs are relatively large
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regions of ocean space, on the order of 200,000 &nteater, encompassing coastal
areas from river basins and estuaries to the sdalandaries of continental shelves

and the outer margins of the major coastal curr@viep 3.1) (Sherman, K et aP003).
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Map 3.1 Large marine ecosystems of the world:
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Within the boundaries of the 64 LMEs, 90% of theris annual yield of marine
fisheries is producedGaribaldi & Limongelli 2003), global levels of pnary
production are the highest, the degradation of meaniabitats is the most severe, and
coastal pollution is concentrated and levels ofapltication are increasing (GESAMP
2001).

The classification of the LMEs has aided the mamege of marine resources as it
allows scientists and policy makers to look at thigger picture and clearly
demonstrates the connectivity between small ecesyst For example, the waters
around the UK have been classified in to two LM&s North Sea and the Celtic-
Biscay shelf. However, these large scale clasdibos are not overly helpful in
guiding marine conservation policy in the UK assinot possible to designate entire
LMEs as MPAs. At the same time, the knowledge they exist helps to ensure that a
representative sample of each sub-ecosystem iggveot Furthermore, these areas
have been broken down into smaller, more managesableéons which can then be used
to guide the designation of MPAs. English Natures hdentified and described,
together with the Joint Nature Conservation ConewittJNCC) and in consultation
with other organisations, six Marine Natural Areaxl the English coast line which

incorporate a number of important natural features:
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Map 3.2 Six Marine Natural Areas around England:

Mid North Sea

Southern

Irish Sea
; North Sea

Eastern Channel

South Western
Peninsula

Source: (Jones, L.A 2004)
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These Natural Areas have been broken down evenefuily JNCC to provide a more
detailed picture of the different seabed landscaes water column features of UK
seas. This information can then be used as a gudéhe development of a
representative network of MPAsee Map 3.3)

However, even with the benefit of detailed mapsnafrine ecosystems there is still a
significant difference between the size of the feols affecting the marine
environment and the solutions used to try and contfsam. MPAs and fishery
reserves are generally too small to address theplesnchallenges faced by most
marine areas. This is intensified when planneid @nservation groups ignore the
context surrounding the sites (Agardy 2005, JoR&62Alison et al. 1998). The NRC
argues that despite recent strategic approachesnddne conservation, most
interventions still occur in amd hoc and opportunistic manner, as agencies and
institutions follow their mandates without reallgnsidering how they contribute to the
bigger picture beyond their regional, sectoral gerecy boundaries (NRC 2001). This
highlights a need for more attention to be paidtite governance aspects of the
ecosystem approach and the challenges of assesngignificance of calmative

impacts.
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Map 3.3 Marine seabed landscapes and water column feailitdls seas:

UKSeaMap
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Source: INCC (2004)
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3.7.2 Ecosystem management

Although some claim that there is growing confusiegarding precisely what is meant
by the ecosystem approach (Mare 2005), therefmcira growing consensus regarding
the meaning of the concept (see below). The adoiadusion seems to lie with the
implementation of ecosystem management. For exantipé Norwegian government
IS using ecosystem-based fisheries managementad # justify culling seals. The

‘ecosystefmaspect of the policy seems to relate to atterfgptaanipulate ecosystems in
their current state in the hope of increasing tledyfrom the fisheries, rather than

protecting the ecosystems themselves (Corkeron)2006

The idea that ecosystems should form the basiddsignating protected areas was first
suggested in the 1930s and 1940s. Biologists @ewgght and Ben Thompson
(1935) observed that parks were not fully functle@systemsby virtue of boundary
size and limitations It was not until the 1970s that the concepttethto interest
policy makers when Lynton Caldwell (1970) suggedtest ecosystems should form
the basis for public land policy in the US. Howevathough influential within the
scientific community, ecosystem based approachethéomanagement of natural
habitats had little impact on environmental policytil the 1990s. Gurumbine (1994)
argues that it was the biologists Frank and JohmigBiead who initiated the current
attention on ecosystem management. Their res@aticlyrizzly bears in Yellowstone
national park concluded that the bears’ needs cooldsolely be met within the
boundaries of the park. This work set a fundanietrigerion for defining greater
ecosystems: the area must provide the primary dtabgcessary to sustain the largest
carnivore in the region. This was affirmed by Neavkn(1985), who compared the

legal and biotic boundaries of various parks aiseémees in western North America.

However, as a number of commentators have note@xmmple Christie 2004; Agardy
2005), conservation is not about managing ecosystemother species, but about
managing activities undertaken by our own specieShe aim is to devise a
management plan which allows human activities totinooe in a sustainable manner
while conserving biodiversity. As a result, it important to recognise that the
ecosystem approach is not always applied to easgstiefined on the basis ‘sbund

science, but rather a holistic approach to managing aiqdar area designated for
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protection. As Rydin (2006) notes, the ambiguityraunding the concept means it is
not very precise and does not provide any detajledelines for the management of
ecosystems. However, there is widespread agreethahtmanagement has to be
comprehensive with regard to the relationship betwbuman actions and natural
resources, and that relatively large scale appesaaieed to be applied (ibid.).
Increasingly the ecosystem approach is being eed fundamental principle of future
environmental management. For example, at the &W8Wmmit on Sustainable
Development held in Johannesburg, South Africa asvagreed that an ecosystem
approach to fisheries management should be appdied?010. Furthermore, the
increased attention given to the concept has lepdater clarity over its definition and

practical application.

The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) adogtéhe ecosystem approach in
2000 as the fundamental tool for delivery of then@mtion’s three primary objectives
which clearly stress the importance of integratiegplogy and governance. The
definition of the ecosystem approach adopted by(B® offers a good starting point

for understanding what it entails:

‘The Ecosystem Approach is a strategy for the natisgl management of land,
water and living resources that promotes conseovatind sustainable use in
an equitable way. The application of the EcosysA@proach will help to reach
a balance of the three objectives of the Conventionservation; sustainable
use; and the fair and equitable sharing of the Ibémearising out of the

utilization of genetic resources.’

Many attempts have also been made to develop aefvank for the ecosystem
approach. One developed by (Rosenberg and Mcl@@%:271) with the marine
environment in mind, is useful for visualising httee ecosystem approach model can

work in practice:
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Figure 3.1 Key aspects of ecosystem-based management (EAM):
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Furthermore, subsequent to the adoption of the cagphr and development of a

definition the CBD has produced useful guidancethan practical implementation of

the approach. This consists of twelve principlesl dive points of operational

guidance:
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The 12 ecosystem approach principlesare:

1. The objectives of management of land, water anddivesources are
a matter of societal choice.

2. Management should be decentralised to the lowgsbppate level.

3. Ecosystem managers should consider the effectsajamt potential)
of their activities on adjacent and other ecosystem

4. Need to understand and manage the ecosystem soaoraic
context.

5. Conservation of ecosystem structure and functiqgeréwide
ecosystem services should be a priority.

6. Ecosystem must be managed within the limits ofrthuictioning.

7. The approach should be taken at the appropriateakpad temporal
scales.

8. Process and objectives for ecosystem managementddb® set for
the long term.

9. Management must recognise that change is inevitable

10. Seek the appropriate balance between integratmservation and
use of biodiversity.

11. Decision-making should consider all forms of relgviaformation
(scientific, indigenous and local).

12.Involve all relevant sectors of society and scifentisciplines.

Sour ce: Convention on Biological Diversity:
http://www.cbd.int/programmes/cross-cutting/ecosygprinciples.asp

The5 points of operational guidance are:

Focus on the relationship and processes withietlsystem.
Enhance benefit sharing.

Use adaptive management practices.

Carry out management actions at the scale apptepdahe issue,
with decentralisation to the lowest level approferia

5. Ensure intersectoral co-operation

PowbdPE

Sour ce: Convention on Biological Diversity:
http://www.cbd.int/ecosystem/operational.shtmi

The principles and operational guidance help develalearer understanding of how
the theoretical concept of the ecosystem approanhbe used as a practical model for
managing protected areas. However, they shouldids@ed as a loose guide rather
than detailed instructions, as different weight need to be given to each principle
according to the particular circumstances of appibn (Laffoley et al. 2004). This is
demonstrated byr'he Ecosystem Approach: Coherent Actions For Maaimg Coastal
Environmentsreport produced by English Nature which takesséhbroad ideas and
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applies them to the contexts of the coasts and asasmd the UK. The report
recognises that lack of knowledge and scientificantainty is often used as an excuse
for delaying implementation of the ecosystem apghogithin the marine environment;
as a result it points to the need for developingpéile management practices which
enable existing data to be used whilst taking actai further information as it
becomes available (ibid.). This approach, sometimescribed adearning while
doing’ (Walters 1997), allows initiatives to be managed a stepwise manner.
Management actions are regularly evaluated and tedlapccordingly as new
information becomes available. Furthermore, ther@ggh is not restricted to the
ecological aspects of ecosystem management ban ibe equally useful for integrating

knowledge across social and economic scales (Watladr 2002).

Recent developments in marine conservation potictheé UK have demonstrated that
the British Government is beginning to adopt theosgstem approach to the
management of our seas. Their commitment to th@oagh is outlined in the
document Safeguarding Sealife: The Joint UK Respdi the Review of Marine
Nature Conservation and the draft Marine Bill. Whthere is still significant debate
surrounding the practical implementation of therapph it is clear that future marine

conservation policy will have to incorporate botintan and ecological needs.

3.7.3 Ecosystem management and the development of partner ships

The ecosystem approach is clearly an important emndn terms of marine
conservation policy in the UK. Furthermore, iteigsy to see the similarities between
the ecosystem approach and the co-management appsodiscussed in Chapter 2.
Both stress the need for a joined-up, holistic apph to the management of protected
areas, in fact in many ways the approaches are aitytexclusive. Without the
adoption of co-management processes it is verycdiffto see how the ecosystem
approach can be implemented. The successful mamagerhresources on the scale of
ecosystems poses marsgcale challengesand requires numerous organisations and
stakeholders to form partnerships. Horizontal lgés have to be developed between
communities of stakeholders; the various commuiti@corporated into the
management process need to trust that the oth#nsotvbver-exploit resources at their

expense (bridging social capital). Vertical linkagneed to be developed between
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stakeholder groups and the various levels of garere, local, national and
international (linking social capital). However,tiolately bracing social capital is
required to act as a kind of ‘social scaffolding hold the process together and
strengthen links across and between scales andrsedConsequently the ecosystem
approach represents an important mechanism fooerglthe effectiveness of marine

conservation legislation in England.

3.8 Marine conservation policy in the UK

The wide range of activities which take place witlmshore waters is based upon
freedom of access to the sea. These activitiegarerned by their own jurisdiction of
a variety of government bodies, which are taskecbtdrol or promote individual uses
of the coastal zone. This has made designating MitAblematic as their purpose is
to manage an area of sea itself rather than acpkatiactivity. As a result, they are
likely to conflict with these existing rights anadwers (Gibson 1988). Therefore, the
designation of MPAs was not directly addressed lutite 1981 Wildlife and
Countryside Act; 32 years after the first terredtprotected areas were designated.
This Act is considered to be the single most imgartinstrument relating to the
protection of wildlife in the UK, having created marous offences relating to the
kiling and taking of birds, other animals and gtan However, coverage was
extremely limited, leading to the establishmenboly three statutory Marine Nature
Reserves (MNRs) (Jones 1999). The legislationates been more widely criticised
for being too weak (Reid 2002). Furthermore, the’sAsystem of site identification
via Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIdy@applies to the low watermark, below
which no property rights or planning provisions stxiJones1999), and hence

enforcement policies necessary for terrestrial eorsion cannot be applied.

Until the introduction of the Habitats and Birdsr&xitives in 1992, the vast majority of
MPAs in the UK were established on a voluntary ©asiThese Voluntary Marine
Nature Reserves (VMNR) aimed to facilitate cooperabetween resource users and
conservation measures, and to encourage particgpatanagement. However, they
were not backed up with any legal powers. A tofal8 were established on ad hoc
basisbetween 1973 and 1997, a number of which areistiperation today, including

Wembury and Looe. The network lacked a systemapiproach, and sites were
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selected opportunistically with a bias towards sookef areas in south-west England
(Jones 1999).

3.9 Developing the legislation for the designation of European Marine Sites
(EM Ss)

Both the EMSs case studies described in this tlasisilitimately governed by the EC
Directive on the Conservation of Natural Habitatsl @f Wild Flora and Fauna 1992
(hereafter the Habitats Directive), which is thstfinternational instrument to address
the protection of all habitats, with regard to bgdographical location and type (Sands
2003). Therefore, within the context of Agrawa(2001) synthesis of facilitating
conditions the Habitats Directive represents ‘teernal environment'that is, the
overarching policy context which provides the camagon biodiversity obligations the
sites have to meet. As a result, a thorough utatetigg of the legislation is vital to

the research.

The Habitats Directive can be seen as part ofdemglobal movement in the early
1990s to strengthen conservation policy. The drgfof the Habitats Directive began
several years before the United Nations ConferencEnvironment and Development
(UNCED, Rio de Janeiro 1992). However, it was tieaged in the same time frame as
the CBD and can be viewed as a means of implengettien CBD in the EC as well as

the Bern Conventidh

The Habitats Directive signalled a new era in thanagement of the marine
environment in the UK and across Europe. It offeae@ unparalleled opportunity for
the systematic designation of EMSs as part of taeutd 2000 network, and for the
first time the British government was required Iayvlto maintain the favourable
conservation status of these sites. EMSs consistooimbination of Special Protection

Areas (SPAs) which were first introduced under EBueopean Council’s Directive on

* The Bern Convention is a binding internationakbleigstrument in the field of nature conservation,
which covers the whole of the natural heritagenefEEuropean continent and extends to some States of
Africa. Its aims are to conserve wild flora andrfa and their natural habitats and to promote Eanp
co-operation in that field.
(http://lwww.coe.int/t/e/cultural_cooperation/envirnent/nature_and_biological_diversity/Nature protec
tion/)

96



the Conservation of Wild Birds (1979and Marine Special Areas of Conservation
(MSACSs) introduced under the 1992 Habitats DirextiVhe Habitats Directive is more
ambitious in its obligations to conserve Speciakas for Conservation (SACs) and
SPAs.

The Directive required that any plans or projecksclv might have a significant effect
on the designated sites should be assessed aedgittesties should only go aheddr
imperative reasons of overriding public interestcluding those of a social or
economic nature(Article 6 (4)), subject to appropriate compensgatoeasures. There
is now significant case law within the UK which demstrates that the Secretary of
State is prepared to uphold this legislation evethe face of strong opposition from
resource users (see Wash case study below andt®RabdrJones in press).

The Directive became law in the UK in 1994nd was amended in 1997 and (in
England only) in 2000.The purpose behind the regulations was to impléntien
aspects of the Habitats and Birds Directive naady included in national legislation.
To some extent the regulations can be seen ageanmtto update and improve upon
the protection provided by the 1981 Wildlife andu@tryside Act. The approach taken
to do this is, however, somewhat complicated, ag secondary legislation has been
created instead of simply updating the existingslagon. As a result, key laws on
species protection are contained in two separaepiof legislation, one focused at a
national level and the other at European level.th@digh this approach allows for
consistency and transparency from the perspectivdBrassels, it also provides
confusion in that two overlapping sets of rulessein UK law with regard to species

and habitat conservation with similar provisiongi(R 2002).

® However, this Directive was initially weakly wordland poorly enforced.

® Hmso (1994) The Conservation (Natural Habitats &egulations 1994. Statutory Instrument No.
2716. HMSO, London.

" Statutory Instrument 1997 No. 3055 and Statutosgrument 2000 No. 192. The Conservation
(Natural Habitat, etc.) Regulations (Northern Inelacame into force on 13 November 1995 and
replicate the provisions in force in the GB Reguolad, applying them to the separate legal system
existing in Northern Ireland. Directive 92/43/ER@s transposed into the laws of Gibraltar on 25
August 1995 by the Nature Protection Ordinance (Agmeent) Regulations 1995 (Defra, September
2001).
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There are many difficulties in applying the reqoients of the Habitats Directive to the
marine environment, both in identifying areas to gretected and determining the
means of protection given the influence of exterfadtors, such as land-based
pollution, on inshore areas (ibid.). Neverthelessa result of the new regulations any
authority which has statutory functions that impactthe management of EMS has to
exercise these functions in a manner which enscoespliance with the Directive

(Regulation 3 (3)). Furthermore, the Departmenthef Environment, Transport and
Regions (DETR) 1998 guidelines make it clear thesé powers should be used
accordingly, regardless of whether they were oaliyn intended for nature

conservation purposes.

The Habitats regulations use the terms relevamhoaties (RA) and competent

authorities to describe statutory bodies to whioh tegulations apply (DETR 1998).
The distinctions between the twiypes of authority are outlined in Regulations 5 and
6°. The RAs in relation to EMSs are outlined in Regjoh 5:

* Nature Conservation Agencies (NCA)

* Local Authorities

* Environment Agency/ Scottish Environmental Protatihgency
* Sewage, water and drainage undertakers

* Navigation, harbour and lighthouse authorities

e Local Sea Fisheries Committees

Essentially RAs are organisations with powers ocfions which could have an impact
on the designated features. A central charadteredt EMSs is that no particular
authority has responsibility for ensuring compliavaith the Directive, relying instead
on compliance by the various relevant sectoralaittes with no one authority having
a lead role or power over others. This is marketififerent to terrestrial SACs where
the Secretary of State and the NCA have varioussesectoral powers to ensure
compliance with the Directive. However, the reguns require one or more of the

8 The term competent authorities includes any siagiody or public office exercising legislative
powers — whether on land or sea. The term relemathiorities is intended to identify certain congoet
authorities with local powers or functions whichvbaor could have an impact on the marine areamwith
or adjacent to a European marine site. Relevahbaities also have the powers to establish a
management scheme for a European marine sitetgl&lfant authorities are also competent authorjties

98



RAs to set up a management scheme for each EM®&staree compliance with the
Directive (Regulation 34 (2)). Despite the diffegi responsibilities undertaken by
NCA in marine and terrestrial SACs in the majoritly cases the responsibility for

setting up the management scheme will fall to gtevant NCA.

The government also requires that the managembatrsx process should be overseen
by a management group comprised of RAs. It isd¢htip’s responsibility to engage
with local interest groups, user groups, industo’&he regulations also state that the
Secretary of State can step in and give directiotihé RAs as to the management of a
EMS which may:-

a) Require specific conservation measures to be ieduna the scheme;

b) Appoint one of the RAs to coordinate the establishhof the scheme;

c) Set time limits within which steps must be taken;

d) Provide that the approval of the Secretary of Simteequired for the
scheme;

e) Require a relevant authority to supply specificomiation to the

Secretary of State.

It also provides for the Secretary of State to megspecific or general amendments to
the scheme (Regulation 35). Regulation 36 provitesrelevant nature conservation
agency® with powers to create bylaws to protect EMSs. Esv, these are restricted
to those under Section 37 of the Wildlife and Coysitle Act 1981".

3.9.1 Therole of the nature conservation agency
The role of NCA in the management of EMSs is evilgenot as clear cut as it is for

terrestrial SACs. However, the regulations (regoia33 (2)) essentially provide two

advisory roles for NCAs but fall short of givingettm overall executive control. As

° Department of the Environment, Transport and tegiéhs, European Marine Sites in England and
Wales: a Guide to the Conservation (Natural Hadjitatic) Regulations 1994 and the Preparation and
Application of Management schemes, DETR Publicati8ales Centre, Rotherham, 1998, para. 4.19.
%1n England the RA is Natural England, in Wales®#eis The Countryside Council for Wales, and in
Scotland the RA is Scottish Natural Heritage.

1 Bylaws created under Section 37 Wildlife and Coysitle Act 1981 may not interfere with the
functions of the relevant authorities.
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Jones and Burgess (2001) state, one of theseisgbesnarily operational and the other
strategic. At an operational level, the NCA hasativise its partner RAs of the
conservation objectives of the site and the typaabivities which are likely to cause
deterioration or disturbance to conservation fesgturAt a strategic level, the NCA has
to formally approve the EMS schemes put forward, &énitldoes not think the scheme
will achieve the maintenance of favourable cond@mastatus, it can request that steps
are taken to rectify the proposals. Although ti@A\does not have any formal powers
to enforce changes to the scheme it can advisErfigonment Minister to exercise his
powers under the 1994 Regulations, forcing the BAneke improvements. If this
fails, the European Court of Justice can step thraquire the UK government to take
action to ensure the maintenance of favourableargation status of the site. In short,
despite the lack of formal powers the NCAs can &tKe a very top down approach to

the management of EMSs.

3.9.2 Setting up management schemes and building bracing social capital

The first stage in setting up a EMS managementrsehis for the RAs to establish a
management group. In many cases there will betiegistructure which can be
adapted to fulfil this role. For example, The W&WS management group evolved
out of The Wash forum originally established in 8990nce the management group
has been established its primary role is to corartei the consultation with all the other
interested parties. The DETR guidelines specift tit is essential that owners and
occupiers, right holders, local interests, user e and conservation groups should
be encouraged to participate in the process of kdbgweg the scheme at the earliest
opportunity’ (DETR 1998:16). Furthermore, full public constiia should be
undertaken on any proposals for managing the ailenade publicity should be given
at appropriate stages (ibid.). It is stresseché@xDETR guidelines that this should be
achieved through the development of a partnerghgpcach. Therefore, a central task
of the management group can be interpreted to éald¢ivelopment of bracing social
capital which is capable of tackling CAPs when thaise. A key challenge in
developing bracing social capital is to ensure thatinstitutional structures employed
are balanced, in that they provide for power toaperopriately shared amongst the

RAs and stakeholders, and are appropriate for twal contextual factors that
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characterise each EMS (Jones and Burgess 2005e &yain, the concept of bracing

social capital is useful for understanding thisgess.

Since the designation of the first EMSs in the UKumber of different management
structures and approaches to establishing pariperblave been adopted. The policy

guidelines (DETR 1998) recommend that a two-tienaggment structure is adopted:

Figure 3.2 DETR recommended European Marine Site managenrectiste:

Users
Management plan/scheme
of management document| Interest groups y'y
Industry
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Management group
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y
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Advisory group

A
A 4

Conservation
Other competent authoritieg arotn:

Some of the EMSs have followed these guidelines ashapted such management
structures, while others have decided to develdierdnt models, particularly where

existing structures were already in place. JomekBurgess (2005) have conducted
preliminary analysis into the types of manageméanictures adopted by EMSs to build
partnership capacity/bracing social capital, and #ffectiveness of the structures.
Their sample consisted of 15 EMSs in England, Wales Scotland. They discovered
that within the sample the management structuraddcte divided into three

categories:wo-tier management schem@s recommended by the policy guidelines);
federated management structurediereby hierarchies of structure were establisbed t
cover different territories (these were popular agss the bigger EMSs covering a
large geographical area); affiéit management structures whereby the RAs and

stakeholders share power in a single-tier group.
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3.10 TheMarineBill

It is clear that legislation to protect the marerevironment in the UK and Europe has
moved on considerably since the introduction of 1881 Wildlife and Countryside
Act. However, the marine environment around the fgiains significantly less well
protected than the terrestrial environment. In#g&id 999 the UK Government and the
devolved administrations pledged to accompany thengthening of protection for
terrestrial wildlife sites with an examination obva effectively the system for
protecting nature conservation in the marine emvirent was working (DEFRA 2004).
The report contained 16 key recommendations, imetuthat the government should
consider the legislation required to underpin tleéivery of an effective network of
MPAs.

There is currently much speculation and a degreexoitement about the potential
content of the Marine Bill. However, there ardl siany challenges which need to be
overcome. The main point of contention regardiagure conservation objectives is in
regard to planning legislation. On the one haodservationists are calling for stricter
marine nature conservation procedures; on the ,ottexelopers are calling for more
streamlined consent procedures which offer moreaicgy. However, as Jones (2006)
points out, hardly any interest groups favour gtemtion of the status quo because this
benefits neither developers nor conservationilttgs unlikely that the government will
be able to reach a consensus on all the issu¢grefent there is much uncertainty and
debate as to whether the compromise will inclingat@ls economic development or
marine conservation. Both sides are lobbying haidfluence the Bill (ibid.).

The Marine Bill consultation document (DEFRA 20@R)es not specifically mention
EMSs, and the general assumption is that they ewiitinue to operate as before.
Nevertheless, the Bill should provide a proper famrk for the management of EMSs

and a more coordinated approach to marine consemvahich will be beneficial.

As stated above, marine conservation legislatiothen UK is currently focused at a
European level, that is through the introductioMatura 2000 sites. It is unclear from
the consultation document whether the proposedark&taf MPAs is simply going to

be incorporated within the current network of Ewap sites or whether a new
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nationally complementary network of MPAs is to beveloped. A number of
conservation groups are currently pressing the govent to use the Marine Bill as a
catalyst to introduce a network of Highly Protectsthrine Reserves (HPMRS),
containing No Take Zones (NTZ) and greater provecthan the European sites. The
World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and The Wildlife and Cotrgside Link, Born Free and
the Marine Conservation Society (MCS) are just sahéhe organisations that have
produced their own versions of the draft Marind Bélling for such a network to be
established. Furthermore, the MCS is currentlynimgp a high profile petition calling
for HPMRS?. Quite how this debate will play out is uncleapeesent; one possibility
is that HPMRs will be incorporated into EMSs. Hawe such a move would be
unpopular with the fishing industry and other egtinge industries as under the current
system regulated activities are not banned withNMSE.

It is clear that the Marine Bill could potentialtiyark a dramatic change in the way the
marine environment is protected around the UK. Ehmv, at present the European
Habitats Directive remains the most powerful comsgon tool. Although this thesis
acknowledges the potential of the Marine Bill, floeus will remain on the way the
Habitats Directive is currently being implemented relation to the marine
environment. Nevertheless, the findings of theaesh may be relevant to the future
implementation of the Marine Bill and HPMRs.

3.11 Summary of previous work evaluating European Marine Site management

structures

The central aim of the present research is to exaurfie strengths and weaknesses of
different approaches to addressing collective actiproblems through local
partnerships in order to achieve strategic objestivAs discussed above, key to the
success of the partnerships is their ability toeligy partnership capacity and use
bracing social capital to hold the process togetheihis project will explore these

issues by examining two case studies in detail lisémwv).

12 http://www.marinereservesnow.org.uk/
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Jones and Burgess’s (2001; 2005) work acts as @ortant starting point for the
present research and offers an insight into manph@fmanagement challenges faced
by EMSs. They look at the general principles bdla larger representative sample of
EMSs and analyse the different partnership modteterms of their potential ability to
overcome CAPs, how they addressed CAPs in thely stages of development, and

what future CAPs they are likely to have to address

One of the key debates which has emerged frometdesarch (and is introduced Ch 1 of
this thesis) is whether management structures dhmikontrolled by government (top
down) or by local people (bottom up). Jones andgBss (2005) found support for
Ostrom’s (1990) argument that a partnership isebegjuipped to overcome CAPs
when the state shifts its role fromontroller to ‘facilitator’, allowing considerable
local autonomy whilst providing a supportive frantelv However, as the legislation
requires NCA to ensure that specific biodiversiongervation obligations are met by
the partnerships they have to retain a hands oroagpip to the management of the site.
Nevertheless, it remains important that stakeheldee intimately involved with the
management of the site and consulted on the mareadestheme. The evidence from
Jones and Burgess’s research showed that in tmecéses where a flat management
structure had been adopted these principles sedmu® been fulfilled, while in the
majority of cases with two-tier structures they haat. However, as this research
shows, five years after Jones and Burgess condtioé@dpreliminary analysis of these
case studies it appears that two of the sites adppt two-tier management process
have moved on and stakeholders appear happy wéhptbcedures in place for
consultation on issues related to the EMSs (see%éusd 6).

Jones and Burgess also examined Rydin and Penniagt2000) argument that in
cases where CAPs are severe, it is often necessadopt a more top down approach.
There was evidence of this occurring when two-died federated two-tier management
structures had been adopted. A particularly bitteflict arose early on in the life of
the Solent/South White EMS partnership which resglirstrong government
intervention and caused significant dissatisfactiamongst local stakeholders.
However, evidence from the present stulgynonstrates that providing these conflicts
are handled in a sensitive way and bracing soeaital has been developed over time,
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it is possible for partnerships to recover fromsth&op down interventions and continue
to successfully manage the EMSs (see The Wash arti Norfolk Coast Case study,
Chapter 6). Jones and Burgess (2005) also demtesstthat in a number of the two-
tier management structures, the potential for undeng stakeholder participation was
minimised by ensuring that the stakeholder groupsewvallocated specific, tangible
tasks. This was confirmed by the present studyisuednsistent with Young’s (2002)
argument that a key to the success of integrategstbn making across different
institutional levels is‘allocating specific tasks at the appropriate levedl social
organisation and then taking steps to ensure tirass-scale interactions produce

complementary rather than conflicting actions’

3.12 Developing specific resear ch questions from theliteraturereview

Through the literature review (Chapters 2 and B)mber of issues central to the thesis
have been introduced and unpacked in relationgatims and objectives of the study
outlined in the introduction. This has led to thevelopment of a more specific list of
research questions which will be explored in théotang chapters in relation to the

specific case studies:

* What is the nature of the relationship betweenedtalders and the EMSs and
does it affect the management of the site?

* What form should the relationship between the siatélocal stakeholders take
in order to balance provision for stakeholder pgétion with fulfilment of
statutory obligations?

» Is the concept of a statutory partnership a uskfoll for the management of
MPAs or an unworkable contradiction in terms?

* What are the implications of the ecosystem appréacMPA management?

» Is it possible to define a proportionate applicatid the precautionary principle
or does this only lead to further questions regaydvhen it should be used?

* What role does social capital play in the developmed partnerships for the

management of MPAs?
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3.13 Concluding comments

This chapter has demonstrated that the protectionanine ecosystems is a long way
behind the protection of the terrestrial environmelh is clear the marine environment
presents many additional challenges which neectoviercome in the development of
a sustainable network of protected areas. The leigdl of connectivity, scale and our
lack of understanding mean that it is essentiatatee a holistic and precautionary
approach to the designation of MPAs. In additiorgrime conservation is further

hindered by cultural factors associated with theegal public’s lack of appreciation of

the biodiversity present in our seas.

At present the European Habitats Directive reprisseéie most powerful legislation for
the protection of the marine environment and presid framework for its management
through partnerships between government, local misgdons and stakeholders.
Nevertheless, implementing such a management progearequires a high level of
commitment from both government and stakeholderd aarefully thought out
institutional arrangements. The work of Jones andyBss (2001; 2005) provides an
insight into the practical implementation of thesgislation in the marine context.
However, to fully understand how these complexituisbnal arrangements work in
practice, and equally importantly the stakeholdgrstceptions of them, further in-

depth case study research is required.

Chapter 4 begins this process by introducing the ¢ase studies which have been
selected to further explore the challenges assatiatith setting up and managing
EMSs: The Wash and North Norfolk Coast and Nortkt Kent. Both EMS have had
to overcome a number of significant challenged@implementation and management
of the sites. They offer an insight into the chadjes and benefits associated with using
a partnership approach for managing the marine@mwient.
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I ntroducing the case Studies

Introduction

The Habitats Directive has led to the designatibraro extensive network of EMSs
across Europe, and provided significant protectmra range of marine habitats. In
England there are currently forty two EMSs madeofia combination of SACs and
SPAs:

Map 4.1: Marine Special Areas of Conservation and SpeRraltected Areas in

England which make up the network of European MaS8ites:
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The aim of this thesis is to study the institutiomarangements used to develop
partnership capacity and manage EMSs and the mtirspef the stakeholders on these
arrangements. This research has been carriedrougtin the in-depth evaluation of two
case studies utilising a range of qualitative mesh(see Chapter 5). Early on in the
research important decisions had to be made regpittie selection of suitable case
studies. From the outset it was agreed that the staslies would be drawn from the 15
sites originally studied by Jones et al. 2001 (€abll), as this would allow for an
element of longitudinal analysis. Immediately eigltthese sites were discounted as
they were, at least in part, situated outside thisgiction of Natural England. This

leaves a possibility of seven (shaded in grey betowable 4.1).

The purpose of this chapter is twofold. Firstyill explain and justify the selection of
the two case studies, The Wash and North NorfolasSC&MS and The North East
Kent EMS. Second, it provides an introduction te tontext surrounding the two sites.
This information is classified under the headinat tAgrawal (2001) used to produce
his list of facilitating conditions: Resource st characteristics i.e. geographical and
ecological make up of the area; group charactesiste. historical, ecological, social
and economic contexts and institutional arrangemémtplace to manage the sites.
The forth set of conditions, the external environmessentially refers to the legal and
policy framework within which the EMSs have beersigrated and this has already

been outlined in Chapter 3.
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Table 4.1 Attributes of MSAC case studies studied by JomesBurgess:

Previoudly Approx
Siteand NCA Area (ha) and Mayq economic | integrated No. population
type activity _mgrjagement RAs around site
initiative
Tourism, fishing, small-
Papa Stour (SNH)| 2900 island scale agriculture, crafts| None 6 150
Mariculture, fishing,
Loch Maddy tourism, small-scalg
(SNH) 1850 bay agriculture None 8 200
Tourism, mariculture
Sound of Arisaig fishing, small-scalg
(SNH) 5300 coast agriculture None 7 1000
Industry,  agriculture| Solway Firth
Solway Firth forestry, ports, tourism| Partnership-
(SNH/NE) 12,978 estuary | fishing, recreation established 1994 16 100,000
Berwickshire and
N
Northumberland Fishing, agriculture
Coast (SNH/NE) 64780 coast tourism, recreation None 27 35,000
Agriculture,
commercial port at its
Chesil and Flee eastern end, tourisn| Fleet Managemen
(NE) 694 lagoon recreation Group-1990 10 10,000
The Wash and N Wash Estuary
Norfolk Coast Tourism,  agriculture] Management Grouy
(NE) 41,620 estuary | ports, fishing, recreatio 1994 15 110,000
Thanet Coas Port, tourism, fishing
(NE) 2269 coast recreation, None 10 120,000
Industry, commercia
ports, fishing,
Morecombe Bay agriculture, tourism, Morecombe Bay
(NE) 17,766 bay recreation Partnership 1992 13 200,000
Tamar Estuaries
Consultative Forum
Plymouth Sound Commercial port, and Port of
and Estuarieq MOD, fishing, | Plymouth  Liaison
(NE) 3752 estuary recreation, tourism Committee 14 400,000
Part: Blackwater
Essex Estuarie Agriculture,  tourism,| Estuary Managemer
(NE) 26,526 estuaries| fishing, recreation Partnership-1992 16 500,000
Solent/South Commercial port,
Wight Maritime MOD, recreation,
(NE) 22,615 coast tourism, Solent Forum-1992 | 40 1,140,000
Cardigan Bay| Tourism,  agriculture| Ceredigion Marine
(CCW) 96,871 coast fishing Heritage Coast-1995 9 10,000
Llyn  Peninsular
and Sarnal Tourism, agriculture
(CCW) 96,980 coast fishing None 10 60,000
Strangford ~ Lough
Strangford Lough Tourism, recreation| Management
(EHS) 15,399 bay agriculture, fishing Committee-1992 4 60,000

SNH, Scottish Natural Heritage; NE, Natural Engta@@W, Countryside Council for Wales;

EHS, Environment and Heritage Service, Dept offheironment for Northern Ireland
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4.1 Criteriafor case study selection

Before the process of identifying the case studemdd begin it was first necessary to
clarify the focus of the study. The central aimtlos thesis is to make a significant
contribution to the growing body of research on tmpership/co-management
approaches to managing MPAs and to provide an sisaby both successful initiatives
and problems encountered. It is therefore essethizlthe case studies provided the
scope to study these key challenges as well asietwaf techniques for addressing

them.

As acknowledged by Jones and Burgess (2005), délse majority of studies of co-
management of protected areas have largely focosederrestrial environments.
Nevertheless, the literature review identifies anbar of challenges (CAPS) relating to
the setting up and managing MPAs which providedgeful starting point. Ultimately
these are largely derived from the unsustainablatioeship which humans have
developed with the marine environment and the diffies associated with
understanding marine ecosystems (see Chapterti lit€rature review also analyses a
variety of possible management approaches to ratiggainst the identified CAPs.
These can be classified under three headings: tmpn;d bottom up; and co-
management. However, the purely top down and bottp approaches were dismissed
as both ineffective and impractical methods of ngama MPAs, especially where
statutory biodiversity conservation objectives hawebe met. Therefore, it is the

analysis of co-management approaches which foremfottus of this study.

However, as indicated in the literature review, phecess of setting up co-management
schemes is far from straightforward, requiring @plimakers and practitioners to
combine seemingly contradictory ideas, for exampldlic consultation initiatives and
rigorous enforcement of rules. Consequently thenemagement approaches to MPA
management themselves generate further potenti&8lsCAn an article based on the
research which preceded the present study JoneBuagdss (2005) identify a number
of potential CAPs which the EMSs may face in theeife (both related to the physical
environment and the co-management approach). arfBgnging these CAPs in
accordance with Agrawal's (2001) framework it isspible to understand the

relationship between the CAPs posed by the physimaronment and those related to

110



co-management. Furthermore, by classifying the £APthis way it is possible to

explicitly observe the relationship between Agrdsvdtamework and the present

research:

* Resource system characteristics

o

o

Ecosystem boundaries

High level of connectivity within the marine envinment

» Group characteristics (i.e. human/community fagtors

o

o

o

Social Capital
Extent and nature of extraction activities

Other non extractive activities, i.e. tourism

e Institutional arrangements

o

o O O o o

o

Partnerships

Building partnership capacity

Top down Vs. bottom up management

The role of the nature conservation agency/state
Ecosystem approach

Potential legal interventions

Interpretation of scientific data

+ External environment

o

o

Statutory biodiversity obligations
Protecting resources from free riding by non laozbrs

Having identified key characteristics and poten@&lPs for study from the literature it

was essential to find case studies that incorpdrditese features. Furthermore, as it is

hoped that the findings of this research will pde/useful conclusions which can be

applied to a range of contexts it was necessagnsure that the selected case studies

contained both a range of difficulties and examplegood practice.

On this basis two case studies have been seleldiedyWash and North Norfolk Coast

EMS and NE Kent EMS. The following sections pr@valdetailed justification for the

case study selection based on the criteria outkaiede.
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4.2 Why study The Wash and North Norfolk Coast European Marine Site?

One of the key concerns Jones and Burgess (2005r28& regarding the EMS
management arrangements is that the NCA may end apcontrolling rather than a
facilitating role, as theirinterventions shift from facilitating initial disesions and

establishing the conservation objectives to thei@cimplementation of management
programmes to ensure those objectives are actuadly. They went on to argue that
ultimately this could lead to a legal interventibrihey fall-back on their powers to

advise the Secretary of State to utilise the stayustep in powers to require that

specific conservation measures be adoyied!.).

Soon after the beginning of the project, it becatear that such an intervention was
likely to take place on The Wash. The previousryegroup of mussel farmers had
applied to the NCA for permission to scare eideckduof their lays using sonic bird

scaring devices. They argued that eider numbersntagased dramatically since 2003
and were decimating the mussel lays, rendering ehugming on The Wash

unsustainable. However, the NCA refused their refjaa the grounds that The Wash
is an important foraging area for large numberbiafs and the use of bird scarers was
likely to disturb them, to the detriment of the kegical integrity of the site and in

contravention of the 1992 Habitats Directive. Jime 2006 a PI was convened in
Boston, Lincolnshire to resolve the disagreemenhe Pl recommended that all the

appeals be dismissed and the judgement was uphéie 5ecretary of State.

This provided an unprecedented opportunity to staudiggal intervention by the NCA
and as it occurred at the beginning of the reseiarmghs possible to study the case from
the beginning of the PI right through to the impaicthe verdict eighteen months later.
Furthermore, the PI provided a useful frame throwpich to study some of the other
areas of interest identified in the literature esvi For example, the case had a
significant impact upon levels of social capitdlwas possible to identify different
types of social capital at work (i.e. bonded, Imki bridging and bracing) and study the
changing relationships between interest groupdratididuals.

Aside from the PI, The Wash and North Norfolk coBMS represents a valid case

study for a number of other reasons. Geograpkidtlls the largest EMS in the
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country and consists of two distinct areas, The Wasd the North Norfolk Coast.
Although both areas are managed as one site they ¢iferent ecological challenges
and are inhabited by separate communities who apgpeaave somewhat conflicting
attitudes towards the use and management of tle siFurthermore, the site
incorporates six local/borough councils and two ntgucouncils, in addition to the
EMS partnership parts of the site are also mandyedhe Wash Estuary Strategy
group partnership and the Norfolk Coast Area of statding Natural Beauty
partnership. The combination of three partnessidpd the large number of local
authority interests provides potential for the ngmment of the site to become
fragmented. As with the PI the multi-partnershipnaaigement structure in place on The
Wash offers an interesting framework from whichatalyse the dynamics between a
wide variety of individuals, government organisa8pNGOs and resource user groups.

The inception of the EMS management scheme for sitee also represented an
interesting shift in the institutional arrangemefds the management of the area.
Between 1996 and 2000 The Wash Forum had sucdgssfatordinated the

management of the area on a voluntary basis, withstatutory objectives or

responsibilities. Two key studies, Gardner (2005 dones et al. (2001), concluded
that although there were a number of strong opsexmd conflicts between individual
personalities, overall the voluntary forum was efffee in delivering a sustainable
management scheme on The Wash. In 2000 The WasimReas taken over by the
EMS management group and formed the basis for élaestatutory partnership. This
links in to another of the concerns raised by JamesBurgess (2005), that new forms
of co-management of EMSs may be undermined if thie sloes not recognise or fails
to legitimise traditional rules or customs which ymlaave previously assisted the

conservation of the site.

It is clear that The Wash and North Norfolk EMS\pdes an interesting and valid case
study to explore the issues raised in the liteeatteview. The site offers an
unprecedented opportunity to look at the conseqeent a top down intervention in a
management scheme which is supposed to be drivéimebgommunity and to explore
important issues related to CPR governance. Whees dhe balance lie between
ensuring that biodiversity conservation objectias achieved and involving local

people with management? Can co-management appsoteiEPR management work
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when they are underpinned by the threat of legrwention? Furthermore, these
important issues can also be examined by studhi@ghanges in governance that have

occurred from the historical voluntary partnerstuna the current statutory scheme.

In addition, the complex institutional arrangemeams the geographical size of the site
allow the research to explore a wide range of imahips between a variety of

stakeholders. This highlights the importance aistdering both ecological concerns
and governance issues simultaneously. On the and, managing the area as two
separate sites may be more straightforward frorvemmance perspective; on the other

hand, such a move may undermine attempts to mahageider ecosystem.

4.3 Why study North East Kent European Marine Site?

For the partnership approach to governance to beessful it is essential that adequate
partnership capacity and bracing social capitallmaeveloped within the community
amongst local stakeholders and RAs. This is pddity important when the NCA role
is to facilitate the management process rather thgmbement it itself. As Jones and
Burgess (2005) recognise, building partnership c#pss a key challenge and potential
CAP in the development of the EMS management schenhis is an important issue
which has to be dealt with by all EMSs; howeverisiof particular concern to sites
such as NE Kent where, unlike The Wash and NorttidhoCoast EMS, there were no
pre-existing institutions to form the basis of getnership. Furthermore, the NE Kent
EMS employed an innovative method of stakeholdaalodue which has been
highlighted as an example of good practice acras®@e. The concept of social
capital is closely related to the need to buildtmenship capacity and within the NE
Kent EMS the two processes appear to have develsipadtaneously. A number of
key actors within the EMS commented that the deuralent of a high level of social
capital amongst the stakeholders has significaaitied the building of partnership
capacity. Therefore the stakeholder dialogue m®gqaovided a useful framework
within which to study the role of social capital dathe process of developing

partnership capacity.

The timing of the research also meant that it wassible to see the process in action,

as the EMS management group was in the final stafjesviewing the management
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scheme. After thésuccess’of the original stakeholder dialogue process ttiegided

to use the same technique for the review. Althotighinitial stakeholder dialogue
events occurred before the inception of the curpeofect, it was possible to evaluate
the process by canvassing the opinions of numestaiseholders involved in the

process.

