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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 

Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) is a process defined in terms of achieving 

sustainable development.  Despite sustainability being accepted by the majority of 

organizations currently operating on the coast, the integrated approach is seen as the more 

constructive and beneficial alternative to achieve this state.  If ‘success’ for ICZM means 

sustainable development, then the question is raised as to how it attempts to achieve this, 

and, more specifically, how effectively it does so?  Put another way, how can the 

management process be evaluated in terms of achieving its aims?  Despite several attempts 

to produce sustainability indicator sets, there is currently no established or validated way of 

assessing the effectiveness of ICZM initiatives and consequently there is also no national 

overview with which to judge the strategic performance of coastal partnerships (CPs).  This 

study aims to address this failing by developing and critically evaluating a standardised 

operating mechanism for assessing the ability of ICZM initiatives to achieve sustainable 

development.      

 

In order to develop this ‘Coastal Sustainability Standard’, a review was made of the current 

role and treatment of sustainability in coastal planning and management in the UK.  Using the 

electronic database of the company ‘Coastal Management for Sustainability’ (CMS), a survey 

of UK coastal practitioners was carried out as to the key theoretical constructs inherent in the 

concept of sustainability.   Textual analysis of the results, using the qualitative software 

package, Nud*ist 6, revealed six dominant constructs which would form the basis for the 

development of the standard.  These six – planning; participation; communication; integration; 

responsibility; and, balance – were defined as principles, and a set of criteria developed for 

each, with which to enable assessment.  A scoring system and set of guidelines were then 

designed to maximise the level of objectivity in carrying out the assessment, with the scoring 

system also reflecting the systems thinking inherent in the design.  

 

In order to validate the mechanism, three case study CPs were selected against which to 

carry out a detailed application of the Standard.  These were the Exe Estuary Management 

Partnership (EEMP); Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum (TECF); and, Pembrokeshire 

Coastal Forum (PCF), all of which scored relatively poorly.  That none of the three CPs 

achieved the pre-requisite standard raised a number of considerations relating to the efficacy 

of the Standard and its operation, as well as to the nature of ICZM in the UK and its aim of 

achieving sustainable development.   

 

Conclusions drawn from this evaluation identified that the current operation of ICZM in the UK 

exhibits a disjointed approach to achieving its long-term goals, as a result of its voluntary 

nature.  The voluntary approach employed in the UK can be seen to be at the root of a 
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number of problems facing the successful development of ICZM.  In terms of resources, it has 

implications for the skills, knowledge and training of coastal managers, as well as the funding 

available to develop and implement effective plans.  The voluntary approach also does not 

necessarily ‘encourage’ appropriate cultural changes within or between stakeholder 

organizations, and does not impart joint responsibility or collective liability upon stakeholders 

to achieve sustainable development. 

 

The development and application of the Coastal Sustainability Standard has been shown to 

have some efficacy and, given the number of relevant policy initiatives currently underway, 

contribute to the topical debate about way forward for ICZM.  Furthermore, it is seen as a way 

of initialising a debate relating to professional skills and competencies required of ICZM; of 

adding value to the management process of individual CPs; and of providing a mechanism for 

a national strategic review process.   
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

 

 

1.1 Introduction 

 

This chapter presents an overview of the subject area and develops a rationale for the focus 

of this research.  It identifies the principal aim, along with the hypothesis and objectives, and 

then outlines the structure in which this work is presented.     

 

 

1.2 Rationale 

 

1.2.1 Coastal issues and management 

 

The coast may be viewed from a number of different perspectives but ultimately it can be 

described as being unique, both in form and function, and in the complexity of its structure.  

For this reason, the physical, chemical, biological, social and economic elements that are 

associated with the coast, and the gradual transition that exists between land and sea, may 

be better considered as being components of a ‘coastal zone’.  For example, it may be looked 

at as a geographic area where, through natural processes such as hydrology and 

geomorphology, land and sea physically interact.  As such, it is increasingly recognised as 

being of critical importance for its high biological diversity, and for the self-sustaining functions 

and resources it provides.  The coastal zone also represents an area of economic activity 

based on the exploitation of these resources.  Indeed, a European Commission study 

indicates that the total ecosystem benefits generated by the coastal zone of the European 

Union (EU) is worth more in economic terms than the national Gross Domestic Product (GDP) 

of many of the smaller EU countries (Firn Crichton Roberts, 2000).  One of the key reasons 

for this is that the coast represents a favoured destination for tourism and leisure.  In addition, 

migration to the coast and population growth, on a global scale, has meant that over half the 

present population of the world live in the coastal zone (O’Riordan et al., 2000) with trends set 

to continue (Kay and Alder, 1999).  Thus, the coastal zone also represents a socio-cultural 

entity, where specific traditions and values have evolved, and one also that may be viewed 

distinctively, both in terms of its governance and its institutional and administrative 

boundaries. 

 

The European Union Demonstration Programme on Integrated Management of Coastal 

Zones (1997, p. 6) defined this coastal zone, as “a strip of land and sea of varying width 

depending on the nature of the environment and the management needs... (which) seldom 

corresponds to existing administrative or planning units”.  They went on to state that it may 

“extend well beyond the limit of territorial waters and many kilometres inland”.  The coastal 
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zone therefore is a fuzzy concept, and one of indeterminate geographical area.   It is also an 

area where resources have been, and continue to be, placed under multiple, intense and 

often-competing pressures (Kay and Alder, 1999).  Problems associated with this conflict 

include coastal erosion, habitat destruction, loss of biodiversity, contamination of soil and 

water resources, and other issues relating to water quality (European Commission, 2000).  In 

turn, these can lead to unemployment, social instability, the destruction of cultural heritage, 

and loss of property and development options.  Coastal problems and impacts are also likely 

to be further exacerbated by predicted global trends in climate change and pollution.  An 

understanding, therefore, of the central issues pertaining to these pressures and impacts is 

clearly integral to developing an effective approach to managing the coast, with the need for 

such management reflecting the need to resolve these problems.   

 

In the majority of countries, the coastal zone has proved to be a problematic place to manage.  In 

the UK, for example, there is no official definition of the coastal zone, nor currently any strategic 

and national coastal zone policy.  Instead there is a complexity involved in managing the coastal 

zone, which results from a variety of organizations having responsibility for a series of statutory 

and non-statutory instruments.  These disparate actors have no formal statutory mechanism to 

co-ordinate their activities, and instead, operate as part of a complex range of overlapping 

jurisdictional and mandatory relationships.  Such a ‘sectoral’ framework for managing the coastal 

zone is widely acknowledged to be inappropriate for effective coastal conflict resolution, with 

instead a more holistic approach, known as Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM), being 

advocated as a preferred alternative (European Commission, 2000). 

 

The Coastal Area Management and Planning Network (CAMPNET) stated, in 1989, that the 

basic tenet of ICZM is to maximise the long-term economic and social benefits from the wise use 

of coastal resources (Clark, 1991).  This relationship between economic benefits, social welfare 

and environmental resources has been further strengthened ever since, with the European 

Commission (1999a, p. 16) for example, defining ICZM as "a dynamic, continuous and iterative 

process designed to promote sustainable development of coastal zones”.  This definition does 

not preclude individual organisations, currently involved in the ‘sectoral’ management of the 

coast, by their words or actions, of also aiming to achieve sustainable development; merely 

that a distinction can be drawn, on the basis of the likelihood of ‘success’, between the 

‘sectoral’ approach and the more cogent and defined intent of ICZM.   

 

Given that ICZM is defined in terms of sustainable development, and in order to put this into 

practice, the aim would need to be considered and made tangible through the development and 

application of multiple objectives.  Clearly, given its breadth, some of these objectives would 

appear contradictory and thus the challenge facing ICZM is to broker ‘trade-offs’ between, for 

example, on the one hand, objectives for economic growth, and on the other, objectives for 

environmental conservation.  ICZM needs therefore to reach agreement on compromises to 
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support multiple benefits, and to achieve a “dynamic balance between the limitation of 

opportunities for economic development versus an acceptable reduction in environmental 

quality” (Burbridge, 1997, p. 178).  Such an integrated relationship across different disciplines, 

sectors and boundaries, it is argued, would represent a major step forward in meeting the coastal 

challenges of the future. 