In addition, the management group had decided ¢ptatthhe ecosystem approach for
the review of the management scheme in an attempletelop a more holistic
approach to the management of the site. The pabpass to try and offer a degree of
protection to the wider ecosystem, beyond simplytguating the designated
conservation features. Although not a requirem@&nthe Habitats Directive, the
literature review revealed that the ecosystem ambrao resource management is
rapidly becoming the norm. NE Kent EMS was thet fiEMS in the UK to explicitly
adopt this approach. However, due to its increapopularity, it is likely other EMSs
will follow their example. The review process clgahighlighted a number of the
issues surrounding the ecosystem approach, nat tleasconfusion surrounding its
meaning. Other interesting issues raised in batHitbérature and played out within the
review process included the challenges of settiogsgstem boundaries within the
marine environment. As a result NE Kent EMS presia useful case study to look at

the implications of adopting the ecosystem apprdaachanage MPAs.

The designation of NE Kent as an EMS and the firahagement scheme resulted in
the creation of the Thanet Coast Project. The Breojas set up in 2001 as a result of
the first stakeholder dialogue process to drivevéed the priorities which people had
identified.

The project aims to:
* raise awareness of the area’s important marinedbaddife
» work with people to safeguard coastal wildlife
e be a one-stop shop for coastal information

« promote wildlife events or activities.

! http://www.thanetcoast.org.uk/thanet_coast_praspix
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The project is recognised both nationally and mdaé&onally as an example of good
practice for raising awareness about the mariner@mwent and developing social
capital within the local community. A number ofhet EMSs within England
(including The Wash and North Norfolk Coast) haweer looking at the model
developed in NE Kent with the intention of trying develop similar projects in their
areas. The Thanet Coast Project is an intereskagpele of an institution which has
been developed from the bottom up to aid the psooépartnership capacity building.
Furthermore, the reported success of the projdatvisng from a research perspective
as it is possible to probe both the projects sisaseand the challenges it has come up

against.

The North East Kent European Marine site case dhadya great deal to offer from the
perspective of CPR research. It presents an egcibipportunity for a thorough
assessment of the challenges associated with tedogenent of institutions for co-
management and in particular the role played byasoapital. In addition, as the first
EMS in the country to explicitly adopt the ecosystapproach it enables the research
to explore the practicalities of implementing tlmgreasingly popular approach for
CPR management within the marine environment uniderconstrains of specific

statutory guidelines.

4.4 Complementing and contrasting case studies

Below, contextual information about the two sitespresented which focuses on the
social, economic, geographical, historical and @gichl background which led up to
the designation of the sites as EMSs. As this detnates, although the objectives of
the two sites are similar, the management scheraes to deal with very different
iIssues and challenges. Furthermore, the processgdoyed to develop the
management schemes were significantly differente Harticipatory process that
produced the management scheme for The Wash artd Norfolk Coast followed the
template suggested bthe DETR. Importantly this describes a processhout
facilitators and based on advisory groups feedmfigrmation into a management group
of relevant authorities. This is in strict contr&s the stakeholder dialogue approach
adopted in NE Kent, which despite its variatiorpmactice, always employs facilitators

and strives to establish a flat decision-makingcditire that allows all stakeholders to
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share in deliberations (Gardner 2005). By lookingtveo contrasting sites it was
possible to include a wider range of potential CARd other challenges facing EMSs

and CPRs more generally.

4.4.1 Previousresear ch and scope for longitudinal analysis

Finally, by focusing on these two sites it was gassto introduce an element of
longitudinal analysis to the research and to tithekdevelopment of the management
schemes since they were first launched. This appro#fers significant benefits as it
allows the researcher to investigate the contedtl@ckground to the status quo. In
addition to the provisional research conducted driyed and Burgess, a previous PhD
student, Sam Gardner, has also conducted researtiese two sites. Although the
focus of Gardner's work was primarily concernedhwibhe decision-making process
known as stakeholder dialogue, his research waduobed through the same case
studies and there is a significant overlap betwbertwo projects. Gardner’s research
was conducted between 2000 and 2004 during thg gealrs of both EMSs. As this
thesis will demonstrate, the sites have moved asiderably since those early days.
However, an understanding of the historical proseisieh led to the present situation
has provided significant contexts to the contempoemalysis. Furthermore, it has
allowed me to follow up on a number of early chadles and to look at how they have

been subsequently dealt with and resolved.

4.5 Background to The Wash and North Norfolk Coast European Marine Site

4.5.1 Resour ce system characteristics - geographical and ecological context

The Wash and North Norfolk EMS covers a vast afeastline running from
Lincolnshire down to Norfolk, a total of over 100l@s and covering an area of 107761
ha. It is possible to identify two distinct reggowithin this area. Dominating the
western range of the site is The Wash; this stestétom Gibraltar Point in

Lincolnshire to Heacham in Norfolk. The Wash is targest marine embayment in
Britain, with the second largest expanse of indaitsediment flats in the country
covering 29,770 ha (Mortimer 2002a). Moving Eastrf The Wash the site embodies
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the sandy barrier beach system of the north Nodolst from Heacham to
Weybourne. Both areas of coastline are recogriaettheir high conservation value,
with approximately 80% of the coastline falling @nexisting conservation
designations. The EMS is made up of one SAC ambtS8PA. However, the site is
also covered by a number of other designationgraa of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB), six National Nature Reserves, and a Rarsgar During the latter half of the
1990s The Wash supported over 300,000 shorebirdsiding 11 populations of
international importance (Musgrove et al. 2001).

The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC has been megdor the following Annex 1
habitat§ and Annex Il species as listed in the EU HabiRitsctive (Mortimer 2002b):

1. The large shallow inlet and bay defined by The Wash

2. Sandbanks which are largely covered by seawaténeatime
3. Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawatavatide

4. Samphire $alicorniaspp.) communities

5. Atlantic saltmeadows

6. Mediterranean and thermo-Atlantic halophilous ssrub

7. Biogenic reefs

8. Lagoons

9. Seals

10.Otters

The North Norfolk Coast Special Protection Area bagn classified under the EU
Birds Directive for the following interests:

1. Internationally important populations of marsh FariCircus aeruginosus,
Montagu’s harrier C.pygargus, avocet Recurviroatrasetta, sandwich tern
Sterna sandvicensis common tern S.hirundo, ahe téttn S.albifrons;

2. Internationally important assemblages of non-bmegavaterfowl including

migratory species.

2 Annex 1 habitats are listed in the Habitats Divecand are natural habitats of community interest
Article 1 of the Directive defines the criteria dge select these habitat types.
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The Gibraltar Point Special Protection Area hasnbelassified under the EU Birds
Directive for the following interests:

1. Internationally important populations of little te$.albifrons;

2. Internationally important assemblages of regulaolycurring migratory

species.

Map 4.2 The Wash & North Norfolk European Marine Site ated on the East Coast

of England:
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4.5.2 Group characteristics - social and economic contexts

The geographical divide between The Wash and théhNMorfolk coast is reflected in
terms of socio-economic features. As Map 4.2 shdiws North Norfolk coast is
characterised by many small coastal towns andge#ia Their immediacy to the coast
plays an important role in defining their chara@ed economy. There is a very strong
tourist industry with large numbers of summer wstand bird watchers in the winter.
The Wash area does not have the same tourist afflegjness is an exception) and its
economy is defined by agriculture, the ports of tBos Fosdyke, Sutton Bridge,
Wisbeach and King's Lynn, and fishindlistorically, few settlements have been
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developed close to the seashore, largely becaube sfgnificant areas of land claimed
from the sea (Mortimer 2002b).

Traditional activities, including those based ommeaon rights, such as samphire
gathering, bait digging, wildfowling and shellfisarming/gathering, are widely
recognised by the NCA and the other RAs as a peatly important aspect of the local
culture and economy in The Wash (ibid.). Followthg Commons Registration Act in
1965, some 200 villagers were given Rights of Comrieo an area of over 6000 acres
along the North Norfolk coast. This entitled thémngraze cattle, sheep, horses and
geese and to gather flora and fauna from the eixeesalt marshes. In 1984 the Scolt
Head and District Common Rights Holders’ Associatizas established in response to
growing tourism and what they referred to as thergeoning interest of institutional
authority (www.northcoastal.freeserve.co.uk). Since itsrfation, the Association has
actively campaigned and defended the activitiesoaimon rights holders and in doing
so has become an established and respected authoHbwever, recently these
traditional activities have been declining and aligh the increase in tourism has
helped soften the impact of the changes the mgjofijobs in the tourism sector are
low paid and low status. Furthermore, data from tearning and Skills Council
suggests that there is generally a relatively lowd aarrow skills base amongst the
potential working population in the area, which trietss opportunities for new
economic activities and employment (Norfolk CoaattRership 2004).

The Wash (and to a lesser extent the North Nor@dast) has supported important
shellfisheries for cockles and mussels for hundrefdyears. Two types of mussel
fishery are supported: the harvesting of mussels) fwild beds and the cultivation of
mussels through transplanting stocks onto ‘laystl@nlower shore. The cultivation of
mussels in this way has been carried out sincedhlg 1900s (Dare et al. 2004). Since
the late 1980s, fisheries for cockles and mussel¥le Wash have declined sharply.
These fisheries have always been subject to lange wanpredictable natural
fluctuations, but since the mid-1980s mussel spatfa to inter-tidal beds has been
negligible (Dare et al. 2004). It is only recenthat the natural mussel beds have

started to show signs of recovery.
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There have also been significant changes in thehadst used to exploit the
shellfisheries. Prior to 1970 the fishery mainliyg@ on traditional methods, with much
collection being carried out by hand. However, sitike 1970s new equipment has
been introduced, along with other mechanised aghiefficient fishing practices.
Over the same period, there were also significdianges in the nature of mussel
cultivation. According to English Nature’s ‘statembeof case’ at a recent Public
Inquiry, following the collapse of the natural festy in the mid 1990s, the number of
lays and their stocking rates increased markediynfi997 onwards in response to the
lack of mussels on the natural lays. Since 1998d'seussel has been gathered from
outside The Wash and re-laid for cultivation. Thé@s also been a considerable
increase in landings from the lays, the first salkie of which has been between £0.2
and £1.6 million per year since 2001 (Dare et @d4).

The social make up of the area as a whole, andNtth Norfolk coast in particular,
has changed as a consequence of the increaseoimdsesme ownership. This has led
to a dramatic increase in the cost of housing @&sdlted in local people employed in
traditional industries struggling to find affordabhccommodation. The problem has
been further compounded by the sale of council é®usider the Right to Buy scheme.
Furthermore, the delicate nature of the area aedntimerous nature conservation
designations means the building of substantial heusing stock is not possible as it
would have a significant impact on the charactethefsite (Norfolk Coast Partnership
2004).

Traditionally, there has been a strong local ineatent with the coastline, which has
helped to create a high sense of ownership regaitinmanagement among the local
communities. This is to be found most strongly aghdhe older, often retired,

generation, as increasingly the dual pressures igiieh house prices and poor
employment opportunities mean the younger generatre moving away. This high

sense of ownership has resulted in strong opiniegarding the management of the
area. As a result, in the past there has been sesigance towards national and
international policies, such as the Habitats Divectand the Regulations that
implement them, designed to modify activities afdbusers (Gardner 2005).
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45.2.1 History of collaborative management on The Wash and North Norfolk
Coast

Nature conservation has been a controversial issthee area for a long time. The first
official intervention by conservationists occuri@d1912, when the National Trust set
up a field centre on Blakeney Point. Many locahérs were outraged and felt the field
centre threatened their livelihoods, consequentlyas promptly burned down. Since
then the relationship between conservation orgaarsa and local stakeholders has
been fraught. However, over the last twenty ye#iiearts have been made to improve
the relationship by increasing the involvement takeholders in the management of
the site. Although in some circles conservatiorasesstill viewed with suspicion on the
whole, the local communities have embraced thepertymities with enthusiasm and

commitment.

The Estuary Management Plan (EMPpart of the national estuaries strategy, first
introduced in 1996 and revised in 2004, was aryeadmple of official collaboration
between conservationists and local stakeholdemolicy development. The plan was
the result of the setting up of The Wash Estuargt&gy group and pre-dates the EMSs
designation. However, stakeholder involvement livaged to consulting on drafts of
the document. The main challenge to the EMP cawma wildfowling groups who
argued against the need for wildfowl refuges witthia estuary. They challenged the
evidence that refuges were required to sustain l|pbpo numbers and strongly
resented both the threat to their activity and dbsence of any real opportunity to
contribute their extensive understanding of thgesttfGardner 2005).

Around the same time as the EMP was being develapetsis was unfolding in the

shellfisheries of The Wash. The poor state of thessel and cockle stocks caused
concern for a wide variety of Wash stakeholdersluting mussel layers/harvesters,
scientists, managers and wildlife conservation liggions. As a result, in 1996 The
Wash Forum was formed to give all interested partiee opportunity to assess the
situation, exchange information, and attempt ta fan solution. This was part of a
national initiative to promote the integrated masragnt of estuaries. The forum was

% This is a non-statutory document aimed at secuhiagustainable management of the area.
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chaired by a representative of the regional SeheFiss Committee (SFC). The first
meeting in December 1996 was attended by reprdsasaof the SFC, government
research agencies, the Environment Agency, thdfiSheAssociation of Great Britain
(SAGB), the British Trust for Ornithology (BTO) anithe Royal Society for the

Protection of Birds (RSPB), as well as represergatof local users of The Wash.

The Wash Forum represented the beginning of theiaffco-management of The
Wash and its resources, although there was signifimformal dialogue between the
stakeholders pre-1996.

Along the North Norfolk coast there has been alainhistory of debate between local
user groups and national conservation interests.palticular, the Common Rights
Holders have been vociferous in defending theihtrigp continue their activities

whenever they perceive them to be threatened bygesato coastal management.
Proactive coastal realignment as a method of fldefence is an example of a
longstanding issue between Common Rights Holdedshational agencies such as the
Environment Agency (see for example O’Riordan aratd\1997, O’Riordan 2002).

In the past, a number of researchers have looketieatollaborative management
programme on The Wash and North Norfolk Coast asdssed the effectiveness of
the partnerships. Two key studies, Gardner (2088)Jones et al (2001) conclude that
although there were a number of strong opinions ewmuflicts between individual
personalities, overall these early voluntary paghgps were effective in delivering
sustainable management across the site. Gardrecateludes that on a small scale
the various user groups can be seen to show higiislef trust, interconnectedness or
networks of communication (bonding and bracing aocapital), while at the same
time exhibiting poor levels of trust and communigatwith national agencies (linking
and bracing social capital).

In 1996 the combined area of The Wash and Nortliddo€oast was designated as an
EMS, marking the beginning of a new approach torttamagement of the site. The
Wash Forum became the basis for discussion regptd®m management scheme and
eventually transformed from a voluntary partnershigmarily concerned with the

management of The Wash fisheries to a statutormp@hip responsible for the wider
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conservation of The Wash and North Norfolk Coast¥=MThese changes significantly
altered the relationship between the local staldgrsland the RAs with mixed results,
eventually leading to the complete break down ohcmnication between the NCA
and a group of Wash mussel farmers resulting ih arRis change in relationships and

the Pl itself is discussed at length in Chapter 6.

4.5.3 Ingtitutional arrangements - The Wash and North Norfolk Coast European
Marine Site management structure

The process of consulting all the relevant stakadrsl and developing the management
scheme was a lengthy process. From the site fimhgb designated to the
implementation of the management scheme took overyears. This is a reflexion of
the complexity of the area and the many differ¢éakeholders that have an interest in
the site. The large geographical area made theuttation process particularly
difficult. As a result the site was divided intwr¢e areas, each with its own advisory
committee, tasked with feeding back the concerntocdl stakeholders to the main

management group.

The advisory groups were originally set up to alktakeholders, interested individuals
and other groups to freely participate in the depeient of the management scheme.
Today they have a multitude of functions, includprgviding a forum through which
local people can give their perspective on theaiie debate issues as they arise. Each
advisory group has a chair who attends the full agament group meetings enabling
two-way communication between the advisory groups the full management group.
The advisory groups represent the primary methostaifeholder participation within
the management scheme and are central to enshengphtinuation of a participatory
approach the management of the site. Stakeholdsp@stives of this approach to
consultation are discussed at length in Chapter 6.

Figure 4.1 demonstrates how the advisory groupataeio the other parts of the
management structure, and also shows how thensiiidies for managing the site
are distributed amongst different people/orgarossti  Importantly it distinguishes
between the RAs (core management group) who hdegah responsibility to ensure

that biodiversity conservation objectives are reachtand the other stakeholders
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involved with the partnership (other members of thk management group). The
management group is also supported by a scieradidgsory group which provides
advice on scientific matters related to the dedigphéeatures and it is the EMS project
officer’s job to co-ordinate the whole process. Thee management group is made up
of the following RASs:

* Natural England (Norfolk Team)

* Environment Agency (Anglian Region)
* Lincolnshire County Council

* Boston Borough Council

* Norfolk County Council

* North Norfolk District Council

* Internal Drainage Boards

* King’'s Lynn Conservancy Board

* Ministry of Defence

* Natural England (East Midlands Team)
* Fenland District Council

» East Lindsey District Council

» South Holland District Council

* Kings Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council
» Eastern Sea Fisheries Joint Committee
* Wells Harbour Commissioners

» Port of Boston

* North Norfolk Common Right Holders

Although this thesis primarily focuses on the psses put in place to manage the
EMS, it is important to note that it is not the yrpartnership’ concerned with the
management of the area. The North Norfolk CoastnBeship, which manages the
North Norfolk Coast Area of Outstanding Natural Bga(AONB), and The Wash,
Estuary Strategy Group (WESG), which promotes sustde use of The Wash all have
an interest in the area. There is a considerablrlayy in terms of geographical
jurisdiction of these three partnerships. In 2@0@umber of partners represented on

more than one of the partnerships raised concémst éhe level of overlap in the work
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done by the three organisations and in particulaetier it was cost effective to fund
three partnerships. As result a review was comarissl to evaluate the work of the
three partnerships. Table 4.2 taken from theevewutlines the responsibilities of the

three organisations:
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Figure 4.1 The Wash and North Norfolk Coast European Marite Shanagement structure.

European Marine Site Project
Officer

Core Management Group (CMG)

M ember ship: consisted of representatives from the key releaattiorities
e.g. lead authority, county & district councils, l@@nd the Environment
Agency.

Duties: organising the production of the management scharaking
recommendations to the Full Management Group (F&lit) ensuring all

Duties: Coordinate both the FMG and
CMG. Support each of the advisory
groups and facilitate their integration
into the FMG.

development and implementation of the
management scheme

Y

Advisory groups (AG)

Report on progress during the

A 4

information was disseminated amongst interestetiegar

M ember ship: The advisory groups are made up of
representatives from local stakeholder groups (e.g.
Wildfowlers’ Associations, Fishermen’s Associationg

and landowners).

Full Management Group (FMG)

M ember ship: This group is made up of officers and membemnfrelevant authorities
and the three chairpersons from each of the advigmups

Duties. The FMG is responsible to the participating Résthe production of the MS.
In addition its responsibilities included agreeammnpliance and condition monitoring
with English Nature, agreeing the requirement fasddine data, advising on plans ang
projects, ensuring members were fully informed emdsulted and, finally, identifying
any operations likely to damage or disturb intefeatures.

T

Scientific Advisory Panel
M ember ship: Range of scientific experts selected by the FM@G AGs.

Duties: provide advice and make recommendations to the gesment

Duties: assist with the production of the manaaen

A

groups, decisions on advice received are takehd®d¥MG only.
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Table 4.2 Summary of partnerships remit and structure:

PS

Name The Wash and North Norfolk | Norfolk Coast Area of | Wash Estuary  Strategy
Coast European Marine Site | Outstanding Natural Beauty | Group (WESG)
(EMS) (AONB)
Status Statutory, supported bl Statutory, supported by UKNon-statutory, but supportdd
European and UK legislation | legislation by national planning policy
Overall The maintenance, drTo conserve and enhance th&he sustainable use of The
objective restoration at a favourableessential character of theWash and its hinterlands,
conservation status, of tHenatural beauty (landscapgwhich recognises thp
marine habitats and species {owildlife, and built and cultura] relationship between land arnd
which the site is designated | heritage) sea, and overcomes vario
administrative boundaries
Guiding Conservation of Wild Birdg National Parks and Access fd’lanning Policy Guidancg
legislation / | Directive (79/409/EEC) the Countryside Act, 1949 Note 20 — Coastal Plannirg
policy Habitats Directivgl] Countryside and Rights ¢f1992
(92/43/EEC) Way Act 2000
Habitats Regulations 1994
Guided by | Wash and North Norfolk Coa$tThe Norfolk Coast Partnership The Wash Estuary t&isa
European Marine Site Relevaht Group
Authorities’ Group
Key The Wash and North Norfolk Norfolk Coast AONBJ| The Wash Estuar
document Coast European Marine SijeManagement Plan 2004 —200@Management Plan,"2 edition
Management Scheme (2002) (2004)
L ocation/ King's Lynn Fakenham Holbeach
Contact /| Tel. 01553 772020 Tel. 01328 850530 Tel. 01406 425518
website www.esfjc.co.uk/ems.htm www.norfolkcoastaonb.org.uk] www.washestuary.org.uk

Sour ce: Norfolk Coast Partnership et al. (2008:3)

The report stresses the complementary roles of tiinee partnerships but also

recognises that there is an element of overlapeair tvork and a significant number of

people sit on more than one of the partnershigee réview fell short of recommending

the amalgamation of the partnerships, on the grouthét the remit of a single

organisation would be too large and difficult to mage.

Nevertheless, it made a

number of short, medium and long term recommendsatan how to provide a more

holistic management of the area; these are explarddpth in Chapter 6.

4.6 Background to the North East Kent European Marine Site

4.6.1 Resour ce system characteristics - geographical contexts

The North East Kent European marine site coverssktimge from Herne Bay to Deal

with a small separate area at Swalecliff. It @stends out to sea for up to 2km around

Thanet and includes several overlapping designstion
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e Thanet Coast SAC
e Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA
e Sandwich Bay SAC

As Map 4.3 shows, the majority of the EMS is sitgbaround the coast of the Isle of
Thanet. The region is bordered along two sidethbyEnglish Channel and on a third
by the River Wantsum. This river began siltingingl499; prior to this it had been
known as the Wantsum Channel and had effectivegdars¢ed Thanet from the rest of
Kent. The coastline forms a peninsula stretchioghfHerne Bay in the North round to
Sandwich Bay in the south. Consisting of soft khallffs and sheltered bays, the
Thanet coast has provided safe points of harbauhdadreds of years. St. Augustus
landed at Pegwell Bay in 596 AD, whilst Ernest $heton set sail on Endeavour from
Margate. The coastline of Thanet is dominated Bn® of continuous chalk cliff,
representing 20% of the coastal chalk in BritairEKEEMS Management scheme
2001). Equally distinctive, although not so obwpare over 250 hectares of chalk
reef, some of which is exposed only during spridgs (Gardner 2005).

Map 4.3 North-East Kent European Marine Site situated han $outh-East Coast of
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The Thanet Coast SAC qualifies for the followingn&m | habitats as listed in the

Habitats Directive:

* Reefs

* Submerged or partially submerged sea caves.

The Sandwich Bay SAC qualifies for the various dbabitats that run along the back
of the bay, whilst the Thanet Coast and Sandwicly Bpecial Protection Area is

designated for three bird species (English NatOGO}2

* Breeding little tern $terna albifron¥
* Wintering golden ploverRluvialis apricaria)

* Wintering turnstoneArenaria interpri9

4.6.2 Group characteristics - social and economic contexts

Thanet is widely recognised as being the most enaally deprived area within the
county of Kent. In an attempt to reverse this situation Tharistrt Council has long
pursued an agenda based around economic regenesatiodevelopment. The island
geography of Thanet has given the people of Thargtong sense of local identity.
The area is still known as the Isle of Thanettla teinforced by the local newspaper,
the Isle of Thanet Gazette. There remains a sensdich Thanet is seen as being
removed from the rest of Kent; amongst the olderegation there are those that can
remember having to show their identity card wheossing the Wantsum Channel
during the Second World War. The sense of detanhiewed identity associated with
an island community has been reinforced by thaiswl of Thanet's economic decline

amongst the relative prosperity of surrounding Kefibgether, the relative isolation

* Thanet is Kent's most deprived district and ra®k¥ in a list of England’s most deprived local
authority districts. This description is explainggthe fact that Thanet scores in the 25% mostivkgh
districts in all six deprivation categories (emptmnt, education skill, training, geographical asces
services and income and health deprivation andilitsd (TDC 2004). Incidence of violent crime in
Thanet in the period 2000/01 was 14.1 per 1000 latipn. This is 47% above the county average and
24% above the national average (Thanet Communitgtys&artnership 2002). A study by Beatty and
Fothergill (2003:57) of the economies of seasidentalescribe Thanet as having a real unemployment
figure of 5.4% (and a real figure of 11.7%). Tbdsmnpares to a figure for Kent of 1.9%. The dominan
theme to emerge from amongst these and additiciadgistecs is that Thanet stands out as being
particularly deprived within the county of Kent.

130



and economic standing of the area has led to ansiefe local community that might
regard ‘outside’ input as unhelpful and ignoranfbfinet’s needs and history (Gardner
2005).

Although the Isle of Thanet is largely an area dcdbée farming, the coastline is
dominated by an urban fringe that runs almost wkdnmaaround the eastern point. The
three towns of Margate, Broadstairs and Ramsgatee nui@ the bulk of Thanet's
population of 126, 702 (TDC 2004) with a populatidensity of 12.36 persons per
hectare (compared to the Kent average of 3.54 psiger hectare) (TDC 2004). This
population is seen to rise dramatically over th@mser months as over 1.7 million day

visitors come to the region.

Historically Thanet’'s economy has been based onailnést income associated with the
traditional English seaside resorts of Ramsgatesgita and Broadstairs. Over the
years this has been supported by Ramsgate Hanvbigh at one time handled both
passengers and freight, and by a medium-sizednfisfieet of approximately forty

boats. However, in recent years the number oforsicoming to Thanet has steadily
declined and of those that do choose to visit, $&ay overnight The decline of the

tourist industry and the absence of any significdi@rnative economy have left Thanet
as one of the two poorest areas in South East Bagka position borne out by its

receipt of European Objective 2 funding.

4.6.2.1 History of collaborative management on the NE Kent coast

During the late 1990s successive planning propdsalIDC resulted in two long
running public debates between the local authaitg the then NCA (Jones et al.
2001). The first of these related to a proposedvsa| across one of the last remaining
stretches of chalk cliff, while the second concdrttee building of an approach road to
Ramsgate that would destroy cliffs and caves. ultldy became clear to campaign
groups, such as the Pegwell and District Associatioat the proposed 18 metre wide
sea wall was simply another way of TDC ensuring #pgproach road was built
(Gardner 2005). This proposal eventually collapsethout getting to the Public
Inquiry stage. Instead it simply eroded alreadyrplevels of trust between local

campaign groups and the members of TDC. Both tespgarovoked widespread public
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interest with headlines such @seen Slime Versus Jolappearing in the local paper
(Jones 1999b). The decline in relations between the NCA andldlcal authority as a

result of these protracted debates is widely ackeadged on both sides. Furthermore,
these public disputes had a major impact on howrthm actors were perceived. The
economic agenda ensures there are competing vietgeén those members of the
local community who wish to see regeneration arase¢hwho regard damage to the

coastline as an irreparable scar on Thanet.

The designation of the EMS in the mid 1990s inyiatxacerbated the difficult
relationship between TDC and the NCA. The highelewf tension which had
developed between TDC and NCA as a result of tiseé planning disputes meant that
the first priority was to encourage the RAs to caminate with each other.
Furthermore, there was also significant disagre¢raermongst local stakeholders and
therefore it was necessary to engage them in dimnsregarding the implications and

scope of the designation.

Two relevant authorities reacted to the designabgnlodging objections with the
Secretary of State for the Environment. Both TD@ #&he Thanet District Council
Harbour Authority opposed the designation of theadgt Coast EMS. The port
authorities were concerned about how their curemd future activities might be
impinged on by the surrounding conservation designa TDC had specific concerns
regarding any future development of Ramsgate Harbad more widely with regard
to the implications for the economic regeneratidntie area. In addition to their
concerns regarding the potential for future develept, TDC were reluctant to divert
any of their limited resources towards the designat After lengthy discussions
between the council and the NCA it was eventualisead that the only way forward
would be to integrate the development of the mamage scheme with the application
for objective 2 funding to boost economic developtne the area (Gardner 2005). As
a result consultants were hired to develop andarstakeholder dialogue process to

facilitate discussion and come up with a workabsnagement scheme.

® This referred to a specialist species of @lerysophyceaselgae protected by SSSI status (SSSI
Notification 1990).
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In addition, tensions had developed between thal INCA project officer, who had
been working hard to find a way to take the prodessard, and the NCAs national
maritime team in Peterborough. The national offw@s concerned that the
management scheme resulting from the stakeholdaloglie process might be
compromised if the dialogue about its content sthitefore the Regulation 33 package
had been issued. Three weeks prior to the fimkshop the NCA maritime team
announced the timeline for delivering the conseovatobjectives (Regulation 33
Advice) for each marine SAC. It was expected that statement of ecological goals
would be delivered in 2000 and that it should bedu® inform the development of any
management scheme. Effectively the maritime teastructed the NCA Project
Officer to postpone the Stakeholder dialogue pretasup to 2 years. The stakeholder
dialogue process was only allowed to continue &ftex Environment Council (TE€)
met with the NCAs staff and assured them that tloeegss would not undermine the
NCAs statutory responsibility to produce the Retjola 33 package and that the
Management scheme would be consistent with aintiseoflesignation (Gardner 2005).

4.6.2.2 What does a stakeholder dialogue process entail?

Stakeholder dialogue is a particular participatbegision making process developed by
TEC, a charity, in response to the environmenthlates of the 1980’s. Stakeholder
Dialogue is described as‘designed and facilitated process involving stakdbarcs’
(Acland 2000). Although this definition does Htto separate Stakeholder Dialogue
from many other participatory processes it is gmesio draw out some distinguishing
features from TEC literature. Principal among éés the emphasis given to the
notions of stakeholder inclusion and deliberationhe process seeks to establish a
shared agreement across the broadest range ofameléwerests via a process of
facilitated two-way communication (Acland et &aB99, Acland 2000). This approach
is built on a principle of equality amongst pagints that is in turn operationalised by
adopting a flat decision-making structure intendedoffer all individuals an equal

opportunity to shape the products.

® The consultants tasked with developing the stalkien dialogue process
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During the first process the primary concern wasuse the development of the
management scheme to improve relations (or brasmgal capital) between the two
key organisations TDC and the NCA. Furthermordight of the bad press previous
conservation initiatives had received in the atkare was a desperate need to engage
local stakeholders with the process and educatm thkout the wider benefits of
conserving the area. It was clear that due t@theexisting tensions between the NCA
and TDC it would have been impossible for the ctiaion process to be organised
and facilitated by one of the interested partiesisequently the contract was put out to

tender and won by TEC.

The Stakeholder Dialogue process centred aroundday long workshops where all
the stakeholders were invited along to a day dfifated sessions in which they were
encouraged to develop an understanding of eachsopleespectives on the designation
of the site, establish what activities were undeta where they were located, the
impact of the activities on the environment andeébenomy etc. The workshops also
provided an opportunity for the stakeholders tarieaore about the legislative process
and the implications for the site. Prior to the ka&brops a number of meetings were
organised by TEC between the RAs to decide on kijectives for the scheme. After
lengthy discussions it was agreed that the objestof the management scheme should
be:

» To assist the participants in generating mutuatigeatable solutions to tackle
the issues identified.

» To provide the forum for creative thinking to gestterideas for new sustainable
coastal tourism and recreation initiatives which ba taken forward and lead to
new jobs.

 To facilitate the generation of mutually acceptallerding for the main
management scheme [for the designated areas oflicepsand the coastal
action plan [to address the integrated coastal geanant objective].

» To facilitate the generation of mutual understagdietween different users and
thereby maximise the support for and implementaiotme agreed actions.

e To facilitate the best possible resolution of ciutél between different users of
the site.
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In addition to confirming the objectives and out@sthe meeting set out the criteria
for selecting stakeholders. These criteria desdria clear intention to balance the
representation of Objective 2 interests and comrgenv interests. Eventually 126
stakeholders were selected and invited to attemavtirkshops, 40% of whom attended
at least one workshop. Overall the process wasesstud and relations were improved
between the NCA, TDC and the wider group of stalggrs (Gardner 2005; Jones
2001). The workshops provided an opportunity focal people to interject there
knowledge and experience of working in and aroumal dite in to the management
scheme. Furthermore, the ultimate goal was achiav&00 when the management
scheme based on the data collected from the wopksivas launched.

Reviewing the Management Scheme — The Second @tltdbialogue Process

The first Management Scheme expired in April 20@86aaresult a review of the
management scheme was required in order to devealoplacement. Initial
discussions between the management group and iBciealvisory group revealed a
central criticism of the first management scheme that by focusing on protecting the
designated features the scope for protecting thdemenvironment was seriously
restricted” In April 2005 the stakeholders were asked to advis how the review
should be carried out. It was clear from this ciiasion that the stakeholders
concurred with the ideas suggested by the manadegrenp in wanting a more
holistic approach to management and for the stddehadialogue process to be
repeated (Pound 2006). Consequently it was dedmledlopt the ecosystem approach
in the review of the management scheme. Stakehpkspectives on the Stakeholder
Dialogue approach to consultation and the decitionse the ecosystem approach as

the basis for the review are discussed in dep@hiapter 7.

4.6.3 Ingtitutional arrangements - The North East Kent European Marine Site

management structure

As with The Wash and North Norfolk EMS the procetgutting together the original
management scheme was a lengthy one. The sitératadesignated in 1995 and the

" These issues were first discussed at the Secortt Bast Kent Coastal conference in 2004
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management scheme was eventually launched in ZI048.was largely due to the
number of assessments which had to be completedtrendcthallenges related to

building partnership capacity and overcoming theflets between stakeholders.

The management group is comprised of ‘relevantaaiiibs’:

* Natural England

* Kent County Council

* Thanet District Council

* Dover District Councll

» Canterbury City Council

* Environment Agency

* Southern Water Services

* Thanet District Council Harbour Authority

* Sandwich Port and Haven Commission

» Kent and Essex Sea Fisheries Committee
The small geographical area of the site meantuhbite The Wash and North Norfolk
Coast there was no need to split the area up egmmal groups for the consultation
process. Although the consultation on the origimelnagement scheme (and the
second management scheme, see below) was conduoctedh one off events, bi-
annual meetings are held to provide stakeholdets wagular opportunities to feed
their thoughts and concerns in to the managemexeps. As Figure 4d@emonstrates,
the TCP acts as a go-between between stakeholdérthe@ management group. The
management group is also supported by a sciemitficsory group which consists of
local scientists with an interest in the site. 8talders with specific knowledge of
aspects of the site are also able to presentitteas and concerns about the site to the

management group through the scientific advisooypr
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Figure 4.2 NE Kent European Marine Site management structure:

M anagement Group

A

A 4

Scientific
Advisory Group Thanet Coast Project

!

A

A 4

Stakeholders

A A A

A 4 A 4 A 4

Coastal Community, Activity Usersand Visitors

4.6.3.1 Thanet Coast Project

One of the outcomes of the workshops was the pebgosset up a community based

project to take forward many of the wildlife reldtactions in the management scheme
that were not being dealt with by other organisatioAs a result in July 2001 the TCP

was established. The project’s remit is to (TCBP3)0

« Make people more aware of the importance of the &nd marine life and how
to avoid damaging it.

« Implement Management Scheme action e.g. help losals produce, follow
and monitor codes of conduct

* Encourage and run wildlife related events and mlakes with wildlife and
green tourism and the arts

* Be a focal point for enquiries and gather informaton coastal wildlife

« Keep people informed e.g. newsletters, articles stateholder meetings to

keep everyone up to date with progress.
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The project has grown considerably over the pageafs and now employs two full

time members of staff, a project manager and anadotun officer. The project has:

« Dramatically raising the profile of coastal natwenservation in North East
Kent, worked closely with stakeholders to over-caroeflicts of interests and
produced a list of voluntary codes for coastal siser

« Developed a regular programme of stakeholder mgeiving local people a
regular opportunity to feed their thoughts and kisolge in to the management
of the area,

» Developed a highly successful coast warden’s schemeh has trained over
100 people to get involved in informing the publbout the coast and

monitoring the state of the site

Put on numerous events and activities to encourageple to get more

involved with managing the site.

However, despite their reported success until yastr they did not have guaranteed
funding and spent a considerable amount of timéyagpfor money from a range of
sources including TDC, Natural England, and theiowad Lottery. Last year TDC
finally acknowledged the success of the project ageed to permanently fund the
salaries of the two members of staff, securing ftitare of the project. This was
undoubtedly helped by the high profile nominatidribee education officer for council

worker of the year in the national competition.

4.7 Concluding comments

This chapter has sought to justify the choice ofecastudies and provide a
comprehensive introduction to the two sites. Thelasis has been on describing the
events and circumstances which have led up to uhermt situation. In particular, it
has focussed on key events which have shaped theenaf the institutional
arrangements in place to manage the EMS. It &r ¢leat the development of social
capital between stakeholder groups and organisahas been particularly challenging
across both sites and this will form the basisnfioich of the analysis in the subsequent

chapters. From this point on the focus of the ith@soves on to analysing these

138



processes and in particular the perspective ofebtllers on the way the various
challenges have been managed. Chapter 5 outhnédstail the methodology used to
conduct the research and clarifies the decisiorota@luct an in- depth analysis of two

case studies rather than a broad survey of a targ@er of EMS.
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M ethodology

I ntroduction

As outlined in the introductory chapter, the pugos$the research is to present an
actor-centred analysis of partnership approachastieve strategic marine
conservation objectives, and the identificatiothafse factors that determine the
effectiveness of the partnerships. Both the famrusnderstanding the nature of the
partnerships and the perceptions of different aghoesent some interesting
methodological questions which have implicatiornstifi@ choice of research strategy
adopted. In terms of methodology it is also imaotto keep in mind the policy
context which has led to the formation of thesdrmaships (see Chapter 4). Therefore
a secondary aim of the research was to evaluateffinetiveness of the legislation
which requires additional methodological considerst to be taken into account.

The literature on CPR theory gives very little ésiplguidance on methodology.
However, a trawl through the literature reveald tha vast majority of studies into
CPRs in recent times have been conducted throwganalysis of case studies, for
example Wade, (198&)strom (1990) and Baland and Platteau (1996). yEsaholars
of CPRs, such as Hardin, predominantly focusedentigger picture’ in examining
issues such as the impact of changing markets @mdation growth. However, more
recent studies have demonstrated an importantadeall shift, instead focussing on
the impact of local phenomena such as potentidét@lop social capital in a

community, subjects which are best studied thraughse study approach.
As Skate (1994) suggests, case stiglgot a methodological choicetase studies can

be studied using a wide variety of methods, theglwe the choice of an object to
study. However, if research is to be conductedutjn case studies an important
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epistemological question needs to be addressdwdit'specifically can be learnt from
the single casdibid.)? From the outset it is necessary to leaicthat case study
research will not produce a large data set whichbsaused to make generalisations
about the population at large or even other cabkesvever, it does generate an
intensive examination of a single case, in relatmwhich it is possible to engage in a

theoretical analysis which may have relevance teratasegBryman 2001).

To effectively analyse the partnership approachastwhave been employed in the

two case studies (see Chapteth® research needed to both identify the variousego
and groups that exist within the communities aneetig a deeper understanding of the
culture within and between these groups. Thesanageants along with the aspiration
to produce an actor-centred approach directlydeti¢ decision to conduct the

research through case studies and to employ qixdit@search methods.

Although the methods employed in this study maystiattly adhere to the principles
of traditional ethnographic study, they include mahthe approaches developed by
ethnographers as outlined by Atkinson and Hammg(4@98: 110-111):

» A strong emphasis on exploring the nature of aqa#r social phenomenon,
rather than setting out to test hypotheses abeut th

» Atendency to work primarily with unstructured datasat is, data that have not
been coded at the point of data collection in teofres closed set of analytical
categories.

* Investigation of a small number of cases

* Analysis of data that involves explicit interprédats of the meanings and

functions of human actions.

Furthermore, the scope and uses of ethnograpleamgsare changing and new
definitions recognise its usefulness for policylaation (Maggin 2007; Bryman 2001).
A number of different terms have been used to dasthis approach to ethnographic
research such gsost-modern ethnographyMaggin 2007; Denzin and Lincoln 1994),
‘gualitative evaluation’ (Shaw 1999)critical ethnography’(Hammersley, 1992) or
‘applied ethnography{Chambers, 2000; Fetterman 1989; Loyon, 1997 es&mew
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approaches to ethnography retain the core eleroéiaditional ethnography —
description, interpretation and theorization. Tldéfer in that they tend to be focussed
on policy evaluation (Maginn 2007). For the pumpo$the current research the term
‘applied ethnographywill be used. This approach has provided the s&® tools to
build up a detailed picture of the meaning andifiance attached to participation and

the impacts of participatory policies on the locainmunities (ibid.).

By adopting a number of qualitative methods a paldr ontological assumption is
being made about the world insofar as it does ppear to be the same to everyone,
but rather it constituté¢an assemblage of competing social constructions,
representations and performancg€Smith 2001:25). This is important not only from a
methodological perspective but also constitutesrgoortant element of the research
itself. One of the purposes of the research establish the ‘perceptions’ of the
different actors as it is recognised that theseggions will have an impact on the way

they behave even if they are in contrast with ttended ‘reality’ of the legislation.

More specifically, four complementary research radthhave been used which
together provide an insight into the effectivenefsthe partnership approaches and the
perspective of the different actors. Documentalysis has provided a significant
amount of background information and historicalteahin which the rest of the
research has been framed. Further, it enablesiémtification of public-face’
government statements that contain important deddidbut the intended impact of the
legislation. Semi-structured interviews have beseduo ‘get behind’ such
presentations by offering the interpretations irdiral stakeholders develop of the
partnership approaches. Participant observatiomtidsd a deeper insight into the
relationships between the different stakeholdedsaafuller understanding of the
process and procedures operating in the case stuBlieally, focus groups have been
used to discuss the data gathered through the wibigrods with officials tasked with
implementing the legislation, to gauge their untderding of stakeholders’ perceptions.
The complementary use of these four research mettepdesents a strategy of
‘methodological triangulationthat offers several lines tdight’ into the research
problem (Flick, 2002; Berg, 2004).
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This chapter will begin by exploring and contexisialy the decisions which have
contributed to the setting of the agenda for tlseaech. Second, it will describe the
sampling process and how access to the participeagsachieved. Third, it will look

in turn at the four methods used and finally preuvittails of the processes adopted for

the analysis of the data.

5.1 Setting an agenda for the resear ch and developing a strategy

As a consequence of this thesis being based oiSRCECASE studentsHifin

partnership with Natural England it was importaot the outset that the research
produced useful and policy relevant conclusionthdugh the proposal (see Appendix
1) provided clear aims and objectives for the neteand some thoughts on
methodology a vital first step was to further deyelhe proposal and make key
decisions on which case studies should providéaihes for the study, what questions
should be asked, and the methodologies which shmmiltsed. The process of
identifying suitable case studies is examined dhi&gerin the thesis (see Chapter 4) and
significant time is given to the methodological eggrhes used later in this chapter. It
is, however, necessary at this point to brieflylaxphow the agenda for the research

was set.

Although the research has been conducted in acooedaith the basic principles of
Grounded Theory, the data collection and analysi® proceeded in tandem,
repeatedly referring back to each other, it wdbrstcessary to make a number of
initial decisions about the direction of the restaiThe PhD proposal was based on the
findings from an initial study of 15 EMSs conductedDr. Peter Jones and Prof.
Jacquie Burgess in 199%n evaluation of approaches for promoting relevant
authority and stakeholder participation in Européesliarine Sites in the UKand a
subsequent paper published in the Journal of Enmiemtal ManagemerBuilding
partnership capacity for the collaborative managetr& marine protected areas in
the UK: a preliminary analysisTherefore the first step was to re-visit this kvand
establish a starting point for the present reseafstother study which was helpful in
the initial planning stages was a PhD written by 8am Gardner in 2003h

The nature of an ESRC CASE Studentship is explaim&hapter 1
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Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Stakeholderdgjaé in Environmental Decision-
making’ Although the focus of this study was differéinére was a significant overlap
in some of the issues which were examined, suethgsstakeholders chose to
participate in the management process. Furtherntomas based on the same case
studies as the present study and provides a coabildeamount of historical context to

the sites.