 

As stated previously, in the UK there is currently no such formalised or statutory ICZM 

mechanism.  Instead, recent years have seen the emergence of a number of local and voluntary 

coastal partnerships (CPs).  These initiatives have been established in order to better co-ordinate 

the activities of coastal interests, with the intention of improving the integration of coastal 

management.  They can therefore be cited as examples of ICZM in practice. 

 

In addition to these voluntary partnerships, there are a number of policy initiatives currently 

underway at both national and European level that could have significant implications for the 

nature of coastal management in the future.  The European Union (EU) of course has a major 

influence on a wide array of national policies and governance, with the coastal environment 

being no different.  For example, the European Commission (EC) strategy and policy relating to 

ICZM led to a European Parliament and Council Recommendation concerning the 

implementation of Integrated Coastal Zone Management in Europe that was adopted in 2002 

(EC, 2002).  This Recommendation required individual Member States to initiate a national 

stocktake in order to analyse the actors, laws and institutions that influence the planning and 

management of their coastal zones.  For the UK, this was carried out by the Atkins Consulting 

Group and completed in 2004.  The Recommendation further required that the stocktake should 

form the basis from which Members develop national strategies to implement ICZM.  The draft 

national strategy for England was published in June 2006, subject to consultation, with the 

deadline for responses being 29 September 2006.   

 

The EC “Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council, establishing 

a Framework for Community Action in the field of Marine Environmental Policy” (COM, 

2005a), known as the European Marine Strategy Directive, is also particularly relevant to 

ICZM.  As part of the EU’s 6th Environmental Action Programme, this was presented by the 

Commission in October 2005, to “promote the sustainable use of the seas and conserve 

marine ecosystems” (COM, 2005a, p. 2) and identifies the inherent links with ICZM in stating, 

“given the inextricable links between the coastal zone and the marine environment, the 

implementation of the Strategy will provide a supportive framework for the national strategies 

foreseen by the Recommendation on Integrated Coastal Zone Management and for spatial 

planning in general” (COM, 2005b, p. 7).   

 

It is likely then that both the EU ICZM Strategy and the European Marine Strategy will affect 

the nature and development of ICZM in the UK, as indeed might the EC Green Paper entitled 
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“Towards a future Maritime Policy for the Union: A European vision for the oceans and seas” 

(COM, 2006).  In terms of specific national policy however, there is also the draft UK Marine 

Bill, which is aimed at introducing new primary legislation in order to deliver a more holistic, 

ecosystem-based approach to marine stewardship through a system of marine spatial 

planning (MSP). The period of consultation on this draft Bill ended on June 23 2006, and 

along with the draft ICZM strategy for England, illustrates the current relevancy of policy 

influences on ICZM in the UK. 

 

 

1.2.2 Sustainable development 

 

As has been described, the central tenet of ICZM is to enable the sustainable development of the 

coast.  This concept of sustainable development represents a much-espoused aspirational 

notion open to a wide range of philosophical definitions, these definitions being related to 

different worldviews.  It has progressed from one concerned solely with economic and 

technical considerations to one where there are now a number of interpretations and 

conceptualizations relating the promotion of environmentally sound approaches to economic 

development (Pezzoli, 1997).   

 

Sustainable development is now a widely acknowledged term used by organisations 

representing all scales of management: local, regional, national and international.  The most 

widely cited definition of the concept was stated in the influential report of the World 

Commission on Environment and Development (WCED), in 1987; often referred to as the 

'Brundtland Report'.  This report related the environment to economic development and social 

welfare, and stated “sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the 

present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”  

(WCED, 1987, p.43).   This definition and concept was formalised on an ideological and 

political level during the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development 

(UNCED), held in Rio do Janeiro, Brazil in 1992.  The centrepiece and most significant outcome 

of the ‘Earth Summit’, as it was known, was an agreement by 180 countries, to a comprehensive 

global plan of action designed to achieve a sustainable pattern of development: this plan being 

known as ‘Agenda 21’, or an ‘Agenda for the Twenty-First Century’.   

 

Since the ‘Earth Summit’ there have been a number of other related UN conferences and 

conventions, that have become known collectively, as the ‘Rio Cluster’ (Pezzoli, 1997).  The 

most important recent one of these being the World Summit on Sustainable Development 

(WSSD), Johannesburg, South Africa, 2002, “which reviewed the progress made with regard 

sustainability since the Rio conference, and began that evolution to sustainability in more 

earnest” (O’Riordan, 2003, p. 5).   
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The proliferation of thought relating to the concept of sustainable development is now such 

that it may be viewed as a new paradigm, representing, as it does, a philosophical and 

theoretical framework within which theories, laws and generalizations can be defined.  Hence, 

with regard to ICZM, achieving sustainable development represents the raison d’etre.  By its 

very nature, however, there is an inherent ambiguity in the concept, which stems from the 

multidisciplinary relationship between the environmental, social and economic systems.  Each 

of these categories carries its own discrete value system and set of priorities and, as such, 

consequent value conflicts inevitably exist between the different categories.  This is reflected 

in the huge raft of definitions and reports, produced on the subject, which have strengthened 

the argument for sustainable development without necessarily progressing it, since, for each 

report, there has been a particular interpretation of the concept in tune with each author’s 

aims and agenda (Bell and Morse, 1999).  This indicates both the breadth of the concept and 

the lack of consensus as to an operational definition and, in particular, to an operational 

process.    

 

The term, sustainable development, is often expressed in short hand as ‘sustainability’, and in 

many texts the two are indeed used interchangeably.  Brugman (1997b, p. 301), for example, 

referred to sustainability as “a condition in which the imposition of social values on complex, 

objective biophysical systems does not so destabilise these systems that we can no longer 

achieve our basic values”.   Clearly Brugman, inter alia, is identifying the same characteristics 

inherent in ‘sustainability’ as in ‘sustainable development’.  Despite this however, it should be 

noted that an argument could be made for differentiating the two on the basis of a need for 

economic growth, which sustainable development implies but which sustainability necessarily 

does not.  For the purposes of commencing this research however, the two will be considered 

as one. 

 

 

1.2.3 Coastal management and sustainability appraisal 

 

In relation to the management of the coastal zone, then, two propositions are clear.  Firstly, 

there is a perceived need to move from the sectoral management of the coast to ICZM, in 

order to be able to better manage the complex problems redolent of these geographical 

areas.  ICZM as a process is defined in terms of achieving sustainable development and, 

despite the fact that sustainability is largely accepted by the majority of organisations currently 

operating on the coast, the integrated approach is seen as the more constructive, proactive 

and beneficial alternative to achieve this state of sustainability.   Secondly, given its complex, 

multi-faceted nature, sustainability should not be seen as an absolute quantity to be 

measured, such as, for instance, sustainability equals 42.  Instead it should be recognized as 

a complex term dependant upon the perceptions of a range of stakeholders in the problem 

situation in question (Bell and Morse, 1999).   
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If ‘success’ for ICZM means sustainable development, then these two propositions raise 

questions regarding how it attempts to achieve this, and, more specifically, how effectively it 

does so.  Put another way, how can the management process be evaluated in terms of 

achieving its aims?  According to the EC, lessons from the Demonstration Programme on 

ICZM stated that there are two approaches available to carry out such an assessment: one 

assessing the process and methods used in order to operate; and one examining the result of 

changes in the status of the coastal zone (EC, 1999).  To date, however, no such appraisal 

mechanisms have been fully validated in order to answer such questions. 

 

That is not to say however that attempts have not been made.  Indeed, several attempts have 

been made to develop indicator sets that could address such a problem, where indicator is 

defined as “a parameter or value derived from parameters, which points to, provides 

information about or describes the state of a phenomenon/environment/area” (OECD, 2003, 

p. 5).  Morse et al. (2001, p. 1) further states that such indicator sets “are increasingly seen as 

important tools in the implementation of sustainable development”.  With regard to ICZM, 

sustainability indicators were considered as part of the EU ICZM Demonstration Programme, 

with a set being developed and published by the Atlantic Living Coastlines Project (2000), 

though this set was not operated in any way.  More recently, the Schéma d’Aménagement 

Intégré du Littoral has published a set of indicators that measure progress in the sustainable 

development of the coastal zone (SAIL, 2005) but these have also not, as yet, been 

implemented.  They have however, formed the basis for indicators produced by the EU 

Working Group on Indicators and Data (WG – ID, 2004), who have recommended two sets; 

one, a list of 27 indicators based largely on those proposed by SAIL, to enable assessment of 

the status of the coast (the ‘sustainable development indicators’); and one, the degree to 

which ICZM was being implemented at various different geographic and administrative levels 

(the ‘progress indicator’) (Gilbert and Pickaver, 2005).  These indicator sets have also yet to 

be implemented, and indeed it is still not clear how such an operation will take place. 

 

In relation to ICZM and sustainable development, one further point should also be made.  

Essentially, the assumption underpinning this research is that ICZM is correctly defined as a 

process that attempts to achieve sustainable development.  Implicit in this assumption lays 

the premise that ICZM therefore intends to fulfil the requirements inherent in sustainable 

development and that, as such, can reasonably be assessed in terms of its success in 

achieving these requirements.  For many, this line of argument holds perfect weight since 

sustainable development represents such a fundamentally correct and appropriate aspiration.  

Some authors have even gone as far as saying that “everyone agrees that sustainability is a 

good thing” (Allen and Hoekstra, 1993, in Bell and Morse, 1999, p. 3).  On this basis, it is 

clearly proper that ICZM should aim to achieve sustainable development.  The fact that 
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almost all political, practical and theoretical ICZM literature is defined in terms of sustainable 

development also gives weight to such an argument.   

 

It is also noted however, that other authors critically argue against the concept of sustainable 

development.  Fortune and Hughes (1997, in Bell and Morse, 1999, p. 3), for example, though 

not specifically with regard to ICZM, state that sustainability is “an empty concept, lacking firm 

substance and containing embedded ideological positions that are, under the best 

interpretation, condescending and paternalistic”.  If such arguments were a truer reflection of 

sustainable development, this would question the assumption on which the research is based 

and raise questions relating to how ICZM process operates and how it should be assessed.   

For the purposes of this research however, it is considered that ICZM is appropriately defined 

in terms of sustainable development.  

 

 

1.3 Research Aim and Objectives 

 

Following on from the rationale, this research is not an attempt to produce a single, ultimate 

measure of ‘coastal sustainability’, but rather as a way of developing an operating mechanism 

that enables the appraisal of coastal sustainability management; that is, the potential to 

achieve a state of greater sustainability through coastal management.  This would therefore 

represent an analysis of the effectiveness of coastal management and consequently should 

allow for the possibility of improvements in the management process.   

 

The intention is to produce a standardised approach to appraisal that is both spatially and 

temporally repeatable, i.e. one that would enable a comparative audit to be taken and 

analysed on a periodic basis and for different coastal areas.  

 

The principal aim of the study therefore is: 

 

• To develop and critically evaluate a standardised operating mechanism for appraising 

the ability of ICZM initiatives to deliver sustainable development.     

 

 

The hypothesis to be tested is that: 

 

• The development of a standardised sustainability appraisal system for ICZM will allow 

for comparative assessment to be made of ICZM initiatives, both spatially and 

temporally, and lead to improvements in the management process.  

 

The objectives of the investigation are: 
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• To critically review the current role and treatment of sustainability in coastal planning 

and management in the UK;  

 

• To undertake a normative analysis of sustainability with respect to coastal 

management;   

 

• To develop a standardised operating mechanism for sustainability appraisal in ICZM; 

 

• To validate and critically analyse the mechanism through application to detailed case 

study coastal partnerships (CPs); and 

 

• To make recommendations regarding future developments in ICZM and the 

assessment of coastal sustainability. 

 

 

1.4  Structure of the Thesis 

 

This thesis starts with a contextual and critical review of the literature relating to both coastal 

management and sustainable development (Chapter 2).  This firstly considers the meaning 

and principles of ICZM and explains its evolution in the UK, including a review of coastal 

partnerships (CPs).  Theoretical issues pertaining to sustainable development are then 

considered, followed by a detailed review of the methods by which sustainability can be 

appraised.  In order to explore all potential methods of appraisal, the chapter finishes with a 

review of standards, benchmarking and strategic assessment used in other areas of 

management.  This critical review of the information gathered then informs the data 

requirements necessary to be fulfilled in order to meet the research aims and objectives and 

thus forms the basis for the research methodology. 

 

Chapter 3 gives a detailed explanation of the research methodology.  This chapter identifies 

the philosophical theory underpinning the research and highlights the different stages evident 

in the research.  Stage 1 reviews the development of the Coastal Sustainability Standard 

through a survey of coastal management professionals, in terms of its approach, participant 

selection and analysis.  Stage 2 outlines the operation and evaluation of the Standard and, in 

particular, identifies suitable CPs that can be used as case studies in order to test the 

standard.  These are the Exe Estuary Management Partnership (EEMP); the Tamar Estuaries 

Consultative Forum (TECF); and, the Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum (PCF).    

 

Chapter 4, entitled ‘Constructs of Coastal Sustainability’, identifies the results of Stage 1 of 

the research and summarises the findings.  These results are then used in order to develop 
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the Coastal Sustainability Standard (Chapter 5).  This process of development is explained, 

including an outline of its operational mechanism.  This includes a set of guidelines, which 

allow for greater clarity and understanding in the Standards use.   Chapters 4 and 5 are 

concerned with Stage 1 of the research process highlighted in the methodology. 

 

Chapter 6 relates to Stage 2 of the methodology and in particular the operation of the 

Standard with respect to the three nominated case studies.  For each of these case studies 

the CP is assessed against the Standard, and a summary analysis made.  These 

assessments are then fed back to the CP for comment.  The comments of the CPs then 

inform Chapter 7, which considers the Standard in terms of its operation and efficacy.  

Specifically, Chapter 7 synthesises all pertinent information and makes an evaluation of the 

potential and efficacy of the Coastal Sustainability Standard in assessing ICZM initiatives in 

the UK, and in particular, their ability to manage and achieve, sustainable development. 

 

Chapter 8 defines the overall conclusions relevant to this research, and draws out 

recommendations both for ICZM in the UK and its assessment.  The chapter also identifies 

the contribution of this research, and potential areas for development and future research.  
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2.0 INTEGRATED COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY 
 

 

 
2.1 Introduction 
 
 

This chapter conceptualizes and frames the research through a literature-based analysis of 

UK coastal management and sustainable development.  Although a wealth of literature exists 

specifically relating to these subjects, it was considered necessary to supplement and support 

the analysis with further research into a number of discrete but related subject areas, thereby 

allowing for a more comprehensive consideration of the topic.  Furthermore, in order to fully 

understand the nature of the problem being considered it was deemed important to review the 

complexity involved in managing coastal sustainability since from this understanding it would 

be possible to enable a more appropriate operational appraisal mechanism to be developed.    

 

The chapter begins with a review of the definition and salient principles inherent in ICZM, prior 

to detailing coastal management and it’s continuing evolution in the UK.  Theoretical issues 

pertaining to sustainability and sustainable development are then considered before a review 

of the methods by which sustainability can be appraised.  In order to fully explore potential 

methods, current standards and benchmarking used in other areas of environmental 

management are also highlighted.  The conclusion then draws together the findings in order 

to identify the key elements underpinning this research.   

 

Creswell (2003) stated that a visual summary of the key elements of the research could be 

shown using a ‘literature map’.  This is illustrated for this research in Figure 2.1. 

 

 

2.2 Integrated Coastal Zone Management in the UK 

 

2.2.1 The meaning and principles of Integrated Coastal Zone Management 

 

ICZM was defined by the European Commission Demonstration Programme on ICZM as "a 

dynamic, continuous and iterative process designed to promote [the] sustainable 

development of coastal zones” (EC, 1999a, p. 16).  This is just one of many definitions that 

relate the process of ICZM to achieving the goal of sustainable development.  For example, 

Cicin-Sain and Knecht (1998, p. 39) similarly state that ICZM can be defined as “a continuous 

and dynamic process by which decisions are made for the sustainable use, development, and 

protection of coastal and marine areas and resources”.  This link between the ‘new paradigm’ 

of sustainability and ICZM can be drawn back to the formalisation of ‘Agenda 21’ at the United 

Nations Conference on Environment and Development, held in Rio de Janeiro, 1992.  Indeed,  
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Figure 2.1     Literature Map of Integrated Coastal Zone Management and Sustainability
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it was from this seminal juncture that a report written for the EU, on the socio-economic costs 

and benefits of ICZM, noted the title ‘integrated’ first started to appear in the name of coastal 

initiatives (Firn Crichton Roberts Ltd., 2000).  In doing so, this addition conferred extra 

meaning to the common set of understandings that previously reflected coastal management 

Further definition was also given to ICZM by the EC in its reflection paper on the 

Demonstration Programme, which stated “although ICZM refers to management, in fact, the 

ICZM process [also] covers the full cycle of information collection, planning, decision-making, 

management and monitoring of implementation” (EC, 1999a, p. 16).   