The second stage in the agenda setting proces®wasduct a series of informal
interviews with key members of the Natural Engléhatitime team to establish their

thoughts on the proposed research and the isseppshibught it should investigate.

5.2 Sampling and gaining access

5.2.1 Defining the population

To achieve the aims and objectives of the resaawmhs necessary to engage with a
wide range of people and organisations involveth wie management of the EMSs as
well as the wider community. As Dowler (2001:158)wes Wwhen working with a
community, it is important to obtain a range of kgiwunds in the selection of
respondents’.Initially, the intention was to draw the samplenfr a wide population of
everyone who interacts with the EMSs. Howevegrafiitial discussions with key
individuals involved with the sites it became cldaat the wider population was not
necessarily aware of the details of the EMS designsand therefore would be unable
to discuss their perspectives on the way the siege managed. Therefore it was
agreed that the sample would be drawn from peopleinteracted with the site and
had at least some knowledge of the designationgerieeless, from the outset it was
clear that the sample should not only include thpeseple who were actively engaged
with the management of the sites.

5.2.2 Gaining access

As the research was being conducted in partnevsitipNatural England, gaining
access to the sites was made considerably eaareittimay otherwise have been. My

Natural England supervisor was able to introducearteoth the conservation officers
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and project officers in both case studies. | vii@mtable to use these contactgase
keepersto facilitate meetings with other key individualsd organisations.
Furthermore, in the early stages of the reseamhdlowed me to observe a number of
routine meetings and provided me with a chanceptaén my research to the
management groups. In addition, they kept me iméal of meetings and events related
to the EMSs which provided considerable opportagito conduct participant
observation. | also prepared a briefing sheet éxipig the research which | handed out

to potential participants at meetings (see Appe@glix

5.2.3 Sampling

Through the gate keepers | was able to obtaindiskey stakeholders engaged with the
management process. However, although an incred#dyable resource, they did not
constitute a comprehensive sampling frame as aief the study was to engage
with those who had decided not to engage with taragement of the sites. As a result

it was decided to adopt a snowball approach to 8agip

From the lists provided by the gate keepers | vidkes @ make initial contact with a
small group of key individuals and then used theragtablish contact with others. The
final question | asked in every interview w&®‘you know anyone else | should talk to
about these issues?his approach was particularly effective in erigggvith the

fishing community who were not always on the o#fldists of stakeholders.
Furthermore, it also gave me an insight into stalddrs’ perceptions of who they
thought were thekey playersin the management of the site.

A similar approach was also taken to identifyingmrg for observation. As | became
better known within the communities, and more peepére made aware of what | was
doing, they would contact me about events and mgetvhich they thought might be

of interest. My contacts within Natural England evaiso useful and kept me up to date

with processes such as The Wash PI.
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5.3 The analysis of documentary sour ces

The first research method used in this thesisdsattalysis of documents. These
include official government publications, such las management schemes produced
by both the EMS case studies, publications fronerotinganisations with an interest in
the sites, the proceedings of a number of meetingkiding a public inquiry and a
number of unofficial documents produced by the Ebda8nerships and related
organisations. The analysis of documentary sousassan importance element of the
research, especially in the early stages. As [2862) argues, documentary records
and publications have a great significance withmpolicy arena and many of the key
actors in a particular policy field are involvedtireir production and consumption.
Documents constitute a particular reading of amegad at the time of their creation
influence the direction of policy; they are ‘actiaad not just passive objects.
Documents need to be located within their widerad@mnd political context which
inform what people decide to record; it is impottemexamine the process of a
document’s production as what is left out may baesesting as what they contain
(May 2001). This thesis has used documents in thege: first, to help set the agenda
for the research; second, to provide context axite; and third to help understand

the decision-making process within the partnerships

The research began with a thorough examinatioheobtiginal guidelines for setting
up EMSs produced by the Department of Environmean3port and Regions in 1998
and the management schemes produced by the twetcalsesites. The purpose of the

guidelines was to:

‘...give advice to relevant authorities, competerthatities, owners and
occupiers, right holders, users and other interdsiedies about the provisions
of the Habitats Regulations and application of nggraent schemes for marine
SACs and SPAS’

(DETR 1998:1)

While the management schemes act as a framewotkdaonanagement of the sites,
and to ensure that the conservation goals aretheste documents mark the starting

point of the research and present the officialypebf what should be happening on the

146



ground. They also allowed some appreciation ofiftails and complexity of the
policy-making process. This analysis was centrahéosetting of the agenda for the
rest of the research. Many of the questions adkeidg the interview process were
aimed at understanding the stakeholders’ persgeotiwarious aspects of DETR
guidelines and the management scheme. Importaindligo permitted comparisons to
be made between the actors’ interpretations of wlaathappening on the ground and
those recorded in documents (May 2001). Howevernpthin analytical purpose of this
part of the research was to understand and angigsgay in which government
approached, understood, represented and ultimedeltructed ideas about what EMSs
should be.

The second channel of documentary analysis cam# as@ result of The Wash Pl

into eider predation of cultivated mussels. Althlodgttended the whole PI as a non-
participant observer the main purpose of the olagenv was to gain an insight into the
relationships between the different actors (seevbglrather than an attempt to
understand the detail of the legislation being tktha This was left to a thorough
analysis of the documents presented at the Plrenceport produced by the inspector.
Through this analysis it was possible to developrgterstanding of the conflicting
interpretations of the legislation by differentargst groups. Furthermore, this analysis
formed the basis for the interviews conducted ltithe participants a year after the
PI.

During the course of the research | was handed rmus@ocuments by many of the
interviewees. These documents could be classifitittee categories: leaflets
produced for the general public such as guidelioedog walkers or boat owners;
official documents such as annual reports and namagt plans; and unofficial
documents such as internal memos and minutes freetings. The leaflets produced
for the general public demonstrated how the pastnmps were presenting the
implications of the EMS to the general public attérapting to implement aspects of
the legislation. They were also the primary sowft@formation about the EMS for
many of the interviewees and therefore helped mestoact questions at an appropriate

level.
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The official management schemes produced by the sitly have to be reviewed every
seven years, and as a result other official docisraneduced by the partnerships,
along with internal memos and minutes from meetipgsvided a valuable insight into
the progress of the EMS partnerships. The intarmehos and minutes from meetings
also offered an insight into the decision-makinggess within the partnerships and

were useful for identifying the key players.

The Wash and North Norfolk Coast EMS partnershipk&@losely with two other
partnerships, The Wash Estuary Strategy Grouplandlorfolk Coast Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty Partnership. Thesenisgtons have produced their own
management plans which provided additional contéxnaterial. Furthermore, by
looking at all three management schemes togethestpossible to develop a fuller
understanding of the overall strategic directiomafiservation across the site and the

relationship between the three partnerships.

A central focus of the North East Kent case studyg the analysis of the recent process
used to review the management scheme. Unfortunaitedyprocess occurred before |
started my research and | was unable to attend. r&sult much of the research was
based on the observation of a similar processraedviews with participants (see
below). However, The Thanet Coast Project, Nattrejland and the consultants
employed to facilitate the process produced amnataeport documenting the process

which provided a valuable starting point in to thie of enquiry.

5.4 Semi-structur ed interviews

The primary research method used was a programisenafstructured interviews.
Interviewing is a useful method when the reseaegks to unravel complex
relationships and processes which have evolvedtower(Hoggart et al. 2002).
Interviews can take a number of forms, but forghesent research semi-structured
interviews have been deemed the most appropriaty impose a degree of
predetermined order and structure to ensure tleares questions can be addressed,
whilst at the same time allowing for flexibility the way the interviewees describe
their perceptions of the given situation. A furthevantage of this approach is that it

complies with the ‘actor-centred’ philosophy of tlesearch, giving the interviewee the
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opportunity to raise issues which they considengolortant but the interviewer may not
have anticipated (Bennet 2001; Hoggart et al. 2002)

The interviews in this research were primarily ntted to explore the experiences,
motivations, beliefs and attitudes of the indivilduaeing interviewed. However, they
were also very useful, in some cases, for obtaimoge ‘factual’ information and for
explanations of complex issues, for example thiertealities of mussel cultivation.
The interview experience is best conceptualiseal tag-way process of interaction
between the interviewer and the interviewed. Hoggjaal. (2002: 210) see
interviewing not as a method of obtaining direatess to another’s experience, as there
is always a gap between lived experience and conwaiiion, but as a process through
which interviewer and informant jointly create knedge’...through the interaction of
linguistic expressions (forming, asking and ansngguestions), through
understanding or misunderstanding and by way oiesalcpositioning.: The interview
experience should be seen as an occasion fortérigwee to reflect on what they
know, their positions on various issues, theirtrefes with others and their judgements
on what or who were influential in the developmehstorylines. Furthermore,
interviewing can be a reflexive process for thermiewee. For example, in a number
of the interviews | asked the respondents to thimdut how things have changed over
the years. This is illustrated by a comment mada longshoreman in response to a
question about his perspective on The Wash anchNwtfolk EMS designation:l

used to be interested when | was younger, all le@ehinterested in these groups, but
as | got older | really don’t see the point. Heghii be the same when he gets older.’

(Interview with longshoreman)

5.4.1 Positionality

Issues surrounding positionality are of the utnoostcern to the qualitative researcher
(Valentine, 1997). It is necessary to be awaranof consider issues of power and
status in the process of interviewing. It is clgwat our gender, class, race, nationality,
politics, history and experience all affect the wag experience the world and how
others view us. It is not possible to do away wMhibse things but it is necessary for the
researcher to reflect upon them within the contéxhe research. | was particularly

concerned about the potential impact that my closeking relationship with Natural
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England would have on the way | was perceived aledtolders. A number of the
interviewees had either been involved with corglieith Natural England or worked
for organisations which were funded by them. | &@sn to reassure them that | was
not going to report the content of each interviereatly back to Natural England and
that my research was not an evaluation of theijeptavhich would have an impact
upon future funding. At the beginning of each imiew | introduced myself as an
independent PhD student making it clear that atjhduvas part funded by Natural
England they were not setting the agenda for teeareh and that all interview
transcripts would be treated in confidence. Anoitgue which emerged during the
research was my status as a PhD student. In aagruhthe early interviews | got the

impression that my research was not being takeausdy by the respondents.

As a reasonably experienced researcher who hasdorka number of previous
projects this was initially quite disconcerting. @©mespondent on hearing | was a PhD
student commented,;.we had a PhD student here a couple of years dgin't really
know what she was talking about... never finisinedoroject either{Interview with
Norfolk fisher). | was conscious of the need tovyeranyself as an interviewer, and as
an academic researcher, through demonstratingwal&dge of the topic and through
guestioning and responding to comments made byntbeviewee. | also found that by
introducing myself as a PhD researcher working@L dn a government funded
project was in some circumstances a more apprepniay to introduce myself than as
a PhD student. Furthermore, over time my confideas an interviewer grew. As |
became more acquainted with the case studies batéex equipped to respond to
guestions asked by the respondents and to stedirdotion of the interview back to

the interviewees’ opinions and brush off their mipés to ascertain mine.

The power relations and the formality of the intew also shifted depending on the
location of the interview. | left the decisions ovee location of the interview to the
convenience of the interviewee. The vast majaityterviews took place either at the
interviewees’ place of work or home. Others totdcp in public places, such as bars
and restaurants or out in the field. In genengussion seemed to occur more freely
in public places than in official offices where tinéerviewees were on ‘home ground’
and subject to the distractions of the telephonaterruptions from colleagues.

Furthermore, those interviews conducted in thddfieere particularly valuable as the
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respondents were able to use the environment &sial veference to illustrate their
points. As Anderson (2004:260) suggests, talkihngemvalking facilitates deeper
understanding citmospheres, emotions, reflections and beliefswedkas intellects
rationales and ideologies’. These interviews did pose a number of logisticablems
such as recording and making notes but these weadlyoutweighed by the added

richness of the material collected.

5.4.2 Theinterview process

In total | conducted 50 semi-structured interviewth a wide range of stakeholders
across both sites. All the interviews were coneddietween March 2007 and January
2008. Both sites were studied simultaneously, whltdwed me to monitor
developments as they unfolded over this eleven mpatiod. Furthermore, this
approach simplified the logistics, allowing me tmduct interviews in one site while

planning and setting up interviews in the other.

In all cases, a request for interview was initiaigde by e-mail or letter and where
necessary followed up by a phone call. The inigtier/e-mail fully explained the
nature and purpose of the research and was basadioformation sheet produced to
inform potential participants about the researele (8ppendix 2). It also asked for
approximately one hour of the respondent’s timiicaigh in practice the interviews
lasted between 30 minutes and 2 hours. A reqaestcbrd the interview was made at
the beginning of each interview, and this request only refused in two cases. In
those interviews notes were taken and written upeahately afterwards. Even when a
recording had been made, following the intervieweaslations and details from the
interview experience were written up in the resleakary. All the interviews were

transcribed verbatim as quickly as possible afterinterview took place.

In advance of all the interviews an interview guees drawn up. Initially two
templates were developed, one for each site (spergix 3), and then tailored for the
individuals involved. This ensured that all the tcehtopics were covered but allowed
for the questions to be framed in an appropriatermea Furthermore, as the research
was broadly adhering to the principles of grountesbry, analysis was an ongoing

process and the interview guides evolved with ésearch. However, in all cases the
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interviews always began with more structured, ‘@asjuestions, that involved asking
the respondent about the organisation they woltedheir position or role in the
organisation and their specific responsibilitidis not only provided important
contextual information but was aimed at puttingititerviewee at ease at the start. At
the end of the interview, respondents were alwalge@d@who else they thought | should
interview. This was intended not only to facilitaite ‘snow-balling’ process (see
above) and establish the nature of the policy nétwmut also to position individuals in
the policy network and to understand their alignthweith others.

5.5 Observation

The third research method used was observationd&ethe competencies of speaking
and listening which are used in interviews, obsegvs another everyday skill which is
methodologically systematized and applied in qagalie research (Flick 2002).
Observation is an essential element in all ethrgigcastudies and one of the principal
tools used by researchers engaged in applied etfyplog It has been used by the
present research in a number of ways. All the ofasiens were overt, with all
participants fully aware of what | was doing. Howevmy level of participation in the
activities of the groups varied, from being a passibserver of a public inquiry open
to the general public to being actively involvediwa stakeholder dialogue event as a

facilitator of a number of small group discussions.

The use of observational methods added considedaplin of understanding to the
research. By studying behaviour in its naturdirsgit was possible to create an
environment in which the respondents felt at easkeveere willing to speak freely
Western (1992). Furthermore, some of the meetingserved were attended by more
than 100 people, far more than it was possiblaterview. However, the observation
of these meetings allowed me to gauge the ‘gefeghg’ of a number of interest

groups on policies related to the EMSs.

Throughout the research period | kept a detailgdfaall my research activities and
noted down in detail all my observations. Whenas practical, such as in meetings, |
made notes while | was making my observations amehwt was not possible, such as

on a coast walk, | wrote up the experience immedtjiafterwards.
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5.5.1 The Wash Public Inquiry

The Wash Pl was the first piece of observations¢aech and also the first piece of
primary research that | conducted. The Pl was imeldine 2006 in a chamber at the
council offices in Boston Lincolnshire and lastagfdays. As the Pl was open to the
public observation was easy. | simply sat at thekland made notes on the
proceedings. However, | did inform the inspectongfobjectives for being there and
introduced myself to all the parties giving evidendnitially | tried to make detailed
notes on all the evidence being presented. Howbeyedhe end of the first day | had
spoken to all the participants and it was cleat ey were happy to give me copies of
their statements. As a result | focused my ndtegpon the cross examination and
interactions between the parties. Although muamyanalysis of the Pl resulted
from a detailed examination of the documents preskafter the enquiry (see above),
observing the proceedings added context to therdentary analysis. Furthermore, the
body language of the various actors and the wayititeracted with each other
between the proceedings demonstrated the tenstsemrbetween the two sides. A
secondary outcome of observing all the proceediagsthat during the week | got to
know the key players who proved to be invaluablgtacts later on in the research

process.

5.5.2 Stakeholder dialogue process

A central element of the research into the NE KEWiE case study was the analysis of
the stakeholder dialogue process which was usesl/tew the management scheme.
However, the process occurred during the first bBf006, just after | had begun my
PhD and before | had selected my case studiesallythis was a problem as | was
unsure how to analyse a process which | had noes#ted. However, with hindsight,
missing the process turned out to be an advan@be/as able to question those who
had taken part about their perceptions of the m®wathout my own perceptions of the
events influencing the questions | asked. Nevezti®ll still wanted to develop a better
understanding of the way the process had workdaiough the contacts | had built up
at Natural England | arranged to attend an evetitarSouth West for the Finding
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Sanctuar§ project which had been organised by the same tanssias the NE Kent
process. Furthermore, | undertook the consultantugsc facilitation training and
facilitated a number of small groups at the evédrite experience of undertaking the
training and facilitating at such an event allovmee to develop an in-depth
understanding of how the process worked and wieabithanisers hoped to achieve. It
allowed me to contextualise the interview datad gathered on participants’
perceptions of the NE Kent process and compare pleeceptions with the organisers’
intentions for the process.

5.5.3 Meetings

Throughout the research period | attended a nuwit@eetings with my gate keepers
in both case studies. These ranged from meetiinte dull management group to
small community meetings between local stakeholdAtghe beginning of the
meetings | was often asked by the chair to intredugself and explain my presence.
This was also a good way of making large groupgseofple aware of my research and
resulted in a number of people asking if they cdale part. The meetings themselves
provided excellent opportunities to observer theagics between different
stakeholders and which issues were of greatestecono the different interest groups
represented. Having witnessed these interactiotgele@ the various stakeholders it
was possible to follow these up in the interviewd develop an in-depth

understanding of the relationships between thewfft actors within the partnerships.

5.5.4 Public events

A central aim of both EMS partnerships, but NE Kiernparticular, was to raise
awareness amongst the general public about the El@&sncourage them to get
involved with the management of the site. To de,thlong with their various partners,
the partnerships put on a number of public evdmtsughout the year. | attended a
number of these events to find out what kind oivétets were on offer and to gauge
the public’s reaction to them. The Thanet coagjgat has been working particularly
hard in this area and puts on considerably moratewban The Wash and North

2 For more information on Finding Sanctuary see:Htmvw.finding-sanctuary.org/
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Norfolk Coast Partnership. As a result, the majasf events | attended were in
Thanet. | attended the following events: an opgnarganised by the RAF; a training
day for prospective coastal wardens; a coastal ma&nised by a local geologist; and
training to become a Sea Sedrdliver. These events gave me an interesting insight
into the public face of the EMS partnerships angegae the opportunity to talk to
members of the public about their perceptions ofSsMnd management of the coast

line.

5.6 Focus groups

The final research method used was focus groups. plirpose of these was to get
feed-back on the preliminary research findings fka@y individuals involved with
managing the EMSs at both local and national IeMat idea behind these focus
groups was to stimulate debate about the researttoagauge the reactions of those
responsible for implementing the legislation. Ayfan (2001:338) argues, focus
groups allow the researcher to develop an undetstgrof why people feel the way
they do. It is possible to alloWw.. people to probe each other’s reasons for holding
certain view”and as the debate moves on participants may edéopgssing issues
which would not have come up in an individual imtew. Therefore focus groups are
helpful in elicitation of a wide variety of diffené views in relation to a particular issue
(ibid.). Another benefit with focus groups is thia¢ participants, as well as the
researcher, can learn through the experience (Bidfud Burgess 2001). This was
particularly important as | was keen to make tlspomdents aware of the findings of
the research and get them thinking about the iapdios for the future management of

the marine environment in the UK.

| conducted three focus groups, one with repretigatafrom Natural England’s
national MPA group and one with officials from easfithe case study sites. | had
previously met all the participants and had inmwed a number of them. Furthermore,
all the participants knew each other and seemedartable expressing their views in

front of the other participants.

% For more information about Sea Search see httpw/\weasearch.org.uk/
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The focus groups were individually designed toddevant for the participants
attending but followed the same format. Each fapesip began with a short
introduction to the research and the methods Iusad. This was followed by an ‘ice
breaker’ where | showed the participants a phota fishers van and asked them to

comment on why they may have written this messagih® side:

Buf They ARt b ‘

FISHERMENS FRIENDS =~

This exercises in itself generated some interestimjrelevant discussion on the

relationship between the fishing industry and gowent organisations.

The remainder of the focus group was broken inteetlsections:Designation,
management and governance of the EMS; engaginghsilders; local knowledge and
social capital. Each section started with a spasentation followed by a discussion

around key questions | put up on the scrken.

The focus groups proved useful on a number of ¢eVvEIrst, it was interesting to
discover which issues brought up by stakeholdetarinterviews the officials were
aware of and which had not been brought to theendbn. Second, on a number of
occasions when discussing some of the negative@erges brought up during the
interviews, the group would try and rationalisesiiaéhoughts and come up with an
explanation. These explanations often focusedemdasons why stakeholders may
have misinterpreted a policy or intervention ratiiramn the possibility that the policy
might be flawed. Finally, the focus groups prodda opportunity to clarify technical

points and triangulate the data collected so flrth& participants were experts in the

“ A copy of the presentations and discussion questian be found in Appendix 4.
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field so when they all agreed on a particular jmtetation of a policy or a technical

matter | could be fairly sure it was accurate.

All the focus groups were recorded. However, untike interviews they were not
transcribed in verbatim. Instead the tapes werefaldistened to and full reports of

each focus group were made.

5.7 Analysis

Analysis of qualitative data can be problematic enal far cry from the structured
processes used by quantitative researchers. Mi8¥9] describes qualitative data as an
‘attractive nuisance’because of the attractiveness of its richnesshieudifficulty of
finding analytical paths through it. However, aigty of theories and principles have
been developed to aid the process, the most protnifievhich is known as Grounded
Theory. As stated earlier in this chapter, the jeyciple of grounded theory is that the
analysis and research should occur simultaneodslis is done through the coding of
the data as they emerge. In order to facilitateglocess | used the computer software
packageAtlasTIto analyse each of the transcripts from the S5€&rvews, observation
sessions, and focus groupdlasTl. provides a systematic tool that allows the
researcher to assign codes to segments of tege ttaeles can then be grouped,
annotated and linked together to develop lineggidraent. In total the research
produced a significant amount of data that spamnect than 600 pages of text.
AtlasTI.provided an effective means of sorting and reinig\guotations from this data
set. However, when using a computer package tysamaualitative data it is important
to remember that it does not do it for you but dingets as an aid (Lewis and Silver
2007).

One of the key elements in qualitative data analigsthe systematic coding of text
(Strauss and Corbin 1990; Miles and Huberman 1984 umber of different
approaches to generating these codes do exidhibuhesis uses the principles of
‘emic’ and ‘etic’ coding (Silverman, 2001). This@pach was used to provide an
analytical balance between tha@seriori codes derived from the research questions of
the thesis anthat are carried to interview by the researcheraatutessed through the

interview schedule (‘etic’), with those that emefgam the interviewee (‘emic’). These
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emergentodes are derived from the conceptual framewotkage being studied and
make use of the words or phrases of the respon@eetinitial phrase of coding, which
occurred while the research was still going ondpo@d over 100 codes. This set of
codes was explored and reduced to the set desaniltee code table provided in

Appendix 5. These codes were then used in the final analygiseofiata.

5.8 Concluding comments

This chapter has presented a detailed analysisxgldnation of the research process
and justifies the decisions to use specific researethods. It has also sought to
illustrate a number of limitations which may havieeted the research, such as missing
the stakeholder dialogue process in NE Kent anth@xpow they have been dealt

with. Finally it outlines the processes employednalyse the data.

The empirical findings of this programme of resaaice reported in the following
chapters. The perspectives of the stakeholdetseopartnership approach to
managing the EMSs are described alongside thaalf§overnment account of how
the process should work. Together, they constaatanalysis of what is happening on

the ground, what is working well and where probldrage emerged.
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TheWash and North Norfolk Coast European Marine Site

I ntroduction

This chapter marks a change in focus, from theelgirtheoretical discussions on the
management of CPRs and the descriptions of the staskes, to an analysis of the
perspectives of stakeholders who are directly &#ttby the management processes in
place on the ground. So far this thesis has coreside number of questions about the
institutional arrangements put in place to manaddS& and factors which may
influence the perspective of stakeholders on tlesngements. It has also looked at
various tools for developing partnership capacitg angaging with stakeholders. The
work draws heavily on CPR theory but also triesntove beyond the idea that CPRs
can be best managed by groups of self-organised &mtors without the interference
of the state. Instead the focus is on finding wing the state, or in the case of the
EMSs, the NCA, can work in partnership with the ommities to facilitate and
monitor the process to ensure the externally ddriviediversity obligations can be

met.

However, lists of CPR defining principles such agawal’s (2001) critical enabling

conditions for sustainability of the commons, pdwvia useful framework, based on
generic knowledge, from which practitioners canlbénowledge of the specific site

conditions by using an ethnographic approach (Mc€@§2). The task is then as
McCay and Jentof (1998:24) sum up:
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‘... to determine, for any given case of apparentsabaof common resources,
where the failures lie and what can be done abbatt To do this requires
exploring how property rights are understood byioas parties and how those
meanings are translated into behaviour, customs d&md. It requires
understanding the nature of conflicts over rightsl @esponsibilities, the role of
science and other forms of expertises and of lagiebal processes affecting
land and natural resource management throughoutwbdd. It also requires
understanding, respecting, and building upon theciado and political
capabilities of local communities, but also of tts-embedding forces of

modern society’.

These challenges laid down by McCay are addressedigh the research questions
outlined in Chapter 3. The purpose of this chapted the next is to address the

research questions in the context of the two caskes:

* What is the nature of the relationship betweenedtalders and the EMSs and
does it affect the management of the site?

» What form should the relationship between the saatklocal stakeholders take
in order to balance provision for stakeholder pgétion with fulfilment of
statutory obligations?

* Is the concept of a statutory partnership a uskiol for the management of
MPAs or an unworkable contradiction in terms?

* What are the implications of the ecosystem appréachlPA management?

e Is it possible to define a proportionate applicatod the precautionary principle
or does this only lead to further questions regayavhen it should be used?

* What role does social capital play in the developinad partnerships for the

management of MPAs?

As previously outlined in Chapter 4, the contextreunding the two sites and the
approaches to management are very different. Whiteadds considerable depth to
the study it also means that the degree to whietlrdbearch questions are addressed in
each case study will differ. In both case stutliescore questions regarding the nature

of the institutional arrangements in place for ngang the sites are discussed in depth
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as well as those concerning the relationship betwstatutory and non-statutory
stakeholders. The focus of this chapter is TheA\sasl North Norfolk Coast EMS,
where as a result of a recent Public Inquiry (Pdytipular attention is given to
guestions regarding NCA/government’s ability to asta facilitator of the management
process rather than a controller. While the NE KENS case study focuses on the
decision to adopt the ecosystem approach as a feadise management scheme and
whether the EMS designation can be used as a flocuhe development of social
capital.

The chapter begins by examining the relationshipvéen the stakeholders and the
natural environment. This is followed by a generatrview of the perceptions of the
stakeholders on the EMS designation and the aplpesaadopted to build partnership
capacity and manage the site. Third, the relatipnsetween the different stakeholder
groups is explored through an analysis of the nmshss in place to incorporate
stakeholder’s ideas and perspectives into the nesmegt of the site. Fourth, the
impact of the legislation on the designated areenaysed; the focus of this section is
the analysis of the implications of The Wash Phroligh this analysis other key issues
are also explored such as the implications of¢hm$ ‘the precautionary principle’ and
ecosystem approach as well as the role social atapiayed in rebuilding the
partnership after the PI. Fifth, the wider goveregnf conservation in the surrounding
area is analysed and in particular the way a nurobeverlapping designations and
management schemes co-ordinate conservation efiorthe area are considered.
Finally, stakeholder’s ideas and concerns for thteiré of the designated area are
explored.

6.1 People and the European Marine Site

As Agrawal (2001) notes, an in depth understandihthe relationship between the
stakeholders and the resource system constitutessamtial element of the analysis of
a CPR. In both the case studies presented hererdlatonship has undergone
significant changes in recent years which haveamasnpact on the management of the
sites. Traditionally the primary use of the sea hasn for fisheries and transport,
although until recently transport has been seerelasively low impact. As a result

much of the work in the field of marine conservatibas focussed on fisheries
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management. However, today the marine and coastak grovide many different
functions, both extractive and non-extractive toltiple users (Steins and Edwards
1998; Jones 2002). This change in function of nieaine and coastal areas from
traditional extractive uses to non-extractive usesh as recreation and tourism has
undoubtedly led to traditional users becoming nralged. Consequently the
environment has significantly deteriorated in therspit of increased economic
development. (Christie et al. 2003 and Garawaytstdban 2003).

In recent years these new challenges have beegnised and sparked an interest in
the management of multiple use MPAs (Berkes 200&inS and Edwards 1998; Jones
and Burgess 2005; Mascia 2004; Selsky and Creh@®@6)1 It is clear from the
resource system characteristics of The Wash anthMmrfolk Coast EMS, outlined in
Chapter 4, that this site is definitely a multi-MA. As a result a thorough analysis
of the different stakeholders with an interesthe site and an understanding of their

relationship with the natural environment is thgidal starting point for the analysis.

6.1.1 Historical relationship between conservation and thelocal community

In Chapter 4 the long history of interaction betwemmmunities surrounding The
Wash and North Norfolk Coast and the marine enwirent is described in depth. This
has led to many local people developing strongiopson the management of the site

and on occasions disputes have arisen betweengdeople and conservationists.

A local artist, historian and retired fisher tolcerthat‘the first conservation initiative
on the North Norfolk Coast occurred in 1912 whem ational Trust built a centre on
Blakeney Point. They failed to consult local peapid it was promptly burnt down by
local fishermen’ He went on to say that since then the relatignd@tween local
people and conservationists has been dominated b\ack of respect and
understanding from both parties’lt is clear that much of the animosity which has
historically occurred between tHmdigenous’ population and environmental policy
makers and managers has stemmed from the fadhthatare perceived as being out of
touch with the needs of the local community. Aligb the participatory nature of the
legislation governing EMS has led to the majoritystakeholders viewing the EMS as

a new chapter in the history of relations betwemrall people and conservationists,
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problems and disagreements still occur. The latksaxial capital represents a
potentially serious CAP which could undermine thieole management of the site.
Consequently, tackling these issues has been aphnighty which is fully recognised

within the regulations. A central aim of the ldgisn is to put in place organisational
arrangements to manage these disagreements. Howevdentified in Chapter 2 the
complex nature of these partnerships incorporatiagy different levels of government
has led to the development of ‘scale challengesugl et al. 2006); the challenges
associated with the establishment of links betwd#éferent levels of government.

Overcoming these scale challenges represents aite ofiost significant CAPs facing

the EMS partnerships. Therefore, as Rydin (200@)gssts, to fully understand the
relationships which exist within the partnershipdathe cultural aspects of the
institutional arrangements it is important to cdesithe backgrounds of key groups of
stakeholders. This is also recognised by Agraw@D{2 who highlights the importance

of group characteristics in his synthesis of féating conditions.

6.2 Who arethe stakeholder s?

Essentially, the stakeholders can be broken dowin three groups. First, the

indigenous population who have lived in the arezrtivhole lives and either rely on

the natural resources for their livelihoods themsgl or have strong family ties to
traditional industries. Second, the newcomers Wwhee moved to the area in recent
years (often in retirement) and developed an isteire the natural environment and
local governance. Third, representatives of sbayubr non-statutory organisations
who have an interest in the site, not all of theseple live in the vicinity of the EMS.

It is clear that a number of stakeholders fit intore than one category, for example,
some of the representatives of the statutory amd statutory organisations were in
fact also part of the ‘indigenous’ population, #fere caution is required. However,
loosely applied, these classifications can be usetielp understand the range of
opinions present amongst the stakeholders and ritexactions between various

individuals and interest groups.
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6.2.1 Theindigenous population

Amongst the ‘indigenous’ population there is a cld@ep seated connection to the area,
this came across very quickly in the interviewshducted with them and also in the
comments they made at meetings. Many of the ssoale fishermen and
longshoremen who worked on the North Norfolk Codsscribed how their lives
revolved around the weather and the seasons. EBeeoommercial fishermen on The
Wash who are involved in shellfish farming on adustrial scale spoke ofite love
and respect they had of the areand the importance ofworking with nature not
against it (Wash Fisher). They clearly felt that they hadeaponsibility for looking
after the site and that their extensive long terxpeeience meant they had the
knowledge to do so. As one local recreationaldisind member of the local advisory
group put it: | have worked and played in the area for over 3@rye.l feel 'm a

custodian and have a responsibility to conserveatiea for future generations’

This belief in the knowledge and experience they hailt up over many years
represents one of the major CAPs between them ted mterest groups (see below),
especially when their opinions conflicted with &giific knowledge’. However, it
appears that attitudes towards conservation amadhngshdigenous population may be
changing. The research showed that the youngeragere had a more sympathetic
view of conservation than the older generationthmsiwas acknowledged by the NCA.
When talking about one of the local fishers’ asatiens the NCA'’s local conservation
officer commentedRecently they elected a new younger chair who'shmmore
willing to work with us, this has resulted in an pravement in our working

relationship.” Furthermore, the local RSPB representative coneden

‘We saw this with the agriculture industry in the8@8 and the older farmers
were very reluctant and against the changes, beit tons saw the way things
were going and have embraced the changes. In s@ye | see this happening
with the fishing industry. If you talk to the ygen generation they are willing
to listen’.

Also the new wild fowlers’ association represen&ton one of the local advisory

groups saidiln the past there has been a lot of animosity leetwour members and the
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EMS management. However, now we work with them alesely and often provide
free labour for local conservation projects’ This is a perfect example of bracing
social capital which is now common between preuiptsstile groups of stakeholders

and has developed out of partnership working itmes.

The area surrounding the North Norfolk Coast and Wash is dominated by a number
of small villages and towns, which even today remfairly isolated. Consequently

high levels of bonded social capital have developigdin them and there is an element
of suspicion between the different communities &bl &s of external organisations.
This is particularly evident between the fishingreounities on The Wash and the
North Norfolk Coast. In response to questions mgigg the Pl which involved The

Wash fishers, fishers on the North Norfolk Coastengympathetic to the extent that
they thought they were being bullied by the conasiownists. However, they argued
that at least part of the blame lay with the fishémemselves as they had over-

intensified their operations. As one North Norf@kast fisher commented:

‘| think things have to be done in a sustainabkhfan. So if you create a very
densely populated area of mussel then that’'s gtingncourage the eider. |
sympathise with the fishermen up there, they haeatsthe money and time
putting the stock down... but everything has to beedo a sustainable way.’

In addition The Wash fishers argued that the sstle of the fisheries on the North
Norfolk Coast didn’t merit an opinion. The dividedture of the fishing industry was
also acknowledged by the NCA conservation officelowlescribed the fishers aset

in various factions’ Furthermore, representatives of conservation emhmunity
groups in both parts of the site argued that toehmattention was being paid to the
other! The fractured nature of the indigenous population has largedyaloped from
the presence of a high level of bonded social abpitithin the small isolated
communities surrounding much of the EMS. This posigsificant challenges for
collaborative management; if stakeholders from shme interest group can’t agree
policies amongst themselves, it is extremely difti¢co reach a consensus across the

whole partnership.

165



6.2.2 The newcomers

Amongst the ‘new comers’ to the area it was geheealcepted that they would never
be considered locals. One of the local advisogugrsecretaries commentedivé

lived here for nearly 15 years and been coming ene tior more than 30 years, but I'm
still considered an outsiderHowever, the general attitude of those who werelired

with the EMS was that by getting involved with coommity organisations and groups it
was possible to at least become integrated intoctiramunities. Interestingly, a
number observed that they had built up personahdiships with both people from the
‘indigenous’ population and those who were involwgith managing the EMS. As a

result they often ended up as mediators when disparpse.

6.2.3 Statutory and non statutory organisations

The three project officers who lead the work of theee conservation partnerships
which operate in the area (AONB, WESG, EMS) haVévad and worked in the area
for many years, although only one of them descrithexinselves as @6rn and bred
local. Their roles involve coordinating the partnegshiand working closely with a
wide range of stakeholders. On the whole they apieebe respected and well liked by
the vast majority of stakeholders. They all dertieat their ‘local credentials’ assisted
them in their role communicating with stakeholdaithough one commented that they
thought their age (mid to late 40s) and generaldXperience made gaining the respect
of the stakeholders easier than for a younger petdowever, a number of the local
stakeholders cited the fact that the project offiogere ‘local’ and often seen around
the site as an important factor in their ability do their jobs well. Their local
connections allow them to bridge the gap betweenldbal population and the RAs
providing a vital channel for communication on tley to day management of the site.
However, when the relationships within the parthgrdecome strained (for example
during the eider PI) their credibility with the kcpopulation is even more important

for maintaining social capital between the différitions.

The relationship between the local community aned MCA conservation officer
appears to be more complex and has to be vieweerms of both the communities

relationship with the NCA as well as the particuladividual. Historically the NCA
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had been seen as very draconian, imposing itowilbcal people without consultation.
Today, despite the participatory nature of the Eppd&nership they still felt the NCA
wielded too much power. This feeling was summedbypa Wash fisher who
commentedalthough they listen to us when it suits thenouf suggestions don't fit in

with their current agenda they walk right over us’.

Furthermore, the conservation officer's remit gdesyond The Wash and North
Norfolk Coast EMS and is based outside the arega.a Aesult he is not regularly seen
around the site; this led to a number of criticisshsash decisions being based on only
one or two site visits. In addition a number akstholders commented that his age and
perceivedack of ‘on the ground experienceiffected his ability to gain the respect of
the stakeholders. To some extent these negativeemerns undermined the NCA'’s
ability to deliver strong leadership to the parth@p as required by the Habitats
Regulations and may have contributed to the breakndn communication which led
to the PI.

However, ultimately this, at times problematic tielaship is at least in part a reflection
of the complex role played by the NCA as describedChapter 3. Although their
primary role is to facilitate the management pragree, ultimately they still have a
responsibility to ensure the conservation obligegiare met. This dual role puts them
under considerable pressure and often requires tioelstep back from the local

pressures and take an ‘independent’ vi€MCA Conservation Officer).

It is essential to stress the importance of pelggna the relationship between local
stakeholders and officials from both statutory and statutory organisations. In many
of the conversations | had with stakeholders tladet! about their relationship with
particular individuals rather than the organisagiorFurthermore, it was clear that the
nature of the relationship with individual repretsgives has a considerable impact on

the perceptions stakeholders have of the wholentsgton.

The SFC also plays an important role within the Ep#8tnership; they are the lead
authority and have a role in the day to day orgsita of the EMS, providing office
facilities for the EMS project manager. The Claridather senior fisheries officers

were respected by the majority of local fishers aedarded as having developed
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extensive knowledge of the fisheries over many gie@verall they appear to have a
good relationship with the local stakeholders aishgteements regarding quotas and
the enforcement of rules are normally resolved ldyic In fact the main criticism of
ESFJC from local stakeholders was that they covevedbig an area and are under
resourced making it too easy for fishers to bréekrules. Consequently they have an
important role to play in ensuring they are beimgrs to police the fisheries in a
rigorous and unbiased fashion to reduce the claiigee riding’ from rival factions

of fishers.

ESFJCs position within the partnership is complexi &ighlights that developing
bracing social capital between statutory orgarosatiis as important as relationships
between statutory organisations and local stakehnsldn the one hand they represent
their interest as fisheries managers and on ther akiey appear to unofficially act as
representatives of the fishing industry which hes o conflicts with other partners.

However, this is a perception ESFJC strongly repct

‘As an organisation many outside bodies see usmagdustry lobby group,
were not. We are a parliamentary created body aettevhere to manage the

fishery'. (Fisheries Officer).

Nevertheless, it is clear that ESFJC often actsagdiator between the interests of the
fishermen and conservationists. This perceived dolael was evident at the Pl where
they gave evidence in support of the fishers’ ca$es was illustrated by a comment
made by ESFJC Clark in response to the RSPB’siogdct the Pl verdict:

‘The RSPB described the Pl as a great victory ¢ shis highly mechanised
industry. Now this paints a picture of the bigdael condikeressel, you know,
these things just remove everything they can, ghait what's happening here.
I know we are talking about the removal of tonsnoksels, but it's well thought
out and there are thousands of tons in The Waslthink this is a sustainable
fishery.... It is a shame this eider issue came albegause beforehand
everyone was at least reasonably supportive asattificial beds took the

pressure off the natural stocks’.
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This has led to the relationship between the NCA BSFJC becoming strained at
times. Both the ESFJC Clerk and the NCA consesaabfficer described their
relationship asfairly good'. It was clear from interviews with both partiést there
were a number of differences of opinion on somén lggpfile issues surrounding the
management olsustainabléfisheries. For example ESFJC is concerned tiaiNCA
won’'t acknowledge theéconservation’ value of the artificial mussel lays. However,
ultimately the Habitats Regulations require all RAs including the Sea Fisheries
Committee and NCA to work together and both partigieed that it was much better

for them to work together rather than against edhbbr.

All the local councils which have a jurisdictionathcovers part of the EMS are
represented on the EMS management group by a catrinof elected councillors

and council officers. Other RA include the Ministof defence (MOD) and the

Environment Agency (see p. for full list of RAs)hdse organisations have remits
which go way beyond the EMS designation and theamipership of the EMS

management group is only a small part of their.rbll@wever, these organisations play
an important part in ensuring as wide a perspeaivepossible is included in the
decision making process. Furthermore, a high nurobthe representatives from these
organisations are ‘local people’ which goes some/ wa increase the perceived
legitimacy of the management group.

6.3 Impact of a changing stakeholder population on the management of the site

The changing profile of the stakeholder has undedligthad an impact on both the
designation of the EMS and their perception offlie changes in the demography of
coastal areas have also contributed to the shiféfagionship between stakeholders and
the environment. The loss of many traditional stdes has forced people to move
away or seek to low skilled and low paid work i thew service industries. On the
North Norfolk Coast villages and hamlets traditibpagopulated by an indigenous
population with a deep connection to the naturairenment have been taken over by
second homeowners who are only occasionally irdeesie and have little connection
to the area. These changes have led to a condieléoab of knowledge amongst local
people who traditionally relied upon natural resesr for their livelihoods and had a

vested interest in ensuring the area was managedustainable way.
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Furthermore, these changes have occurred simulialyewith an altering in ideas
about the relationship between humanity and ther@mwent. Increasingly it is being
realised that the perceiveplastic’ relationship (Murphy 1994) humanity presumed it
had with nature since the enlightenment has ledettades of manipulation of the
marine environment for economic development. Comsetly, the onset of the recent
environmental crisis and the realisation that im@re than just a social construction has
led to the development of tfresk society’ (Beck 1992). Ultimately it could be argued
that the combination of the loss of local knowledged rising concerns about
environmental destruction has led to the increagbe designation of protected areas.
In contrast to traditional approaches to environt@lemanagement the designation of
protected areas usually requires ‘experts’ to bmudpnt in from outside to aid the
management. However, their ideas often differ frdmaditional management

techniques, providing another source of potentaflect.

6.4 Stakeholder perceptions of the European Marine Site designation and

management scheme

The way stakeholders respond to legislation detegmhow effective it is in achieving
its intended goal. The difficulties associated wtblicing the marine environment
mean that without the support of the majority odkstholders, implementing the
legislation is virtually impossible. Furthermorauch of the literature associated with
CPR theory (e.g Borrini-Feyerabend, et al. 2004 Baldnd and Platteau 1996) stresses
that stakeholders take better care of CPRs if liaeyg a sense of ownership and control

over the resources.

Overall it was clear that the vast majority of sflaklders interviewed were positive
about the designation of the site as an EMSs amabtit it was necessary to ensure it's
long term sustainability. As one local farmer ahdic of a local advisory group put it:
‘If everyone was sensible we wouldn’'t need thegmedion but unfortunately
that’'s not the case, people tend to only look inntl vision at their own
concerns. So its good that it has been desigretedrotected.’
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It was this concern to protect against short-temtmighich motivated the majority of
stakeholders and representatives from RAs to wagkther to protect the area, even if

on occasions their views differed on the correcthods.

Furthermore, although a few stakeholders demoestraan element of anti-
Europeanism, European legislation goes against the idea of lodaimocracy..
everything we do is overruled by BrusséWash Fisher), the vast majority of people
supported the European designation and recognisgdrtervention from outside the
area was necessary to ensure the future proteafithe site. Many people argued that
‘a European designation gives us more credibilififbcal Advisory Group Chair).
Also, a number of stakeholders commented ‘tetional conservation policy had been
a disaster for so long that the European input wasessary to the change in direction’
(ibid.).

In particular it was the adoption of th@artnership approachand the opportunity for
public consultation that the stakeholders espscidted. A number of stakeholders
stated that, as a result of this clause in theslafpn and the development of
institutional arrangements which allowed for stakdbr participation, it marked real
change from the oltcommand and controlattitude which had previously dominated
conservation policy:The EMS legislation has panned out differently,abse it has
that paragraph written into it which says that peowho live, work and play in the site
have to be represented and have a legitimate viceal Advisory Group Chair). The
main criticism of previous legislation and conseiom initiatives was that the decision
making power was in the hand of the wrong peoptklanal concerns were not taken
into consideration. In addition previous legislativas also criticised for having little
impact as many stakeholders were unaware of itweder, by‘involving local people
in the process it is much easier to make them awémehat they need to do/change’
(AONB Project Officer).

The management scheme itself has been receivediatghslders with a mixed
reaction. Although the majority agreed with thegpective of the NCA conservation
officer that‘due to the size of the site it would be impossiblananage without a
written management scheme... the document makedetgiy responsibilities clear’,

some stakeholders remained concerned that it wadyocomplex and bureaucratic.

171



As a result this has led to a number of local pedptcoming disinterested and
regarding the whole process‘asother bureaucratic exercis€lLocal Advisory Group

Chair). As one of the ex advisory group chairsedoit’s very bureaucratic and as a
consequence some of the locals have not graspethflbence they have had, that
influence is buried in the bureaucracy and they'tchind it'. However, although it was
recognised that the document was not meant to lbeamaual for the day to day
management of activities, a common complaint was ‘thss time should be spent
worrying about the overly complex management schanae more effort put in to

taking action on the groundLocal Councillor).

There was also some concern from a number of stédkexts (predominately elected
councillors and council officials) about the amowft bureaucracy and meetings

associated with the partnership generally. As onallcouncillor put it:

‘How frequently they have meetings etc is probabigrkill for what they have
to do. Because, as with anything else, once it'angh running nothing is going
to radically change that often and | would say yaly need to meet when
something is going to change... ... tH#ye meetingslcan get quite political

with members arguing about issues which are outsidee EMS’s remit.’

This perceived lack offfontline action’was a constant source of annoyance to many
stakeholders.  Although generally they supported #MS and welcomed the
opportunity to contribute to it, the main complaiwas that nothing practical ever

happens. These comments from a longshoreman yweoalt

‘...[it] does not do anything at all. The EMS is just aeotiuango like Natural
England. | agree there is a need for reserves@oatecting things and Natural
England are quite happy to talk about it but nothia ever done. Did you see
that person who just walked over there with a dogan a lead, and it’s in the
middle of the nesting season. If you say anythinilatural England or the

EMS people they will say, “oh, we’ll look in tg’ibut nothing is ever done’.

However, the ‘front line’ actions which are in ptasuch as the system for reporting

low flying aircraft over areas important for nestibirds were unanimously supported.
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The perceived lack of ‘policing’ appeared to be @jan source of contention amongst
stakeholders, during the interviews they oftenssied that they always stuck to the
rules but they didn’t trust others to do so; mahthem argued that iputs those of us
that stick to the rules at a major disadvantagerhis demonstrated a clear lack of
bridging social capital between some groups, andothstrated that the level of trust
amongst stakeholders was not higher enough forERKS to be completely self
regulating. Although it was very clear the stakeleo$ wanted to be actively involved
with the management of the EMS they felt it wasessary for an outside body to
enforce the rules and regulations which the stdklein® had developed. The issue of
enforcement is likely to get worse before it gats$ter as the recent rise in fuel prices
has led to ESFJC reducing the number of patrotzities out. In addition it also
highlights the importance of authorities being rsé¢e engage in even-handed
enforcement to avoid the temptations of free ridimg either local or incoming
opportunists (Jones and Burgess 2005). Furtherrfarthe stakeholders to accept that
enforcement is occurring even-handedly it is esaktitat a high level of social capital
iIs developed between both the individuals taskedh wiolicing the site and
stakeholders. It was stressed during the focuspgrdiat this can only be achieved if
the individuals involved possessed strong locabentials and were seen to have
developed extensive knowledge of the site througpemence rather than formal

education.

An additional problem associated with the perceiamplicity surrounding the
management scheme was the apparent confusion ansamge stakeholders (and even
some members of the management group) over the oértie EMS. This has led to
many meetings becoming dominated by discussionstaplans and projects’, such as
wind farms, which are outside the remit of the ngamaent group. Although it is
recognised by NCA and the EMS project manager tiratgroup provides a useful
forum for the discussion of controversial issuesns members appear to have become
frustrated at the groups inability to directly uihce these issues. In some cases this

appears to have led to a sense of disillusionmeveldping about the EMS as a whole.

These concerns regarding the overly bureaucratierenaf the management scheme
and the processes involved with both its develograed implementation raise some

important questions regarding the institutionalaagements. It is clear that if the
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arrangements aim to facilitate stakeholder disomssthey need to be accessible to
people who may not be used to engaging in polisseld@ment circles. Furthermore, it
Is important that their is a clearly visible linktveen there inputs and the management
of the site, otherwise apathy is likely to develaffecting the recruitment of

stakeholders and ultimately undermining the legattgnof the partnership.

6.5 Stakeholder engagement

For partnership and co-management approaches uocahatsource management to be
successful it is essential that stakeholders takiatarest and play an active role in the
management of the sites. The Habitats Regulatstipsilates that certain statutory
organisations (the RAs) have to play an active mleéhe management of the site;
however for the partnerships to be a successeissential that other organisations and
individuals get involved. Therefore it is essentiaat opportunities for stakeholder

engagement form a central part of the instituti@redngements.

6.5.1 Advisory groups

Following the DETER (1998) recommended managemeunttsre (See Chapter 3),
the primary tool for stakeholder participationhsaugh the three local advisory groups.
It was clear that the local stakeholders felt theisory groups gave them ‘aoice
which is listened tooand provided them with the opportunity to quesion have an
input in the decisions which are made by the mamagé group. As one of the

advisory group chairs put it:

‘| think the advisory group is very good and an ortgnt tool and forum for all
bodies concerned with the management of the coastlif Natural England
have a wizard idea about something they want tatdieast everyone can be
informed and knows what is going on at an earlygstalf it does impact on
fishermen, people sitting in an office in Peterhayio may be completely
oblivious on that form of impact, they can be madere of it before the ball

rolls too far in the wrong direction’.
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The advisory groups were also seen as an impdadeurh for different stakeholders to
meet each other and develop a better understamditite activities other people are
engaged in. This was illustrated through the exanydl jet skiers who had been
regarded with contempt by other users of the sttarfany years. Their inclusion in the
advisory group has meant that other users have ddderto explain their concerns and
codes of conduct have been developed. Furthermempgonsible users and members of
recognised organisations have taken it upon themsdb try and educate jet skiers
acting irresponsibly in an attempt to improve timage of their sport.

It is clear from the research conducted by Gard€p@04) and Jones and Burgess
(2005) that when the site was first designated nsakeholders were concerned about
the impact of the legislation on their livelihoodsd were keen to get their point of
view across, consequently attendance at the agvigmyups was high. All three
advisory group chairs commented that when the grampre first introduced they
regularly got 30-35 people attending the meetingdowever, 6 years on despite
continuing support for the advisory groups they iamreasingly suffering from poor
attendanceiinitially people were very concerned about whapaunt the EMS would
have on their livelihoods and wanted to have a sagw.we are lucky if we get 10 or
12’ (Advisory Group Member)it seems that now the majority of the stakeholdees
aware of their obligations and are satisfied thiavling they keep to a few basic rules
the designations are unlikely to cause them probléhey are less concerned about the
designation. As a result persuading stakeholdeengmge in consultation exercises is
becoming a significant challenge for the NCA andhagement group.

However, as one of the advisory group chairs pdimet: ‘...the irony is whenever
there is a bit of controversy we are packed oUitiis was confirmed by another of the
chairs who pointed outjuring the run up to the eider inquiry on The Wadtendance

at meetings shot up.’

Evidence from the research suggests there are barwhfactors which have impacted
on the level of involvement with the advisory grolfirst, it appears that overall the
majority of people are at least reasonably hapytly thie way the site is being managed
and therefore don't feel the need to voice theiniom. Second, some stakeholders
appear to have become disillusioned with the EM®thing ever gets doneand

therefore don’'t see the point in turning up. Thitdere are a small number of
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individuals who have been actively involved withvstbry groups for many years, the
majority of other stakeholders feel that they asing ‘a good job’of representing them
and don't feel the need to take part. Howeves fimal point could also be interpreted
as a sign that a kind o€lique’ has developed amongst the core members (bonded
social capital) and others don’t feel welcome. Séhehallenges associated with
maintaining the momentum of the partnership areemally quite serious as they
threaten to undermine its legitimacy. Stakehold#esrly value the advisory groups
when issues affecting them arise, but, it appehesetis a need to find ways to

encourage people to engage with the managemerggson a more regular basis.

Overall the reaction to the advisory groups wasdtpesfrom both local stakeholders
and RAs. It was clear that they provided local peepth the opportunity to feed their
knowledge and opinions into the system. Furtheenmdhe NCA other relevant
authorities found the information provided by locthkeholders useful. However,
problems still arise when ‘local’ knowledge conicsl ‘scientific’ or ‘expert’

knowledge (see below).

6.5.2 Engaging with thefishing industry

The research clearly shows that those stakeholdeoshave chosen to engage with the
EMS process and input their views are generallypstjve of the system. However, it
is clear that many others have chosen not to gelvad. This raises the question; are
the right people involved? In particular it appetrat the fishing industry is severely
underrepresented and as Lauber et al. (2008) potrihe absence of just a few specific
stakeholders can undermine the partnership’s phditgain the approval of the wider
community.  Trying to establish the reasons belimd has been problematic as
making contact with fishers who were not engagetth Wie process was difficult and
persuading them to be interviewed was even hartfawever, two agreed and other
stakeholders voiced an opinion on why fishers wdten unwilling to engage in the
management process. Significant support was fdanthe arguments presented by
Acheson (1981) and May (2008) that the nature effishing industry means fishers
are often not available to partake in consultagmarcises, the research also revealed a
high level of disillusionment amongst fishers. COfisher who used to attend the

advisory groups but has become disillusioned iemegears commented:
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‘The trouble with a lot of fishermen is they dostjob because they are loners
and to stand up and be counted, they don't likéMhen | used to go home and
complain, my missus used to scream and make abluisis,even wore her down

in the end.’

The sense of disillusionment felt my many fisheeswelated to the perception that the
EMS was largely abureaucratic paper pushing exerciaed didn’t producepractical

improvementgNorth Norfolk Coast fisher).

This perception of the EMS as an overly bureaucetercise appeared to be a central
barrier to stakeholder engagement both within tishirfig industry and wider
community and represents a potentially serious limbnihich could undermine the
legitimacy of the partnership; this is closely tethto the challenges of maintaining the
momentum of the partnership highlighted by JonesBurgess (2005). Consequently
trying to make the day to day management of the BEwiSe relevant for local

stakeholders represents a key future challengenéopartnership.

6.5.3 Other forms of engagement and outreach work

As well as the formal consultation and public eregagnt that takes place through the
advisory groups, all three of the project manageéated that engaging with the wider
population and informing people about the EMS wasnaportant part of their roles.
However, the EMS project manager in particular ciamed that he doesn’t have the
time to ‘get out into the communityas much as he would like. On a number of
occasions he expressed a desire to try and re-tusule to involve more outreach
work. In particular he is keen to establish a talasarden’s scheme similar to the one
developed in NE Kent (see Chapter Hurthermore, several members of the
management groups stated that increasing the anodunitreach work conducted by
the EMS partnership was a high priority to comlet issues raised above regarding
apathy and disillusionment. At the moment outreacnk appears to be focused on
informing the public of the codes of conduct inqgador coastal users such as dog
walkers. These awareness raising campaigns aremnedtely conducted through the

distribution of leaflets around the coastline.
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Currently the majority of outreach work is organidey the WESGn collaboration

with the EMS partnership, they regularly give preagons to schools and community
groups and generally promote sustainable indugberading in the area. They also
organise an AnnuaMWash Weekin which a range of activities and presentatiores a
organised to encourage people to learn more abheut¢rtvironment and the industries

operating in the area.

These issues are explored further below where Istddter perceptions of the impact of
the legislation are discussed and in Chapter 8 evtier different models of stakeholder

engagement used across the two case studies apau@n

6.6 Impact of legisation

Like most other government legislation and initiea EMS partnerships are dominated
by a culture of evaluation. Every year they argumneed to produce annual reports
which document the activities they have been inedlwith over the previous twelve
months and the progress they have made towardsliriglftheir action plans.
Furthermore, the NCA has developed a ‘score cahichvallows partnerships to self-
evaluate their progress.

However, although these formal evaluations prowddndication of the partnerships’
success they tell us little about stakeholder @pinand the wider impact of the
legislation. This information is critical becauses the research has demonstrated,
unless stakeholders can speactical benefits’resulting from the legislation they are
unlikely to engage with the process in the futwvbich is essential for the partnership

to succeed.

Furthermore, the target driven character of theslagon itself may have had an impact
on the nature of the management scheme. Last gesgries of advisory group
meetings were convened to discuss the ongoingwesiethe management scheme.
Part of the process involved making decisions gur@piate management targets for
the new scheme. It was clear that the emphasiowastting targets which ‘could’ be

reached rather than ones which ‘should’ be reach&tis raises some interesting
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questions regarding the role stakeholders showy within the management scheme.
Although it was clear that the targets have to fygr@aved by the NCA there seems to
be a real danger that un-facilitated stakeholdetigygation could lead to the watering

down of conservation methods.

Although there remains significant debate betwéenstakeholders regarding the rights
and wrongs of some of the implications of the ligisn, it is generally agreed that it
has had an impact. This was highlighted in Jan2f08 when, as a result of
recovering cockle stocks, the NCA was able to assify 15,000 hectares of intertidal
mud and sandflats within the EMS from Unfavourableclining to Unfavourable
Recovering condition. This represents 25 per cétiietotal improvement in condition
the NCA was required to make in 07/08 across Emnb(&ze Appendix 6 for full press

release).

A number of stakeholders commented that the ketpifan both the improvements in

the natural environment and relations between gwasenists and local stakeholders
has been the requirement for stakeholders to besutted and the setting up of the
advisory groups. It has been widely acknowleddeat this marked a significant

turning point in the relationship between the NO#ddocal people. Furthermore, it
appears that the benefits of this improved relatigm have gone beyond the remit of
the EMS and encouraged dialogue on other issuéss hHas primarily been achieved

through the EMS funding the advisory groups.

However, despite these improvements in the nawmaronment and relations between
stakeholders and conservationists it is the impathe designation on activities which
from the outset has caused the most concern. aon@e, the common rights holders

described theitbattle’ with the NCA to be recognised as an importantregegroup:

‘We have had a hard fight with regard to commongvrer the last five or six
years, we had a management plan for the site arlth$t been difficult to
establish common rights within this agreement. Tinieg not to recognise us
as common rights holders but occupigl@bmmon Rights Holder)

179



Most stakeholders now recognise that, providingrthetivities are carried out in a
sustainable way, they are free to continue as beféurthermore, the common rights
holders and those reliant upon the long shore engnm particular, felt that the

legislation protected them from threats from lasgale commercial operators.

There is also evidence to suggest that the designaas provided support for various
traditional activities which have been welcomediy local community. For example,
a local farmer described a scheme which allowedntbhe@ continue grazing on the
marshes: We don’'t make much money from it but the money et/drgm the EMS

means we break even, without it wouldn't be poss#lsid the marsh would quickly
deteriorate. This represents an interesting and rare exanfpdepositive intervention

which encourages activities; such interventions aaee within marine/coastal
conservation which normally requires activities lie restricted. Such initiatives
represent a valuable public relations tool for BMS, although, very few stakeholders

were aware that the designation provides suppaoctd farmers in this way.

The legislation has probably had the most signitidenpact on the fisheries and in
particular the artificial mussel lays. The PI (sedow for full analysis), regardless of
the debate surrounding the result, was a clear pbeawf the legislation having an
impact. This was pointed out by the NCA conservabtéficer who said:lt gives out a

good message that the NCA are prepared to usetjigation to protect the site’.

6.7 The Wash publicinquiry

6.7.1 Scientific knowledge verseslocal knowledge

The issue of ‘scientific’ knowledge verses ‘loc&howledge is probably the most
contentious issue surrounding the management afitbteand has been the root cause
of many disagreements between the NCA and theendigs population. In particular
this was demonstrated by the PI, where the dispeteeen scientific knowledge and
local knowledge was one of the areas on which the sides could not agree.
Although both sides accepted that the number oéreideeding on The Wash had
increased over recent years they disagreed ondfeeel and causes of the increase.

The mussel cultivators didn’t point to a specitason for the increase, while the NCA
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claimed it was due to the recent intensificationth&f mussel fishery, which attracted a

greater number of birds.

A further complication was that both sides concetthad the wailers were ineffective in
scaring eiders off the mussel lays. Therefore, auththe success of both the
application to use wailers and the separate apjicao shoot eider, the mussel
cultivators maintained that they would have to almentheir lays. As a result, the
inquiry was essentially investigating whether ot ttee mussel cultivators should be
allowed to use wailers which they deemed ineffegtiand the NCA also considered
ineffective, but which still constituted a signdiat risk to the favourable condition of

the site.

This poses a number of important questions reggrdie incorporation of local
knowledge into the management process and the€valbich should be attributed to
it. The Habitats Regulations clearly state thatldaowledge should be incorporated
into the management of the site, however, they r@qaire the NCA to provide regular
evaluation of the condition of the site based orergfic assessments. When a
contradiction exists between the two approacheshl@ms are bound to arise. The
research demonstrated that the vast majority ofdbal stakeholders working out on
the site on a daily basis had developed their kadgg from years of experience and
watching the actions of others, while the majomtfy officials responsible for the
management of the site had developed their knowldagugh formal education. As a
result the two opposing groups become suspiciouth@fknowledge’ posed by the
other. This point is clearly illustrated by compayrithe comments made by a fisher
who had worked in the area for over 40 years andeimade by a representative of the
RSPB:

‘I'm 67 years old, when you get to my age and yeuspme guy who is 22-23
years old telling me what goes on and what shoalgpken in The Wash it's a
complete insult...these people base their decisioresapuple of site visits, they

have no idea what'’s really going ofWash Fisher).

‘...it is very easy for people who live and work menvironment to have their

own pet theories about why something is happenfhgwever]when you have
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fishermenwho feel they have to stand up for their industoy yare going to
have to question their independence and how stiaily rigorous their views

are.” (RSPB Representative).

Furthermore, it appears that local stakeholdersilagly become frustrated when
‘scientific’ data is presented to them as ‘factdlieh are not subject to debate and
scrutiny by the EMS management group and advisoayds. For example during the
Pl there was significant debate between the fishats conservationists regarding the

methods used to count the number of eiders oraise |

These differences of opinion on the value of ‘lodahowledge and ‘scientific’
knowledge are further extenuated by conflictingspectives on the use of natural
resources. For example while all the parties reed at the Pl agreed that eiders
should be allowed to take a percentage of the nassd on the artificial lays, there
was a clear conflict regarding how the balance khbe reached. Combined with the
disagreement about the behaviour of mussel spettenWwash this became an explosive

issue.

The fishers argued that if the mussel spat \eds where it fell'in The Wash only a
small percentage of it would end up developing imiessel, furthermore much of it
would settle in areas which were too deep for ibers to reach. By collecting mussel
spat from deeper areas within The Wash and redayion the artificial lays as well as
making a living they wereproviding a service for the birdsHowever, representatives
from the RSPB and NCA argued that a higher pergentsf the mussel spat was
accessible to birds if it remained in situ thanrokd by the fishersThey were also
concerned that by ‘feeding the birds’ from the lélysre was a danger that they may
become overly reliant upon an artificial sourcefobd that could be removed at
anytime. Furthermore, the RSPB representative degdarthat this presented an

‘intellectual’ issue regarding the ownership of the mussel spat.

At the PI both sides conceded that the reliabditg validity of a significant proportion
of the scientific information presented was questlde. However, they interpreted the
data very differently and called for the precaudign principle to be invoked for

conflicting reasons. The mussel cultivators argthed the wider ecological impact of
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abandoning the mussel lays was unclear as thepdw®din position for over 100 years
and had become an essential feature of the ecaosy3teerefore, the scaring of the
eiders, which they claimed would not significardlyect the integrity of the ecosystem
of The Wash, was necessary to ensure the contmmuati mussel farming, as an
activity which had become integral to The Wash’esgstem. The NCA claimed that
there was little evidence to support the argumtest the artificial lays had an important
ecological function and that not enough was knolwoué the wider ecological impacts
of the wailers. Consequently, the NCA argued thatwailers should not be permitted,
as they claimed that they would have significanpacts not only on the eider
population, but also on other bird species andssit are important components of

The Wash'’s ecosystem, as well as being legallygmised features of the EMS.

This raises an interesting issue with regardsfferiiig interpretations of the ecosystem
approach. It is accepted that this concept cae, tlie related concept of sustainable
development, be interpreted by different stakehslde different ways (Mare 2005),
often in a way that justifies the imperative ofitheested interests in a given ecosystem
(Corkeron 2006). In this case both the musselatltrs and the NCA supported their
case with differing interpretations of the role ofussel farming in The Wash
ecosystem, the former arguing that mussel laysbeadme an essential element of The
Wash'’s ecosystem, the latter arguing that the dloicion of measures to reduce eider
predation on mussel lays represented a threaetmtégrity of The Wash'’s ecosystem.
This also raises an important question regardiegriterpretation and implementation
of the precautionary principle, which argues thatpntative measures should be taken
when there is a suspicion that activities may cawg@r and irreversible damage to the
environment, even if there is no conclusive evidetitat such damage will occur
(Mirovitskaya and Ascher 2001). However, it does m&lp when it is unclear which of
a number of activities may or may not cause damagosystems, especially given
the challenges of establishing cause-effect relaligps in marine ecosystems (Jones
2001). Scientific uncertainty can become a majara® of CAPs within partnerships
working towards the sustainable management of CBR4, is a basis for challenging
the case for use restrictions where cause-effe&s liare highly debatable. This is
particularly the case for marine ecosystems, ag #re complex and our scientific

understanding of them is relatively poor (Jones1208nd is clearly the case with both
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the claimed impacts of wailers on bird and sealutettions and, to a lesser degree, the

claimed role of mussel lays in the estuary ecosyste

Furthermore, the problem is significantly magnifietien there is a conflict between
unproven scientific evidence and local knowledgeettgped over many years. This
conflict was exacerbated in The Wash case by tHeBR®ho were giving evidence in
support of the NCA'’s case. They claimed that inesasuch as this, local knowledge
was irrelevant and the decision should be baseelypwn objective information
presented by ‘experts’. However, where scienéfience and local knowledge are at
odds, the final decision is often left to civil gants and politicians who are unlikely to
have any significant scientific training or localdwledge. These difficult questions
surrounding the use of the precautionary princi@iee resulted in the principle being
criticised as an excuse for inaction (Roberts 199Cpnsequently, it is clear that in
some circumstances, where a decision has to be, et is not possible to use the
precautionary principle. Therefore, it is necegdarmake difficult value judgements
on the proportionate application of the precautigmminciple which in itself is likely

to lead to further debate and possible disagreement

6.7.2 Imper ative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest (IROPI).

Related to the debate on the legitimacy of scierkiiowledge V. local knowledge, is a
possibly even more contentious debate regardingeldatpe Reasons of Overriding
Public Interest (IROPI). This refers to a clause¢he legislation which may allow for
projects to go ahead despite having a potentia@hative impact on the site if there is
an IROPI. This was highlighted in the PI but alsodhes on a wider debate which has

affected relations between stakeholders.

At the PI the mussel cultivators made it clear thal thought their case strong enough
without having to revert to the legislation regaglilROPI, but included it to add
further weight to their case. They argued that ¢betinuation of the cultivation of
mussels on The Wash is in the public interest mdy dor ecological reasons, as
discussed above, but also for socio-economic reasgiven its economic and
traditional importance. The mussel cultivators asgued that The Wash is a unique

environment for the farming of mussels which canbetrecreated elsewhere in the
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UK. They considered that, although mussels are ddrin small quantities in other
locations around the UK, The Wash is seen as theipal site for such mussel
cultivation. Furthermore, they argued that failuce protect the mussel lays would
severely disrupt both the EU and the UK governngeptlicy to develop molluscan
aquaculture. In particular, the mussel cultivatoosed that, in terms of employment,
the continuation of the mussel lays representsRPI as they claim that over 100

jobs would be lost if the lays were abandoned.

All these points were flatly rejected by the NCAavagain referred back to the lack of
scientific evidence to support the mussel cultikgitalaims that the abandonment of
the lays would have a negative impact on The Wasb&system. Furthermore, they
argued that there is a strong possibility thahé present mussel cultivators abandoned
the lays they would be taken over by others preptreontinue cultivating mussels in
a less intensive fashion. The NCA disregarded thessel cultivators’ claims that
failure to maintain the mussel lays would contradli& and EU policy on molluscan
aquaculture as irrelevant and minimal. They argihed there was no clear policy on
molluscan aquaculture and that the policies refletoeby the mussel cultivators were
very general. Furthermore, they argued that wheretls a conflict between law and

policy, ‘law trumps policy!

In conclusion, the NCA referred back to a DepartnoériEnvironment, Food and Rural
Affairs, Government Circular (2005) which stateatflthere will be few cases where it
can be judged that IROPI will allow a developmemtproceed which may have a
potentially negative effect on the integrity of @ré&pean site.” Accordingly, they urged

the Inquiry to address issues of IROPI with cautibhe subsequent decision of the
Government to reject the mussel cultivators appdaihonstrates that the NCA

arguments were upheld, much to the frustratiomefmhussel cultivators.

6.8 Consequences of the public inquiry one year on

Inevitably the Pl has had an impact on relatiorshapthin the partnership and its
ability to manage the site. During the PI the poesi trust and respect between the

NCA and the mussel cultivators had been eroded.nfimesel cultivators were angry at

the lack of credibility attributed to their locah&wledge and experience by the NCA,
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accusing them of making rash judgments based gnaofdw site visits and making up
the data regarding the number of eider on The Waalits side, the NCA felt let down
by the mussel cultivators’ failure to follow volamy agreements on the testing of the
wailers. The relationships between individuals laégb broken down on a personal
level, and during the inquiry representatives frita NCA did not feel comfortable
going into local public houses owned by fishing figes. Furthermore, it was clear
from press releases by groups representing theahagsisivators that the failure of the
appeal had created considerable animosity betwkentwo sides. The case also
provokes some important and interesting questi@gmarding the credibility NCAs
attribute to local knowledge and as Jones and Bsr(2005) speculated the ability of

the state to move from a controlling to a facilitgtrole (see below).

However, surprisingly not all the impacts have beegative. Initially after the PI it
appeared that the partnership had been fundamerftalttured; but despite the
apparent break down of relations, twelve montherdfie Pl the relationship appeared
to be on the mend. Although it is clear that sahthe fishers still remain angry about
the result and in particular feel that thmlance between nature conservation and
‘sustainable’ exploitation of the fishery is all erg’(Wash Fisher), overall, comments
from the parties involved in the original enquinyggest that relations were actually
better than before the eider issues emerged. Bid#s agreed that the Pl was an
opportunity for‘everyone to lay their cards on the table and thrasit the issues, and
ultimately it provided clarity on the situatiofEMS Project Officer). As the ESFJC
Clark stated:

‘We welcomed the decision in some ways as it géargycto the situation.
What would not have done any good was if it hadchbeft that we should do

some more work on the impact...’

Amongst the parties involved with the Pl and thielev ‘EMS communityit was
generally acknowledged that it was a shame theydisment had resulted in a Pl. The
whole process hadcost a lot of money and man hour@docal Councillor) and
generated a great deal of bad press for the EMSieMer, it was agreed thawith
issues such as these people become very stuakiimilys and stubborn, some times it

is necessary to allow an outsider in to look at thets from an independent position’
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(WESG Officer). Even members of the managemenumgnaho were not directly
involved with the case acknowledged that they warein a difficult position; One

councillor commented:

‘We want to be promoting the fishing industry ahdse fishermen elect us and
pay council tax so there is the potential for cmfihere... it was clearly better
that it was dealt with by a PI rather than beaten between parties within the

EMS because that could have been even more difficul

It was also acknowledged that although the PI haly directly affected a small
proportion of those involved with the EMS, it hguhsked an important debate within
the community more widely about the sustainable agament of the aredt made
people think more about the site and what it istabolhe local RSPB representative

commented:

‘In some ways it was great that it went to a Plcdugse that meant that
everybody has focussed on it. The whole issubetifishing and whether it is
appropriate in the designated site was discusseBurthermore, the PI

generated a lot more data which is really useful.’

It is also important to recognise that in the cathe eider Pl that although the NCA
took this particular course of action to ensure tidigations imposed on the
partnership by the Habitats Directive were met, ititerviews with the wider EMS
community after the Pl revealed that many stakedrsldactually agreed with the
position taken by the NCA. This challenges somthe concerns that the NCA were
not taking local opinion seriously. Although thaevas clearly some concern that such
an intervention may set a precedent and could patgnundermine the legitimacy of
the partnership as a whole, many stakeholdergHattthe over-intensification of the
mussel fisheries had led to the eider problempaificular significance were the views
of mussel farmers on the North Norfolk Coast whe aultivating mussels in a less

intensive manner, as one North Norfolk mussel farmoenmented:

‘So if you create a very very densely populated areanussels then that’s

going to encourage the eider. | sympathise with fishermen up there, they
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have spent the money and time putting the stock dben its not very good.

But everything has got to be done in a balanced’'way

Consequently it could be argued that the NCA wadartt playing to its role of
facilitator and arbiter as it had listened to bsites of the argument and at the Pl was

representing the views of the majority of the shaltders.

6.9 Re-building the partnership

Soon after the Pl a meeting was convened betweédheainterested parties to try and
find a way forward. The NCA conservation officekaowledged thatthey went in to
the meeting expecting an ear lashirldowever, all parties were quite positive. As one
fisher commentedve were like boxers after a fight, prepared to malp’. Over the
following months dialogue between the two sidesaased beyond the ‘pre-eider’
level. These discussions led to the NCA agrediag) due to good spat falls in recent
years they were willing to allow some fishing tesuee on the Gap, an area which had
been closed for a number of years. Furthermorpadsof the survey work undertaken
by ESFJC in relation to the proposed wind farm tgwaent a large area of mussel
spat was discovered just outside The Wash. Thantteat the fishermen could gather
more spat locally, dramatically reducing their sosEonsequently they were prepared
to absorb greater losses if the eiders returneth@&sse to the lays. The situation was
further aided by the fact that during the 2006/20@iiter the eiders didn’t return to
The Wash in the same numbers as the previous tars yad losses were minimised. It
was reported in Fishing News that during the 20008winter the eiders had returned
en masse to The Wash and once again were attatkéngnussel lays. However,
neither, ESFJC or the NCA received any official ptaimts from the fishers. Both
organisations agreed that, although concerned éyndimber of eiders around the site,
the generally improving condition of The Wash diseries meant that the losses

sustained by the fishers were manageabile.
Currently it appears the fishery is stable, howgfiading the balance between nature

conservation and the commercial exploitation offtbleeries remains a delicate task. In

2008 it again looked as if the fishery was abowgxperience another crisis, lay holders
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had to apply to ESFJC to renew their licencesHerfirst time since the introduction of
the legislation. In the past this has been aiveligtstraightforward process. However,
under the Habitats Regulations ESFJC had to asgestber the lays had an impact on
the designated features. This posed a number bfggns as the definition of the term
‘a significant impactwas unclear and there was confusion over whexéottse line for
the assessment should be set. ESFJC argued thatedmrding the impact of the
artificial lays from 1996 should be used as this wdnen the site had been designated
an EMS. However, a number of conservation groupsewalling for data from the
1900s to be used as this was when the first adiifiays were introduced. The dispute
could have potentially caused a crisis within tisdihg industry and severely damaged
relations between the industry and conservationgg@nd also raises some important
guestions regarding the selection of base line data

A crisis was eventually avoided when new policiestioe shellfisheries were agreed
between the NCA, ESFJC and the fishing industryis Tias greatly assisted by the
results of the NCA site assessment which re-clasisif5,000 hectares of intertidal mud
and sandflats within the site from Unfavourable ID@eg to Unfavourable Recovering

condition. Following the agreement of the policeegint statement was released by
ESFJC, the NCA and the fishing industry. All thgreups stressed the importance of
the policies and how they had only come about e=salt of 10 years of partnership
working (Appendix 6).  This clearly representsiaprovement in relations between
the two sides and demonstrates the existence ajhalével of bracing social capital

which appears to have survived the Pl or at leashlapidly re-built.

Alongside the eider problem, two other issues hdmminated discussions within the
partnership over the last two years; the propoststhare wind farm development and
low flying aircraft. To a varying degree both havad an impact on the changing
relationships between stakeholders in recent yaagsto some extent helped re-build
the relationship between the NCA and fishing induatter the PI.

6.9.1 Impact of thewind farm development

It is clear one of the key factors in the re-buitgliof relations after the eider inquiry

was the discovery of the new source of mussel apat result of the surveys for the
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wind farms, although this is now under threat fribra wind farm. If the development
goes ahead and the fishers once again have tomedpat brought in from outside the
area, their costs will go up and they will no longe prepared to absorb heavy losses
from eider predation. This could potentially plerte fishery into a new crisis.

However, the wind farm has in fact played a muchkewirole in the re-building of
relations between mussel farmers and conservatsorksrthermore, it has once again
put significant pressure on the EMS partnership @emhonstrated the strong feelings
felt my many stakeholders about the managemenhefntarine environment. The
stakeholders interviewed were almost unanimousposged to the proposed wind farm
development; this included both conservationist$ fishers, providing the two groups
which were at odds over the eider issues with asteared cause.

The vast majority of stakeholders recognised thatate change poses a major threat
and there is a need to develop alternative souofesnergy. Furthermore, many

accepted the need for wind generation in The Whsh,were concerned about the
nature of the development and the proposed routieeotables. In particular they were
frustrated that as the development was outsidedimét of the EMS designation they

didn’t have the opportunity to voice their opinidhere was also a significant amount
of annoyance that an alternative shorter routéHercables was theoretically possible,
but due to the additional cost of upgrading thestatibn at Skegness it had been

rejected by the power company.

In general the fishers were particularly frustrabydthe proposed development; they
were fundamentally opposed to both the wind farimsmiselves, as they further
restricted the area available for fishing, anddhbles, because digging trenches in the
sea bed is likely to stir up huge amounts of sedimbaving a detrimental impact on
shellfish stocks. They were also concerned abauldahg term impact of the turbines
on the sea bed: The views of the fishing industeyeasummed up by an experienced

local fisher:

‘The wind farm is a concern because they are §liine sea up with wind farms
and | think there is going to be an enormous proble the future. Once you

start restricting the fishing and the fisherman l@abBcence to fish in the north

190



sea, suddenly you have huge areas you can't fiélit worse than that, these
things have a lifespan of about 25-30 years, wheg aire no longer needed the

sea bed will be littered with rubbish and will beeobig mess’.

Underpinning these concerns was a sense of frisstréttat despite the reassurance
from the government that they would m®nsulted and listened t¢Local Advisory
Group Chair) on issues regarding the EMS it appe#rat the government and big
business could still bulldoze through the legislatiand local planning processes’
(ibid.) when it suited them. A number of stakehotdelearly felt that they were the
‘un-heard victims in the governments’ drive to nreeewable energy targets and the
government was unwilling to adopt a precautionanypmach’ (Longshoreman).
Furthermore, a number of stakeholders who had vdoirkéhe area for many years said
they had warned the authorities of a number of tmacproblems associated with
bringing cables ashore in the proposed locations:

‘...from my experience of working around The Waiskiou get big machines
on the mud flats it tends to get over run by thee @ed disappear. Then you
come to the grass and you have to cut through uari@tural creeks and upset

the way the water flows in and dyt.ocal Farmer).

However, they claimed that the authorities refuse@cknowledge their concerns or

take their opinion seriously.

6.9.2 Low flying aircraft

Another issue which has helped unite stakeholders fa range of interest groups is
low flying aircraft. The skies above the EMS hdwsen used for many years as a
military training site; as a result it appears matgkeholders had come to accept the
planes. This was demonstrated to me when | wasviateing ‘local people’ while
military aircraft were flying very low above. Theast majority of people simply
ignored them or commenteglou just get used to them after a whildevertheless, a
recent increase in the number of civilian aircfbfing above the site'pften very low
over areas where birds are nestingas caused considerable concern in recent years.
Although the incident reporting scheme (where dtalders can record the details of

the aircraft and then a warning letter is senth® @awner/operator), has been deemed
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relatively successful, there is still a concern agsh a number of people that the
authorities are not tackling the problem. In addtistakeholders were frustrated that
the military were introducing new types of aircrédtthe area without going through
the appropriate assessments. There was conceroribatagairithe government was

ignoring its own legislation(Local Councillor).

However, despite the common frustrations felt shérs and conservationists, the
issues surrounding low flying aircraft particuladggered fishers involved with the PI,
as they claimed the level of scaring proposed wdwdde had a significantly lower
impact in terms of disturbing the wildlife than tbenstant low level flying operations

conducted by the military.

6.10 Per ceptions of contradiction and double standards

The issues surrounding wind farms in particulard &m a lesser extent low flying
aircraft, combined with the eider issue have ledatodichotomous relationship
developing between the NCA and local stakehold@s.the one hand both the fishers
and NCA are opposed to the plans for the wind fanu the activities of the military,
providing them with a common interest. However,tba other, the perceived lack of
action from the NCA to deal with the wind farm aloav flying issues has prompted
some stakeholders to question the usefulness OEMI® legislation and to conclude
that it's nothing more than a bureaucratic exerciBarthermore, a number of
stakeholders stated that they thought it is rigiaslthat they won't allow the fishers to
scare a few eiders off their lays beeém to be doing very little to prevent the power
companies digging massive trenches in the sea ddalytcables in” Although the
NCA appears willing to explain repeatedly their ifoa and the fact that plans and
projects such as the wind farm are outside thetreimihe EMS, this seems only to
contribute to the frustration felt by stakeholdezgarding the lack of action taken on
the ground. Consequently some stakeholders hasedta question how much power
the partnership really has to protect the EMS foartside influences which are seen to
be in the wider public interest. It could be amjukat a more joined ujgcosystem
approach’to the management of the wider environment isirequ However, as the
NE Kent EMS case study (Chapter 7) reveals adoptwegecosystem approach to
manage a small MPA is a challenging and complegge®.
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Furthermore, these issues raise some interestiegtigns regarding what is in the
public interest. The NCA and government clearlyéha the potential threat to the site
from using wailers to scare eiders outweighs tlss lof income experienced by the
fishers. However, the government is convinced thatpotential damage caused to the
sight by digging trenches to lay cables is accdptab it contributes to meeting the
ambitious targets on the generation of renewabkrgsn Furthermore, the military
claim that due to the increased pressure they gerun Iraq and Afghanistan, they
have no choice but to increase the number of trgiflights undertaken within the UK.
This has resulted in a number of stakeholders ahgrthat there are double standards
in operation,there is one rule for the little guys like thenesmen and another for the
big guys like the power companies and governnidlatfolk Fisher).

Although it appears that the eider issue was thedyst in causing the initial fracturing
of the partnership, it is also important to looktla¢ bigger picture and to try and
establish the underlying causes of the problemsrélis a strong case to suggest that
the governance model in operation has itself conted to the troubles. The concept of
a ‘statutory partnership’ is in many ways contréatig; on the one hand the local
resource users are being encouraged to work tageilie the relevant authorities to
manage resources in a sustainable manner, whileeosther hand, the state still retains
ultimate control as it must ensure strategic olibges are fulfiled. As Goodwin
(1999) argues:

‘...participatory conservation gives rise to two tendies which make
maintaining a unified conservation vision more pgdevbatic for national
conservation organisations. First, local particip@t seems to increase local
people's expectations of their right to be 'heaadd responded to. Second, by
facilitating the development of local knowledgesdioparticipation generates a
local awareness which, with its concentration onspeal significance and
value, provides a new way of talking about congsmma This may be

encouraging diverging ways of perceiving and definiural space.’

Put another way, it would be somewhat naive to gesource users the power to

manage their own resources and then expect thatwtys tow the government line.
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The internal flaw in this logic is succinctly higiited by Geisler (2002):I
expropriate you, then invite you to be my managérpantner. Precarious power

logic; perfidious results.’

However, it is also clear that the governance mu@eal central in the re-building of the
relationship between the two sides after the Phe EMS management structure had
developed over a number of years and evolved frgonesious voluntary institution
many of the individuals had built up strong profesal and personal relationships
which enabled them to quickly put their differencegarding the management of eider
ducks aide and start moving forward. Furthermtre,highly integrated nature of the
governance of the area represents an example ointpertance of bracing social
capital. As the chief fisheries officer also chdithe EMS management group it was
possible to take a more holistic approach to figdirsolution which directly led to the
re-opening of The Gap to some fishing. Nevertlsel#gs important to remember that
the process has been greatly aided by natural pmemon such as the generally
improving condition of the shellfish stocks, theabvery of new sources of mussel spat
and the reduction in eider numbers; although treeselitions have, at least in part,

been facilitated by good governance.

6.11 Governing natur e conservation on The Wash and North Norfolk Coast

The primary focus of this thesis is the EMS, howeue fully understand the
governance of the site it is necessary to consigewider management of the area and
think about the relationship between the threengaships, (EMS, WESG and ANOB)
which govern conservation in the area. Furthermdhe, presence of the three
partnerships was an issue which repeatedly came uperviews and was raised at a
number of meetings. As Table 4.1 (in Chapter 4antyeoutlines, the three partnerships
are governed by different legislation and haveearty defined remit but their agendas

regularly overlap requiring them to work together.
The Norfolk Coast Partnership is defined in parttbg need to meet the statutory duties

placed upon partners in relation to the designadioan AONB. The first Management Plan

covers 2004-09, which is a requirement of the maieVegislation, and identifies policies and
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initiatives for conserving and enhancing the esakoharacter of the terrestrial and aesthetic
natural beauty of the Norfolk Coast AONB.

The EMS management scheme sets out the consendijentives and includes an action
plan to work towards the safeguarding of the maaingé associated area features, as identified
within the designations. Again this is set out witlegislation. The management scheme was
first launched in 2002, and currently a full secewdltion is pending following the completion
of a thorough review.

The Wash Estuary Management Plan was first puldlishel996 and a second edition was
launched in 2005 after a fully engaging revisiod &nadministered by the WESG. It provides
a strategic framework for ensuring and promotirg sbstainable use of the area’s resources
while trying to maintain the balance that allows ttocal communities to prosper and
safeguards the heritage, wildlife, land and seasdaptures for future generations. The
policies relate to economic regeneration, socigeltgpment and environmental stewardship.
However, the WESG’s remit is not governed by legish, therefore it delivers projects and
actions within the plans for both the AONB and EMS.

Despite this relatively clear break down of resploilises between the partnerships and the

acknowledgement of both project officers and staladrs that the three partnerships work

closely together, there remains a significant camegnongst some stakeholders that the cost
of three partnerships cannot be justified. Inipakar concerns were raised by representatives
from other RAs which contributed to the funding thie partnerships and attended the

management group meetings. The following was a#ypesponse from a local councillor:

‘| do think they could probably all be rolled intlme or two at most. As far as I'm
concerned, as an executive member, we have to deisions about funding of all
these bodies, there is only a finite amount of mdoefund such things. The more
partnerships there are the more money they take fitee local pot....They are quite
accountable to us, but | think some of them aragpsrack of that. As an authority
we have to enquire what they are doing with thel$uwe provide them...if you total
up all the partnerships | have to fund under the@immmental portfolio it comes to

over £50,000, that's 1% of council tax. If youdsad the electorate we will cut
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council tax by 1% but won’t fund these things, ihkhmany of them would be quite

happy.’