 

The precise mechanism by which this process should operate is still, however, the subject of 

debate, with numerous approaches having been proposed as to exactly how ICZM might 

achieve the goal of sustainable development (e.g. Olsen, 1993; Sorenson 1993, 1997; Cicin-Sain 

and Knecht, 1998; EC, 1999a).  One recurring theme that can be seen to run throughout the 

literature is the need for co-ordination between different sectors and levels of governance (e.g. 

Olsen, 1993; Cicin-Sain and Knecht, 1998; EC, 1999a; EC, 1999b; Kay and Alder, 1999).  This 

co-ordination has been described by Cicin-Sain (1993, p.15) as the “imperative of integration” in 

which “the reality of interdependence…necessitates integration: integration between environment 

and development (sustainable development), integration amongst sectors, and integration 

amongst nations”.  Indeed, one of the outcomes of an international workshop, sponsored by 

the Independent World Commission on the Oceans, held in Lisbon, Portugal 1998, stated that 

the key to achieving the sustainable governance of the oceans, and of all environmental 

resources, was integration; that being integration across disciplines, stakeholder groups and 

generations (Costanza et al., 1998).   

 

The ‘imperative of integration’ then is both fundamental, and eponymous, to ICZM and as such 

can be seen to represent a yardstick by which ICZM can be assessed (Firn Crichton Roberts, 

2000).  This has been acknowledged by a number of authors, including Cicin-Sain (1993), who 

suggested a five-stage coastal management continuum ranging from fragmentation through to 

communication, coordination, harmonisation and, finally, integration.  This implies an evolutionary 

process whereby coastal management initiatives develop into ICZM projects.  Cicin-Sain and 

Knecht (1998, p. 45) also identified “dimensions of integration”, as did McGlashan (2000) who 

categorised four integrative ‘directions’ that could be applied to coastal management as a means 

of assessment, as shown in Table 2.1. 

 

Integration thus represents both a means of assessment and a fundamental principle of 

ICZM.  Clearly, it is not the only such principle inherent in ICZM however, with a number of 

reports identifying others.  The European Commission’s Communication on ICZM Strategy for 

example, identified eight that embodied the generic methodology of ICZM (EC, 2000), whilst 

the Independent World Commission on the Oceans workshop identified six principles 

(Costanza et al., 1998).  These six are known as the ‘Lisbon Principles’, and together form 
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“an indivisible collection of basic guidelines governing the use of all environmental resources, 

including but not limited to, marine and coastal resources”  (ibid., p. 47).  Costanza et al. went 

on to state that adhering to these six principles would “help ensure that governance is inclusive, 

inquisitive, careful, fair, scale-sensitive, adaptive, and ultimately, sustainable” (ibid.).  Cicin-Sain 

and Knecht (1998) also identified a ‘substantive and procedural’ set of principles relating to 

ICZM and categorised these as being either ‘international norms for environment and 

development’ or those specifically relating to the ‘special character of coasts and oceans’.  

The former represent the key ones identified from the set of twenty-seven that were published 

as part of the ‘Rio Declaration on Environment and Development’ (UNCED, 1992).  These 

various sets of principles are listed in Table 2.2, from which a review of the different sets 

shows there to be a number of similarities between them.  For example, all three sets make 

direct reference to both integration and participation, even if they do not specifically give these 

titles.  At the same time the sets are also distinctive, with a number of differences evident 

between them.  Adaptive management, for example, is included in the first two sets but not in 

the ‘Rio Declaration’.   

 

Table 2.1 Forms of integration (McGlashan, 2000) 

 

Form of integration 

 

Meaning 

Spatial integration   

 

Relates to the extent, operation and type of terrestrial and marine 

boundaries  

 

Temporal integration Relates to lag-times, longevity, uncertainty and future generations 

 

Vertical integration Relates international to local planning, decision-making and action 

 

Horizontal integration Relates sectoral plans, decisions and actions 

 

 

 

2.2.2 Evolution of ICZM in the UK  

 

In the UK, management of the coastal zone, at least indirectly, has been in evolution since 

engineers first started to build ‘hard’ physical structures such as sea walls, harbours, ports 

and coastal resorts, thereby interfering with natural coastal processes (French, 2004).  Such 

interference with the coast, particularly during the nineteenth century and a large part of the 

twentieth, was considered quite the ‘norm’ since the environment generally was viewed as a  
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Table 2.2 Principles of Integrated Coastal Zone Management 

 

 

European Commission Principles 

(2000,2002) 

 

 

‘Lisbon’ Principles 

(1998) 

 

 

Key ‘Rio’ Principles 

(Cicin-Sain and Knecht, 1998) 

Broad, holistic perspective Responsibility  Integration 

Consideration should be given to both the complex 

diversity of coastal systems and their appropriate 

boundaries - thematic and geographic 

Access to environmental resources carries with it 

attendant responsibilities to use them in an 

ecologically sensitive, economically efficient and 

socially fair manner 

Address interrelationships between issues and 

sectors relating to environment and development 

Reflect local specificity  Scale-matching  Right to develop 

Relevant to the specific characteristics of each area Relating to appropriate scales of governance and 

an extension of the principle of subsidiarity 

The right of every human being to develop potential 

and live in dignity 

Long-term perspective Precautionary Principle  Precautionary Principle 

Ensuring that decisions respect the precautionary 

principle for both present and future generations 

In the face of uncertainty decisions should err on 

the side of caution 

Lack of scientific certainty is no reason to postpone 

action to avoid potentially serious or irreversible 

harm to the environment  

Adaptive management  Adaptive management  Environmental safeguards Principle 

Iterative management in order to improve policies, 

programmes and activities leading to greater 

integration  

Iterative management acknowledging uncertainty To implement effective environmental management 
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European Commission Principles 

(2000,2002) 

 

 

‘Lisbon’ Principles 

(1998) 

 

 

Key ‘Rio’ Principles 

(Cicin-Sain and Knecht, 1998) 

Work with natural processes  Full cost allocation  Polluter Pays Principle  

 

Respect environmental limits and enable natural 

processes to work effectively 

Internal and external costs should be evaluated and 

allocated appropriately 

To internalise the external costs of human 

economic activity  

 

Participatory planning  Participation  Transparency Principle 

Collaborative involvement of all relevant 

stakeholders 

Stakeholders should be engaged in the formulation 

and implementation of decisions concerning 

environmental resources 

Decisions are made in an open, transparent 

manner with full public involvement 

Support and involve all relevant administrative 

bodies  

 Equity Principle 

Mutually supportive action from all levels of 

administration 

Inter and intra generational justice and fairness 

Use a combination of instruments   

Operating the correct mix of tools and instruments 

for the institutional and cultural context 
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‘resource’ to be exploited and over which, control could be exercised.  The implications, 

however, of this ‘control’ were not fully understood at the time.  Since then, greater scientific 

knowledge has resulted in a deeper understanding of the dynamic nature of the environment 

and with respect to the coast, shed light on a number of serious issues such as coastal 

erosion, pollution and habitat loss; all of which, to varying degrees, have resulted from this 

intervention.    

 

Greater understanding of the environment has also lead to increasing concern, and the 

development, more specifically, of the environmental movement.  This movement has 

reflected an increasingly apparent need for a shift in how the environment is managed, and 

over time, has become more institutionalised into the act of governance; a general and on-

going process that Ballinger (1999) has described as being part of the ‘greening’ 

phenomenon.  Krut and Gleckman (1998, p.5) refer to such ‘environmental management’ as 

being rather presumptuous in its intent since “the environment cannot be managed; rather we 

can find out ways to work with natural laws and systems.  The term environmental 

management therefore needs to be understood as shorthand for the management of 

institutions and people that impact (upon) the environment”.  This argument is of course, 

equally apposite with regard to coastal management.   