There was also concern amongst other stakeholdatsdhaving three partnerships was very
confusing and made the governance of the area agpealy bureaucratic.... it is very
difficult for people to see where the line is draeetween the three partnerships, if they have

a problem or issue they don’t know where to ttrcal Resident)

These concerns led to the commissioning of a rewkthe interactions between the
three partnerships active in the area and an iigadin into options for improving
efficiencies. The report discusses a wide rangeoptions from the complete
amalgamation of the three partnerships to the goation of the status quo. In
conclusion it recommends that the three partnessisipould continue to operate

independently for the time being however, recogntke need to:

e Improve communication and information flow vertigahnd horizontally throughout
and between the partnerships to reduce perceptidapdication.

» Raise understanding of how the partnerships intarat how this could be improved.

* Propose efficiencies that save time and finanaigbacts without reducing initial
resource contribution — both for partners attendmgetings and for partnership
staff/work so resources go further e.g. achievesatgr impact with time and resource
provided.

The report also provides a detailed explanationhow these recommendations will be
achieved and outlines a timeframe indicating shoedium and long term goals. Finally, it is
stated that all options including future amalgaoratremain open and subject to regular

review.

The timing of the research meant that it was nasjide to re-interview the stakeholders who
had originally raised concerns regarding the jicstifon for three partnerships in light of this

report. However, it seemed clear from the reactafmaembers of the management group at a
recent meeting that they were happy with the répodnclusions but stressed the importance

of keeping the issues under review. Neverthelgssgmains to be seen whether these
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recommendations will be enough to counter the amsce®f stakeholders in the wider
community regarding the overly bureaucratic nawire€onservation governance within the

area.

6.12 Thefuture: Taking the partnership forward

The vast majority of stakeholders interviewed wpositive about the future of the
natural environment within the EMS. Furthermofeyt thought the partnership was
working well and in a good position to deal withetfuture management of the site.
However, a number of potential environmental anchagarial challenges were raised
which will need to be dealt with in the future. Beepotential challenges can be
separated in to two groups. Macro challenges asatlimate change which are beyond
the control of the EMS partnership and micro chmgless such as increased pressure

from tourism.

6.12.1 Macro issues

6.12.1.1 Climate change

Many stakeholders sited climate change as the biggeallenge facing the site, on
numerous occasions it was describedtfas big unknown’ In particular stakeholders
were concerned about the potential impact of risieg levels. As much of the site is
very low lying and already subject to coastal eosit is clear that in the future
difficult decisions will have to be made regardim@naged realignment. Rising sea

levels could also have a devastating impact oshiedfishing industry.

Furthermore, the problems associated with the megaovind farm developments were
also attributed to climate change. A number okettalders, although extremely
concerned by the local impact of laying cables s&ifhe Wash, recognised the need to
find alternative sources of energy. In many cdbesbenefits of low carbon energy
production will have to be weighed up against theact on local ecosystems. Local
people clearly felt that they had a right to vdiceir opinion on these issues and agreed
that the partnership was a useful tool for develgm collective response to national

policy interventions.
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6.12.1.2 Water quality

Closely associated with the climate change issugagacern regarding the altering of
the balance between salt and fresh water in ThehValad the impact this was having
on biodiversity. Recent developments in farming homds and a number of dry
summers have resulted in a reduction in the amotifresh water draining in to The
Wash. Describing changes which had occurred duriadife time, one local fisher

said:

‘When | was a boy if you walked down into this krgeu couldn’t see over the
mud banks, they were 6 or 7 feet high. Now theserg little left, | reckon more
than two thirds of the water is pumped out for feugh

The fishers reported that these changes were glréaging an impact on the
productivity of the shellfish beds and may have Aadmpact on the stock crash in the
mid 1990s. Conservationists conceded that althdhgin priority was to maintain a
high level of biodiversity within the EMS they agted that as the pressures from

climate change increaséte type of biodiversity may be subject to change’

In addition to the challenges posed by decreasimgmevels there was concern about
the quality of the remaining water. A number o$hirs reported that despite
assurances that the agriculture industry had ‘eldanp its act’ they were still
concerned that chemicals were being deposited dbaal rivers. There was also
concern regarding the potential pollution from @gramill proposed on the bank of the

river Ouse.

Offshore dredging was also raised as a factor ibuting to the declining levels of
water quality in the harbours along the coast lineparticular it was blamed for the
silting up of the harbours which the long shorereeoy relies on. A number of fishers
were concerned that by removing the hard sandhatl was left was soft sand which
blows around and smothers the cockles and lugwbwmg in the harbours.
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6.12.2 Microissues

6.12.2.1 Fisheries

Significant attention has already been given tocthelenges posed by fisheries within
the EMS. However, although currently stable, a neimdf stakeholders argued that
fisheries management still posed a significantlehgke for the future. It was accepted
that due to the pressures from climate change ahdtipn as well as the importance of
maintaining biodiversity, sustaining an economigallable fishery in the area was
becoming increasingly challenging. Both represérgatfrom the fishing industry and
conservation organisations realised that they whalkk to work more closely together
in the future and at times this relationship ielkto become strained. Overall it was
agreed that the EMS provided a useful platform fiaxilitating this partnership

working, however, some fishers still remain coneeérrthat their industry will be

squeezed out by increasing pressure for wind faveldpments and conservation.

6.12.2.2 Tourism

Tourism is seen as an issue predominately affedtiegNorth Norfolk Coast. The
Wash remains relatively unaffected by mass touriainJeast in part because of
difficulties accessing the area. On the North Nérfmoast tourism is perceived as a
mixed blessing. On the one hand it has helpedtlibedocal economy at a time when
many traditional industries have been decliningweleer, on the other, tourism is
putting considerable pressure on the natural enmenmt. Of particular concern is the
number of people walking dogs in important nessitgs during the nesting season. A
number of local people also raised concerns alfmutatnount of litter left behind by
tourists‘who seem to have very little respect for the esvinent and local people’
(Longshoreman). It was also suggested that mareems were desperately required
to ‘police the activities of tourists. Although there wasre support for the notices
and leaflets distributed by the partnership, infioignpeople about acceptable codes of
conduct, many local people felt they were genergitypred by the majority of visitors.
However, the EMS project manager made it very dlear he was looking at ways to

try and implement a volunteer warden’s scheme.
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Closely associated with tourism is second home ostiyg and the number of
properties being turned into Bed and Breakfast meocodation. This has led to a
dramatic rise in the cost of property and many ygppeople who have grown up in the
area are being forced out of the area due to rismgsing costs. Many local people
were concerned this was having a dramatic impactiomal communities and
contributing to the decline in local industriesheTexample which was repeatedly given
was the decline in the number of reed cutters wheoewital for the sustainable
management of the reed beds, an important habitanény birds and animals.
Furthermore, there was concern that théasewcomers’ didn't have the same
connection to the natural environment and as altrédse environment is declining.
This is a perspective which is shared by indigengumups across the world and
supported by a number of academic studies (Keltlyloskins (2008). As Moore and
Graefe (1994) propounda ‘strong connection to the area has been linked patsitive

behaviours such as environmental conservation’

It was unclear how the EMS could directly aide locammunities concerned by
raising house prices. However, it was clear thatdartnership provides a platform for
discussing these issues. Furthermore, many omg#ms represented on the

partnership such as local authorities, have respiitiss for providing social housing.

6.12.2.3 Over-management

Finally there was concern in some quarters thate& designation, combined with
the SSSI designation had led to the over manageaidahe site. As one local fisher

commented:

‘...the site has been here for thousands of years acal people have been
living off its resources for generations. The ‘mgement’ of the site has only
been an issue for the last 50 years or so, | thivk site is quite capable of

looking after itself.’

This was closely linked with the concerns raisedvababout the designation primarily

being a target-driven bureaucratic exercise. A remalb local people felt that too much
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effort was going into managing the site and settingdiversity targets etc. A

longshoreman who had lived and worked in the atdasalife suggested that:

‘...of course the area is changing, for hundreds edrg the environment had
been sustainably managed by local people who raljgoh the site for their
livelihoods. If they didn’t look after it they stad’.

He went on to suggest that if the conservatiomigee really serious about preserving
the site they would spend less time setting targets more time supporting local
industries. ‘If the longshore economy was revitalised the beéahetween humans and
nature would settle down again’ Once again it appears that the main issue lgaels

to the debate between local management of thebaged on years of tradition and

experience and conservation initiatives based mmsfic knowledge.

6.13 Concluding comments

Due to the size and diversity of The Wash and Nbltinfolk Coast EMS, managing
the site is always going to be challenging. Thigptar has sought to present the
stakeholders’ perspective of the EMS managemermnseland its implementation. It is
clear that since its inception the site has hadowercome a number of serious
challenges and at times the partnership has bestmaieed. However, the majority of
stakeholders clearly believed that the institutiGareangements put in place as a result
of the EMS designation have led to an improvemergavernance and accountability.
Furthermore, the partnership has provided a vadufdoum for stakeholders from a
wide range of interest groups to come togetherdeeklop a better understanding of
each other’'s perspectives. Ultimately this hawlted from the development of
partnership capacity and bracing social capitalweleer, the research has revealed
some concerns regarding the suitability of theitumsbnal arrangements for engaging
with some sectors of the stakeholder community. pdrticular key actors from the
indigenous population, with many years experiengid and working in the area,
have become disillusioned with the process anduaable to see direct links between

the management process and practical actions omgrihend. . Nevertheless,
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although the extent to which the opinions of thealcstakeholders are acted upon has
been the subject of considerable debate, even s seeptical admit that the EMS

management group is accountable to local people.

Chapter 7 aims to further develop the narrativestakeholder perspectives of the
governance of EMS by looking at a contrasting EM&e aim is not to directly
compare the two sites but add to the body of liteeaon potential challenges and
solutions facing EMSs. The NE Kent EMS has facedegy different, but equally
challenging task in developing an effective andoaotable management scheme; as a

result it complements The Wash and North NorfolkEEbése study.
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North East Kent European Marine Site

Introduction

The NE Kent EMS represents a very different typ&WbIS to that seen on The Wash
and North Norfolk Coast; this is a reflection oftitvahe nature of the site and the
people who interact with it. However, some simtlag can be seen between the
challenges facing the two sites, i.e. a traditigpnadceptical attitude towards
conservation and problems engaging with hard tehregroups such as the fishing
industry. Furthermore, both sites initially facegnsficant opposition from key players
essential to the sustainable management of the dfeavever, the actors challenging
the process were different in the two sites. On Wesh and North Norfolk coast it
was the indigenous population involved with ttraditional industries’who felt most
under threat from the proposed designation, whildk Kent the main challenge to the
designation came from the local authority, Thanestrizt Council (TDC), responsible
for the majority of the site. Consequently, as dbsd in Chapter 4 a different

approach to engaging with these sceptical actossreguired.

Another important difference between the two sisethat since the implementation of
the management schemes NE Kent EMS has not recaedignificant challenges to
its authority; as The Wash and North Norfolk Codst through the Pl in to eider
predation of artificial mussel lays. As a resulbhe tresolve of the institutional
arrangements in place has not been tested to the satent, making it difficult to
speculate about whether the bracing social capitath has been developed within the
partnership is strong enough to withstand a mdjatlenge.

As Gardner (2005) reveals, the first attempt ahimg a stakeholder dialogue process

in NE Kent to develop the original management sehemas a huge success, well
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received by the majority of stakeholders and aitteddevelopment of social capital.
As a result, it was inevitable that a similar agmio would be used again when the
management scheme came up for review. Furtherrasreutlined in Chapter 4, initial
consultation regarding the review revealed conceim®ngst stakeholders that the
focus on protecting the designated features hatbléige wider environment becoming
neglected. As a result, it was decided to useetiosystem approach as a basis for the

review, with the intention of developing a moreiktit approach to conservation.

Combined, the use of the Stakeholder Dialogue poead the ecosystem approach
represents a significantly different model to thanagement of an EMS from the one
used on The Wash and North Norfolk coast, and ishdee majority of other EMS in
England. Consequently it allows the researchxpboge whether this approach offers a
viable alternative to the model recommended byxXER guidelines, and in particular
if it offers a more effective way to address thehpems associated with scale
challenges (Cash et al. 2006) and the developmiebtazing social capital (Rydin
2006).

The chapter follows a similar format to that of @tea 6 and seeks to explore the
nature of the institutional arrangements which litate the relationship between the
state and wider stakeholder community. It comp#resstakeholder dialogue approach
to consultation with the recommended advisory growgrlel used on The Wash and
North Norfolk Coast and explores whether the edesysapproach can offer a more
holistic management model. Recognising the diffesecial and economic make-up of
the two case studies it analyses the potentiah@fstakeholder dialogue approach to

utilise and develop social capital to aid the mamagnt of the EMS.

The chapter begins by identifying the key actorsowhteract with the EMS and
explores the implications of their relationshipghMihe marine environment and each
other on the conservation of the site. Secondebialkler perspectives of the historical
‘battles’ between conservationists and the local authorityreow they were over-come
are briefly revisited to provide context to the remt situation. Third, the process of
developing the management scheme through the stialezhdialogue approach is
examined in depth, along with an analysis of hoe éitosystem approach has been

incorporated in the process. Included within thmalysis is a discussion about the
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power relations which have developed through tloegss between the NCA and the
wider stakeholder community. Fourth, stakeholderspectives of the management
scheme are explored; particular attention is foduse whether stakeholders felt a
greater sense of ownership over the scheme compatedhose on The Wash and
North Norfolk Coast. Fifth, the structure of thiM& management is explored with
special attention given to the role and developnoérihe TCP. Finally, stakeholders’

ideas and concerns for the future of the desigretea are explored.

7.1 People and the European Marine Site

Like The Wash and North Norfolk Coast EMS the NENKEMS is a multi-user MPA.

However, as the resource system characteristidés@diin Chapter 4 demonstrate, the
sites are composed of very distinct environmenthjckv consequently support a
different social and economic structure. The mostable difference is that the
majority of stakeholders appeared to be less cdaeddo the marine environment than
those on The Wash and North Norfolk coast. From ¢hitset this presents an
additional challenge for managers because, as qu®viresearch has shown,
stakeholders who feel a connection and sense okmship of a resource are more

likely to be concerned with its protection (Phil303; Jones and Burgess 2005).

7.2 Who are the stakeholders?

It is not possible to describe a large proportibthe population asndigenous’in the
same way as on The Wash and North Norfolk Coagwut of 24 interviews only 3
respondents talked about their families’ long-teroonnection to the area.
Nevertheless, there was clearly a small close-gmtip of people who had lived and
worked around Thanet for many years and still nedithe‘island’ mentality which
has historically been associated with Thanet. @lgh this small group hold strong
opinions about the area, in many ways similar ws¢éhheld on The Wash and North
Norfolk coast, they appeared less concerned byEW& designation; this, at least in
part, appears to be because much of the fishimg fl@ased in the area concentrates the
majority of its effort outside the EMS designatioAs a representative of the Thanet
Fisherman’s Association commented for us[the EMS]is more of a hobby interest,

it doesn't affect us much’Furthermore, other actors associated with trachiio
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activities occurring around the site such as b@gidg seem similarly relaxed about
the designation. There were some initial concéora bait diggers that their activities
would be curtailed by the designation, but thesecems were unfounded and as a
result the bait diggers did not feel it was necesda be represented when the

management scheme was reviewed.

7.2.1 Local people

A more powerful group of local stakeholders are ‘teereational’ fishermen, a group
that not only includes rod and line fishers bubdlsose who set fixed nets and gather
shellfish from the foreshore. Many people fromstgroup had been gathering food
from the foreshore for many years and were keentHeir voices to be heard and
listened to when it came to designing the managéenseheme for the area.
Furthermore, these people strongly believed thet thethods were sustainable and did
not have an impact on the conservation of the atdawever, they (along with other
stakeholders) were becoming increasingly critidathe large number obutsiders...
mostly Eastern Europeans and Chinese who are codong to the coast and clearing
the foreshore of shellfish and setting nets in prapriate places(Recreational
Fisher). Their concerns were two-fold, :first, that the teiders’ are illegally
exploiting the resources of the foreshore in arustasnable way for commercial gain,
despite claiming they are only gathering food fergonal consumption. Consequently,
a number of the recreational fishers were worried the activities of these ‘outsiders’
could lead to the authorities clamping down onrtleggitimate activities. Second, they
were concerned that th®utsiders’ do not possesshe necessary experience or
knowledge about the tides to operate safely on ftreshore and were putting
themselves in danger. A number of people commethigidwe have another disaster,

similar to the Morecombe Bay incidénjust waiting to happer(local resident)

Central to the sites original designation and &tyivnvolved with its management and
monitoring is a small group of local scientists ardateur naturalists. A number of

these actors have been collecting data and mamgtdhe site for over 30 years and

! In 2004 eighteen Chinese cockle pickers weredilitaen they were trapped by rising tides in
Lancashire's Morecambe Bay.
% The impact of these groups of ‘outsiders’ on domaital in the area is discussed below.
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were pushing the conservation agenda a long tifedoé@ became fashionable. They
recognised the importance of the area, the chadk ire particular, and have been
campaigning for the site to be properly protectmdrhany years. Overall, they were
delighted that the site had finally been designa@®a protected ared.-.Thanet has
20% of the UK Chalk reef and that’s 12% of Europ&ie can now promote Thanet on
that basis(Local Scientist) -although thought further protection was still necesy.
They are all actively involved with promoting thieesand support the work of the TCP
to get more people interested and involved. Thnaihg TCP they regularly organise
walking tours along the coast, explaining the ini@ace of the chalk, pointing out rare
algae, edible seaweed and interesting geologicaidtions. As one local geologist
noted, Thanet is a great area for getting people interéstethe marine environment
and foreshore, it's not as sensitive as some adineas where you may not be able to

encourage people to use the beach and its resdurces

The expertise provided by these local scientisssbdeen officially incorporated in the
EMS management structure through the establishofethie scientific advisory group.
The group consists of scientists, conservatio st amateur naturalists involved with
monitoring the site. They meet every three montits @ovide scientific support to the
management group. The group was instrumentalem@éeision to adopt the ecosystem
approach as the basis of the review of the managerseheme (see below).
Furthermore, the group also acts as a forum faudsion about changes in the natural

environment and issues that may potentially impgacin the site’s designated features.

7.2.2 The Thanet Coast Project

The densely populated urban areas surrounding rofithe EMS means there are a
large number of people living in close proximityttee coast. However, as outlined in
Chapter 4, a large proportion of that populatios hiéle knowledge or connection to
the marine environment. A central aim of the TI€B act as a bridging organisation,
engaging with stakeholders operating at a rangelew€ls to co-ordinate the

management of the site. The TCP has successffigged with large numbers of
people and provided resources to encourage theéakecan interest in the coastline. As
a result many local people who may not have a psid@al or historical link to the

coast have become involved with the site. The lleafe involvement varies
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considerably from simply attending events and #@ organised by the TCP to
taking an active role in the management of the @neaugh attending stakeholder
meetings and/or training to be a volunteer coastalden (see below). The TCP has
also worked closely with the local authority to tigate a number of high profile
regeneration schemes which have helped to rejuge¢hatailing tourist industry while

ensuring that the natural environment remains ptetk

As well as attempting to improve the quality of t@lt and natural environment, an
enormous amount of effort has been put into devedpp strong sense of community
and encouraging people to feel proud of the areadkcapital). Through the work of
the TCP the EMS has become an integral part optheess, educating people about
the coast and encouraging them to engage in contydoased projects. Furthermore,
the TCP is developing a growing network of peopl®wave been involved with their
activities. This group appears to be growing infmence and is increasingly willing
to lobby the statutory organisations on issuededlto the conservation of the site. As

one local resident commented:

‘Before my friend persuaded me to go on one of tbeastal walks | didn'’t
know much about the marine environment around heamnd, | certainly didn'’t
realise how important it was or about the reasortsywe have to fight to

ensure it's properly looked after.’

In many ways these local activists are taking anrble of environmental advocates
played by the indigenous population on The WashModh Norfolk Coast and have
started to develop a sense of ownership of the sitdowever, as they have
predominantly gained their knowledge of the mammironment through activities
organised by the EMS their views on its manageraentess likely to contradict those
of the NCA than those who are reliant upon resoarteaction for their living.

7.2.3 Statutory and non-statutory organisations

Initially TDC was very sceptical about the desigmatof the site (see Chapter 4).
However, as a result of extensive negotiations wlith NCA, TDC has become a

leading partner within the EMS and has now taketherrole of lead authority. As the
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hosts of the TCP they pay the salaries of two mesnbestaff, the project officer and
education officer, and the TCP is highly regardgdrBDC as a huge asset and success
story. This was reinforced in 2007 when the TC&catlon officer came second in the
national council worker of the year competitionurthermore, relations are now so
good between TDC and the NCA that key agreemeetsgrlace allowing the council
to conduct certain maintenance to coastal defeandsfacilities without seeking the
permission of the NCAwe have a site management statement which we sefep
years ago which allows us to do various bits of kwerthout contacting the NCA first’
(Foreshore Manager)The council’'s coastal defence policy is also moure in line
with conservation objectives. Although it still agts the right to uphold existing
coastal walls, further expansion of the coastatueds has been ruled out, allowing the
cliffs in some areas to erode naturally, reduchegliurden on the chalk reef.

For many years there were serious concerns thaeoaation was a direct threat to the
economic development of the area. However, now dbast is seen as ‘Thanet’s
greatest asset’ and as the traditional tourist @oyncontinues to decline increasingly

the designation is being used to promote the sigmneaeco-tourism destination.

There is a marked difference in the role playedHeySea Fisheries Committee in the
two sites. On The Wash and North Norfolk Coasy thave taken on the role of lead
authority and are intimately involved with the dayeday running of the EMS. In NE
Kent they take a more back seat role, attendingting=me and inputting to the
management group when necessary. Essentialh\sahd-isheries Committee and the
local authority play opposite roles to those of #wuivalent organisations on The
Wash. This role reversal demonstrates that theerfjs sector has a much less
prominent position than on The Wash and North Nkr@oast, while a much greater
emphasis is placed on the general social and edondavelopment of the area
surrounding the EMS. Furthermore, the variety @és played by organisations in
different EMSs highlights the flexibility of the Haats Directive and the ability for it

to be tailored to the needs of individual sites.

In similar fashion to The Wash and North Norfolka&Sb EMS, the other RAs (see
Chapter 4 for full list) take an active interesttive EMS and get involved with issues

that directly affect them. However, their involvemt with the EMS is only a very

208



small part of their wider remit, and as a resudirthnvolvement with the-day-to day
management of the site is limited. This was summedy a representative of Kent

County Council who pointed out:

‘In fact the Thanet Coast is one of the areas efKlent Coast line | am least
worried about, as it is managed extremely welll®y TCP. Of course we keep

an eye on what they’re doing but don’t feel thedneeget involved very often.’

7.3 Overcoming barriers to conservation — stakeholet perspectives of the

European Marine Site designation and management

Chapter 4 presents a detailed description of tebted history that dominated
relations between TDC and the NCA during the 1980d 1990s, which led to a
number of high profile conflicts when the site wagginally designated as an EMS.
However, as a result of major improvements in comigation and dialogue between
the two organisations a strong horizontal relatigm&ow exists between organisations
such as TDC and the NCA which previously approacimedine conservation from
different positions, this has led to a dramatiaéase in the levels of bracing social

capital present within the partnership.

These changes have also reflected broader changaitude towards conservation

which have occurred over the last two decades,naslacal scientist commented:

‘In the early and mid 1980s there was an attitudeoagst fishermen and the
councils that nature reserves were fenced off gread to be fair until recently
many of them were. However, both the nature of exeation areas and

people’s attitudes are beginning to change’.

A number of representatives from the council comiexrthat‘the designation is
undoubtedly a major asset to the are@DC Coastal Engineer). This positive
sentiment is by and large shared by the other Btd#ters involved with the
management of the sité think it's great that the area has been desigithais an EMS,
it gives us status and something to be proudlascal Business Owner). It appears

that the key to moving forward with the conservatamenda has been the development
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of a community- led approach to designing the mansnt scheme and the
incorporation of both the conservation and regeam@ragendas. The process has also
been greatly aided by the fact that so far it hamaged to avoid any major conflicts
similar to those seen on The Wash and North Noi@gkst. This was recognised by a

local ecologist who noted that:

‘It was very important that the socio-economic edagtions were taken into
consideration, as scientists, that's something \itenofail to do. We have
actively engaged with local businesses and the @bum ensure we are all
singing from the same hymn sheet, actively seesutgpoints of potential

conflict and acting to ensure they don’t turn im@jor conflicts.’

A number of stakeholders also commented that sinroew younger generation of both
elected councillors and officers had taken over ¢batrol of TDC relations had
improved between the two organisations. This dicative of the suggestion put
forward by stakeholders on The Wash that the yougegeeration of fishers had a more
sympathetic view of conservation than the olderegation, and that this had aided the

relationship between the fishers and the NCA.

However, as Gardner (2005) suggests (and is bagiday the findings of the present
research), much of the credit for improving thatiehship between the NCA and TDC
has to be attributed to the hard work and determonaf the NCA conservation officer
in post during the development of the original ngemaent scheme. There was some
concern that when she left her post in 2@®2 good relationship she had been able to
build up with TDC may suffer. However, these consewere unfounded as the social
capital she originally developed appears to haaesterred to both the conservation
officers in post since her departure. As the aagconservation officer put fithe glue
has definitely been between organisations not iddal personalities’ Nevertheless,
she did point out that her two successors had kgeellent at their job,there is of
course an element of personality involved, if yaigpmeone in post who was stroppy,

had poor people skills or had an old fashioned wompromising attitude to
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conservation things may start going backwatds'Once again, this demonstrates the
impact the personality of individual officers caravie on wider stakeholders’
perspectives of entire organisations. Here the NGAservation officers have clearly
aided the development of improved social capitaiwben the NCA and wider
community, while on The Wash and North Norfolk Gahage Conservation Officer has
struggled to develop a positive relationship wittme sectors of the community,
potentially affecting the overall impression stadielers have of the NCA. This clearly
demonstrates that legislation which requires oggans to work together is not, on its
own, enough to guarantee effective partnership ingrkLegislation can represent a
useful framework within which partnership workingnc operate. However,  trust,
respect and a shared understanding are all reqatirfedth an institutional and personal
level to act as gylue’ to holdthe whole process together.

Despite the largely positive perceptions of the EMEd by stakeholders, there were
still some criticisms of the bureaucracy surrougdine designation and the European
basis of the designation, although significantlgslehan on The Wash and North
Norfolk Coast. Two recreational fishers commentdat it was yet another

bureaucratic exercise which doesn't really have iampact on the environment’

Another recreational fisher and member of the snmaligenous population added,
‘Despite the designation | still don’t see any peopnanagement of the coast, all they

do is talk and print leaflets and this distracterfr the real issues’.

Similarly to The Wash and North Norfolk Coast a fetakeholders were clearly

Eurosceptics and were fundamentally opposed toEamgpean legislation. However,

the vast majority were supportive of the Europeasidof the designation. A number
of the scientists and representatives from locaiseovation groups admitted that
initially they had been a bit sceptical that it Wbbe possible to tailor the legislation to
meet local requirements, but they agreed that theses had been unfounded. In
particular, this was demonstrated by the developnuénthe second management
scheme in which it was decided locally to adopteébesystem approach. Furthermore,
a number of stakeholders commented that the Eunopesignation gave the site more

credibility than a national designation. In additi several of the representatives from

% The original conservation officer now runs an eswimental consultancy, regularly advises the
management group and continues to sit on the #igeandvisory group
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conservation organisations added that the Euroge@ and SPA designations had

proved themselves much more effective than th@naltiSSSI designations had been.

7.4 Stakeholder dialogue and the incorporation offte ecosystem approach

As outlined above and in Chapter 4, central to cx@ing the original opposition to
the designation was the decision to integratingas@nd economic considerations in
the management scheme. These principles are cemtred ecosystem approach and an
important part of the CBD definition used as thsiddor the review (see Chapter 3).
Explicitly adopting the ecosystem approach can amynwespects therefore be seen as a
natural progression. Furthermore, as the CBD ¢ipaia guidance suggests, inter-
sectoral co-operation is essential for the ecosysipproach which has largely been
achieved through the stakeholder dialogue approBichwever, as outlined below,
adopting the ecosystem approach for the manageafientelatively small MPA and

incorporating its ‘holistic’ philosophy is by no aes a straightforward process.

Once it was decided by the management group tlakedtosystem approach would
form the basis for the review, and that it woulddeeducted through a re-run of the
stakeholder dialogue process, the contract wasyduio tender. It was eventually won

by Dialogue Matters, the consultancy run by the NG¥servation officer in post

during the first process. Initially there was soooncern that this appointment may
lead to a conflict of interests. However, aftendthy discussions the management
group concluded that the lead consultant was nowrfaugh away from the day-to-day
management of the site for this not to be a probl&he management group also
decided that her extensive knowledge of the historoblems facing the EMS and the

ecosystem approativould be advantages to the process.

7.4.1 Structuring consultation versus complete freom of expression

The principle aim of the stakeholder dialogue pssceas to develop a framework

which would allow the stakeholders to gain a deepederstanding of the EMS

“In her previous role as the NCA Conservation @ffishe had proposed the idea of incorporating the
ecosystem approach in the management scheme soitmtific advisory group and subsequently
became a leading advocate of this approach to maanservation.
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management scheme and give them the opportunigxpoess their views within a

facilitated environment. One of the key conceregerled in The Wash and North
Norfolk Coast EMS case studies was that the adyvigosup and management group
meetings had become dominated with issues on thpheey of the EMS and not

directly relevant to the management scheme. Thi led to the development of
frustrations amongst some stakeholders that the B&kSpowerless to influence these
issues leading to the authority of the EMS beindesmined. The stakeholder dialogue
process aimed to address this problem by settihgeny clear guidelines on the areas
on which stakeholders would be consulted and iraratp extensive briefings for

stakeholders, informing them on the scope of th#iluence. The facilitation process
then ensures that the discussions remain withisetickearly defined boundaries. This
is where the stakeholder dialogue process diffiens fthe advisory group model used
on The Wash and North Norfolk Coast, by restricting discussions to a clearly pre-

defined list of topics.

7.4.2 Incorporating the ecosystem approach

The highly structured stakeholder dialogue apprdaatonsultation is designed to help
focus the process and keep the discussions witbanlg defined boundaries. However,
it does not deal with the concerns raised by stalkels on The Wash and North
Norfolk Coast that factors outside the jurisdictiminthe EMS were having a negative
impact on the designation. In fact it could potaihi reduce the power of the
stakeholders to tackle these issues as it depthasa of a discussion forum. It was
these concerns that, at least in part, led todiopt#on of the ecosystem approach as the
basis of the review which allowed for some disaussabout wider environmental
protection. However, the incorporation of thislligcomplex approach, which lacks a
clear definition (Mare 2005; Rydin 2006) in a stured consultation process has the
potential to detract attention from the core taskhand, that of developing a

management scheme.

Furthermore, the lack of scientific understandiagarding marine ecosystems means
that any attempt to implement the ecosystem apprabso requires the precautionary
principle to be adopted which, as seen on The VéashNorth Norfolk coast is also

subject to significant debate. A major challengethose leading the process was to
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find a way to convey the ecosystem approach to xedniaudience, ranging from
experienced scientists to members of the publib Viitie formal scientific education,

while keeping discussions focused on the developwfghe management plan.

Primarily this was achieved by focusing on the fiagiples and 5 points of operational
guidance developed by the CBD (outlined in Chag}ecreating a structured definition
of the ecosystem approach which could be incorpdrat to the stakeholder dialogue
approach. By introducing the ecosystem approaclkear statement was being made
that the features for which the site was originalgsignated cannot be fully protected
without taking into account the wider ecosystem.owdver, by adopting such a
regimented definition of the ecosystem approackr{evhen it is only being used as a
‘guide), the freedom of stakeholders to express tm@nions on the wider management

of the area is still curtailed.

7.4.3 Stakeholder perceptions of the ecosystem amaich

Despite these concerns regarding the complexitigssnding the ecosystem approach,
the vast majority of stakeholders appear to bediydaappy about the decision to adopt
it. Through the stakeholder dialogue process stakiens have been provided with the
opportunity to learn more about the extreme cornwvigctpresent in the marine

environment and the importance of adopting a molistic approach to management.
However, those stakeholders without prior scientifaining remained largely unaware
of the wider debates surrounding the ecosystemoappr accepting it as a clearly
defined concept based on the CBD principles usedameview. This was reflected in

the responses to questions asked during the ietesvivith stakeholders about their
understanding of the ecosystem approach. Thewiwllp quote represents a typical

answer to the question ‘what is your understandirthe ecosystem approach’?

‘The ecosystem approach is a holistic way of mamatfie site which takes
social and economic consideration into account afi as environmental ones.
It also means we need to take into consideratiopach on the EMS from

outside the designatiofLocal Resident).
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When asked to expand on the implications of theaggh for the management of the
EMS and how it differed from the previous approacdhe of the stakeholders without
formal scientific training were able to give a daéive answer, only that it raised
awareness about the need for wider environmentétgtion.

A number of stakeholders commented that during wlekshops there had been
significant debate regarding the boundaries oBBRES and how they did not reflect the
boundaries of the ecosystem. Furthermore, theylesh made aware that it was
unclear where the boundaries of the ecosystemlpctuere. When questioned about
this lay stakeholders generally accepted that & aa issue, but typically dismissed
these concerns, arguing tHatl we can do is our best within the boundariestioé
EMS’ (ibid.). They accepted that issues concernings#tgng of boundaries still exist,
but felt that this was in fact a positive developtnas in the future it may lead to
further productive debates about managing the widawvironment. ‘Marine
conservation is very different to terrestrial consgion; you can’t intervene in the
same way. As a result you have to look at the bigigéure’ (Local Stakeholder)

The stakeholders from the scientific community wals generally supportive of the
adoption of the ecosystem approach and echoed demmaide by other stakeholders
that it encouraged people to think about the needvider environmental protection.
(This was hardly surprising as it was the scientddvisory group which originally
suggested using the ecosystem approach.) Howewemn it came to describing the
practical differences it made to the managementthef site they were more
philosophical. Furthermore, a number raised corabout the complexity of the

concept and difficulties with applying the approatta local level:

‘How do you define a marine ecosystem? Where dosyop? | have some
concerns about this approach... these issues can makey difficult from a

management perspective. (Member of scientific advisory group).
‘The trouble with marine ecosystems is people tentalk about them at a

global scale.... It is very difficult to apply thedeas at a local level.(Member

of scientific advisory group).
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‘...how do you take it apart and make something bémsiut of it? It could end
up being an incredibly woolly way of dealing withnigs. It's like biodiversity
or sustainable development... What do they really nm@a practical
management terms®Member of scientific advisory group).

There was also concern that by adopting the eaasyapproach there was a danger of

detracting from the main issues, protecting thegiesed features:

‘Unfortunately the legislation doesn’t allow us peootect everything, the site has been
designated for particular features, it is essentia focus on protecting them. Of
course there will be other things which impact base features such as water quality,
but there is provision for that anywafMember of scientific advisory group).

Another concern was that by using the téegosystem approactihere was a danger

of alienating and confusing lay stakeholders. 6xientist argued that:

‘| think it can confuse people, | don't really umdiand it to be honest. | think
there are very few people who really understandsgstems and especially the
nature of why that area was picked to be importaridvhen you have a
designation and you say right this is important dese it is one of the few
examples of a chalk reef that is easy to get yeadharound. When you start
saying well there is a bigger picture there are @& going to be things on the
margins which impact upon it. When you start sgyime whole ecosystem,
your scale of reference changes from something hwihsc very local to

something which is potentially the north side @& #tlantic, your management
frame of reference is quite different and it canrsget confused, resulting in a

loss of focus.’
This concern was reiterated by another scientist argued:
| think it's a really difficult concept to pin dowand this has caused a lot of

confusion.... Even the management group and sceeatfiisors struggled with

it * (Local Scientist)
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However, the concerns regarding confusing lay $talkkers appear to be unfounded as
none admitted being confused by the concept, alfinéguwas clear that they had been
influenced by the straightforward way it had beesspnted to them and were unaware
of the complex debates surrounding the term.

Despite the concerns raised above, overall, thexg a general consensus amongst
stakeholders that by adopting the CBD ecosystemoapp for the management of the
EMS, it is possible for the EMS to have a greatgoact on both the environment and

the local community. As one local scientist comtedn

‘In reality it [the management schemmpy in fact be slightly different to what
was originally intended. However, we have succeddedeveloping a wider

environmental approach and taken into considerattoa social and economic
aspects. We have done this by using the 12 presgs the framework. To truly
get to grips with the impact of the wider ecosystermuch harder, but the
framework remains usefulLocal Scientist)

Although a number of stakeholders questioned whetlveas ever going to be possible
to implement the ecosystem approach in full, thgyeed that the underpinning
message attached to the concept, that managemeigiode should take into
consideration the broader ecological, social andnemic contexts, represented a
useful and progressive framework within which tdketathe management scheme

forward.

7.4.4 The ecosystem approach and the precautionapyinciple

The CBD’s third ecosystem approach principEegdsystem managers should consider
the effects (actual or potential) of their actigdi on adjacent and other ecosystems’,
suggests the adoption of the precautionary priaciprhis was particularly welcomed
by members of the scientific community as it redsgs the problem of scientific
uncertainty and promotes the use of adaptive manegepractices (CBD’s third point
of operational guidance). As one of the local sits¢s pointed out:‘there is so much
we don’t know about the marine environment and \&iththe uncertainty associated

with climate change it appears we now know eves'.lesThis sentiment was also
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shared by the NCA conservation officer and TCPcef who argued that it was
essential that the management scheme was fleximegh to deal with theever

evolving environment'.

However, it is widely recognised in the literattinat similar to the ecosystem approach
the precautionary principle has been subject toifsignt debate about its true meaning
(O’'Riordan 1994; Corkeron 2006). Furthermore, THash and North Norfolk Coast
case study demonstrates how it can be manipulaieplistify conflicting actions
depending upon the perspectives and motivationthe@factors involved. However,
within the context of the NE Kent EMS the princiglppears to have been accepted to
simply stress the importance of thinking aboutuwhéer context of any decision. This
was summed up by one of the coastal wardens whoneorted:

‘If we have a problem with a particular animal, iead of thinking about it in
isolation we have to think about it in terms of thieer environment. We have
to ask where did it come from? Should it be herd® W it here? Is it being
affected by local changes or global changes? Ratiean just jump in and make

rash decisions about how to deal with {Coastal Warden).

This fairly relaxed consensus regarding the ecesysapproach and precautionary
principle raises an important question. How hakiesé highly controversial and
complex concepts been accepted so easily in NE Wkah elsewhere they have been

subject to considerable debate and interpretation?

In part this appears to be down to the way theyewsesented to the stakeholders
through the stakeholder dialogue process in a #iegland structured way, avoiding
many of the associated controversies. In fact as vacknowledge by both those
organising the review and a number of stakeholtlkgg part that the stakeholder
dialogue workshops were vital to inform people ahibke ecosystem approach. This
was stressed by the TCP officer who pointed obin ‘not sure if the ecosystem
approach would have worked without the Stakehdatogue process, it allowed the
stakeholders to be introduced to the approach asdugs its implications for the site’

(TCP Representative). This sentiment was echoeallbgal resident who attended the
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workshops: The workshops were great, the ecosystem approashewplained very

clearly’.

However, it is also important to note that unlikeThe Wash and North Norfolk Coast
the introduction of these ideas has not undermited perspective of any major
stakeholder group. In fact the ecosystem appragmbears to have if anything
enhanced the social and economic development st$etieat were originally opposed

to the designation.

7.5 Unpacking stakeholder dialogue

The stakeholder dialogue process followed a sinidemat to the first process used to
develop the original management scheme, althoughntimber of workshops was
reduced from four to three. The three day longedtalder workshops were set within
a coherent process with other key actions happemafigre and after each workshop,
such as the gathering of information, the develagno¢ draft texts and the following

up of questions raised by stakeholders. Pound6(280mmarises the aims and

objectives of each of the workshops:

* The first workshop was designed to help stakehslgature the future, identify
what is working well and what needs to change.

* The second workshop aimed to develop more undelisigrbout the site and
the ecosystem approach and come up with ideasfiona

e The third workshop was to short-list the best idéasimplementation and

indicate the levels of support for the scheme.

More specifically it was hoped that the process ldou

+ Engage all relevant stakeholders in the most apatepway, ensuring that
their contributions were heard and incorporated.

« Working with these stakeholders to review the @xistscheme, identify
what has been achieved, what needs to be doneylaadnew issues and

activities need to be included in the revised sahem
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« Clarifying which issues fall into the remit of tiManagement Scheme and

how issues outside this remit will be handled.

It was also hoped that by the end of the process:

« The Management Scheme contents would be well utodersand well
supported.

« It would take a holistic Ecosystems Approach to agament.

« It would continue the effective management of tipectal Protection Area
(SPA) and Special Area of Conservation (SAC).

« It would lead to increased understanding of diffirperspectives, issues
and concerns amongst stakeholders and relevardrdigs.

« It would further enhance trust and goodwill amorsjakeholders.

- Stakeholders would feel heard and listened to.

The extent to which these objectives were achiagsediscussed below through an
analysis of stakeholder perspectives of the stdiehalialogue process, but first it is
necessary to explore the nature of the workshaps,ira particular the way they were

facilitated.

7.5.1 The importance of facilitation

Fundamental to this approach to consultation ip@rdacilitation to ensure everyone
had an opportunity to voice their opinion and the&cdssions remain focused. As the
director of dialogue matters statéthe key to a successful dialogue process is the
presence of a skilled and independent facilitatteam.” During the process the
participants are often broken up into small groops8-10 to discuss various issues.
Each group requires its own independent facilitatowever, with 60 plus stakeholders
at some meetings hiring enough professional fatilis would be extremely expensive.

As a result, volunteer facilitators are recruitegtipport the event.

For the NE Kent process the volunteer facilitateeye from organisations involved
with the event (mostly TDC). These volunteers daubt be people who were directly

evolved with the EMS or those intending to attelmel workshops as participants. The
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training in small group facilitation skills was @n at no cost to the volunteer in return

for hands on practice at the workshop.

The role of the facilitator is crucial to creatiagorum which promotes discussion and
gives everyone the opportunity to input their iddamlogue Matters teaches that the

practice of facilitation is based on particulamgiples:

Equality Everyone has something to contribute

and deserves a fair opportunity to do so.

Responsibility Each person is responsible for tlo&n
experience, behaviour and participation

during the event

Co-operation The facilitator and participants are
working together to achieve collective
goals — facilitation is done with a group

not to a group

Honesty The facilitator sets the tone for

participants’ expectations of honesty

Transparency and accountability In facilitated nmmet or dialogue
people are clear what is happening, who
has power to do what, their role in the

process and so on.

Source: InterAct Networks (2003:23)

Central to this approach of decision making isittea that the process incorporates the
values which it is trying to promote: for this te possible an independent facilitator is
essential. During the discussions the role offdleditator is two-fold. First, they must
keep an accurate record of the discussion on a fipgchart which can be clearly seen
by all participants. Discussions on specialist¢eften incorporate a large amount of
‘jargon’ and acronyms, and it is therefore esséhiat the facilitator is familiar with
the topics. However, if they are unsure of the mmegaof a particular term, they must
seek clarification from the group. Not only dob&stensure that an accurate record is

kept, it also confirms that all members of the graunderstand the terms being used.
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By recording the discussions on a flip chart ratihen a notepad the transparency of
the process is ensured as stakeholders have tloetopipy to question the facilitator if
they do not think their point has been recordedurately. The second part of the
facilitator’'s role is to ask probing questions tmmote discussion and manage the
behaviour of the stakeholders. During the twg ttaining course for volunteer
facilitators they are fully briefed on the discusstopics and told about potential points
of conflict. They are also taught how to ask difa types of questions depending on
the situation. For example, open questions startihat? Where? Which? Why?
When? and Who? help people give fuller answersprathote discussion. However,
closed questions, such as Do you agree? Shall we oo now? can be used to
consolidate understanding. Furthermore, it is rdgdethat the facilitator avoids
inductive questions such as: ‘Wouldn’t you agreat tinis suggestion is the best we

have heard?’