 

Coastal management then has developed to manage the institutions and people that impact 

on the coastal environment.  Over the twentieth century, this resulted in the development of a 

complex sectoral approach involving a plethora of statutory and non-statutory bodies, each 

evolving at differing times with specific jurisdictional interests, and each operating in a 

complex legal and administrative framework.  The key problems associated with this 

piecemeal approach were that it did not view the coastal environment as the dynamic and 

interdependent zone of land and sea that science was proving it to be.  Instead sectors, and 

their associated issues and problems, were considered separately, with generally poor 

communication links between the relevant organisations.  This non-strategic approach did 

not, therefore, reflect the greater understanding of the coastal environment and hence led, 

overall, to ineffective management solutions (Ballinger et al., 2002).  In total, the sectoral 

mechanisms available were not appropriate for dealing with the evident complex of coastal 

problems. 

 

The ineffectiveness of the approach was acknowledged on an international level at the United 

Nations Conference on the Environment and Development held in Rio de Janeiro in 1992.  In 

particular, Chapter 17 of Agenda 21 dealt specifically with oceans and coastlines and 

committed signatories to the ‘integrated management and sustainable development of coastal 

areas’ (UNCED, 1992a).  At a national UK level, the House of Commons Environment Select 

Committee (HOCESC) supported this, and highlighted the inadequacy of the existing UK 

coastal zone framework in its report ‘Coastal Zone Protection and Planning’ (HOCESC, 
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1992).  In this report, the Committee made a number of recommendations, the most salient 

being that the coastal zone should be treated as one unit.  Thus, it identified the need for 

integration.  The report further stated that in order to achieve this there should be a 

rationalisation of the existing legislation and organisational responsibilities to come under one 

strategic national coastal management plan; and that, in order to operate this plan, there 

should be a national coastal zone management unit established.  In addition, to further this, 

there should also be an extension of the terrestrial planning system out to 12 nautical miles, 

enabling integration of the spatial planning across both land and sea, thereby removing the 

problem of the coastal boundary and its sectoral implications (HOCESC, 1992). 

 

The Government accepted some of the recommendations made by the Committee and 

acknowledged the need for greater integration in the coastal zone.  Indeed, evidence of the 

Government’s encouragement of more integrated initiatives can be seen in several of its 

subsequent planning and policy statements.  For example, the planning policy guidance note 

on Coastal Planning (PPG20), issued in 1992, outlined the Government’s commitment to 

encourage cooperative working, stakeholder participation and the role of voluntary networks 

in coastal planning (DoE, 1992b).  In addition, and more specifically, the Ministry for 

Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF) published non-statutory guidance relating to coastal 

defences, entitled ‘Shoreline Management Plans: A Guide for Coast Defence Authorities’ 

(MAFF, 1995).  This particular guidance stemmed from an increasing understanding of 

sediment dynamics and outlined a more strategic and co-ordinated approach by which the 

Maritime District Councils were ‘encouraged’ to manage coastal processes.  This new 

framework involved the production of ‘Shoreline Management Plans (SMPs) and has lead to 

enhanced cooperative working between engineers, planners and other relevant organisations 

and stakeholders.  The first tranche of these SMPs have since undergone a period of review 

with the intention being to further improve coordination, and foster better guidance and 

administrative mechanisms (Ballinger et al., 2002). 

 

However, despite acknowledging the need for greater integration in the coastal zone and 

noting the benefits of ICZM, the government historically insisted that radical organisational 

surgery was unnecessary and that the existing framework was appropriate to deliver the 

desired integration (DoE, 1992a).  In accepting the elements of integrated coastal 

management but rejecting a statutory framework, the Government thus paved the way for the 

development of the voluntary approach to ICZM, clearly evident today.  Indeed, though there 

is still no statutory or formalised ICZM mechanism, the last decade has seen a proliferation of 

non-statutory plans and voluntary networks that have emerged in order to better co-ordinate 

the activities of vested stakeholder interests in contested coastal environments.  Table 2.3 

identifies the variety of voluntary coastal groups operating at different geographic scales and 

with different purposes in the UK.  For example, with regard to the management of coastal 

processes, a more integrated approach is being fostered through the work of the Standing 
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Conference on Problems Associated with the Coastline (SCOPAC).  This stakeholder group 

represents an example of an issue-based voluntary group operating on the coast, and 

includes the local authorities, members of the public and other relevant organisations, 

concerned with holistically managing the processes of the south coast of England, between 

Portland Bill, Dorset and Selsey Bill, West Sussex.   The implementation of ICZM however is 

at its most practical and multi-sectoral on the local level, where McGlashan and Barker (2004, 

p. 1) state that the UK “has developed substantial experience in adopting [ICZM] principles 

through the voluntary approach”.  These local level initiatives are commonly known as coastal 

partnerships (CPs).  In England alone, 33 such forums, groups and partnerships have been 

identified (DEFRA, 2006b), with an estimated that 45 - 50 CPs operating in the UK as a whole at 

the present time (Fletcher, 2006). 

 

Table 2.3 Typology of Voluntary Coastal Groups in the UK (adapted from Fletcher, 

2003a) 

 

Type 

 

Purpose 

 

Example(s) 

 
International 

 
To network and lobby on an 
international level 
 

 
The EU Coastal Union 
(EUCC) 

 
National: Government 
 
 
 
National: Non-
governmental  

 
To enhance co-ordination at 
a national level 
 
 
National networking and 
training 

 
Welsh Coastal and Maritime 
Partnership 
 
 
CoastNET;  
 

 
Regional 
 

 
Facilitate information sharing 
on regional scale 
 

 
Arc Manche 

 
Issue or sector based 

 
Resource management: 
Facilitate information sharing; 
problem identification; policy 
formulation and 
implementation 
 

 
SCOPAC (coastal defence); 
Gwynedd Standing 
Conference on Oil and Gas. 
 
 

 
Local multi sector groups 
(‘Coastal Partnerships’ and 
Fora) 
 
 

 
Sustainable multiple resource 
management: Facilitate 
information sharing; problem 
identification; policy 
formulation and 
implementation 
 

 
Dorset Coastal Forum; Exe 
Estuary Management 
Partnership  

 

 



 
    

19 

Coastal Partnerships have been established as a result of various initiatives and with slightly 

varying aims and objectives.  However, some generalizations can be drawn.  Firstly, they can 

be described as action centred networks (Carley and Christie, 1994), focussed on building 

consensus and developing strategy in order to achieve certain aims and objectives.  Given 

that their purpose is multi-sectoral, and that they seek an holistic approach to addressing 

coastal sustainability issues, the CPs have to facilitate a wide variety of interested parties 

including government departments, local authorities, NGOs, businesses and local interest 

groups.  A schematic of all the principal organisations involved in the environmental 

management of coastal areas in England and Wales, as adapted from Ballinger (1999), is 

shown in Figure 2.21.   The CPs should also therefore consider the range of statutory and 

non-statutory plans active in the coastal zone.  Table 2.4 details a more complete typology of 

the key plans and networks currently active in the UK, including their primary purpose, 

geographical coverage and, the degree to which they enable integration.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

 

In order to identify shared issues and concerns, and develop strategies and solutions to 

address these, CPs have been set up around the UK in response to local coastal problems.  

A wide range of stakeholders can be seen to have been instrumental in their development, 

but the key ones have been “generally those with some form of statutory responsibility in the 

coastal zone” (McGlashan, 2003, p. 393).  These key stakeholders normally fund the CP and 

employ an officer (CPO) or staff, to facilitate the work of the partnership.  The structure of CPs 

typically includes a Steering Group, which is made up of the key stakeholders and relevant 

authorities (RAs) that oversee the partnership and who provide the most significant financial 

contributions to fund its operations.  The organisational framework might also include a Forum 

and Topic Groups.  The Forum would include all of the stakeholders wishing to participate in 

the process and might meet once or twice a year in order to share information and network.  

As discussed by Fletcher (2003b), stakeholder views are represented in a CP indirectly 

through a nominated individual, or individuals, who represent their interests.   Some of this 

wider group of stakeholders might also be represented in Topic Groups, along with the RAs, 

and focussing on specific areas of concern such water quality; nature conservation; or tourism 

and recreation.  For any CP, or ICZM initiative, a period of development is clearly necessary 

in order to enable the implementation of a successful process.  The EU Working Group on 

Indicators and Data (WG-ID, 2004) identified four such phases through which a process 

would pass, as shown in Table 2.5.  They explain the move from one phase to another and 

note that, “just as with the diffusion of any other concept or product, more coastal areas 

(would) join in as the process becomes understood more widely and ICZM is seen to be 

having an effect” (WG-ID, 2004, p.2).  Following on from this, an argument can be made that 

the voluntary approach is thus a suitable one with which to enable progress through the 

phases of ICZM development.  Indeed, Burbridge (2001), in reviewing the lessons learned 

from voluntary  

______________________  
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1   

The following footnotes are relevant to Figure 2.2: 
1. This diagram was correct to 1 November 2006.  Note: Natural England replaced English Nature and The 

Countryside Agency on 9 October 2006. 
2. The Welsh Assembly Government have secondary policy making powers with respect to achieving the 

aims of ICZM.  DEFRA has prime responsibility in this regard. 
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  Figure 2.2 A schematic of the principal organisations involved in the environmental management of coastal areas in England and Wales 

(adapted from Ballinger 1999) 
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Table 2.4 Typology of Coastal Plans (adapted from Kay and Alder, 1999) 

 

Management 
Plan 

Prepared By: Primary 
Purpose 

Reason for 
Plan 
Production 

Statutory Basis Geographic 
Coverage 

Degree of 
Integration 

Characteristics 

Development 
plans 

Planning 
Authorities 

Land use 
planning 

Legislative 
requirement 

Town and 
Country 
Planning Act 
1990 

Regional and 
local 

Subject specific Public participation required 
in plan production; and area 
coverage to Mean Low 
Water 

SAC 
Management 
Schemes 

Management 
group of relevant 
authorities 

Habitat and 
species 
conservation 

Legislative 
requirement 

EU Habitats and 
Species 
Directive 1992 

Local Subject specific Participatory in nature; and, 
comprehensive use of 
scientific data 

Heritage Coast 
Management 
Plans 

Local Authorities 
and Countryside 
Commission 

Public access 
and recreation 

Response to 
management 
problems and 
funding 
availability 

Non-statutory Regional and 
local 

Subject specific Focuses on practical 
conservation and access 

Shoreline 
Management 
Plans 

Coastal Defence 
Authorities 

Coastal defence Response to 
management 
problems and 
funding 
availability 

Non-statutory Regional and 
local 

Subject specific Plans inform the statutory 
planning process 

Estuary 
Management 
Plans 

Management 
group of relevant 
authorities and 
other 
stakeholders 

Sustainable 
estuary resource 
management 

Response to 
management 
problems and 
funding 
availability 

Non-statutory Regional and 
local (dependent 
upon estuary 
size) 

Integration 
(intended) 

Plans prompted by English 
Nature’s Estuaries Initiative 
(1993) 

Coastal Fora 
and Partnership 
Plans  

Management 
group of relevant 
authorities and 
other 
stakeholders 

Sustainable 
coastal resource 
management 

Response to 
management 
problems and 
funding 
availability 

Non-statutory Regional and 
local 

Integration 
(intended) 

Plans cover estuarine 
complexes and coasts and 
are sometimes extensions of 
estuary management plans  
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coastal management partnerships in Scotland identified a number of benefits of the approach, 

including their perceived independence; their development of a clear vision for specific 

coastal areas; and the development of good communication networks.  This was supported 

by CoastNET, who in a report entitled ‘Partnership Approaches to ICZM: A Vision and Action 

Plan’, stated that CPs “have consistently proved their leading role in coastal zone 

management in the years up to 2010 and are now accepted by all as the main mechanism for 

promoting sustainable development on the coast though ICZM” (2003, p. 5).  However, 

Burbridge (2001) also identified numerous problems associated with the approach, including: 

a lack of involvement by some organizations; the entrenched view of some participants; 

insecure funding; a lack of power; and the low profile of many CPs, from which he concluded 

that “there are limits to what can be achieved through voluntary action” (ibid, 2001, p. 35). 

 

 

Table 2.5 Phases of ICZM Development (WG-ID, 2004) 

 

Phase Definition 

 

1 Planning and management are taking place in the coastal zone 

 

2 A framework exists for taking ICZM forward 

 

3 Most aspects of an ICZM approach are in place and functioning reasonably 

well 

4 An efficient, adaptive and integrative process is embedded at all levels of 

governance and is delivering greater sustainable use of the coast 

 

 

From a policy perspective, progress in ICZM has been made continually since 1992, both 

nationally and internationally.  The principal driver in this has been the European Union, 

whose current strategy has major implications for UK coastal management.  Following the EU 

Demonstration Programme on Integrated Management in Coastal Zones in Europe, which 

reviewed coastal management in 35 local and regional projects around the Member States 

between 1997 and 1999, the EC Communication to the European Council and Parliament, stated 

that “an integrated, participative territorial approach is required to ensure that the management of 

Europe’s coastal zones is environmentally and economically sustainable, as well as socially 

equitable and cohesive” (EC, 2000, p. 2).  It went on to state that the integrated management of 

the coastal zone requires strategic, coordinated and concerted action at the local and regional 

level, guided and supported by an appropriate framework at the national level.  To this end, a 

European Parliament and Council Recommendation concerning the implementation of Integrated 

Coastal Zone Management in Europe was adopted on 30 May 2002 (EC/ 2002/ 413/ EC).  The 
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Recommendation required individual Members to initiate a national stocktaking exercise in order 

to analyse the actors, laws and institutions that influenced the planning and management of their 

coastal zones.  For the UK, this was carried out by the Atkins Consulting Group and completed in 

2004 (Atkins Consulting Group, 2004).  The Recommendation further required that this stocktake 

should form the basis from which a national ICZM implementation strategy should be produced, 

with the UK reporting back to the EC on their progress and experience of implementing the 

Recommendation on 31 March 2006 (DEFRA, 2006a).  The current status of the ICZM 

strategies in the UK is that following the publication of initial draft strategies and periods of 

consultation, the final strategies of England, Wales and Northern Ireland are all currently 

pending (DEFRA, 2006b; Department for Environment, Planning and Countryside, 2006; 

Department of the Environment in Northern Ireland, 2005).   The situation in Scotland has 

progressed further as the Scottish Executive underwent consultation in 2004 and published 

‘Seas the Opportunity: A Strategy for the Long term Sustainability of Scotland’s Coasts and 

Seas’ in September, 2005 (Scottish Executive, 2005). 

 

The consideration and development of the ICZM national strategies can also be seen as part 

of a wider UK Government strategy relating to the conservation and sustainable development 

of the marine environment as a whole.  As part of DEFRA’s Five Year Strategy, the report, 

‘Safeguarding Our Seas’, was published in 2002 (DEFRA, 2002), with the intent of delivering 

a more holistic, ecosystem-based approach to ‘marine stewardship’ through a package of 

new initiatives.  As part of this report, a number of broad statements were made which now 

represent the ‘vision for coastal management’, as defined in the ICZM consultation strategy 

for England (DEFRA, 2006b), shown in Box 2.1.  This consultation strategy for England 

highlights proposed actions to implement ICZM, relating to policy and strategic direction; 

planning and decision-making; coastal partnerships and forums; data information; public 

awareness, education and participation; and monitoring progress. 

 

At the same time as the national ICZM strategies are being developed, the idea of marine 

stewardship is being further progressed through the UK Government’s commitment to 

introduce new primary legislation in the form of a Marine Bill.  This was published as a 

consultation draft in March 2006, with the aim being “to ensure greater protection of marine 

resources, and [to] simplify regulation, so that all uses of the sea can develop sustainably and 

harmoniously” (DEFRA, 2004 [online]) and to introduce “a new framework for managing [the] 

marine and coastal area, that balances conservation, energy and resource needs” (DEFRA, 

2006a, p. 9).  The period of consultation for this Bill ended on June 23, 2006, and as such, it 

is still unclear as to the extent to which the Marine Bill will finally impact upon the national 

ICZM strategy.   Indeed, it is likely that changes will ensue before both are finalised and that 

second-guessing these changes would be premature.  However, that said it is still possible to 

review the relationship between the Marine Bill and ICZM as things stand at present.   
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BOX 2.1    A Vision for ICZM in England (DEFRA, 2006b) 

 

The ICZM consultation document states its vision as one that aims for: 

 

1. Sustainable coastal management which addresses competing pressures and balances 

human activities with the need for conservation of the historic and natural environment 

 

2. A clear policy and regulatory framework into which an integrated approach is embedded 

 

3. A new, strategic management approach in the marine environment where there is most 

need for an improved approach 

 

4. More consistent application of the principles of good, integrated management around the 

coast 

 

5. A management approach that builds on existing structures, so that local authorities, 

agencies and other bodies retain their statutory responsibilities, but work together at the 

most appropriate level 

 

6. A flexible, discretionary approach to how this application is achieved, which encourages 

local initiative and solutions to suit local circumstances 

 

7. Appropriate stakeholder involvement in management processes.  

 

 

 

Firstly, the consultation draft on the Marine Bill makes only a passing reference to ICZM; 

instead being more focussed on the marine environment, its resources and management.  