The importance of good training and briefing fociligators was highlighted at the
Finding Sanctuary Stakeholder Dialogue event in Bigland. Overall the process
succeeded in bringing a large group of people, feorange of interest groups, together
to discuss complex and controversial issues. Howevéew potential problems were
highlighted. At one point there seemed to be csinfu about the position of
recreational divers. Commercial scallop divers aedreational divers had been
assigned to the same category and as a resuligbotips of divers were classified in
the same stakeholder group as commercial fisherft@a.highlighted the importance
of making sure that facilitators properly understdhe nature of all the stakeholder

groups involved prior to the event.
7.5.2 The structure of the stakeholder dialogue paess

As outlined above, a central aim of the stakeholdi@etogue process was to aid
stakeholders’ understanding of the managementeotitie and provide them with the
opportunity to feed in their ideas. This was acbd by breaking down complex
concepts and processes into manageable topics whathhded key questions to
facilitate discussion. This can be illustrated lbgking at the way in which the

® | attended this event as a volunteer facilitatoiurther develop my understanding of how the psece
worked. See Chapter 4 for a detailed explanation.
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ecosystem approach was presented at the worksHdps dialogue was based around

‘subject assessment tables’, one for each of 4%ite$s categorised under the

following headings:

gk

Shoreline Management 6. Ports and Harbours

Fishing and Harvesting 7. Research, Education and Wildlife Tourism
Shore Based Recreation 8. Water Quality

Water Based Recreation 9. Species Management

Air Based Activities 10. Extraction of Hard Materials

Each of the activities was assessed accordingtiriarwhich also demonstrate how a

number of the criteria relate to the ecosystem @ggr:

Table 7.1Stakeholder dialogue process subject assessnidert ta

Assessment table questions EA
Principle
addressed

1 | What is the long-term goal or vision for thisiaity? 1&8
2 | What is the current situation?
3 | What are the current positive and negative effeftthis activity on the

following: 1&4

= Social, economic and cultural interests 1

» Habitats and species of local importance 1

» Protected species and habitats 586

= Ecosystem function 3

= Other ecosystems

4 | What is the current management?

5 | Will it get us where we want to go?

6 | Can the ecosystem support this activity overloimg-term? (Will you be 8
able to do this activity at this level in 100 yednsot why not?)

7 | What if anything do we need to do differently?

8 | What is the long-term effect of what we want ¢oaoh: 3,

= socio-economic and cultural interests 45&6

= the environment and ecosystem function?

9 How will we know if we are going in the right dation?

To incorporate the designated features within tleeenholistic ecosystem approach,

questions relating to the SAC and SPA featuresnasted within subject assessment

tables and formatted to indicate their differemtiss (Pound 2006). Essentially these

tables were used to help people focus their idedsuamderstand how the ecosystem

approach worked.
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7.5.3 Building a community through stakeholder diabgue

Overall the feedback from stakeholders on the dtetsan process was extremely
positive. Many stakeholders who had also beenlmgbwith the first process felt that
it was a lot more relaxed than the first time roufthis sentiment was summed up by a
local scientist:*Since the first process it has been proved that dlesignation can
operate successfully in the area without generatmgjor conflicts between interest
groups’ (Local Scientist). As stakeholders were lessceamed about the potential
impact of the designation on the economic developoé the area the vast majority
came to the second process with a less confrontdtattitude. The first process and
subsequent collaborative working between key stalkleins had helped generate a high
level of social capital between organisations whield previously been at odds with
each other. As the TCP officers stated:

‘Some of the links which were made during the prsicess are still there and
have grown over time. People have become very dtedrand adopted this as

their scheme.’

Furthermore, as a result of the newly formed pastnps which had been established
between organisations, the second process was &ibywenany asan opportunity to
get together with old friends and celebrate ourgress so far and work out how we
can do better in the futurglLocal Councillor). The close relationship whicld
developed between many of the individuals and asgéions was clearly visible to
newcomers to the process. As one new local rescmEnmented,|‘was amazed at
how well everyone got on, it didn't seem like atingeof people from lots of different

interest groups’

Although there was still some disagreements amastigkeholders, such as how to deal
with large quantities of seaweed washed up on dheshore and the extent to which
existing sea defences should be maintained, aly earlsensus was reached on the
fundamental issues surrounding the conservationthef site. The legislation
underpinning the management scheme clearly placese srestrictions on the

partnership’s freedom to manage the site, which lead to stakeholders becoming
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frustrated. This was demonstrated through The Wamsh North Norfolk Coast case
study where it appeared that stakeholders felt tvatthe one hand, they were being
asked to feed their knowledge and opinions intopttoeess but that, on the other, their
opinion was not being taken seriously. However,eimphasis the stakeholder dialogue
process puts on discussion and explaining the eattithe legislation appears to go
some way to alleviating these frustrations. As W@A conservation officer pointed

out:

‘| think there was a consensus reached on a lotssfies, but it would be
impossible for everyone to get exactly what thegtwa think the fact that you
have gone through the process and there have bmsensgions is the most
important factor. As people have had the chanaaise issues and have them
discussed, they are more willing to except the pratluct even if it's not

exactly what they wanted’

Furthermore, a number of stakeholders stated thathé end of the process they
realised that thethad a lot more in common with other stakeholdéemntthey initially

believed. There was also plenty of support for the way thecess had been
organised and run by Dialogue Matters a numbertakefiolders commented that it
was ‘a very democratic way of discussing the issueghile others praised the

facilitators for preventing the ‘experts’ domingjithe discussions.

Similarly to the first process, many stakeholdemnhmented that it was the opportunity
to come together and discuss issues affecting theestcwith organisations and
individuals they would not normally encounter thiay particularly valued. They felt
that the process provided an opportunity to ledvautthe key issues from a wide

range of perspectives. As one local councillor canted:

‘In the past many of the conservationists have baswg critical of the sailing
community, they perceived them as irresponsiblelpeaho got too close to
bird nesting sites and caused disturbance. Howegtaring the stakeholder
dialogue process it was possible for the sailorgxplain that they physically
couldn’t get that close to the birds and the vaajarity of the time they didn’t

have their engines running.’
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It was also clear that the stakeholders valuedogimortunity to be able to input their
views into the process; this added to the sensewwmfership they felt for both the
management scheme and the natural environment landhtely provided a focus for
the development of social capital. Once the managéscheme had been completed a
number of stakeholders said they felt proud ofrthehievements. This was summed
up by a local residentOnce we had completed the process | felt the camtynhad
pulled together and achieved something importantttie people of Thanet and the

local community’.

In addition, a number of the RA representatives arghnisers of the stakeholder
dialogue process argued that an added advantaggewaloping the management
scheme in close partnership with the local commyumiais that implementing the

scheme is much easier and cheaper:

‘If the scheme had been developed by the NCA dffieavay from the
community, before we could even start thinking &loplementing it we would
have had to spend loads of time and money inforpéaple about the scheme.
However, this way they are already aware of whahnitails because they came
up with it’ (Environment Agency Representative).

7.5.4 The problem of apathy and stakeholder partigiation

Despite the positive feedback from stakeholdersndigg the consultation process a
number of concerns were raised about the levelt@hdance at the workshops.
Predominantly these came from people who had beewsivied with setting up and

organising the process. However, wider concerosiathe lack of representation from
some interest groups were also raised.  Sincefitbie process there have been
numerous stakeholder events and workshops whicletlde an increase in the number
of people interested in the site. As a result,stiadeholder list has grown from 126 to
170. However, despite the increase in numbers the ateedat the second process
was in fact lower. Table 7.2 compares the numlestakeholders attending the two

processes.
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Table 7.2Summary of participant numbers attending each efatbrkshops held as part of both the first and se@csdakeholder dialogue

processes:

First Process Second process

Workshop | Workshop | Workshop | Workshop Total number of Workshop | Workshop | Workshop Total number of

1 2 3 4 different people who 1 2 3 different people who
attended at least once attended at least once

No. invited 126 126 126 110 170 170 170
No. 40 55 51 65 103 50 37 41 75
Attending
% of total 31% 44% 40% 59% 82% 29% 21% 24% 44%
invited

® The number of workshops was reduced from 4 ta 8 second process.
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It was clear that the organisers of both the staekiehn dialogue process and the review
of the management scheme more generally were disapd with the low levels of
attendance. However, the explanation they gavacfwtvas also backed up by a
number of other stakeholders) was that the lowtendaince was actually a reflection of
greater trust in the process. During the developéthe first management scheme
many stakeholders were concerned that the legislatbuld have a negative impact on
industry and the economic development of the ar€ansequently, once they were
satisfied that economic development and consenvatauld work together they felt
less threatened and did not feel the need to wbiie opinion. This was summed up
by one of the local fishers who saidThe first time round we were really worried
about the potential impact the designation wouldehan our livelihoods, but our fears
have been largely unfounded, [and]as a result hditeel it would be a good use of my
time to attend the meetings'There were also some concerns that the timinthef
meetings meant that they were inaccessible to pawspb worked during the day. As
one fisher put it;people who work for Natural England and TDC geido#o go to
these meetings, we get paid to catch fisffthis message had clearly been taken on
board by the organisers who agreed that if thega®¢s run again it will be essential to

ensure that there is at least one evening meetmthie TCP officer stated:

‘...I'm very aware that the day long meetings weré swtable for everyone,
people were ringing in to speak to me but wereald¢ to commit that much
time. One of the key affected groups was the fisimidustry. | think this is one
area we need to adjust so we better fit the neddeaal people. The Sea
Fisheries Committee worked hard to put across tlespgective of the

fishermen, but this was not the same as havinfjghermen there.’

Once again this raises important questions regarthe role of the Sea Fisheries
Committee. As in The Wash and North Norfolk Coassec they clearly end up
representing the fishing industry when they areaid¢ to attend meetings. However,
this could arguably lead to a situation in whick ftsher’s perspective is not properly
represented and the fisheries management perspeigivundermined. This was
acknowledged by a member of the Kent and Essex-Sdaries committeéWe are

not fishermen, but we manage the fisheries [andhase some goals in common with
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the fishermen, but we also have different motivatioHe went on to suggest some

reasons why the fishers were generally quite agiathed uninterested in the process:

‘...if you look at any trade, there are people whe paust interested in making a
living. One of the things with fishing is [thathé quotas are decided by
bureaucrats and scientists. [The fishermen] they tieey are not really listened
to and constantly being pushed around. So wheresoencomes along with
something else, they are not the most respongieg, ltave a strong leave me

alone attitude.’

The evidence from NE Kent regarding attendanceoasultation events is consistent
with the message that came out of The Wash cadg. dfipeople are satisfied that the
legislation is not going to have a dramatic impattheir way of life they are less
concerned about getting involved with consultatexercises. This was clearly the

view shared by the organisers of the process. T officer argued:

‘The first management scheme probably raised maomestipns from a wider
variety of interest groups, there was a lot of utaiaty and confusion about the
future of the coast. For example, commercial bdiggers thought their
activities would be banned and made sure they wepeesented at all the
meetings. But for the review, they have beenuaoht@ver the phone but did not

feel the need to attend the meetings’.

The concerns about the levels of attendance aldadea number of stakeholders
arguing that there were not enough people from swintige sectors to ensure they were
represented in all the small break-out groups. @peesentative of a conservation

group pointed out:

‘... by making everyone split up into small groups sxdss different issues you
may not get to speak on all the issues you feelmapertant. Also there were
not enough people from the different sectors taamd, making some of the

groups unrepresentative’
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7.5.5 Other concerns with the stakeholder dialogugrocess

In addition to the attendance issues a few staklen®lraised some other concerns
regarding the process. Two of the local scientstse concerned that the process was
over-complicated and that this intimidated som&edtalderswho didn’t appear to get
that involved’,and that some of the issues were too complicatezkpress on post-it
notes and flip charts. It was also clear that a lmemof participants did not take the
process particularly seriously as they associatedflip charts, coloured pens and
group activities with‘\games better suited to children’Similar criticisms were also
forthcoming from some stakeholders at the Findiagc®uary consultation event, who
commented thatit trivialised discussions on very important issu¢SW Fisheries
Representative). The director of Dialogue Mat@rknowledged these concerns and
argued that the majority of people start out slighteptical about the process but once
they have seen it in action they realise that & good way ofdefining thinking. She
went on to say'l get a bit frustrated when people say oh no, maire post-its, why
don’t people say oh no, not another round tabletmgewnhere three voices dominate

and the rest of us just sit there twiddling ourrtths eating biscuits.’

This sentiment was generally shared by the vasbniapf people interviewed. Direct
criticism of the process was restricted to thregpoadents. A number of others
admitted that initially they had been very sceptlmat by the end of the process they

agreed that it was an effective way of consultiagpgde on the management scheme.

7.6 Stakeholder perspectives of the management sohe

Both The Wash and North Norfolk Coast and NE KEMSs are governed in
accordance to management schemes which were dedeloping the guidelines
outlined in the DETR (1998) guidance notes; consatiy the two documents are
presented in a similar way. Both documents ang lon excess of 300 pages) and
contain a considerable amount of complex technitehil. However, stakeholder
perceptions of the document differed significariigtween the two sites. As outlined
in Chapter 6, many stakeholders on The Wash anthNdorfolk Coast were highly
critical of the overly bureaucratic nature of thecdment and there were serious

concerns that it alienated many stakeholders. Theaéments were shared by some

230



NE Kent stakeholders but appeared to be less &fsaile. Furthermore, the majority of
criticisms appeared to stem from people who wetwelg involved with writing the
document. As one of the consultants hired to tgsib the review of the management
scheme commented that it is stib6 complicated and not very user-friend(izocal
Ecologist). In particular, there was concern altbet guidelines set out by the NCA
nationally regarding the content of the documentese guidelines required the
management group toclude a huge amount of unnecessary context, warded up
making the document very unreadabl€onsultant). Directly associated to this
concern was the amount of time it took to gathgetoer all the necessary material.
This was summed up by a representative of a coasenvorganisation who salithe
production of the management scheme has beconsk antés own right; we need to
spend less time planning and more time doingowever, she did concede that the
process had been significantly easier and less¢onsuming the second time round,
as all the necessary processes were put in pldee the development of the first
management scheme. These criticisms were alsonpesoed by a few negative
comments from representatives of the fishing ingusFor example, one local fisher
complained that the document is so big it is difficult to wookit which bits are
relevant to us, we are very busy people and davehime to wade through reams and

reams of paper’

Nevertheless, the wider stakeholder community ajg@oeto have a far more positive
perspective of the management scheme. They wech more aware of the purpose
and content of the document than those on The Wamsh North Norfolk Coast.
Furthermore, stakeholders seemed less willing itevitr off as‘overly bureaucratic,
recognising the importance of the written documergnsuring that the agreed actions
are implemented. On the occasions they were a@rititthe management scheme they
were able to point to specific aspects of the damninthey did not like and to explain
their reasons. As one local resident commertiedl|, it's a very big document and
there’s a lot in it which | don't really understanBlowever, it also contains an action
plan which makes a lot of sens@&/hereas on The Wash and North Norfolk Coast the
target driven nature of the legislation has beavihgcriticised by stakeholders, in NE
Kent it has been openly embraced and is seen agjna af transparency and

accountability.
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It was also clear that the inclusive nature of firecess used to generate the
management scheme had successfully helped staketolievelop a sense of
ownership over it and feel a sense of pride inrtaehievements; one of the volunteer
coastal wardens statedell, I've had a read of it and it's very usefuhd informative

. | think it has raised awareness amongst stakemsld Another local resident
added:

‘the  management scheme has raised awareness amdtogt people.
Previously a lot of people just viewed the Thaneast as a bucket and spade
place with lots of slot machines...But it has opemgé lot of people’s eyes to

the wildlife which is in the area’.

Overall the management scheme has been welcomiégravides a clear framework

for action. This was summed up by a local scientist

‘The management scheme is very beneficial, it adg®the priorities which all
the different stakeholders need to think aboutth®Vt it the EMS would end up
like the SSSI's where you designate a site buttdtmanything about it.... By
having a management plan it is possible to havey \®dear objectives for
everybody involved, from the day tripper to theestst...without the

management scheme no-one can be sure where timely’ sta

This sentiment, that without the management schtmeéesignation would in effect be
meaningless, was common amongst many of the stlleranterviewed. The action
plan was repeatedly championed as the most impopian as it gave people clear
targets and allowed for the monitoring of progréssumber of stakeholders were also
keen to point out direct links between the managerseheme and practical actions
which were occurring on the ground. Furthermoregythiked the fact that the
management scheme and particularly the actionmplstes the management group and
individual RAs accountable to the stakeholders ander population. The NCA
conservation officer was keen to explain how theaggment scheme ensured that the
RAs stuck to their responsibilities,.. this has directly resulted in a decrease in
disturbance in important nesting sites and as ailtethe turnstone population is now

rising rather than falling’.
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These disparities between the perspectives of lstédkers in the two case studies raise
some interesting questions regarding both thethag play in the development of the
management schemes and their more general engagemténthe EMS. The
stakeholder dialogue process appears to develogra obvious link between engaging
with the EMS, the management scheme and the piateof the coastline than the
advisory group model recommended in the DETER duee and adopted on The
Wash and North Norfolk Coast. This largely appé¢anse due to the focused nature of
the stakeholder dialogue process which also inslube opportunity for stakeholders
to learn about the significance of the managemeimérse. Furthermore, the fact that
the majority of criticisms came from the officialéivolved with writing the
management scheme suggests that the stakeholdtegutigorocess allowed the wider
stakeholder community to feed in their ideas atripbkt level without getting bogged

down with the more technical elements of the preces

7.7 Stakeholder perspectives of the Thanet Coast éject

It was clear from the outset of the research thatfiCP was central to the success of
the NE Kent EMS. Chapter 4 describes the backgraarthe project and outlines the
project’s remit and achievements to date. Howeves,clear that the project has gone
far beyond its remit and become the central hubtlier management of the coast,
developing social capital around the natural emrment and educating people about
marine conservation. Furthermore, even the mogitised stakeholders acknowledged
that the project is an asset to the local communipe long time Thanet resident who
had been extremely critical about other aspecth@®fmanagement of the site sdid:
have a lot of time for the TCP, it's not perfect tme¢ have gone from nothing to having

an organisation which is educating young peopleudltloe coast line’.

Educating young people is an important part of Ti&P’s remit and the dedicated
education officer works closely with local schoalsd youth organisations. The project
also puts on a range of holiday activities, suchr@sk pooling and sand castle
competitions, to encourage young people and themilies to use the coastline. These
activities are constantly expanding, and in 2008 TICP launched a new beach play

scheme organising holiday activities for childreetvizeen 5 and 16 years of age.
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Furthermore, over 4,500 Thanet primary school ceildhave been involved in a
programme run jointly by the TCP, HM Coastguard @hdnet Leisure’s lifeguards to
teach them about staying safe on the beach andgtrgg wildlife. These activities

have also helped generate a local interest and prithe environment.

The educational role of the TCP goes far beyondkingrwith young people. As
mentioned above, the project organises a rangeadtal walks with local scientific
experts, which are designed to both get peopleasted in the area and educate them
about the importance of conservation. These watkdominantly attract local people
and are in huge demand. One of the organisers eotech it's a real shame we
can’'t get more funding to put on extra walks. Vieags fill up very quickly. In the
summer we get some tourists coming along but therityaof people are locals who
want to learn more about the area they live While another local expert, specialising
in algae, highlighted the importance of getting pleanterested in some of the less

‘glamorous’ wildlife:

‘Back in the 1990s there was a lot of controvensythe local press about
attempts to save rare algae as it was seen to beatitning development
opportunities which would create jobs. Howevelsisurprising how excited
and interested people can become once you showhetn and explain that it's

the only place in Europe this can be found’

On the walks themselves it was very clear thatpheicipants were genuinely very
surprised at how much wildlife lived along the do&uring one of the walks the guide
pointed out numerous edibf@ants and seaweeds and explained how he gathered a
large proportion of his food from the foreshoretehivards he told me that after the

walks he often met previous participants collecieg weed to eat.

The TCP uses a wide variety of mediums to educatelp about the coastline, and one
particularly popular approach was through coastalfacouple of times a year artists
from all around the country come to Thanet to poedworks of art using materials
gathered on the foreshore and run workshops wdal lpeople. These events appeared

particularly popular amongst stakeholders. Oneallaesident commentedit’s
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amazing what people can do with stuff they piclofuihe ground. You get all sorts of

people coming down here to see the art work, illydaings the community together’.

The TCP also worked very closely with Kent Wildlifleust, organising awareness
raising activities and monitoring the condition tie site. Between the two
organisations, numerous local people had beenettaas observers and conducted
shore search surveys around the coastline. Fuortrer the general information
sessions put on for coastal users by the WildlifesT has led to many local people
becoming much better informed. As a result thetgrofcontact the TCP to report

strange sightings or damaging behaviour.

In many respects it is the presence of the TCP lwhepresents the major difference
between the two case studies. While The Wash aodhNNorfolk Coast EMS

primarily acts as a vehicle for the managemenhefEMS, through the TCP the NE
Kent EMS acts as a much wider hub for promotingewidommunity engagement in
local governance. In particular, it is important beghlight the volunteer coastal

wardens’ scheme which has been hailed as the Ti@g%hip initiative.
7.7.1 Thanet volunteer wardens’ scheme
The aim of the project is to train local peoplédct as the eyes and ears of the coast,

collecting information to ensure it can be kepgood condition for future generations

of wildlife and coastal usershttp://www.thanetcoast.org.uk/pdf/\Wardenleaflet.pdf

The volunteer wardens are trained to record maaire bird life, visitor and activity

numbers, sea mammals and other wildlife sightings$ @eport any local damage or
pollution back to the TCP. Their role is to puralserve rather than intervene or
confront people engaging in damaging behaviouris Thstressed in the basic training
and as one local councillor clarifiethe wardens are fantastic foot solders for the
project but they are not empowered to have any kaidenforcement role.

Unfortunately due to the nature of today’s socigtywould not be safe to have them
confronting people about badly behaved dogs e¢iowever, an experienced warden

said, although he would never confront people albeir behaviour, regular beach
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users often approached him to ask about wildlifé #re different designations. He

went on to say

‘...we don't have a uniform or anything but when peogee you walking
around the same area, in wellies carrying binocsjathey assume you must
know something about the area. If you can edupataple about the area,

enforcement become less important as people \gitleet the coast’

All wardens receive basic training which includesvhto monitor activities and basic
shore life identification skills. There are alggportunities to complete further training
such as coastal bird identification, organisingdbeeeans, shore search identification
courses, fossil extraction and marine mammal med{@nce trained, each warden is
allocated a stretch of coast line which they aspoasible for monitoring. The scheme
has now been running since 2005, and as a resultrdoer of the wardens have now

been involved for over three years and built upm@saerable amount of knowledge.

The commitment of the wardens varied considerdbtyn those who walked around
their area every couple of weeks noting changesdandlopments, to those who were
out every day and regularly organised beach cleam$ shore search surveys.
Furthermore, at least one warden has been conduetimajor survey into the impact of
shellfish gathering on the foreshore and reportagk to the scientific advisory
committee. The chair of the group commented fhiais was a fantastic project. The
individual involved is doing all the planning anelgl work, but we have been able to
provide him with advice and support to ensure tteglibility of the survey. As well as
providing an essential monitoring role the wardessheme has provided another
opportunity for local people to get more involvedhvmanaging the coastline. A
number of wardens (and other stakeholders) comméhé& it provides a practical way
for people to help out, even if they do not wangét involved with'the bureaucracy
associated with the management scherBeth the wardens scheme itself, and the
work carried out by the wardens, helps local peogdeelop an interest in the
environment and provides a focus for developingat@apital between local residence
and the organisations involved with managing thesto It has brought a wide range of
people into contact with each other and the copsiyiding them with a better

understanding of the coast, its users and taugim thow they can work together to
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benefit both the community and the natural envirenin The chair of the scientific
advisory group described it as:. a fantastic way to engage a broad spectrum of

people, and they're really useful as well”’

The scheme has been a huge success with well @¢ewhrdens now taking part.
Furthermore, it is seen as an example of good ipeaeind a number of other EMS
(including The Wash and North Norfolk Coast) areripting to copy the model and

set up similar schemes.

The only criticisms directed at the scheme conakrtiee processing of the data
collected by the wardensThe main problem with the scheme is that the wasde
report really important information; however, theege not enough people in paid
positions to act on it all. Enforcement is stillbag issue’(Local Geologist and

Councillor). One of the RA representatives on the managemenpgdded that:we

have a huge amount of information coming in froewardens, shore search surveys
and other conservation groups. However, it is pssed in a very ad hoc way, [and]
we need a better way to collate the datarhis was also recognised by the NCA

Conservation Officer who proclaimed:

‘...we now need to take it to the next level so werake better use of the
information. At the moment we don’t have a GI3$esydo put it into...We have
all sorts of monitoring responsibilities under thiabitats Regulations. At the
moment we tender all this work out, but if we weeder organised that might

not be necessary.’

7.7.2 The role of the Thanet Coast Project in govamg the European Marine Site

The success of the TCP has been championed byAkeaRd stakeholders as a huge
achievement and clearly performs a vital role ie tmanagement of the EMS.
However, a number of key stakeholders raised saneerns regarding its role in the
governance of the site. As Figure 4.2 (in Chapjetetnonstrates, the TCP has become
the official mediator between stakeholders and fe@agement group. This is in
contrast to the more conventional model used onWhash and North Norfolk Coast

(Figure 4.1, Chapter 4) where stakeholders haver wmrect link to the management
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group via the local advisory groups. This has ledat number of stakeholders
questioning who the management group is accountaptbe stakeholders or the TCP?
Nevertheless, a recent survey of stakeholders aveddy the TCP found that the vast
majority were happy with the current model and tifduthe TCP was capable of
representing their views. This was confirmed by tierent research which clearly
showed that stakeholders regarded the TCP offeerheir first point of call if they

had a problem and were happy for them to reprdbentconcerns at the management

group meetings.

Possibly of greater concern was the fact that {GE’S jurisdiction is officially limited

to the section of the EMS within the boundariesTBIC. As Map 4.3 (in Chapter 4)
demonstrates, although the vast majority of the isittocated within Thanet the areas
around Pegwell Bay and Herne Bay are not. As dtresaumber of stakeholders were
concerned that these areas were not getting as atteition as the Thanet area and at
least theoretically it may be difficult for stakétiers in these areas to be represented at
the management group. The research found someneede support the argument that
these areas were not getting the same level aftamiteas Thanet. One Herne Bay
representativeommented ‘I'm always travelling down to Margategtet involved with
activities organised by the TCP. It's a shame @¢fsenot more going on around here.’
Also one of the consultants, who was hired to aggathe review of the management
scheme, pointed out that she weaary aware that the majority of discussions at the
workshops focused on things which were happeniograt the Thanet coast, and it

appeared the other areas were being neglected’

These sentiments were confirmed by a review o¥/dies organised by the TCP which
showed that the vast majority of activities aretmsh around the Margate, Ramsgate
and Broadstairs area. However, it is importamdte that these are also the areas with
the largest population and the greatest need focatmn and community engagement.
Furthermore, as the TCP officer pointed owie, work in very close partnership with
both the Canterbury and Dover councils and they atso represented on the
management group and we are also involved with miggag events and activities right
across the EMS'Nevertheless, there still remains at least a thigatgossibility that
stakeholders in these areas on the fringe of teensay not be represented to the same

extent as those within the TDC area. As one ottresultants involved with the project
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noted,‘In the short term a key challenge is to get thessage across that the EMS is

about more than just the Thanet coast and the TCP.’

7.7.3 Funding the Thanet Coast Project

Despite the success and support of the TCP frorsealiors of the community, until
recently (beginning of 2008) it did not have a gueed permanent income. Although
TDC paid the salaries of the two project officensl gorovided office space they were
not on permanent contracts and were constanthggling to find funds for their

numerous projects:

‘Our funding ran out last year. The RAs are cdmiting with TDC and
Natural England putting in the lion’s share. It k® like we might get more
from TDC but it's difficult to tell due to the ldcalections and change in
administration. We put in a lottery bid but thaaswrejected... we are getting
our salaries paid but that's about it, there ismoich more we could be doing’
(TCP officer).

At the time the research was conducted there waguarantee that the project would

continue and this was clearly a major concern fanynstakeholders:

‘Currently the main problem is securing the fundifog the TCP. As things
stand the project officers are spending too mugtetchasing funding and not
enough working with the community. If the projeetevto fold due to lack of
funds it would have a detrimental effect on bot ¢ommunity and the EMS.
Who would take over the role of bridging the gapween stakeholders and

conservation?{Local Scientist).

Similar comments were made by 15 other stakehalderparticular there was concern
that the TCP was spending so much time fundraittiag) other projects were being
neglected. The high priority these concerns wevergby the stakeholders confirms the
support for the project in the community. At thegimning of 2008 TDC agreed to put
the project officers on permanent contracts, effelit guaranteeing the future of the

project. However, concerns still remain regardihg funding of projects and the
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amount of time spent on writing grant applicatidagtthermore, a recent bid for lottery
funding had been rejected which had provoked cemnafde frustration from the TCP
staff and a number of stakeholders. Interestinglgny commented that they felt that
due to the Olympics it was becoming harder for goty such as the TCP to bid for
lottery funding.

7.8 The Future — taking the partnership forward

Overall, the vast majority of stakeholders appeabé¢ content with the management
scheme and the management of the site. Theyhltthe profile of conservation had
been raised considerably since the designationeoEMS and both the community and
the natural environment were in a better positio@a aesult. Furthermore, they thought
the partnership had created the necessary infcagteuto deal with future challenges.
It was clear that at the time of the research iggdst concern was that the TCP was
under threat due to lack of funding. Although timajor concern has been resolved the
stakeholders suggested a number of other, lessusgoroblems which they felt would
need to be addressed in the future. Similarly te Wiash and North Norfolk Coast
EMS these can be broken down into two groups: maballenges such as climate
change which are beyond the control of the EMSneaship and micro challenges such

as increased pressure from tourism.

7.8.1 Macro challenges

7.8.1.1 Climate change

The area designated as the NE Kent EMS is oneeoimtbst likely areas in the UK to
feel the pressures of climate change related issuels as rising sea level. A recent
study by the World Development Movement suggests Iy 2080 much of the area
surrounding the NE Kent EMS will be below sea levéls mentioned above, in the
past aggressive measures have been put in placeteet Thanet from coastal erosion.
However, the maintenance of these defences is usthisable in the long term.
Furthermore, by increasing the protection to thastthe impact on the chalk reef, one

of the designated features of the EMS, is augmented
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‘We cannot defend the coastline forever; sustailitgbs the key. Otherwise we will
end up with a situation where the reef has dropgpedn so much that it is covered in
water all the time. This will also have a negatingact on the beaches and the cost
will go sky high’ (Coastal Engineer).

As a result, difficult decisions will have to be dearegarding the managed realignment
of the coast. Ultimately human concerns such agpthtection of property will have to
be weighed up against environmental concerns ssitheaprotection of the chalk reef.
This is not the first time human and environmeritéérests have been at odds in
Thanet, and history has shown that these issues fmatva great deal of strain on the
relationships between those tasked with economveldpment and conservationists.
The partnership has dramatically improved relatitretween the various interest
groups. However, it still remains unclear how wbk partnership would stand up to

another battle between conservation and humarestier

7.8.1.2 Other external impacts effecting the Euro Marine Site

As a result of the decision to adopt the ecosysipproach, many of the stakeholders
have been thinking more widely about impacts onsitee from outside its boundaries.
A number of stakeholders commented that they wercerned with the level of
pollution from shipping in the English Chan&Ve get a lot of shipping-related waste
washed up on the beaches which is a hazard fobseda’ (Coastal Warden) All it
would take is one large oil spill in the Channeldatihe impact on the site would be
catastrophic’(Local Scientist). These concerns were realisethnuary 2009 when a
huge quantity of timber broke free from a vessekha Channel and ended up on
beaches around Thanet. Furthermore, the stakeBolire concerned that there was
little they could do to mitigate against these #tseand argued that it was necessary to
‘take the ecosystem approach further and developtnpeships with other
organisations and groups, both in the UK and Eutqpecal Resident).

Of particular concern to the scientific advisorpgp was the increased number of non-
native species which are being recorded aroundgitbelt is clear these are having an
impact on native species. For example, nativeeoysare being decimated by the

increase in the number of Portuguese oysterss dieiar that this problem is at least in
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part related to climate change, but there is alsdeace to suggest that many of the
non-native species arrive in the area in the batéasks of large ships. Although there
are a number of initiatives in place to monitor @tive species, there was concern
amongst the scientists that they weégenerally ad hoc and not all that rigorous’

(Local Scientist).

7.8.2 Micro challenges

7.8.2.1 Behaviour of Stakeholders

A number of stakeholders reported that despitetidrasprovements in the behaviour
of many stakeholders, they were concerned thatmbssage was still not getting
through to all sectors of the community. In pafcussues, such as driving on the
peer, the use of mini motos on the beach, irresplendog owners, and jet skis were
considered to still be creating a significant distunce which was having a negative
impact on wildlife and nesting birds in particuldhese issues were recognised by the
TCP which plans to extend its education programmneeéch out to a wider range of
people. It was also hoped that new legislatiothfmming in the proposed Marine Bill

would give authorities more power to clamp dowrsanh activities.

Many stakeholders also complained about the risingber of ‘immigrant gangs’ who
come in from outside the area to collect shellfreim the foreshore. This appeared to
provoke an angry reaction from many people, althotige reasons are less easy to
define. While some appeared genuinely concernetl tthey were damaging the
biodiversity of the site and worried about theiiesg ‘it's a disaster waiting to happen,
Do you remember what happened to the cockle pickekMorecombe Bay? Well I'm
worried that the same thing will happen hérgoastal Warden). However, others
seemed more concerned by the fact that they wemnigrants’: ‘metimes it feels
like an invasion. We get hundreds of Chinese aastdfn Europeans down here
stripping the foreshore. They have no right tohleee. I'm sure most of them are
illegals’ (Local Resident). The scientific community wa®hkedo establish some data
on the extent of the problem and the impact it inagng on the site. Currently there

are a number of monitoring programmes in place Wwhre due to report in 2009.
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7.8.2.2 Enforcement

These issues related to the behaviour of coastas wdso provoked many stakeholders
to raise issues about the enforcement of the sl A representative from TDC
responsible for looking after the foreshore madefthilowing comments in relation to

the shell fish gatherers:

‘We don't have any real power to stop them. | htvevork with archaic bye

laws. It's something I’'m constantly raising witietlegal department. I'm still

working with bye laws which allow you to drive oxamound the place! The

only ones | can really use are ones referring tastag a noise, disturbance or
danger to other members of the public. Althougheitteal acts of removing the
shellfish is not posing a danger to the public they driving down in loads of

cars on to the promenade where they are not allowegb.... The Sea Fisheries
Committee needs to be more involved. We needote Winat is going on so it

can be properly controlled’

However, a representative from the Sea Fisheriesmiitiee argued:

‘One of the main things which crops up is peoplking things from the

foreshore. That is quite a hot topic. We are raatllly involved with monitoring,

it is more down to the Council to make a bye |aMe have certain bylaws to do
with collection of certain species. It is very dap police. It is hard enough
with fishermen when you have a certain tidal windmad can predict when they
are coming in. It would cost a lot to police, angke if you caught one group
I’'m not sure that would stop others as it is cortglie opportunist. | think the

Marine Bill will help as it should clarify these itiys and outline who is

responsible for what.’

This clearly demonstrates that although the pastniprhas increased the levels of co-

operation between agencies there is still roomirfjprovement and a need to clarify
which organisations are responsible for managinigiaes.
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In relation to the problems relating to other foraisunacceptable behaviour, the TCP
officer responded by saying that they were workihgsely with the local police to
educate Community Support Officers about coassaleis and they were hoping to set

up patrols along the coast.

7.8.2.3 Pressure from development

As outlined in Chapter 4historically conflicts between economic developmantl

conservation have been the root cause of many emwabl The stakeholders clearly
recognised that the situation is now far bettentitawas in the 1980s and 1990s.
However, a number still remained concerned thaggume from economic development

still represents a major challenge to the site:

‘TDC is under huge pressure to develop. Thanekeensas a very run down
area. However, the more development you have iggebthe impact on the
coast. This is going to need to be monitored wamgfully over the next few

years’ (Local Scientist).

Once again the TCP was seen as the key to ensthratgany development was
sustainable by continuing to raise the profilehs# toast and conservation and making
sure they were taken into consideration when plaprapplications were being

considered.

7.8.2.4 Maintaining momentum

Finally, the success of the project to date has dethe stakeholders to become
concerned that it may not be possible to keep tbm@mtum going at the current rate:
‘...In recent years things have been much bettgust hope they continue and the TCP
keeps afloat and can attract funding to supporeriesting and innovative projects in
the future’(Local Resident) Others stressed the importance of keeping pojdct

the coastal wardens scheme goifgeople tend to jump at these initiatives when they
first start, but unless they are constantly seaegy opportunities they will get bored

and go off and do something el¢€oastal Warden).
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7.9 Concluding comments

The urban nature of much of the area surroundiad\te Kent EMS presents a specific
set of challenges to the management of the siteth&more, the areas relatively poor
socio-economic status has led to substantial predsu development which has not
always taken into consideration the needs of tharabenvironment. As a result, it has
been necessary to develop a set of institutiomahgements to manage the site which
recognise these specific challenges. It is cldat tintegrating the economic
development agenda with the EMS management schexsebben central to the
successful management of the site. The partnéssiility to develop a high level of
social capital within the community, using the doas a focus, has led to a well
informed stakeholder population, who are willingwork together to ensure its future
sustainability. Furthermore, the TCP continues @getbp an exciting and innovative
programme of stakeholder events which have beed ag an example of good practice
by many other EMSs. However, it remains import@antemember that the EMS is
about more than just the TCP.

The stakeholder dialogue process used to devepnmagement scheme has been
well received by stakeholders and represents aesaftd example of an alternative way
to both inform and consult with stakeholders. Thpraach has demonstrated that it is
possible to present complex and technical matarial way which can be understood
by all. The decision to adopt the ecosystem approapresents a continuation of the
original management scheme which aimed to integgatg-economic plans with the
environmental management of the site. Althoughsiunclear precisely how it will
affect the wider ecosystem, it has enabled stakieh®lto think about the designated
features in the context of the wider environmelitalso seems that concerns that the
term ‘ecosystem approach’ would confuse stakehsltare been largely unfounded.
This was clearly at least in part due to the uséhefstakeholder dialogue approach

which allowed the term to be explained in a singyid clear way.

As a result of a considerable amount of hard woykabnumber of committed
organisations and individuals, significant progresas been made in marine
conservation and improving interactions betweempfeeand the environment since the

site was designated an EMS. However, there dra stumber of issues which need to
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be addressed, in particular coastal erosion andgemg with hard to reach groups such
as the fishing industry. Nevertheless, the evidemsuggests that these issues are

recognised by the authorities and efforts are beiage to address them.
Chapter 8 marks another change in focus from tesemtation of primary data to

analysis. The evidence presented in the two dasly €hapters will be summarised

and commented upon in light of the theoretical pecsive laid out in Chapter 2.
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Discussion and Analysis

Introduction

This thesis has addressed a number of questiong #t@mgovernance of MPAs. On a
theoretical level it draws on the CPR literaturd ases Agrawal’s (2001) list of critical
enabling conditions to form the basis of the thecaéframework. However, it is clear
that the application and validity of these condisowill vary on a case to case basis
according to the context; consequently the focus ie®en on organising the research
findings according to the broad categories; resowsgstem characteristics, group
characteristics (i.e. human/community factors)titaonal arrangements, and external
environment used by Agrawal. In particular, istfacused on the interface between
stakeholders, the natural environment and thellis framework in place to protect
the designated areas. In line with the interprstitriadition in political science, it has
sought to provide an actor-centred account of tleatmn and functioning of the

partnerships and their impact on environmentalgmtoin.

The research has sought to build upon the earloggk wf Jones and Burgess (2001,
2005) and Gardner (2005) on the development ofutstat partnerships for the
management of EMSs, both by updating their empiriaerative to the present day, but
also, conceptually, by returning to examine in moepth the impact of the Habitats
Directive on the development of relationships bemvehe RAs and the wider
stakeholder community. Jones and Burgess (20@siifgg a number of CAPs which
have the potential to undermine a partnership’sitabio implement the Habitats
Regulations and provide protection to the desighaites. These have been classified
according to the categories identified by Agraw2i(q1) and the extent to which they

have materialised in the two case studies is eggltirough Chapters 6 and 7.
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This chapter returns to the six specific questibias were set out at the end of Chapter

3 and reiterated in Chapter 6:

* What is the nature of the relationship betweenedtalders and the EMSs and
does it affect the management of the site?

* What form should the relationship between the saatklocal stakeholders take
in order to balance provision for stakeholder pgétion with fulfilment of
statutory obligations?

* Is the concept of a statutory partnership a uskefol for the management of
MPAs or an unworkable contradiction in terms?

* What are the implications of the ecosystem appréachlPA management?

* s it possible to define a proportionate applicatid the precautionary principle
or does this only lead to further questions regayavhen it should be used?

* What role does social capital play in the developinad partnerships for the

management of MPAs?

This chapter seeks to provide answers for themarimin the discussion that follows.

8.1 People and the European Marine Site

Although it is now largely accepted that climatece and biodiversity loss are far
more than social constructions, this line of arganennot be totally dismissed. The
way in which individuals, organisations and goveemts conceptualise these issues is
reflected in the policies adopted to mitigate theipact (Hajer 1995; Lundqvist 1999).
Nature conservation and in particular the designatf protected areas is not an
unambiguous notion from which precise environmemtgdlications and prescriptions
automatically follow (Goodwin 1998). For examplé,an area is designated as a
protected area it is unlikely to incorporate anren¢cosystem; as well as considering
ecosystem boundaries, social, economic and pdlitoasiderations all have to be
taken in to account. Although nature conservaisoan activity that takes place in the
physical environment, it is also culturally constad through language and symbols

(Williams 1973; Short 1991; Redclift 1996). Thessues are of particular concern in
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the marine environment where the high level of emtinity, lack of knowledge on
ecosystem boundaries and the increased chancesdbsystems will stretch across
national boundaries make it difficult to protecttien ecosystems. As Mascia (2004)
points out, MPAs are a human construction, develdpecontrol human behaviour and
thus are a social phenomenon. Consequently, faddbgnation and implementation of
MPAs to be successful it is essential that soel@nomic and political considerations
are taken into account along with the ecological,uttimately the way in which
stakeholders respond to the legislation deterntio@seffective it is going to be.

This was demonstrated in both the case studiesnyMé the stakeholders who had
lived and worked around the EMSs argued that tloé cause of the historically poor
relationship between conservationists and loc&lestalders was that they had not been
properly consulted about proposals. There was atsanderlying frustration that the
balance between conservation and economic develupme been wrong, leading to a
fracturing of relations between core interest goupurthermore, due to the high cost
and logistical difficulties associated with poligithe marine environment without the
stakeholder support, much of the previous legmhatiad been largely ineffective in
protecting the marine environment. This had leduxher complaints that it was
simply a pointless bureaucratic exercise rathen thaserious attempt to provide
protection to the marine environment. Thereforecriical factor in stakeholder
support for the legislation was that the desigmativere seen to have a positive impact
on the area and this required them to have sigmfidegal powers to develop an
effective management scheme. Consequently, a ulifftalance has to be reached in
which the partnership is seen to be acting in é&Msand decisive way to protect the
environment whilst actively listening to and incorating the views of the stakeholder

community.

As the literature suggests, if this balance isdodached it is essential that stakeholders
retain both a sense of ownership over the siter{ldfeyerabend, et al. 2004 and
Baland and Platteau 1996) and the management scfitones and Burgess 2005;
Saglie 2006). Thus, as the Habitats Regulatioggest, the NCA needs to move from
a controlling to a facilitating role. However, &etty (2003) and Jones (2008)
propound, an element of guidance and facilitati@mf outside is required to ensure

that statutory biodiversity conservation obligasoare met. Getting this complex
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balance right is by far the biggest challenge fadime RAs and as the research has
shown it can only be achieved through effectiveagiegnent with the wider stakeholder

community.

In both the case studies the authorities leadiegBhlS designation and management
process had by and large succeeded in engagingheitstakeholders and encouraging
them to have an input into the management scheffuethermore, the vast majority of
stakeholders who had taken part in the consultgtroness felt they had been listened
to and were proud of their achievements in devalppghe management schemes.
However, the final management schemes were seehet@xcessively complex
documents and as a result some stakeholders waldeuto determine how they had
influenced the scheme as it whsiried within the bureaucracy(Ex-advisory group
chair, North Norfolk Coast). Nevertheless, evethdy were a little unsure of how they
had influenced the management scheme documents féltteyheir comments and
suggestions at the regular consultation eventsienfied the practical day to day
management of the sites.