One might conclude from this that the two policy initiatives are distinct from one another.  

However, the approach outlined in the Bill can be seen to have a number of underlying 

implications for ICZM.  Notably, the key thrust of the Bill, involves the planning of the marine 

environment, or more specifically marine spatial planning (MSP).  This ‘new approach to 

marine management’ is defined as “an integrated, policy-based approach to the regulation, 

management and protection of the marine environment, including the allocation of space, that 

addresses the multiple, cumulative and potentially conflicting uses of the sea and thereby 

facilitates sustainable development” (Marine Spatial Planning Pilot Consortium, 2006, p. 1).  

Further, it is intended to “take account of all sectors and activities and ensure an integrated 

approach at the land-sea interface ....[and] .... enable efficient, forward-looking and holistic 

decision-making, delivering sustainable development and an ecosystem approach”  (DEFRA, 
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2006c, p. 4).   In essence, MSP represents a way of achieving the ecosystem approach, 

integrating the management of the land and sea and delivering sustainable development.  On 

this basis there are clear, obvious and resonant links to ICZM, and indeed the ICZM 

consultation strategy for England, in identifying actions to implement the strategy, makes 

reference to the need to “ensure greater integration between different planning and decision 

making structures at the coast” (DEFRA, 2006b, p. 31).  It goes on to state that this should 

involve exploring the “scope and format of marine spatial planning through (the) Marine Bill” 

and “to ensure that any new system of MSP is developed in such a way that integrates 

effectively with existing mechanisms on land, in particular that for planning and development 

control, River Basin Management Planning and Shoreline Management Planning” (ibid, p. 

32).  This then reflects the extent to which the two consultation documents reference each 

other.  It can be concluded however, that at present no clear definition has been given as to 

how ICZM, in whatever form it takes, will actually fit, or relate, to the system of MSP.   

 

In order to contribute to the discussions regarding the production of the ICZM strategies and 

the Marine Bill, the Environment Agency, English Nature and the Countryside Council for 

Wales, along with other key national organizations, commissioned a report entitled 

‘Developing Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) Options for England and Wales’ 

(Halcrow Group Ltd., 2005).  This report was aimed at proposing and evaluating the options 

available for improved practical delivery of ICZM in England and Wales; in particular, with 

regards the potential “powers” & “duties” available for implementation.  The report identified 

four practical options for progressing implementation, as defined in Table 2.6, with the 

intention being for the strengths and weaknesses of each of these options to be considered 

when producing both the ICZM strategies and the Marine Bill.  

 

Two further policy initiatives that should be noted as of particular relevance to ICZM are the 

EC “Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council, establishing a 

Framework for Community Action in the field of Marine Environmental Policy” (COM, 2005a), 

and the EC Green Paper entitled “Towards a future Maritime Policy for the Union: A European 

vision for the oceans and seas” (COM, 2006).  The former, known as the European Marine 

Strategy Directive, is part of the EU’s 6th Environmental Action Programme, and was 

presented by the Commission in October 2005, to “promote the sustainable use of the seas 

and conserve marine ecosystems” (COM, 2005a, p. 2).  This establishes a framework for the 

development of marine strategies, designed to achieve ‘good environmental status’ in the 

marine environment by the year 2021.  The Communication from the Commission identifies 

the inherent links with ICZM in stating, “given the inextricable links between the coastal zone 

and the marine environment, the implementation of the Strategy will provide a supportive 

framework for the national strategies foreseen by the Recommendation on Integrated Coastal 

Zone Management and for spatial planning in general” (COM, 2005b, p. 7).  As with the UK 

Marine Bill, the impact of the European Marine Strategy on ICZM is subject to clarification 
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since the Directive is yet to come into force, although it is intended that it should do so 

towards the end of 2006.  Given the statutory and legal status of a EU Directive however, in 

comparison with that of a Recommendation, it is considered probable that the European 

Marine Strategy will, in fact, ultimately take precedence over the ICZM initiative and that ICZM 

will therefore be subsumed into its remit. 

 

 

Table 2.6 Options for ICZM (Halcrow Ltd., 2005) 

 

Option Definition 

 

1. Voluntary management There are no statutory powers and duties specifically 

for ICZM.  Instead there is continued use of the 

voluntary approach but with revised policy guidance. 

2. Empowered partnership Government departments, agencies, organisations and 

other bodies have powers specifically for ICZM but no 

duty setting out what is to be achieved with these 

powers nor any requirement to use them.  Participation 

would therefore still be voluntary and ad-hoc in nature. 

3. ICZM framework with 

supporting duties and 

powers 

This is based on a new Framework Law that would 

require existing Government departments, agencies, 

organisations and other bodies to use existing powers 

to support ICZM.  ICZM plans would be mandatory. 

4. Comprehensive ICZM 

system 

A comprehensive ICZM Law would supersede all 

powers and responsibilities of existing Government 

departments, agencies, organisations in the coastal 

zone, and introduce an entirely new management 

regime with responsibility for ICZM.  This would provide 

a single regulatory framework and shift decision-making 

away form the local level and represents therefore a 

‘top down’ approach. 

 

 

The EC Green Paper on maritime policy (COM, 2006) is concerned with a wide range of 

issues relating to the good governance and integrated co-ordination of the EU maritime 

sector, including such diverse interests as the ‘quality of life’ in coastal regions, tourism, 

shipping and ports, and energy production.  This states that, “given the interaction of coastal 

and maritime issues across the land-sea interface, an overall EU maritime policy has a major 

stake in the success of ICZM.  Consideration should therefore be given to an EU-wide 

mechanism for comparative analysis and an exchange of best practice” (COM, 2006, p. 29).  
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It also goes on to reference the ecosystem-based approach.  However, as with the other 

relevant policies identified, it does not clarify anything specific, and again is subject to 

consultation, with the period of consultation ending in June 2007.  

 

 

2.3 The Development and Understandings of Sustainability  

 
2.3.1 The antecedents and development of sustainability 
 
 
In the preamble to the Charter of the United Nations, development is defined contextually as 

the promotion of “social progress and better standards of living in larger freedom” (United 

Nations [online]).  This has been equated to meaning an improved quality of life, a goal for 

which the UN has striven.  Such a broad definition of development is only complicated when 

using the adjective ‘sustainable’ (Pezzoli, 1997).  This concept of ‘sustainable development’, 

however, is now the dominant paradigm concerned with achieving a better quality of life and 

as such is a widely acknowledged term used by organisations representing all scales of 

management: local, regional, national and international.  O’Riordan (2000, p. 30) goes further 

to state that the concept is, indeed, “unavoidable….these days”.   

 

The development and proliferation of thought relating to the idea of ‘sustainable development’ 

has not however been concerned solely with social welfare or economic growth.  There has 

also been a significant concern for the increasingly apparent effects that mankind's use of the 

environment has had, and is having, on the complex, biophysical systems upon which life 

depends. Global climate change and a reduction in biodiversity, for example, are consequent 

externalities, or social costs of such anthropocentric activities.  Indeed, the antecedence of 

‘sustainable development’ can be seen as closely related to the development and diversity of 

the environmental movement, where the need for sustainability in the use of the environment 

has long been recognised as an imperative (Porritt, 1984). 

 

This concern for the planet’s biophysical integrity, is not in any way new and can be traced 

back to authors such as Malthus, who, in 1798, wrote a treatise entitled “An Essay on the 

Principles of Population”, in which he related population growth to the limits of environmental 

resources.  Later, Neo-Malthusians such as Hardin (1968) developed these arguments 

further, and in 1972, the Club of Rome published ‘The Limits of Growth’, a seminal report 

outlining the “predicament of mankind” (Meadows et al., 1972).  In this, they concluded, “if 

present growth trends in world population, food production, and resource depletion continue 

unchanged, the limits to growth on this planet will be reached within the next one hundred 

years” (ibid, p. 23).  The report also stated, however, that it was possible to alter growth 

trends and so “establish a condition of ecological and economic stability that is sustainable far 

into the future” (ibid, p. 24).  The Club of Rome report therefore laid forward a basic choice 

with regard to future development options. 