8.2 Stakeholder engagement with the European Marin&ite — the problem of

apathy

Although those stakeholders who were actively eadagith the EMS management
appeared to be generally happy with the way thege®was operating, there were still
concerns that many stakeholders were not engagialy aFurthermore, evidence from
both case studies seems to suggest the problemttiaggworse. This was reflected
during the recent review of the management schemeb Kent, where despite the
increase in the number of known stakeholders stheefirst process fewer people
attended the review workshops. Also the advisooyg chairs in The Wash and North
Norfolk Coast EMS reported that attendance at mgethad declined. However, they
did note that when specific controversial issues @r the agenda, such as the eider

predation of mussel lays, the number at meetingsdtically increased.

To some extent this lack of engagement can bepirdtyd as a sign of success,
stakeholders clearly trust those tasked with mantatjie area and do not necessarily

feel the need to engage with the process on aaegalsis unless a particular issue
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arises which they are concerned about. Furthernadtfeough the number of people
attending official meetings was in decline, evideriiom the NE Kent EMS clearly
shows more people than ever before were gettingived with conservation activities
organised through the TCP, suggesting that they walting to engage at a level at

which they felt comfortable.

However, of particular concern was the lack of gegaent from one of the key
stakeholder groups, the fishing industry. Thes@esh found some support for the
arguments presented by Acheson (1981) and May §2€6@& the nature of the fishing
industry means fishers are often not availableaibgle in consultation exercises. But it
also appears that many fishers had become so lggeldadpy quotas and other
legislation that they had developed a strong ‘leme alone attitude’ and were not
interested in engaging with the management schemiess they felt it was likely to

have a direct impact on their businesses.

This lack of engagement from the fishing industag the potential to undermine the
legitimacy of the partnerships in two ways. Filst,not fully engaging with the fishing

industry there is a danger than important localwedge about the state of the
designated site may remain below the radar of grenprship and not be incorporated
in to the management scheme. Second, and potgntiake serious, is the missed
opportunity to build strong working relationshipstiwveen fishers and officials, which

may be crucial in resolving disputes when theyearis

8.3 The role of the state: Facilitator or controlle?

8.3.1 The challenges of scale

Traditionally much of the research into CPR govao®a issues has focused on
community-based case studies characterised byogghised local actors governing
relatively contained natural resources (Agwal 20Bérks 2002, 2006; Edwards and
Steins 1999; Jones and Burgess 2005; Stern e0@2; Jones 2008). However, such
approaches fail to recognise the important inflesnaf institutions and bodies beyond
local civil society (Rydin 2006) in an increasingjiobalised world (Berkes 2008), and
the scale challenges that these linkages presesgh(@t al. 2006). For example,
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Agrawal’s (2001) work focuses on identifying comdtions of enabling conditions that
support the evolution of institutions for sustailealmatural resource governance
amongst local actors but does not include inteonati bodies. This fails to recognise
that these local actors are in fact embedded irasmglividual structures that operate at
local and wider scales and that the influence ekéhstructures on the evolution of
governance institutions needs to be integrated @GR&®R studies (McCay 2002; Jones
2008). As a result, structure and agency areedeas mutually exclusive rather than
interdependent influences which evolve in tandendescribed by Giddens’s (1984)
structuration theory (Jones 2008). This researchdti@mpted to address these issues
by focusing on the cultural aspects of the insong developed to manage the EMSSs,
through the analysis of the perspectives of stdklein® on their relationships with other

partners operating at a variety of levels.

As this research has shown, the analysis of theergance of EMS requires the
embedded nature of the structure and agency débdte taken into consideration.
EMS management requires vertical linkages to beeldped between local
stakeholders and a range of bodies working atréifitlevels from local government to
the European Union as well as horizontal linkagetwben stakeholder groups
operating at the same level. Furthermore, thdagaeships are very much two-way as
the legislation requires local users to be fulliegrated into the process and consulted
on the management schemes, allowing them to inflig¢he structures under which
they operate. Nevertheless, it is clear thatettaklers working at deferent levels may
have conflicting ideas on the priorities of the EdfI8ausing potentially serious CAPs
to develop. Local resource users are likely to sestainable exploitation as the
priority while the NCAs, NGOs, central governmentanternational organisations are
more likely to prioritise biodiversity conservati¢hones 2008). It is such discrepancies
in priorities which can lead to the different imqgegtations of concepts such as the

ecosystem approach and precautionary principleigssz above.

8.3.2 Shifting the role of the state

These potential conflicts of priorities mean thasidifficult for the state to shift from
its role as controller to a facilitator, which Qmtr (1990) argues is necessary for

successful governance, if it has a duty to ensbet biodiversity conservation
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obligations are met. Furthermore, as Jones andgeBar(2005) point out, this also
means that Agwal's (2001) enabling conditions otalty devised access and
management rules and the notion that central govents should not undermine local
authority will be challenging to fulfil, or may eneoe inappropriate. Ultimately, the
extent to which this shift can take place depermmuhe definition of the facilitator’s
role. As Jones (2001) argues, what is needednsddle ground approach, which
balances local and national perspectives. Esshntiaé state needs to be able to move
between the two roles, facilitating the day to deanagement of the sites and taking on
board the views of the stakeholders but retaining power to intervene when
necessary to ensure that biodiversity conservatiigations are met. This elastic role
played by the state is what Kelleher (1999) wasrrafg to when he argued the design
and management of MPAs must be both top-down attdrbaip.

The 1994 Habitats Regulations clearly state thatNICA should make this difficult
shift from controller to facilitator. The evidendem this research suggests that the
NCA is willing to listen and act upon advice andygestions from a wide variety of
stakeholders. However, problems still remain whentradictions arise between the
perspectives of stakeholders and the statutoryiv®eoglty obligations. For example, in
The Wash the three-way communication between tbbhefs, the Sea Fisheries
Committee and the NCA has led to a much more joeupedpproach to fisheries
management and a significant recovery in shellisitks. Nevertheless, when it came
to the issue of scaring eiders even if the NCA hamted to allow the scaring to go
ahead they were restricted by the legislation. tHeumore, the incorporation of the
economic development agenda within the NE Kent Eiveagement scheme has led
to a dramatic improvement in the working relatiapshetween TDC and the NCA
which has ultimately benefited conservation. Nthadess, if in the future economic
development initiatives are put forward which caméme the Habitats Regulations the
NCA will be forced to oppose the plans. Consedyeittcan be argued that in practice
the NCAs have retained a significant influence ottee direction of the EMSs.
However, the NCA and management groups across $itgdh constantly stress the
importance of stakeholder involvement. This appéarhave led to some stakeholders
developing an unrealistic idea about the amountpoiver they hold within the
partnership. As a result, when the NCA intervertakeholders are surprised by their

actions. Therefore, the problem seems to be,a#t lm part, more to do with the

253



NCA’s communication to stakeholders about theierahd the amount of authority
they hold rather than the actual power held byNG&.

Initially this dilemma appears to be a classic eplenof a potential CAP predicted by
Jones and Burgess (2005), that the managementwsts and processes employed to
govern EMSs may not provide a sufficient degrepafer sharing for the state’s role
to shift from ‘controller’ to ‘facilitator’ (Ostroni1990). They go on to predict that there
Is a risk that the NCA may end up adopting a cdietroole in order to ensure that the
conservation obligations are fulfilled, insteadsohply facilitating discussions between
the different partners. The Wash case study demaiastthat if there is a fundamental
difference of opinion between the NCA and othetrpas it is difficult for the agency
to fulfil its role as facilitator, as its primaryoncern is to ensure the fulfilment of
biodiversity conservation obligations. If a parstap is to be truly democratic, it is
necessary that the voice of local people is nog behrd but listened to and acted upon
(Kapoor 2001; Leach et al. 1999; Scott 1998). Havethis is not possible as the
conservation agency cannot act completely indepghdeand has to ensure the
strategic biodiversity conservation obligations amplemented. This highlights the
classic problem with a statutory partnership ttebbjectives may end up contradicting

each other and become fractured (Goodwin 1998).

On the surface this seems to undermine the comeciples associated with co-

management. However, in reality it is difficult imagine a situation where the state
introduces legislation but does not retain any pswe enforce it. Furthermore, the
statutory nature of the partnership, driven by ¢hekligations, makes this inevitable.
The externally derived strategic biodiversity camaéon obligations imposed on the
partnership means that the relevant authoritieaaaleave EMS management to self-
governance by self-organised local actors (JondsBamgess 2005). This brings into
question whether EMS management regimes reallyntid the criteria that Ostrom

(1990) laid down for the management of CPRs. AinStand Edwards (1999) argue,
negotiations amongst actors on CPR platforms astrwtied if strategic narratives,
such as those aimed at fulfilling conservation gdtions, are adopted. However, it is
hard to see how a workable management scheme beuldplemented for a complex
multi-user MPA which did not have some kind of evigling direction from a statutory

organisation. It is clear that such a managemenmtetindoes not necessarily fit into the
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conventional model for co-management described byroth (1990), but does this
actually matter? What is in fact more important tigat strong institutional

arrangements are in place which facilitate the kbgveent of partnership capacity/
bracing social capital that can withstand disputeswveen the NCA and specific
stakeholder groups and limit the damage to the mwil@nagement of the site.
Furthermore, it is crucial that after such an wéetion the NCA can move back into its
role as facilitator and quickly repair the damagmel to its relationship with the
particular stakeholder group.

In many respects this is what happened after thdioteof the Pl had been reached; the
NCA played a vital role in the re-building of theaétured partnership by hosting

discussions between the affected parties. Thixegs® eventually led to the

development of a stronger and more effective waykalationship than existed prior to

the PI.

The NE Kent EMS has also had to deal with scalellaiges regarding the
development of linkages between stakeholders.s tlear that these difficulties are
much less severe than those which threatened termmme The Wash and North
Norfolk Coast EMS. Nevertheless, they do bring iguestion the amount of power
local stakeholders wield within the partnershipd gossibly more importantly how
their views are represented. |Initially the maifficilties lay with developing a
working horizontal linkage between the two cenRals, the NCA and TDC. However,
these difficulties appear to have been resolvedasdccessful working relationship
between the two organisations has developed. Sués#y, this has led to the
implementation of a unique management structurdferdnt from the one
recommended in the DETR guidelines and adopted h®y Wash and North Norfolk
Coast EMS. This management model is representé&dgure 4.2 (in Chapter 4) and
shows that the highly successful TCP now acts amedliator between local
stakeholders and the management group. In conthesmodel recommended in the
DETR guide lines suggests stakeholders are diregeflyesented on the management
group by the elected advisory group chairs (searEig.1 Chapter 4)This has led to a
situation where theoretically the management grisuaccountable to the TCP rather

than directly to the stakeholders as suggesteueidDETR guidelines.

255



The evidence from the research clearly shows Heatvast majority of stakeholders are
happy with this arrangement. However, as Jonedangess (2005) argue, the vertical
linkages between stakeholders and the managemenip gnave to be carefully
managed to avoid undermining the legitimacy of looantrol. By introducing an
additional link in the chain, such as the TCP, leetw the stakeholders and the
management group the chances of the stakeholdeéswsvbeing misinterpreted
increase. Furthermore, the management groupté&npally missing out on important
and highly relevant knowledge possessed by locaplpe Throughout the research
local stakeholders, managers and representativéseoRAs constantly stressed the
lengths to which the management group went to enta views of local people were
incorporated in to the management of the site. s Tas primarily been achieved
through the development of the TCP. Although itcisar that the TCP has been
successful in increasing stakeholder engagemeaeit, thle as a mediator may have
unintentionally led to an increase in the distabeéwveen local stakeholders and the
important decisions made by the management grauphérmore, while the TCP aims
to operate as an independent organisation theqgbrofécers are employees of TDC
and rely heavily on the other RAs for funding. Vehilhe partnership is running
smoothly, this is unlikely to be a major problenowever, if it were to face a crisis
similar to the eider issue on The Wash, this thiemaelack of accountability could lead

to the credibility of the partnership being undered.

It is also important to note that in both case igsidhe project officers tasked with the
day to day management of the site have playedahreie in holding the whole process
together and mediating between different interestigs. It is clear that the statutory
nature of the partnership can to some extent be asecontradictory and on various
occasions in both partnerships this has caused sems®ns to develop. However, in
the vast majority of occasions (The Wash PI behegexception) the issues have been
resolved through negotiation largely facilitatorg the project officers. Clearly the
ability of the project officers to communicate wdhrange of stakeholders from various
perspectives has been vitally important to the ssgof the partnerships. Consequently
it is necessary to consider the suitability of adividuals personality when recruiting
people for such positions.
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8.4 Protecting the sea

Chapter 4 outlines a number of features of the meaenvironment that create
additional challenges for its management. Issukegeck to these attributes have come
up regularly in the two empirical chapters and ome occasions have proved to be
significant stumbling blocks in the developmentlod EMSs’ management schemes. In
this section three areas are examined in detalliligyerceptions of the marine
environment, property rights, and scientific unagty. Incorporated into this analysis
is a discussion on whether the principles behind #tosystem approach and
precautionary principle can aid the managementb@fmarine environment. However,
regardless of the approach applied, the centrasagesto come out of this line of
enquiry is that it is vital that the differencestween terrestrial and marine
environments are taken into consideration in theeldgment of legislation to protect

the marine environment.

8.4.1 Out of sight out of mind — the role of educain

Educating stakeholders and the general public attmtimportance of conservation
initiatives is an essential part of any conservaowoject. However, as outlined in
Chapter 3, humanity’s perceptions of the marine irenment include many

misconceptions (Agardy 1997; Cole-King 1995; Jok@81), making education even
more important for marine conservation. Furtheenas Watling (1998) points out,
much of the marine environment remains out of sagid out of mind. Consequently,
destructive activities that would never be accemtedand are largely ignored at sea.
Developing education programmes in marine consenvad nevertheless a challenging
task as the marine environment remains out of réadhe majority of stakeholders.

The research has shown that within the context MIS& education performs two

essential functions: first, to increase people’swdedge of the marine environment and
why it needs to be protected; and second, to eageuocal people to be proud of their

coastal environment and see it as an asset whatlicsbe looked after.

Many of the stakeholders interviewed across bosie studies stated that since they had
been involved with the EMS their knowledge of tharme environment had increased

and they were much more aware of its fragile natirken the representatives of the
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RAs stated that it had been necessary for thenurtber their knowledge about the
sites to ensure they were complying with the rexqugnts of the Habitats Regulations.
It was clear that the participatory nature of th@nagement process provided
significant opportunities for stakeholders to aslegtions and learn more about the
environment from each other and external experispdrticular, the stakeholder
dialogue process used in NE Kent provided hugeeséopstakeholders to learn about
the designated area; helping to reduce many ofpteeiously held misconceptions

about the impact of marine conservation on econal@@lopment.

In The Wash and North Norfolk EMS opportunities $takeholders to learn about the
area beyond the official consultation process westricted to the events organised by
the WESG during Wash week and an ad hoc progranirpeesentations and events
organised by the EMS partnership and WESG througtimuyear. It was recognised
by the project manager and other leading figurdbiwithe partnership that the lack of

outreach work was having a detrimental impact oelgeof stakeholder engagement.

These shortcomings were highlighted further whemmared to the programme of
events and opportunities put on by the Thanet Guagect. Although they were still
struggling to engage with specific groups suchhadishing industry, and fewer people
were turning up to the official stakeholder constitn events, levels of engagement
within the wider community were high. The projectoyides opportunities for
stakeholders to interact with the EMS at a ranglewls, encouraging people from all

walks of life to take an interest in the marine iemvment.

However, across both sites the increased knowledgbe stakeholders has helped
them develop a sense of ownership over the siterth&more, both the official

consultation process and other organised eventsdaw opportunities for stakeholders
to get together and develop an understanding df etlter’'s perspective. Over time,
this has led to the development of trust betweersthkeholders and aided the building

of partnership capacity.
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8.4.2 The problem of ownership

Although nation states now retain property rightshe sea bed to 200nm offshore the
assigning of property rights in the marine envireminremains significantly more
complex than for terrestrial areas. Ownership s¢ricted to the seabed while many of
the resources are transient in nature and survivihe@ water column freely moving
between state jurisdictions (Naughton —-Treves aadd&son 1995). As Young
(2002:271) suggests:

‘...there is little history of private property righand only limited experience

with public property...when it comes to the humanafsearine resources’

The challenges this poses for conservation wemglgldemonstrated in The Wash and
North Norfolk Coast case study. If an organisasanh as the National Trust or RSPB
had owned the EMS in the same way they own mamngsieial nature reserves it would
have been relatively simple for them to refusenthessel fishers permission to scare the
eiders. The development of partnerships betweersetvationists, the state and
resource users are therefore even more importaptrdtecting the marine environment
than terrestrial environments. As competition foe trights to exploit high value and
rapidly depleting marine resources increases, #edrto develop such partnerships
becomes even more important. However, the lackroperty rights and the large
number of interested parties involved with the exption and management of MPAs
makes the process considerably more complicatédrthermore, in the case of MPA
management co-management not only refers to the ata local communities but also
to a wide variety of international, national anddbbodies. The process of developing
this type of partnership is inherently complex, aaduires an in-depth understanding
of the communities and institutions involved. Agigss (2003:628) argueS:o ground
conservation effort we need a more nuanced undwmistg of the nature of people,
communities, institutions and their interrelaticetsvarious levels’.Where institutional
arrangements and relations are not succeeding kingtathe conservation agenda
forward it is necessary to explore the possibititydeveloping new institutions which
encourage collaborative working (see belodg. well as emphasising the importance

of considering the nature of stakeholder commumitshen developing institutional
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arrangements for managing MPAs, the issues suriogrttie lack of property rights
clearly demonstrates the need for further researtth stakeholder perspectives and

understanding of marine conservation policy.

8.4.3 Tackling uncertainty

Today scientific thinking has moved on considerasilyce Frances Bacon'&feat
Instauration’ (see Chapter 2) and it is commonly accepted treaethre some natural
processes which are, at least for the time beirgyofd human understanding.
Consequently, scientific uncertainty still remaimsnajor issue for policy makers in
areas such as marine conservation and a potergailgus CAP. Endemic uncertainty
undermines efforts to conserve marine systemsa@ssinig sound scientific knowledge
is both difficult and expensive. This is furthexaeerbated by the high level of
connectivity within the marine environment. Numesoexamples of the challenges
uncertainty and connectivity present for marine sesmation can be found in the
literature (see Chapter 3). It was therefore unsing that the present research came
across a number of examples of uncertainty-relatelenges within the two case
studies, such as the impact of scaring eider dank§he Wash and the effect of large
scale shellfish harvesting on the foreshore in Néntk Furthermore, it was the
established approach for tackling uncertainty, #sidgpthe ‘precautionary principle’,
which was at the root of many of the issues. QYosssociated with the debates
surrounding the precautionary principle are issliaked with the adoption of
ecosystem-based management approaches that reéghesprnimary ‘practical’ tool for
implementing the precautionary principle. Howevas, the setting of ecosystem
boundaries is far from an exact science, this cmhfarther confusion and uncertainty,

increasing the potential for disagreement.

Implementing a management plan for the protectiba single species with a clearly
defined habitat is relatively straightforward asngwehensive data can be gathered and
presented to stakeholders and managers to justiyicplar actions. However,
developing a broad management plan for a designated used by numerous
stakeholders, incorporating a wide range of speanelshabitats presents a much bigger

challenge. Many of the justifications for part@ubctions will not stand up to rigorous
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scientific testing and will be based on generalceons and informed hunches and

suspicions rather than proven facts.

Furthermore, discourses surrounding the policy n@akirocess, across all sections of
government are dominated by the need for evideasedpolicy (Davies et al. 2000).
This has been demonstrated in particular by thaydeih putting together the Marine
Bill. 1t is therefore difficult to make decisionvghen evidence is not available; this is
particularly problematic in areas such as marineaseovation where scientific
uncertainty remains prolific. In recent years éhbave been attempts to deal with the
high level of uncertainty by incorporating the metonary principle into legislation
such as the Habitats Directive and the Common EReshdPolicy. However, such
attempts typically still require that a degree eftainty of risk is present (De Santo and
Jones 2007).

This is highlighted by O’Riordan (2001) who argukat the present system does not
allow for general feeling about the state of aipalar environment to be incorporated
into policy. Furthermore, the ‘woolly’ nature ofelprecautionary principle means that
it is open to significant interpretation and canenflead to stakeholders becoming
confused. This was a central problem in The WREhwhere the precautionary
principle was used to justify opposing argumengarding the scaring of eider ducks,
revealing two fundamental weaknesses with the pplec First, the principle only
works when there is concern that specific actigitieay cause damage to a particular
ecosystem or habitat. In the case of the eidariipgt was unclear which activities
were having an impact and even what features ¢otesli the natural ecosystem. The
mussel fishers were arguing that the artificiaklapnstituted a valuable habitat which
was being undermined by the increase in eidersewthié NCA denied that the lays
were even part of the ecosystem and blamed thevatitn methods for the increase.
Second, due to the loose definition attributed he precautionary principle it is

possible to manipulate it to justify almost anywuargnt.

Consequently, it is necessary to take a cautiopsoaph to adopting the precautionary
principle. These concerns have clearly been rasednwithin recent legislation, as
outlined in Chapter 3, recent government documesgarding the Marine Bill call for

a ‘proportionate application of the precautionary pdiple’. Although a welcome
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development, in many ways it raises as many questas it answers. Within the
context of The Wash PlI, it is unlikely whether atkrsowledgement that the concept
should be used proportionately would have madeddifigrence; but simply generated
more arguments about what constitutes a propoteagaplication of the precautionary

principle.

During the review of the management scheme in NEt klee precautionary principle
was used to justify the decision to adopt the estesy approach for the review. This
was a genuinely legitimate use of the concept iateampt to mitigate the high level of
uncertainty in the marine environment. In an attetopavoid confusing stakeholders
with the lack of clarity behind both the concepl® organisers used a simple 12 point
definition developed by the Convention on Biodiwgra&nd the U.S Commission on
Ocean Policy (see Chapter 3) to explain the ecesysipproach. Furthermore, the
research suggests that it has been successfursogung stakeholders to look at the
designated features within the context of the wilarironment. However, significant
concerns were raised by a number of members o$diemtific community that there
was a danger the focus would be taken off the itapbfeatures for which the site had
been designated. In addition, there was concemeen when using the simple 12
principle definition and operational guidance itvisry difficult to put the ecosystem
approach into practice, especially when the bouedaf the ecosystem do not match

the boundaries of the designation.

Despite these concerns, the principles behind gis®eich as the ecosystem approach
and the precautionary principle are potentially fuisen taking forward marine
conservation objectives. Historically, attemptsritanage the marine environment using
single species fisheries’ management approaches Faled to provide adequate
protection; consequently, it is clear that a momdiskic approach is required.
Developing a management approach which takes wialdgats and all activities into
consideration, as well as recognising the problasssciated with uncertainty, provides
a logical way forward. However, as this may notessarily incorporate entire
ecosystems, the term ‘ecosystem approach’ maydnhbfa the cause of some of the
confusion. If such approaches are to be uses gésential that the context of the site is
taken into consideration, in particular if pre-exig frameworks are used it is

important they are treated as guides which needetadapted to different contexts,
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rather than comprehensive instruction manuals (Mc@202; Porter 2006; Agrawal
2001; Jones and Burgess 2005; Rydin and Pennirgfi6@). The emphasis needs to
be placed on the need to develop joined-up holegigroaches to the management of
protected areas rather than necessarily gettingdzbgown in debate about ecosystem
boundaries, which in the case of the marine enumemt are likely to be surrounded in
uncertainty.  Furthermore, the inevitable discussiothese concepts generate
surrounding the nature of ecosystems and the wiaggict of various activities have on
the environment have encouraged debate amongsehsidlers. As the RSPB
representative at The Wash Pl commented, the amgjsrhave brought these important
issues to the attention of the wider community.

Nevertheless, such approaches will only be suagesisthey are accompanied by
institutional arrangements which encourage the ldeweent of strong partnerships
between the authorities tasked with implementingseovation legislation and the
stakeholder communities. As decisions have to dlernt where an element of
uncertainty is present a high level of trust betw#e partners is necessary. It is also
important to recognise that the development of setdtionships is unlikely to occur
quickly or as a result of simple policy changess tAis research has described, many
stakeholder communities remain suspicious of caasien agendas and are concerned
that they could undermine their livelihoods or resteconomic development. This can
only be reversed if policy makers are seen to dengito listen to local people and
take their opinions seriously. The ecosystem apgrocan aid this process as it
requires human activities and interactions witheéhgironment to be incorporated into

management.

8.4.4 Incorporating local knowledge

Historically NCAs were seen as expert witnesspgaking truth to power(Blanikie

1996:81). However, the changing nature of govereaand the erosion in trust of
experts has led to NCAs coming under increasedspresto consult stakeholders
before making decisions (Matless 1989; Dwyer 19B&nnessey 1992; Veldman
1984). These changes have affected all splergevernment and have evolved with
the growing recognition that neither sole top down bottom up approaches to
governance is effective in an increasingly gloleisvorld. This has resulted in the

development of third way philosophies that form baeis of the partnership approach

263



to governance. At the same time NCAs have realisatla reliance on expertise in the
past has not enabled them to secure their statedtnfes of protecting biodiversity

(Dobson 1993; Felton 1993; Adams 1993; 1996). Heunhore, legislation such as the
Habitats Directive has made consultation a staguteguirement and the NCAs need to

be seen to be acting on stakeholders’ perspecwegll as listening.

In addition to being a core principle of bottom-upanagement approaches,
incorporating local knowledge in the managementEMS is both important and

attractive on a number of levels. As this reseanas revealed, many of the
stakeholders involved with the EMSs (especiallyTime Wash and North Norfolk

Coast) have lived and worked around the site fanyneaears and have built up a huge
knowledge base. The high level of uncertainty aifficdlties related to research in the
marine environment means that local knowledge cbaldxtremely useful for filling in

some of the gaps. Canvassing stakeholders’ pergpecialso helps legitimise

conservation, generating a sense of ownership ashdagal people and potentially
reducing free-riding and making implementation @figy both easier and cheaper
(Saglie 2006).

However, incorporating stakeholder participatiotoithe decision-making process is in
fact a highly complex process. Government rhetetiggests that participation is a
‘desirable’ process that engenders either the yrmroknt of a willing public or, at the
very least public approbation and support for théative (Goodwin 1998). As this
research has shown, this is not always the cadekelsolders are clearly keen to
participate in processes which they feel could miaély have a negative impact on
their livelihoods or quality of life, but they akess interested in being involved with the
mundane day to day management of the sites, fompgbea attending regular
stakeholder meetings when there are not any cass@l issues on the agenda . As a
result, the interactions between stakeholders aatbgers often end up being based on
conflict rather than mutual respect. Add to thlack of scientific facts, and it becomes
difficult to distinguish between genuine informatiand myths or fishermen’s tales.
When local knowledge contradicts excepted scientifiormation it can be extremely
difficult to resolve disagreements as neither dids hard scientific facts to back up

their arguments. In these situations, where séieetvidence and local knowledge are
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at odds, the final decision is often left to cisérvants and politicians who are unlikely

to have either any significant scientific trainiogany local knowledge.

Public participation in policy making is a complgkenomenon and not simply an
inclusive dialogue that incorporates the perspect¥ ordinary people in collective
decision-making (Goodwin 1998). It covers a widmge of approaches to public
involvement that are differentiated by the amouintantrol and influence they offer
participants (Arnstein 1971; Hain 1980). In theseaf the EMSs the level of power
attributed to stakeholders is restricted by théusbay biodiversity obligations outlined
in the Habitats Directive, as a result the re-negion of power between local
stakeholders and outside experts is limited. Ast®1996:6) argues, participation is
a contested concept whichhas the potential to challenge patterns of domites but

may also be the means through which existing poweations are entrenched and

reproduced’.

The impact of participation on the altering of powelations within partnerships is
highly dependent on the mechanisms used for catguit Furthermore, these
mechanisms will also determine the type of infoioragained. The two case studies
adopted different approaches, which have clearlgarted upon the perceptions of
participation, held by both stakeholders and marsgages well as on the information it
has generated. The stakeholder dialogue approamteatiby the NE Kent EMS was
highly structured and organised, providing the oppuoty for stakeholders to both
learn about the management scheme and contribuggds its development. Although
the process stresses the importance of stakehdiéerg involved at all levels of the
planning, the agenda was pre-determined and sa@eddstakeholders’ opportunity to
raise concerns which may not be directly relevantthe predetermined agenda.
Furthermore, the task of co-ordinating and assgsailh the information is left to
outside experts who retain a significant amounpa#er in setting the agenda for the
next stage in the process. As Goodwin (1998:483)es, by conducting consultation
through the criteria laid down by ‘experts’ it i®gsible to‘safeguard against the
fragmentation represented by the subjective wofldhe lay personand ensure the
agreed upon actions will lead to the meeting ofgetermined targets. Giddens (1991)
refers to this type of process as ‘sequestratioexperience’, in which expertise offers

the only institutionally acceptable way of discuagsiissues of significance.
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Sequestration of stakeholders’ views allows expertsstensibly separate out fact from
feeling, preventing direct contact with those eseand situations that link people’s
everyday lives to broad issues of morality, valne &eeling. This limits the way in
which local people can express their objectiveswamdkrmines their ability to question
the authority of outside experts (Goodwin 1998).

The advisory group approach used in The Wash regiofar less organised and
structured and provided stakeholders much gregdportunity to freely express their
opinion on issues at the fringes of the EMS’s remdwever, this often led to meetings
becoming saturated by debates about issues suitte ggoposed offshore wind farm
which had caused widespread debate within the @aittip, but was located outside the
EMS’s remit. Furthermore, the more relaxed styleansultation meant there was not
such a clear audit trail of who had expressed qddi opinions and how that

information had been dealt with. As a result, @ast of sequestration of information
provided by stakeholders it seems some of it wagplgirejected. This lack of clarity in

the way information is dealt with may explain why general stakeholders on The
Wash and north Norfolk Coast were less aware of lilogir participation in the

advisory groups affected the management schemetikasiakeholders in NE Kent.

8.5 Holding it all together

Throughout this thesis | have constantly refergethe importance of developing strong
institutional arrangements to facilitate the mamaget of EMSs. This is essential as
the Habitats Regulations and DETR guidance requiw@serous organisations and
individuals to work together to manage the sited/ithout a clear organisational

framework the whole process would quickly beconsgrinented and unmanageable.
Furthermore, the evidence from the case studiesodstmates that it is essential to
provide a forum for discussion within which actaan develop an understanding of
their obligations under the Habitats Regulatior&ignificant attention has also been
given to how the whole process is held togethaerutin the development of partnership
capacity and social capital. Social capital alsovpgles a useful framework for

analysing the critical cultural aspects of theitaobnal arrangements that, as Rydin
(2006) argues, are essential for fully understapdime relationships between key

actors.
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In this final section of analysis the aim is to lduipon the work of Ostrom (1990,
1992, 1999), Rydin and Pennington (2000), and Ry20®6) who have shown that in
certain contexts social capital can be used tattedmanagement of protected areas.
However, the unique nature of the marine envirorinpeesents additional challenges
that need to be taken into consideration (Joned)20% Watling and Norse (1998)
demonstrate, developing a sense of local prideoantkership around a resource that is
beyond the reach of many stakeholders is much hénda if the resource is an easily
accessible picturesquerrestrial protected area.

Social capital operates at a number of differemtle these have been clarified as
bonding, bridging, linking and bracing and are imeitl in Chapter 2. Evidence of all
four types was found in both the case studies. édew for the purpose of this
analysis, linking social capital is left out asrihés a significant overlap between the
definitions of linking and bracing social capitaiith bracing offering a fuller and more
useful analytical framework. This section begins dxploring horizontal linkages
between individual stakeholders operating at thmeskevel and locality and how this
can lead to the development of bonding social ahpifecond, it moves on to looking
at the role of bridging social capital in linkingogips of stakeholders together. Finally,
it explores how the idea of bracing social capitah be used to understand how both
the horizontal and vertical linkages are broughgetber to connect the local

stakeholders with the wider policy context.

8.5.1 Bonding social capital

As Rydin (2006) suggests:.. Social capital can create links between actaasdnd on
sets of moral obligations that alter the balancetws®en the incentives and the
disincentives.” It creates a situation in which the damage danert individual's
reputation by not engaging in collective actionmiere damaging than the short term
gains of free riding. Bonding social capital infpaular is useful for bringing a limited
group of actors of very similar characteristics eibgr usually within a close
geographical area and can aid the management t#cped areas in two ways. On the
one hand, if high levels of social capital alreakyst within a community it may be
possible to build upon the existing networks andatienships between key

stakeholders to facilitate the management of aeptetl area. Essentially this was what
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happened on The Wash and North Norfolk Coast whes Wash forum formed the
basis for the EMS management group. Furthermorestitong sense of community
present at an even more local level provided trstsfar setting up the local advisory
groups. On the other hand, the introduction ofadqeted area can be used to generate
a sense of local pride in the environment and tgddcilitate social capital which can
aid the management of the site and also provideflierio the wider community - the
Thanet Coast project in NE Kent is an excellentnga of this. Prior to the
designation of the EMS, the large fragmented ug@pulation had limited interaction
with the coastal environment and those trying totgmt it were seen as a barrier to

economic regeneration.

However, the case studies also revealed examplabeofdark side’ (Beall 1997;
Wilson 1997; Woolcock 1998; Gargiulo and Benas€9@0Rydin 2006) of bonding
social capital. As Ostrom suggests, it may be usegromote sustainable natural
resource management and support the livelihoodeeotocal community. But it can
also tie communities together for entirely negatreasons and hide unsustainable
practices (Rydin 2006). This is further exacerbdbgdthe resistance bonded social
capital can generate towards interventions and tomang from external bodies. Within
both case studies the fishing industry, based arsumall indigenous communities, was
still characterised by a strong ‘leave us alongfumte which led to their being resistant
to engagement with external agencies, underminhmgy development of vertical
linkages. This can easily develop into a significeonflict when the involvement of
outside experts is critical to the meeting of buadsity conservation obligations. The
high level of bonded social capital amongst The Mashing communities may have
contributed to the breaking down of the relatiopshetween the fishers and the NCA
which ultimately led to the Pl as they were unwijito co-operate in the trials of the

wailers or to accept the opinions of scientificpexts’.

High levels of bonded social capital can also immarcthe level of participation from

the wider community. If a small group of stakelewkd becomes a dominant force
within the partnership and develops a high sensewoiership over the site others may
feel intimidated about getting involved. This wase suggested explanation for the
falling numbers of stakeholders attending the ladVisory group meetings on The

Wash and North Norfolk Coast. Similarly, a numbé&stakeholders involved with the
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activities put on by the Thanet Coast Project weappy to engage with the coastal
wardens’ scheme and shore search but did notHaeittwas their place to contribute
to the formal public consultation process. Thehhsgnse of ownership over the site
felt by a small group of actively involved stakedeis was also clear when they were
talking about ‘outsiders’ coming in and strippindJR coast line of shellfish. They

appeared as indignant about the shellfish gathéeirgy outsiders as they were by the

impact of their activities.

8.5.2 Bridging social capital

The nature of the Habitats Regulations and the DEtiidance notes governing EMS
clearly requires a much more comprehensive appréaamanagement than can be
offered by bonded social capital, even if the negaaspects can be controlled. It is
essential for stakeholders to build relationshipth vathers outside their immediate
communities and understand the wider policy frantewwithin which they are
operating. Bridging social capital describes thecpss of developing links and
networks between stakeholders. However, the distim between bridging and
bonding social capital is not always clear. Thmaladvisory groups on The Wash and
North Norfolk Coast perform both a bonding and gmgj role. On the one hand, they
can act to strengthen existing ties between sta#tef within a particular locality,
while on the other they provide an opportunity $takeholders from different ‘groups’
to get to know each other. For example, histdsicithers had had a very poor
relationship with jet skiers and the advisory grdwgs provided a forum for the two
groups to try and understand each other’s persfgeatd to ‘bridge the gap between
them’. Furthermore, as the chairs of the advigyoup sit on the management group
this provides a bridge (or a vertical link) betwéo tiers of management. The role of
the TCP in NE Kent could be described more spetifias a ‘bridging’ organisation
as its primary role is as a mediator between staklehs and the management group.
However, through taking part in activities orgaxis®/ the TCP there is considerable

scope for the development of bonded social capébleen stakeholders.

The concepts of bridging and bonding social capdet useful for describing
relationships which occur on the ground betweenamigations and individuals

involved with natural resource management. Howeuiese difficulties in
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distinguishing between the concepts highlight a &giicism as identified by Rydin

(2006). They do not allow for distinctions to bade in the value of links between
stakeholders. As Rydin (2006) points out, thedickuld be analysed just in terms of
networks, but this would lead to the crucial cudtuelements of the institutions being
lost. Bonding and bridging social capital play aefus role in understanding

relationships between stakeholders and organisa@bra micro level; however, they
fail to properly explain the more strategic linkagehich are needed for successful

policy implementation.

8.5.3 Bracing social capital

The statutory nature of the EMS partnerships hdddethe state playing an important
role in bringing stakeholders together and the g of social capital. This
presents an analytical problem as the vast majofityocial capital theory focuses on
pre-existing stakeholder communities or as Ostrestdbed them ‘self organised local
actors’. Essentially there has been a lack of atterpaid to the role of the state in
developing and shaping civic action (Rydin2006; boes and Wilson 2001; Maloney
et al. 2000). Lownes and Wilson (2001) and Malo¢&800) describe how government
policy can aid the development of social capitihe Habitats Directive is a perfect
example of this; the state is providing an oppatyufor civic action. Nevertheless,
even when these considerations are taken into ateoalear distinction is still being
made between social capital as an attribute of sntiety and the state’s role as a
facilitator of social capital. Although the anab/f bridging social capital takes into
consideration the role of the state it fails toogruse the embedded nature of society,
making a clear distinction between the role of dtrte and agency. As Rydin
(2006:25-26) notes:

‘...governance refers to a much closer and more weglinterconnection
between the state and civil society... Seeing borstinl capital as influenced
by decisions and actions of the state is a verytiglamccount of how

communities can be involved in governance strustaueh as partnerships.

A broader reinterpretation of the social capitalnoept to apply to linkages

within but also beyond civil society is more appiafe.’
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The two case studies clearly demonstrated thaivti®de management process is held
together by a network of actors connected by bathzbntal and vertical linkages.
However, the relationships were by no means equibke relationship between fishers
has been built up over many decades, possibly eseturies, and is based upon a high
level of trust. The nature of the fishing industngans that the fishers potentially put
their lives in each other's hands on a daily basibhis is very different to the
relationship that has developed between the Séaries Committee and the NCA,
who are required to work closely together by thebikdds Directive to ensure that
biodiversity obligations are met. However, bothatiginships are horizontal in nature
and vital to the successful management of the slte.contrast a strategic vertical
relationship between the NCA and the fishers iartyebeneficial to the management
of the site but not bound by any kind of socialegyal framework. Instead the NCA has
had to work at finding common ground between the imterest groups and to build
upon these areas to develop a sense of mutualctegpd trust. This type of
relationship is inherently more volatile in nataed subject to becoming fractured if

the relationship becomes strained or breaks down.

On The Wash and North Norfolk Coast the long-teustanability of the shellfishery
has provided both the vital common interest necgssa develop a working
relationship between the local community and theAN{Dd a focus for conflict. The
crash of the shellfish stocks in the 1990s lechodevelopment of The Wash Forum
and marked a new era in collaboration betweenigheirs and NCA. Nevertheless, the
subsequent arguments surrounding eider predatsuttirey in a Pl led to the temporary
fracturing of the strategic relationship betweeshérs and NCA. However, it was the
bracing nature of the social capital present betwtbe organisations involved which
has allowed them to move on from the PI, to resagkeir common interests and to
start to rebuild the relationship.

Similarly in NE Kent the partnership’s ability tadorporate economic development
into the EMS management scheme has led stakehatdee® the coast as an asset and
provided the framework for both horizontal and @it relationships to develop
between stakeholders with very different agendasas the identification of common

interests and the formation of a framework for avoek of actors to come together and
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discuss their concerns which eventually led to lineaking of the long standing
deadlock between the NCA and TDC. Furthermoregsiablishment of a network of
actors has led to a dramatic rise in civil actianilitated through a shared interest in
conserving and protecting the coast. This is astdaasxample of how the state can play
a vital role in facilitating collective civil actroand clearly demonstrates the study of
CPRs needs to move beyond its preoccupation witdl stase studies involving self-

organised local actors.

Essentially, a complex network of unequal relatiops between numerous
stakeholders, which includes both bonding and Imgigocial capital, holds the whole
process together. It is inevitable that from titng¢ime some of the links will become
strained or even severed completely. Howeverstaitory nature of the partnerships
means that they have to continue operating to enthat biodiversity conservation
obligations are met. Like a fragile building tiatonstantly being renovated and held
together by bracing scaffolding, the EMS partngrsineed to develop bracing social
capital to hold them together. This research hasva that despite the breakdown of
some important bridges between key stakeholdersathease study partnerships have
continued to operate and work towards the goaldinedt in their management
schemes. Ultimately, in partnership with the otRe&s, the NCA has been able to
develop strong partnerships that have facilitatescing social capital and allowed

them to survive significant attacks on their auityor

8.6 Concluding comments

The development and maintenance of EMSs is a comptecess that requires
significant attention to be given to a wide ranieancerns beyond the ecology of the
sites. Central to the success of the partnersisipgbeir ability to develop strong
institutional arrangements that are capable of nwakdifficult decisions while
maintaining the respect of stakeholders. Thengtle of the legislation lies in the
power it attributes to stakeholders and the prasess place which allow local people
to influence the management schemes. Howevemdoeporation of local knowledge
and the management of stakeholder's expectatioesept significant challenges.
Furthermore, the unique nature of the marine enuent requires additional barriers

to be overcome. The research has shown that gieldnvel of uncertainty surrounding
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marine ecology has led to conflicts arising regagdthe most appropriate way to
manage the sites; this further enhances the ndmdgiltbstrong partnerships with a wide
range of stakeholders. It is the strong bracingasaapital that has developed over a
number of years, which allows the EMSs to contiaperating even when one or more

strategic linkage breaks down.

273



Conclusions

Introduction

The main argument to come out of this thesis ig floa the designation and
implementation of MPAs to be successful it is eBakrthat social, economic and
political considerations are taken into accounnglwith the ecologicalFurthermore,
due to the unique and typically hard to reach matfrthe marine environment, these
considerations are even more important than foeséial sites as without the support
of stakeholders such designations will be impossiblimplement. Consequently the
focus of this thesis has been an investigation hef development of institutional
arrangements which can aid this process. The Habidaective has put in place a
framework which allows local stakeholders to havsignificant influence over the
nature of EMSs and ensures they are consulted partant decisions, while the state
and NCAs retain the authority to intervene to eagbat the biodiversity conservation
obligations of the sites are met. This co-managénoenpartnership approach to
conservation is a direct response to changes iergance more generally, and marks a

shift from the previous command and control appndacconservation.

This thesis has examined in depth two case stuchésh have interpreted the Habitats
Directive in different ways to set up EMS. Whilethdave successfully implemented
management plans which have been in place for thare6 years, the paths they took
to reach this stage were quite different and ac&fin of the contexts in which they
operate. This highlights another key feature ingbeernance of marine CPRs, and in
fact CPRs more generally: it is essential thatatwtext of the particular site is taken

into consideration when designing a management planthis reason, attempting to
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come to some broad conclusions that can be unilxeeggplied to EMSs is not possible
or even desirable. However, the research has pigell a number of issues and
examples of good practice that have the poterdidlet adapted for a range of contexts
and could be useful for informing future developmseim marine conservation policy

and the study of CPRs more generally.

9.1 Over coming challenges

Throughout the results and analysis sections sfttiesis a number of policy decisions
have been highlighted which have led to improvesentthe management of the
EMSs. The table below highlights the most significahallenges faced by the EMS
management groups and outlines the policy deciswimgh have enabled them to
overcome these challenges. The challenges have dlassified according to the

categories identified by Agrawal (2001) which h&wened the basis for the theoretical
framework used throughout this analysis:

Table 9.1: Summary of challenges, policy decisions and outcomes which have
contributed to the development of successful management schemesfor the NE
Kent and The Wash and North Norfolk Coast EMS.

NE Kent EMS

Challenge | Policy decision | Outcome

1. Resour ce System characteristic

Relatively small Explicitly adopted the The management group

designated area situated | ecosystem approach for @ now considers the impact

within a much larger recent review of the activities outside the EMSs

ecosystem. management scheme. boundaries on the
designated features and
requires the management
group to work with other
organisations to minimise
the impact.

Much of the site is Integrated economic and | The development of a

surrounded by a large social development in to | management scheme

urban area in need of the marine conservation | which incorporates

economic development | agenda. proposals for economic

and regeneration. development such as ecor
tourism and sustainable
urban regeneration into the
marine conservation
strategy.
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2. Group Characteristics

A history of conflict
between conservation anc
economic development.

Create a space for dialogt
I between stakeholders ang
integrate stakeholder
knowledge in to the
management plan.

Employ dedicated project
officers to manage the
relationships between
stakeholders and statutor
authorities.

I&et up an interactive

] approach to stakeholder
dialogue which brings
people together from a
range of interest groups tq
discuss the management
the site and develop
mutually
acceptable/beneficial

y management actions.

Project officers have beer
very successful in
developing relationships
between key stakeholder
groups.

=4

of

A lack of interest and
knowledge about the
marine environment
amongst the population.

Set up the TCP, a
community based
organisation tasked with
encouraging local people
to engage with the marine
environment.

Provides a vehicle throug
which to communicate the
implications of the
designation to the genera
public. It has also created
and facilitated the
development of a wide
range of opportunities for
local people to participate
with the EMS at what eve

with.

level they feel comfortable

=)

A fragmented community
with little community

cohesion and no history of events and volunteering

social capital

Through the TCP organis
a range of community

opportunities which
encourage local people tg
develop a sense of
ownership of the
environment and facilitate
the generation of social
capital.

2 Through the volunteering

organised by the TCP the
local community has

developed a real sense of
pride and ownership over
the EMS. Essentially the
EMS has become a

catalyst for the generation
of social capital.

and engagement activities

D

3. Institutional Arrangements

A highly complex
regulatory framework
which needs to be
interpreted for the local
context.

Involve the stakeholders
with the decision making
process and incorporate
local knowledge in to the
decision making process.

The stakeholder dialogue

the communication of the
regulatory process to
stakeholders and allow
them to feed back their
thoughts in to the decisior
making process. As

process and TCP facilitate

174

1

stakeholders are involved
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with developing the
management scheme the
have a better
understanding of how it
works and what it is trying
to achieve.

Enforcement of
regulations.

Educate stakeholders anc
build partnerships with
other organisations taske
with law enforcement.

The TCP has provided
information and codes of
1 conduct to stakeholders
and visitors which informsg
them about the designate
site and explains how to
enjoy the area in a
sustainable way. As a
result the majority of user
now understand the
delicate nature of the site

and appear to be behaving

in a more responsible
manner.

The TCP is also
developing links with the
local police and is
educating local police
community support
officers about the
designation.

The Sea Fisheries
Committee is also
becoming more involved
with the designation and
working with the TCP to
clarify the rules regarding
the harvesting of shellfish
from the foreshore.

j®N

JJ

Involving stakeholders

with the decision making
process at a level which
they were both willing to

engage and facilitated the

long term interest in the
site.

Set up the TCP, a
community based
organisation tasked with
encouraging local people
ito engage with the marineg
environment.

The TCP provides
opportunities for people tg
be involved with the EMS
at a range of levels from
actively taking part in
community consultation
exercises, volunteering as
a coastal warden or simpl
coming along to awarenes

raising activities.

<

5S

4. External Environment

A historically difficult

| Creating a forum for |

Thelationship between
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relationship between the
two central statutory
bodies.

discussion and integrating
economic development in
to the conservation
agenda.

the two bodies has
improved to such an extet
that the NCA trusts the
local authority to take

important management
decisions without formally,
consulting them.

Securing long term
financial support for the
TCP.

Raise the profile of the
TCP in the community an
demonstrate the wider
benefits of the project,
both in terms of
conservation and
economic development to

the local authority.

By demonstrating the
dvalue of the organisation,
the local authority has
agreed to fund a
permanent project officer
and project assistant.

The Wash and North Norfolk Coast EMS

Challenge

| Policy decision

| Outcome

1. Resour ce System characteristic

A large site containing a
range of habitats requiring
different types of
management.

Split the site up in to three
) regions for management
purposes.

The three local advisory
groups meet regularly witl
the project officer and the
NCA conservation officer
to discuss the manageme
of the site. Allowing
decisions to be taken at &
local level with the input
of local people.

—

nt

2. Group Characteristics

The site is surrounded by
powerful indigenous
population reliant on the
EMS for their livelihood
who processes a strong
sense of ownership of the
site

&et up regional advisory
groups to allow local
population to feed their
ideas and thoughts in to
the management process

Employ dedicated project
officers to manage the
relationships between
stakeholders and statutor
authorities.

The two way
communication between
the statutory partners and
other stakeholders throug
the local advisory groups
provides local people the
opportunity to learn about
developments within the
designation and feed bacl
ytheir thoughts and ideas if
to the decision making
process. As a consequen
of this process local
stakeholders have started
to accept that the
designation can benefit th
sustainable management
the area.

Project officers have beer

=

- 7N

very successful in
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developing relationships
between key stakeholder
groups.

Growing pressure from
tourism on the North
Norfolk Coast.

Set up programmes to
encourage sustainable an
responsible tourism.

Communication between
dall the relevant partners
facilitated through all threg
partnerships operating in
the area has allowed
tourists to be better
managed in a sustainable
way whilst still making an
important contribution to
the local economy.

A\1”4

The site is surrounded by
numerous small
communities with high
levels of bonding social
capital but few links with
other groups and statutory
agencies.

Provide opportunities
through the regional
advisory groups to
encourage communicatiof
between stakeholder
groups and link them into
the wider policy making
process.

The regional advisory
groups provide an
opportunity for

nstakeholders who would
not normally associate
with each other to come
together and discuss the
management of the site.
They have helped mediat
the traditionally difficult
relationship between
commercial fishermen
recreational users and
conservationists.
Furthermore, as the chair
of each group sits on the
management group for th
whole site and the project
officer attends all the
advisory group meetings
links have been establishg
with the wider regulatory
process.

11°}

11°}

U

An increasingly changing
population dynamic due tq
an increase in second
home owners.

The promotion of

) Sustainable business
opportunities which
provide jobs for the
indigenous population.
Communicate the impact
of housing problems to th
local authority through the
management group.

Although the EMS has no
jurisdiction over housing
policy a number of local
councillors sit on the
management group and
have been able to

ecommunicate these
concerns back to the loca
authority.

3. Institutional Arrangements

A highly complex
regulatory framework
which need to be

Involve the stakeholders
with the decision making

Through the local advisor
groups it is possible to
communicate the

process and incorporate
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interpreted for the local
context.

local knowledge in to the
decision making process.

regulatory process to
stakeholders and allows
them to feed back their
thoughts in to the decisior
making process. As
stakeholders are involved
with developing the
management scheme the
have a better
understanding of how it
works and what it is trying
to achieve.

N

Enforcement of
regulations

Set up facilities to report
for stakeholders to report
breaches of the regulatior

Stakeholders are acting a
the eyes and ears of the
NCA, reporting breeches
of the regulations to the
project officer who can
then investigate and take
action where necessary.
The most successful out
come has been the incide
reporting scheme for
plains flying to low over
important bird habitats.

[72)

A historically difficult
relationship between the
NCA and the indigenous
population

Increase dialogue betwee
the groups via the local
advisory groups and
encourage stakeholders t
engage in the decision
making process

nStakeholders now feel the
are listened to and taken
seriously and the NCA ha

brecognised that local
knowledge is essential for
successful management.

y

4. External Environment

A major challenge to the
authority of the partnershi
by the NCA

Immediately reopen
pcommunication between
the concerned parties ang
look for a mutually
acceptable solution.

By brining all the partners
together (fisher, fisheries
managers and
conservationists)
communication is now
better than before the PI
and a mutually agreeable
solution to the issues of
eider predations and
sustainable mussel
cultivation has been
agreed.

Three separate

conservation partnershipsg

with overlapping
jurisdictions.

Increase collaborative
working and
communication to
eliminate any overlap.

Formal processes have
been set up which enable
each of the project officer
to monitor what each othe
is doing, efforts have also
been made to combine

"2

=

meetings and reduce the
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administrative burden for
member of multiple
partnerships.

Table 9.1 demonstrates the scale of the challenbeh have had to be overcome to
successful implement the management schemes. Bdtiepships have had to work
hard over several years to develop social capaalden stakeholders operating at a
variety of levels within the EMSs. Also by lookiagjthe two case studies side by side
it is clear that although the precise nature ofctiilenges faced were different a

number of common themes are clearly present, iticpdar communication and trust.

These themes along with the other issues ideniifi¢kle table provide a useful list of
considerations which should be taken account ofwdeveloping statutory

partnerships for the governance of marine proteateds.

9.2 Developing a Statutory Partnership

Steins and Edwards (1999) argue that negotiatiomsngst actors on CPR platforms
are obstructed if strategic narratives are adogtedvever, as the evidence from this
research shows, providing institutional arrangemant in place which allow state and
non-state actors to work together in partnershipjsi possible to negotiate the
conditions for compliance and the strategic naregtiare not a barrier to success, but in
fact necessary. If properly managed, statutorynpaships allow for the forces
associated with both structure and agency to cosevia a more cohesive fashion as
described by Giddens (1984) structuration theovgjding the confrontation that can
occur when these forces are pulling in oppositediions, as is often the case when

solely top down or bottom up approaches to goveraane applied.

It is clear the statutory nature of the EMSs padinps means that it is difficult to
classify them as partnerships in the traditionalsse as they involve a complex
dialectical relationship between state and norestattors. The RAs have a legal
responsibility to ensure that their actions compith the management schemes and
that the NCA retains a high level of control ovére tprocess while the other
stakeholders or partners have the right to be dwmason the management scheme and

related decisions but little legal power to chajlenhe authority of the RAs. Therefore,
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ultimately the EMS partnerships are designed tovidem a forum for what Dryzek

(1987) termed negotiated compliance.

Consequently, if EMSs are to capitalise on the bEnassociated with the co-
management approach, easier and cheaper implemantstakeholders developing a
sense of ownership and respect for the sites,a@ssential the partnerships consist of a
wide range of stakeholders and resource users edidifey are valued members of the
partnership. Both partnerships studied have sueckad integrating the views of a
wide range of stakeholders into the managementnsehend the evidence from the
research suggests that the majority of stakeholalershappy with the role they have
played. However, as The Wash Pl demonstrates, vehegroup of stakeholders
challenges the authority of the NCA over a decigloa consequences can potentially
undermine the authority of the partnership and destakeholders feeling powerless.
This legal intervention by the state representglfdrhent of Jones and Burgess (2005)
prediction that the NCA will not be able to moverfr controller to facilitator leading
to the development of potentially serious CAPs. Hwo#v, as this research
demonstrates, partnerships can recover from suehmvantions providing sufficient
effort has previously been dedicated to ensurireg thhigh level of bracing social

capital holds the partnership together.

Both partnerships studied demonstrated signifieasmdence of bracing social capital.
This had been built up over a number of years pilynthrough the hard work of the
RAs and project officers who had worked to builthtienships with the stakeholders
and consult them on the designation. In particutais clear that the nature of the
personal relationships which develop between thejeptr officers and other
stakeholders can be instrumental in determining sihecess of the partnership. As
identified in Table 9.1, the research suggestsetlaee three key factors which have
been vital to the development of partnership cdpadirst, a fully engaged and
informed stakeholder population; second, a welingef and transparent framework for
stakeholders to share their views on the EMS; &ird,tthe partnership’s ability to

either develop social capital or utilise existingial capital.

It is clear that through the work of the TCP, th& Ment EMS has succeeded in

providing a highly successful programme of evernised at educating stakeholders
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about the site and marine environment more geryerdlhe programme provides
stakeholders with the opportunity to engage with $ite at whatever level they feel
comfortable, be it taking part in a coastal wallegpressing their opinion at an official
consultation event. By integrating community a¢iés into the EMS management
process the partnership has created a significéotrnnal space for stakeholders to get
to know each other and facilitate the developmédnibanding, bridging and bracing
social capital. In addition, the stakeholder dyale process used for the development
of the original management scheme and the reviewaB suited for informing
stakeholders about the site as well as providifigram for discussion. Although this
highly structured process raises some questionsitahow much freedom the
stakeholders have to express their views on issirsh they are not directly being
consulted on, the structures in place ensure thatakeholders fully understand the
role they play within the partnership. This clgagbes against Ostrom’s principles for
co-management but within the setting of a statumastnership bound by externally
derived guidelines clear boundaries outlining tlees of the actors involved are
essential if the partnership is to function smopthlFurthermore, the TCPs role as an
mediator between stakeholders and the managemamsyprovides stakeholders with
a ‘one stop shop’ where they can discuss their @mscabout the management of the
site and the TCP officers can either respond dyreot their concerns or explain the
procedure of taking the process forward to the meameent group. This reduces the risk
of management group meetings becoming bogged dowiscussions that are beyond
the remit of the EMS.

The governance model used by the North Norfolk C&MS provides stakeholders

with the opportunity to express their views witlimmore open forum than the model
used in NE Kent. As the advisory group chairs gittloe management group and the
EMS project officer also attends the advisory grougetings there is a clear channel
for two-way communications between the stakeholdsrd the management group.
The advisory groups act as the primary method tikeholders to be kept up to date
with the latest developments within the EMS witpresentatives from the NCA and

other RAs also regularly attend the meetings. thHemmore, the space created by the
advisory groups allows the stakeholders to getntowk each other and facilitates the
development of social capital. It could be argubdt this model is a closer

representation to the model of governance that qmepts of CPR theory have
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traditionally advocated, giving self organised loaetors the autonomy to manage their

resources.

However, as this research has demonstrated, whesea@tion is organised within the
constraints of a statutory framework, clear guitkdi on the areas in which

stakeholders can exert their influence is requifdthough the scope for stakeholder
consultation within the EMS management schemesbkas constantly stressed, the
requirement to fulfil statutory biodiversity obligans puts some restrictions on the
extent of this influence. If the governance modielves stakeholders too much freedom
there is a danger that they will attempt to opeletgond the limits of the legislation,

increasing the risk of significant CAPs developimgen the NCA vetoes a course of
action suggested by stakeholders. It could be drdbhat this was a factor in the

disagreement on the response to an increase in cudks on The Wash going to PI.
Unless clear guidelines are outlined on the ardashathe partnership can influence,
stakeholders can become frustrated. For exam@ay of the management group and
advisory group meetings became bogged down in slsoas about the proposed wind
farm which is sited outside the jurisdiction of tB®&S. This kind of distraction can

result in stakeholders losing faith in the parthgrsand the management becoming

fragmented.

The absence of an organisation such as the TC&dodinate community events based
around the marine environment has had an impatdvats of stakeholder engagement
on The Wash and North Norfolk Coast. Although bB#S reported a reduction in
people attending formal consultation events, inKdat the wide range of engagement
opportunities means stakeholders were increasirtgking an interest in the
management of the coast. Furthermore, in NE Keenits organised by the TCP
allowed stakeholders and RAs to get together s fesnal settings while on The Wash
and North Norfolk coast the majority of networkingccurred through formal
consultation events. 1t is clear that this typermddrmal networking greatly aided the

development of community spirit and social capitadNE Kent.
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9.3 Developing a space for negotiated compliance

Agrawal's (2001) list of facilitating conditions f(@pter 2) provided a useful

framework and starting point for this research. wideer, the studies from which his
conditions were derived (Wade 1988; Ostrom 1998amhand Platteau 1996) were
based on the presumption adopted by many CPR s$iteathat CPRs should be
managed through groups of self organised local ractés this research has
demonstrated, when conservation is facilitatedughopolicy implementation such as
the Habitats Directive this approach is neithersfide nor appropriate as a government
is unlikely to introduce legislation and then relimsh responsibility for its

implementation and enforcement. Nevertheless, Wagffa categories Resource
system characteristics; Group characteristics;itltgtnal arrangements; External
environment remain relevant, although, it is neags$o emphasise the role of the
external environment as it is the statutory authesiwhich ultimately dictate the

direction of the policy. Furthermore, some addiéibadjustments are needed to the
facilitating conditions associated with the extérmmvironment and institutional

arrangements:

External environment:

* The role of international governments and bodieshsas the EU and IUCN
need to be recognised as they are playing an isiagig important role in CPR
governance

* Itis unrealistic to expect that central governmenNCA will never undermine

local authority.

Institutional arrangements

*  When CPR governance is statutory in nature andittded through national or
international legislation it is unlikely that it lvbe possible for all the rules and

structures to be agreed locally. At the very leesntral government will

provide a framework within which the rules can leeided. Instead the local
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partnerships need to provide a space for locarattonegotiate how rules will

be enforced within the local contexts.

It is the development of this space for negotia@ahpliance, which has been the focus
of this research. The two case studies demondtrdifferent approaches to the
implementation of the Habitats Directive and haghdly given significant thought to
finding an approach which reflected the contextwhich they were operating.
However, the approach adopted in NE Kent, in paldic presented some innovative
approaches to building partnership capacity anceldging a management scheme
which offers an alternative approach to the origiDBTR guidelines. Furthermore,
aspects of this approach may be transferable ter abntexts and potentially useful
when considering future policy developments. Theghlyi structured and organised
approach ensures stakeholders are fully aware eaf gosition and role within the
management scheme, helping the process to remairsdd; this is aided by the
intermediaryrole played by the TCP. Furthermore, by integmatine management
scheme with the wider community development agdnidias been possible to generate
support from a large proportion of the local popiolaand encourage the development
of social capital. This is also reflected in thetparship’s efforts to focus the review on
developing a more holistic approach to managingdisgnated features by adopting
the ecosystem approach. Despite the huge amouwlshaite surrounding the definition
and purpose of the ecosystem approach the paripeappears to have succeeded in
utilising the concept in the most general sensehas been used to focus attention on
the need to develop a more holistic approach toagiag the designation and to try
and mitigate the huge amount of uncertainty whiel traditionally blighted marine

conservation efforts.

Ultimately the partnership has succeeded in deuwaipp workable alternative to the
management model recommended in the original DEJIRetjines. In fact it could be
argued that this organised and structured apprtmastakeholder consultation is better
suited to the requirements of partnership buildiridpin a statutory framework than the
traditional advisory group model adopted by The kVasd North Norfolk Coast EMS.

Throughout this thesis the importance of considgtite context in which a CPR exists

and a management model operates has been constretlyed. It would therefore be
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contradictory to suggest that this approach coelduded to improve the management
of other EMS or even CPRs more generally operatiitgin a statutory framework.
Nevertheless, the research has demonstrated thatatoitory partnerships to succeed
as a management tool for CPRs it is vital thatedtalders expectations are properly
managed and clear structures are in place to ergmsultation remains focused.
Furthermore, the basic principles of the stakelrafiiBdogue approach combined with a
process which integrates nature conservation witherwider community development
agenda represents a useful tool for developingutstat partnerships which could

potentially be applied to a range of environmentahagement contexts.

9. 4 Reflection on the process - impact of research

Every social researcher hopes their work will haymositive impact on the community
and/or organisations they have been studying agid pnesence in the community has
not caused the research subjects to act in an wnahahanner. As this research has
been conducted in partnership with Natural Englahd, NCA which has effectively

been overseeing the implementation of the Habidatsctive in the two case studies, it
has endeavoured to remain applied and relevahetaurrent and future policy making
process. Furthermore, | hope some of the findindisbe taken into consideration

when future policy decisions are made.

Within the communities the research was conductedd able to built up a productive
working relationship with a wide range of stakelsotd The project officers in both
EMS were particularly helpful and openly statedt iy welcomed the independent
evaluation of their projects. Initially my preserioethe communities was viewed with
an element of suspicion and my connection with Natbingland was clearly of some
concern to a number of stakeholders. However, theed8-month period in which the
research was conducted | was able to overcomeénihiesd scepticism and as people got
used to my presence they were willing to talk cdlydabout a range of issues affecting
the way they interacted with the environment. Indidn, many individual
stakeholders commented after interviews that tle#tyttfie opportunity to discuss their
perspective with an independent researcher haegthéhem clarify their own thoughts

and position on the EMS designation.
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The three focus groups held at the end of the relsgaocess, provided stakeholders
with an opportunity to feed back their opinion dre tpreliminary findings from the
research. As expected there were a few points wtiiely questioned, such as the
impact of the Pl on the wider management of TheWasl North Norfolk Coast EMS.
However, overall they accepted that my assessmastagcurate. More interestingly,
they embraced a number of points such as the iaupeetof the cultural aspects of the
institutional arrangements and the potentially kidlarde of social capital, as offering a
new insight into the management process. Finallyyak particularly pleased by
comments made by two of the advisory group chdithe final focus group held as
part of The Wash and North Norfolk Coast EMS mansg#® group meeting. They
commented that they thought my research represemtedeful insight in to the
workings of the EMS and hoped it would be actednupo

9.5 Further research

For many years the study of CPRs has focused an staslies where groups of self-
organised local actors have worked together to genaesources. As a result there has
been a lack of studies into the impact of exterdmmtes such as the state and
international institutions on CPR governance. e3oand Burgess (2005) note that a
key area for further research is the impact of reetdy imposed statutory biodiversity
obligations on the partnerships’ ability to develpartnership capacity and bracing
social capital. The present research has demoedtalong with a number of other
recent studies such as Rydin et al. (2006), Mapgp@nd Berkes (2008) that this is
possible. However, as the majority of studies iIG®BR governance are based on a
limited number of case studies further work is regfito establish firm conclusions.
This research has also highlighted the importarigeower relations within statutory
partnerships and recognises they are influencdablbly forces of structure and agency.
As Raik et al. (2008) stress, there is an urgestrfer further work in this area that

takes such a ‘realist’ perspective on power.

In addition, this research has demonstrated thauative ethnography offers a useful
method for assessing the effectiveness of ingtitali arrangements in managing CPRs.
There is considerable scope to further developrtteghodology by applying it to future

case studies.
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ESRC CASE PhD STUDENTSHIP 2005-2008

IN PARTNERSHIP WITH ENGLISH NATURE (MARITIME TEAM)

An analysis of partnership approachesto achieve
strategic marine conservation objectives and of the
per spectives of different actors on such approaches

PhD student: to be appointed

Supervisors: Dr Peter JS Jones (pP..Jones@uclac.uk) & Professor Jacquie Burgess
Environment & Society Research Unit
Dept of Geography
UCL, London WCIE 7DP, UK

Kate Bull, Maritime Team, English Nature

Aims

The study aims to address the following questianshie context of inshore marine nature
conservation initiatives in England:-

» What are the strengths and weaknesses of diffengmtoaches to addressing collective
action problems through local partnerships in otdexchieve strategic objectives?

» What are the different perspectives on such appesand problems amongst different
actors?

Objectives

» To evaluate the effectiveness of different partniprenodels amongst relevant actors for
the management of marine special areas of conganMSACS);

» To explore the perspectives of different actorshmse different approaches and the related
iIssues in order to assess the key tensions andtapjiies.

Policy Context

The conservation of marine sites is a recent patitgllenge arising from the EC’s Habitats
Directive (1992), which requires the designation sites of international importance for
biodiversity conservation, including marine speaetas of conservation (MSACs) for listed
marine habitats and species. Prior to the EC HabRaective (1992) and the UK Regulations
(1994) that transpose them, there were only 3 sstetllitory marine nature reserves in the UK,
augmented by amd hoc network of voluntary marine nature reserves (Jobh@39). By
contrast, 68 marine Special Areas of Conservalid8ACs) with an approximate total area of
1.5 million ha are currently being pursued in the. U

The regulations for MSACs represent a challengthan they rely primarily on the voluntary
cooperation of stakeholders, national policy guaafDETR 1998) stating that statutory
enforcement should only be employed on a back-ugishdut the maintenance of the
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favourable conservation status of MSAC features istatutory duty to the EC. Similarly,
relevant authorities (RAS) are encouraged by pdligiglance to work together on a partnership
basis to manage MSACs, including providing for plaeticipation of stakeholders, but no one
RA has executive powers to direct other RAs, sumhkgos being available only to the Secretary
of State on a back-up basis. The management of MSA&efore relies primarily on voluntary
cooperation and partnerships amongst RAs and sildesls, through which strategic, statutory
commitments to the EC must be fulfilled. As suttis policy area represents an opportunity to
explore the tensions between bottom-up and top-dowtitutions and different ways of
managing these tensions in order to achieve stcabdgectives through local partnerships and
the promotion of cooperation.

The proposed study will also support policy initias at national, European and international
levels. English Nature is currently developing arititae Strategy, which is likely to include
proposals for expanding England’s network of mapnetected areas (MPAs) beyond the 19
MSACs currently being pursued, including sites ational importance. Their management will
also rely largely on partnership approaches, whrehthemselves also likely to be an important
theme in the Maritime Strategy. At an EU level, #msessment of different approaches to
developing management partnerships for SACs wilkenan important contribution to the
implementation of the Habitats Directive. At aneimtational level, the"5IUCN World Parks
Congress (September 2003) recommended that stalezhpérticipation in protected area
management be promoted through the strengtheningliaborative management frameworks.
Furthermore, the IUCN guidelines (in press) forleating MPA management effectiveness
include five governance indicators, analyses emptpwhich will be supported by the findings
of the proposed study.

Theoretical Context

The proposed study will draw and build on the wofka number of workers who are also
addressing these questions, including Ostrom (199®9), concerning the use of local
partnerships to achieve strategic objectives byramming collective action problems;
Goodwin (1998, 1999) and Pennington and Rydin/Ryid Pennington (2000), concerning
social capital and the development of incentiveicttires to overcome such problems; and
Jones and Burgess (in prep.), concerning the pateot different partnership models to
achieve strategic objectives; as well as the deuadp literature on the potential of
collaborative management approaches for proteatea managemengd Borrini-Feyerabend
1999). It also addresses a key gap in the litezatancerning the empirical testing of arguments
on the merits of environmental governance appraatchdifferent case study contexts.

This proposal specifically builds on recent wor@r@s et al. 2001, Jones and Burgess, accepted
subject to revisions) that involved a preliminaryakation of different approaches for
promoting RA and stakeholder participation in MSAi@sthe UK. This study drew on the
concept of social capital and analysed the devedoprof different governance models for
developing partnership capacity amongst RAs and#lebtaders in different contexts. It
involved fifteen case studies, through which somgreaches were identified which have been
developed to provide for the participation of RA®Iastakeholders which would appear to be
effective in establishing effective partnershipg fWISAC management. However, this
evaluation was at an early stage in the processnwhe management schemes were still being
formulated. The issues emerging from the use éémint partnership approaches to effectively
manage MSACs remain to be investigated, partiguldré views of different actors on the
potential of different approaches for the managemeh tensions between different
perspectives. The proposal also builds on recenk Wwmnes 2001) which contrasts top-down
and bottom-up perspectives on MPAs and considerpdiiential to pursue a ‘middle ground’
post-normal approach.
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M ethodology

The proposed questions will be addressed througe studies involving 2-3 MSACs in
England. These will be selected from amongst theaSe studies for English MSACs
undertaken by Jones at al. (2001) in order thafitiaengs from these preliminary analysis can
be drawn and built upon. The initial phase of tesearch will involve an analysis of the
developments and current status of these 9 MSA@sviimg discussions with English Nature
staff in order to provide for the identification 23 case studies which are comparable and will
provide good contexts for addressing the abovetgunss

The 2-3 in-depth case studies will involve a progree of semi-structured interviews with a
representative range of actors for each MSAC. Emai-structure employed will be developed
by a thorough analysis of the theoretical and polgsues through literature reviews and
discussions with English Nature project officensd avill be further developed by issues which
emerge during the programme of interviews. This rilble flexible but in-depth and rigorous
analyses of the issues related to the above quoestior each case study, including
consideration of the differences between case edudnd amongst different actors, and the
influence of any differences in context. The intew findings will be ‘triangulated’ with
information gleaned from grey and published literatin order to provide for informed and
cross-referenced analyses. The concept of socfatataincluding the use of appropriate
incentive structures and the role of the stateartnerships, will be employed to assess the
effectiveness of different approaches to developimgstructive partnerships amongst RAs and
stakeholdersThe application, adaptation and refinement of thiethodology to explore the
above questions and thus to promote further engbieinalyses of environmental governance
approaches in different contexts will also be apantant contribution to the field.

Outcomes

The project will support and contribute to a parsh@ project in which English Nature is
involved to apply and test the IUCN MPA effectiveaéndicators. In particular, it will provide

further information on the issues underlying thdi¢ators of effective stakeholder participation
and thus support their development and applicattorill also support the implementation of
English Nature’'s Maritime Strategy through the idfesation of good practice in promoting

partnerships to achieve strategic objectives, oiclwtie new strategy will significantly rely.

The project will also make an important contribatio the literature on the issues underlying
the use of partnerships to overcome collectiveoagiroblems and achieve strategic objectives,
moving beyond simply considering the level of stakder empowerment. It will contribute to
discussions based on empirical studies of theseesssas well as contributing to the
development of methodologies for further such &sidi
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Planned research on the Thanet Coast

I am a PhD student at University College Londordiohjointly by the Economic and Social
Research Council and Natural England. My PhD agrexplore the perspectives of
stakeholders on the partnership approaches adtupsadhieve the strategic marine
conservation objectives of the European Marine &MS). | began my research in January
2006 and have spent the last year gathering togetiieanalysing the relevant literature on
approaches to marine conservation and local gomeeal have now moved in to the second
stage of the project, the primary research.

From the outset it was clear that there were twygsved approaching the research. | could
conduct a large scale survey of stakeholders fibthe@EMSs in the country to identify a wide
range of perspectives on different approachesaarihinagement of the sites. Or | could
analyse two or three case studies in depth andextiie wider context behind stakeholder
perspectives. Early on in the study it was decitiatithe latter approach would be more
suitable as an in depth analysis of the reasonsadsltakeholder perspectives would be more
relevant for aiding future policy development anarenimportantly policy implementation.

Two EMSs have been selected as case studies, Tdraohéte Wash and North Norfolk Coast.
These sites were selected on the basis that tkeyuarently facing very different challenges
and will provide a wide range of stakeholder pectipes. Furthermore, another PhD student
looked at these sites four years ago and his fgsdpmovide me with an excellent starting point
as well as the opportunity to examine the chandeshahave occurred over a longer period of
time.

The Thanet case study will focus on the recenerewdf the management scheme and the
adoption of the ecosystem approach. The researchta establish the perspective of a wide
variety of stakeholders on the process leadingupd launch of the new management scheme.
In particular | will focus on:

« Exploring the nature of the consensus which hagrtegly been achieved

< Establishing the stakeholders views of the “diakogrocess” which resulted in the
consensus

« Stakeholders understanding of the term the “ecesysipproach”

e The value stakeholders attribute to having a mamage scheme

« Why stakeholders choose to participate (or not)

«  Whether stakeholders feel they are able to inflteedhe contents of the management
scheme

The research will employ four different methodsnistructured interviews; focus groups;
participant observation and documentary analyiis my intention to spend as much time as
possible living and working on the two sites over hext nine months (April — December
2007) engaging with stakeholders, getting to knlogvdhallenges faced in relation to the two
sites and conducting interviews.

If you are willing to be interviewed as part ofdlgroject or would like to comment on the
above | would be grateful if you could contact ither by E-mailit.roberts@ucl.ac.ufr
phone 07713455048.

Many thanks

Tom Roberts
PhD researcher
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Planned research on the Wash and North NorfolktCoas

I am a PhD student at University College Londordiohjointly by the Economic and Social
Research Council and Natural England. My PhD agrexplore the perspectives of
stakeholders on the partnership approaches adtupsadhieve the strategic marine
conservation objectives of European Marine Sitdd3E). | began my research in January
2006 and have spent the last year gathering togattieanalysing the relevant literature on
approaches to marine conservation and local gomeeal have now moved in to the second
stage of the project, the primary research.

From the outset it was clear that there were twygsved approaching the research. | could
conduct a large scale survey of stakeholders fibthe@EMSs in the country to identify a wide
range of perspectives on different approachesaarthinagement of the sites. Or | could
analyse two or three case studies in depth andextiie wider context behind stakeholder
perspectives. Early on in the study it was decitiatithe latter approach would be more
suitable as an in depth analysis of the reasonsadsltakeholder perspectives would be more
relevant for aiding future policy development anarenimportantly policy implementation.

Two EMSs have been selected as case studies, Tdraohéte Wash and North Norfolk Coast.
These sites were selected on the basis that theyuarently facing very different challenges
and will provide a wide range of stakeholder pectipes. Furthermore, another PhD student
looked at these sites four years ago and his fgsdpmovide me with an excellent starting point
as well as the opportunity to examine the chandeshahave occurred over a longer period of
time.

The Wash and North Norfolk case study will use hlieunquiry (PI) which took place on the
Wash in June 2006 as a starting point. The Pl wasened to resolve a disagreement between
English Nature (EN and mussel farmers working on the Wash. Theipuswear the lay
holders had applied to EN for permission to scadertducks of their lays using sonic bird
scaring devises (Wailer Mark Y1 They argued that Eider numbers had increasauatically
since 2003 and were decimating the mussel layderamg mussel farming on the Wash
unsustainable. However, EN refused their requesh® grounds that the Wash is an important
foraging area for large numbers of birds and tleeaisird scares is likely to disturb them, to
the detriment of the ecological integrity of theesind in contravention of the 1992 Habitats
Directive.

The aim of the research is to explore the widedizations of the Pl on the management of the
EMS and the relationship between Natural Englamtithe stakeholders. It is clear that a
significant element of the research will be to exsnthe impact of the Pl on the relationship
between the mussel farmers and Natural EnglandveMer, it is important to note that the
scope of the research extends beyond those diiaagtived. In particular | will focus on:

*  The perceptions of stakeholdelisectly involved with the PI on the impact of both
the result of the PI and the process which led oo ithe management of the European
Site

« The level of understanding about the PI of stakadrshot directly involved with the
Pl and its impact

» Whether stakeholders feel the regulations set doyine habitats directive restrict the
economic development and/or conservation

* The value stakeholders attribute to having a managéscheme

* Why stakeholders choose to participate (or nothénpartnership

! Since the PI English Nature has merged with thenBgside Agency and been re-named Natural
England. However, all the documents regardingPthesfer to EN.
2 www.scaringbirds.com
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« Weather stakeholders feel they are able to inflag¢he contents of the management
scheme.

The research will employ four different methodsnsstructured interviews; focus groups;
participant observation and documentary analyiis my intention to spend as much time as
possible living and working on the two sites over hext nine months (April — December
2007) engaging with stakeholders, getting to knlogvdhallenges faced in relation to the two
sites and conducting interviews.

If you are willing to be interviewed (or know sonm@owho would be) as part of this project or
would like to comment on the above | would be dtaté you could contact be either by E-
mail: t.roberts@ucl.ac.ukr phone 07713455048.

Many thanks
Tom Roberts

PhD researcher
University College London
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Draft Interview Guide The Wash

1. Biographical details:

Position/ role within EM S partnership (if one)?

Reason for involvement or not

How and why did you first get involved (if involved)?

Length of time involved

Were you previously involved with the management of the site

2. Social capital:

How do you feel about the site do you have a connection to it. Why?
Local? How long have you lived in the area?

Interaction with other stakeholders: Relationship/ work/ social/both/ none
Interaction with local authority/relevant authorities

Interaction with national policy representatives (NE National office/ DEFRA
etc)

3. Understanding and impact of the management schem

What do you think of the management scheme?
o Isitbeneficial?
0 Hasit made adifference?
0 How hasit effected you (isit at al restrictive)?
Do you feel you were able to influence the contents of the management
scheme?
Impact of European involvement

4. Perceptions of the impact of the PI

(Directly involved)
How has the PI affected you (result and process)?

(Not directly involved)
What is your knowledge of the P1?

(All)
What impact has the PI had on relationships within the EM S partnership?
Has the impact been wider than the mussel fishermen
Has it affected community cohesion
Was it the result of the PI or the process leading up to it which had the biggest
impact on relationships
Has the outcome of the Pl effected the economic/conservation development of
the site? How?
How well do you think the dispute was managed?

5. Dealing with future disputes

What future challenges do you think the site faces?
In the future if the site faces similar disagreements between stakeholders and
conservationists how do you think they could be delta with to avoid another PI7?
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Draft Interview Guide Thanet

1. Biographical details:
» Position/ role within EMS partnership (if one)
* Reason for involvement or not (if involved)
» How and why did you first get involved?
e Length of timeinvolved
*  Wereyou previously involved with the management of the site?

2. Social capital:
* How do you feel about the site do you have a connection to it? why?
e Loca? How long have you lived in the area?
* Interaction with other stakeholders: Relationship/ work/ social/both/ none
* Interaction with local authority/relevant authorities
* Interaction with nationa policy representatives (NE Nationa office/ DEFRA
etc)

3. Understanding and impact of the management schem
e What do you think of the management scheme?
o0 Isitbeneficial?
0 Hasit made adifference?
o How hasit effected you (isit at al restrictive)?

e Do you fed you were able to influence the contents of the management
scheme?

* Impact of European involvement

4. Stakeholder dialogue process:
(PEOPLE INVOLVED)

*  Wereyou involved in the first process/ second process/ both (why)?

* What did you think of the stakeholder dialogue process which led up to the
publication of the management scheme (first and or second time round
depending on involvement)?

* Didit help foster community cohesion/ involvement?

*  Wasit effective?

* Were the right people involved? Can you think of anyone/organisation which
was not involved which should have been?

* Do you fedl atrue consensus was reached? If yes, what was the key to this?

(PEOPLE NOT INVOLVED)
*  Wereyou involved in the first process (why)?
*  Why were you not involved?
e Would you like to have been?
*  What would have made you get involved?

5. Understanding of the term the “ecosystem appra”

* What is your understanding of the term the eco-system approach and how it has
been interpreted for the new management scheme?
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*  Why do you think this approach was adopted?
* Isit effective?
* Wasit necessary?

6. The future

* What challenges do you think the site faces in the future? How do you think
they will/should be approached?
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APENDICX 4

Emic

Etic

Descriptions of governance arrangements
The Wash and North Norfolk Coast

Perceptions of governance arrangements
The Wash and North Norfolk Coast

Descriptions of governance arrangements
NE Kent

Perceptions of governance arrangements
NE Kent

Descriptions of consultation
Arrangements The Wash and North
Norfolk Coast

Perceptions of consultation Arrangements
The Wash and North Norfolk Coast

Descriptions of consultation
arrangements NE Kent

Perceptions of consultation arrangements
NE Kent

Perceptions of Changing coastal
economy/ community

Descriptions of the use of ecosystem
approach in NE Kent

Perceptions of the use of ecosystem
approach in NE Kent

Historical and back ground information

Perceptions of European legislation

Attitude towards NCA and RA

Perceptions of the role played by NCA
and RAs

Perception of management scheme

Distribution of power within partnership

Conflict resolution techniques

Reasons why some people chose not to
engage with the process

Future challenges

Examples of social capital
* Level of trust within stakeholder
groups (bonding)
* Level of trust between stakeholder
groups (bridging)
* Level of trust within institutional
arrangements (bracing)

Methods of engaging stakeholders

Descriptions of Eider Pl on The Wash
and North Norfolk Coast

Impact of Eider Pl on The Wash and
North Norfolk Coast
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ENGLAND

EM/436/08 30 January
2008

EMBARGOED: NOT FOR PUBLICATION OR BROADCAST UNTIL
00:01HRS SATURDAY 2 FEBRUARY 2008

Wildlife and shellfish industry to prosper thanks to new fishery
management agreement in The Wash

Wildlife and fishermen in The Wash are to benefit from a new agreement to

improve shellfish management and protect the natural environment.

The Shellfish Management Policies for The Wash were agreed last month by
Eastern Sea Fisheries Joint Committee (ESFJC) and set out the sustainable
management of the cockle and mussel fisheries within The Wash — a
designated Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Area
(SPA), Ramsar site and Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).

The Policies’ agreement is testimony to the efforts made by all parties to bring
about a massive turn-around in the health of The Wash. Over-fishing
contributed to a collapse in shellfish stocks in the early 1990s and for the next
10 years there were few signs of recovery. The number of mussel beds fell
from over 30 beds in peak years to just one recorded bed in 1997, and cockle

stocks also reached record lows.

This had disastrous effects on shellfish-eating birds and on the fishing industry.
Major die-offs of oystercatcher were recorded in three different winters during
the 1990s, with thousands of birds being found dead, and knot counts fell by
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tens of thousands as a result of suspected emigration from The Wash. The
cockle fishery was closed in 1997 through lack of stocks, and the harvesting of
mussels from the natural beds remained at unprecedented low levels between
1993 and 1998.

This led Natural England to classify nearly half of The Wash Intertidal mud and
sandflats, the second largest area of this habitat in England, as in an
‘unfavourable declining’ condition. High-level scientific meetings were
convened to look at the problems, and new research was commissioned to
investigate factors inhibiting the site’s recovery. ESFJC made immediate
changes to management of the fisheries, introducing a quota to the cockle
fishery in 1998.

With the Policies in place Natural England has been able to re-assess 15,000
hectares of intertidal mud and sandflats within the SSSI from Unfavourable
Declining to Unfavourable Recovering condition. This represents 25 per cent of
the total improvement in condition Natural England is required to make in 07/08

across England.

In 2007, cockle stocks were found to have reached their second highest level
since records began, and mussel stocks reached levels not recorded since the
late 1980s. The improved shellfish stocks have created more sustainable
fisheries, but more importantly the Policies have shown that successful
commercial fisheries can continue to operate whilst safeguarding the wildlife

interests of the site.

The Policy represents the culmination of nearly 10 years of research and
dialogue between Natural England, the fishing industry and the fisheries
managers, Eastern Sea Fisheries Joint Committee. Collaboration between
these traditionally divergent stakeholder groups was paramount to achieving
consensus on practical and effective policy measures. It has only been in the
last few years that, by taking an adaptive, co-management approach, this

agreement has been reached.
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Speaking about this turn of fortune for the Wash, Sir Martin Doughty, Chair of
Natural England said: “The Wash is one of the most outstanding Wetlands in
Europe and of exceptional importance for it's wildlife and biodiversity. Through
working closely with the Wash fishermen and the ESFJC, sustainable

management of Wash shellfisheries has been secured.

“We will continue to work with the industry including fishermen and fisheries
managers in other important sites to achieve similarly effective agreements.
The Wash is an example of how, through partnerships, we can achieve a
sustainable future for both the natural environment and the economy,”

concluded Sir Martin.

Mat Mander, Chief Fishery Officer for the Eastern Sea Fisheries Joint
Committee, said: : “The development of these Policies by the Joint Committee and
their recent agreement is an important milestone for the industry, natural environment
and local people. Our work is already making a positive impact, enabling Natural
England to change the conservation status of many parts of the SSSI, which is

fantastic news and a huge step towards where we want to be in the future.”

Shane Bagley of Boston Fishermen’s Association and Bob Garnett of King's
Lynn Fishing Industry Co-operative said: “Agreeing these policies is important
as it has enabled the industry to have direct involvement in management of
these fisheries upon which our livelihoods depend and also the wildlife of the

site which we live and work side by side with.”

Notes to editors

1. Natural England works for people, places and nature to conserve and
enhance biodiversity, landscapes and wildlife in rural, urban, coastal and
marine areas. We conserve and enhance the natural environment for its
intrinsic value, the wellbeing and enjoyment of people, and the economic
prosperity it brings www.naturalengland.org.uk

2. The Joint Committee is composed of 20 members consisting of four
county councillors from Norfolk and three from Lincolnshire and Suffolk
respectively. Nine additional representatives are appointed by Defra for
their knowledge and experience in either fisheries or environmental
matters. The Environment Agency appoints the final member.

3. The Joint Committee is an autonomous Local Authority in its own right

but does not receive any funding from central government. Funding of
the Joint Committee is provided by a direct levy upon its three
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constituent County Councils. The Joint Committee conducts its
business at quarterly Statutory meetings and a number of specialised
sub-committee meetings.

4. The Wash is of exceptional importance to marine wildlife internationally
and nationally important for wildlife and is designated as a Special Area
of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Area (SPA), Ramsar site and
Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).

Issued on behalf of Natural England by GNN East Midlands. Media
enquiries to Gaby Hateley at GNN East Midlands on 0115 971 2797
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