 
    

29 

 

At a similar time to the Club of Rome report, other significant developments were taking place 

including the UN Conference on Environment and Development, Stockholm, 1972, which lead 

inter alia to the establishment of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP).  

Significant also was the publication by The Ecologist magazine of its ‘Blueprint for Survival’ 

issue (1972). Though ill considered by the majority of commentators at the time, this particular 

development represented the first championing of the concept of sustainability as it is viewed 

today, and represents the basis for many of the prescriptions that have come to be accepted 

over subsequent years.  

 

Notable amongst these was the report of the World Commission on Environment and 

Development (WCED), in 1987, or the 'Brundtland Report', which was charged with identifying 

and promoting the cause of sustainable development and reviewing the relationship between 

the environment, economic development and social welfare.  This influential report cited the 

most widely considered and ubiquitous definition of the concept, stating “sustainable 

development is development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their own needs”  (WCED, 1987, p.43).  The report also 

led directly to the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), Rio 

do Janeiro, Brazil, 1992 during which the concept was formalised on a global ideological and 

political level.  Though criticised by environmental NGOs for not going far enough (O’Riordan, 

2000), the ‘Earth Summit’, as it was known, nevertheless represents a cornerstone and reference 

point for the global sustainable development agenda.  The centrepiece and most significant 

outcome of the Summit was an agreement, by 180 countries, to a comprehensive global plan of 

action designed to achieve a sustainable pattern of development: this plan being known as 

‘Agenda 21’, or an ‘Agenda for the Twenty-First Century’. The intent of Agenda 21 was that 

national governments should ensure that all policies develop instruments, which make 

markets work for the environment and channel development down sustainable paths.  

Agenda 21 also placed great emphasis on the need for all sectors of society to participate in 

the formation of effective national strategies for sustainable development.  Thus, it was aimed 

at increasing the levels of participation and democratisation within national societies.  A 

further positive outcome of UNCED was the ‘Rio Declaration’.  This agreed statement called 

for the eradication of poverty worldwide and proposed 27 principles to act as the ‘rights’ and 

responsibilities of governments in order to guide action on environment and development.   

 

In order to ensure the successful follow-up of UNCED, and to monitor and report on 

implementation of the Earth Summit agreements at the various levels of governance, an 

organising instrument, the UN Commission on Sustainable Development (UNCSD), was also 

subsequently established.  This commission now acts as the global focal point for the 

governance of sustainable development.   
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Since the Earth Summit there have also been a number of other related UN conferences and 

conventions, that have become known collectively, as the ‘Rio Cluster’ (Pezzoli, 1997).  These 

include the International Conventions on Climate, Biodiversity, and Desertification, as well as 

conferences on Small Island Developing States, Fish Stocks, Food and Human Rights.  The 

most important recent one of these however has been the World Summit on Sustainable 

Development (WSSD), Johannesburg, South Africa, 2002, which reviewed the progress made 

with regard sustainability since the Rio conference, and began that evolution to sustainability in 

more earnest (O’Riordan, 2003, p. 5).   

 

For all the good intentions of the ‘Rio Cluster’, have there been any identifiable improvements 

resulting from these global actions?   O’Riordan (ibid) noted that the UN Development 

Programme Report of 2000, stated that the plight of the world’s poor was in fact worsening, 

with two further reports produced for Johannesburg, showing an increasing degradation of 

natural resources (Balmford et al., 2002; Swedish Environmental Advisory Council, 2002).  

O’Riordan argues that the reason for this relates to the nature of complex global summits and 

states that practical attempts to deliver sustainable development are flawed since there is “no 

(as yet) coherent scientific underpinning, nor independent appraisal or evaluation, with no 

clean line of accountability” and, for the most part, “no formal codes of practice” (ibid, 2003, 

p.5).  He goes on to propose that smaller groupings addressing specific targets with 

accountable mechanisms would offer a better chance of success.   

 

In addition to the complexity of the global summits, the changing political complexion of such 

gatherings may also have an impact, as evidenced by the difficulties in getting the ‘Rio 

Principles’ reaffirmed at Johannesburg.   The United States, for example, had great difficulty 

in supporting all 27 principles ten years on from the ‘Earth Summit’, even though they had 

supported them previously, in 1992.   

 

In summary, problems clearly exist with the development and application of the sustainability 

concept globally, with these problems reflecting the difficulties that are inherent in its meaning 

and understanding. 

 

 

2.3.2 The nature and contested meanings of sustainability 

 

The sheer scale and scope of the ‘Rio Cluster’, and the infusion of the concept into the 

hierarchy of global governance more generally, has meant that there has been a vast 

proliferation of thought relating to sustainability, such that it may now be viewed as the 

dominant paradigm concerning the environment and development.  Pezzoli (1997) reflected 

this proliferation in his review of the transdisciplinary nature and extent of the sustainable 

development literature.  In this he identified ten major categories of literature relating to the 
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concept; where a category was defined as “a large enough body of work that assessments of 

its critical mass have been published” (ibid., 1997, p. 554).  These ten categories, and their 

sub-categories, are shown in Table 2.7, and vividly illustrate the breadth of the sustainability 

concept. 

 

Table 2.7 Categories of Literature on Sustainable Development (Adapted from 
Pezzoli, 1997) 

 

 Category 

 

Sub-categories 

1 Managerialism, Policy and 
Planning 

• Legal-institutional terrain and state 
initiatives 

• Civil society and NGOs 

• Urban and regional planning and 
development 

• Natural resources and rural development 

• Indicators of sustainable development 

2 Social Conditions • Population 

• Human behaviour and social learning 

• Environmental health 

3 Environmental Law • Property and development laws 

• Legal issues concerning environmental 
racism, equity and justice 

4 Environmental Sciences  

5 Eco-design and the Built 
Environment 

 

6 Ecological Economics • Environmental and resource economics 

• Eco-tourism 

• Industrial ecology 

7 Ecophilosophy, Environmental 
Values and Ethics 

• Epistemology, science, culture and 
language 

• Philosophy, policy and development 

• Environmental justice and racism 

• Ecofeminism 

8 Environmental History and 
Human Geography/Ecology 

 

9 Utopianism, Anarchism and 
Bioregionalisation 

 

10 Political Ecology • Globalization and eco-politics 

• Urban and regional development 

• Rural studies 

• Critical social movements and 
empowerments  

• Theory building and agendas for 
research and action 
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The extent of the literature can be seen to have reinforced and strengthened the argument for 

sustainability, however without necessarily progressing it, since, for each report or paper, 

there has been a particular interpretation of sustainability in tune with the author’s aims and 

agenda (Bell and Morse, 1999).  For example, Fowke and Prasad (1996) identified at least 80 

different, often competing and sometimes contradictory, definitions, whereas Earll stated that 

“there are hundreds of definitions of sustainability” and that indeed, “the author once saw a 40 

page report that comprised just definitions” (2005, p. 290).  A complete list of these various 

definitions would be rather ‘over egging’ the point somewhat but a short list is included in 

Table 2.8. 

 

Table 2.8 Definitions of Sustainable Development 

 

Author (s) Definition 

 

 

WCED (1987, p. 43) 

 

 

 

Costanza and Patten 

(1995, p. 193) 

 

Brugman (1997b, 

p.301) 

 

 

“Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of 

the present without compromising the ability of future generations to 

meet their own needs” 

 

“ A sustainable system is one which survives or persists” 

 

 

“Sustainability is a condition in which the imposition of social values 

on complex, objective biophysical systems does not so destabilise 

these systems that we can no longer achieve our basic values” 

 

 

There are clearly then problems with the definition of sustainable development, which 

Williams and Millington (2004, p. 99) acknowledged in stating that it is “a notoriously difficult, 

slippery and elusive concept to pin down”.  O’Riordan (2000) indeed argues that, though it 

contains common themes, the concept may, in fact, be impossible to define.  His reasoning 

being that since it is a combination of culture, history, land, people and institutions it is thus, in 

part, too intensely ‘geographical’ in its manifestation to enable a generic global definition to be 

developed.  However, is the agreement of such a definition actually important?   

 

Costanza and Patten (1995) note that the discussion about how one defines sustainability 

and the level of criticism of the concept on the basis that cannot be ‘adequately defined’, is 

misdirected.  They reason that this is because it firstly, “casts the problem as definitional, 

when in fact it is more one of prediction of what will last, and of reaching consensus on what 

we want to last”.  Secondly, “it fails to account for the range of interrelated time and space 
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scales over which the concept must apply” (ibid. 1995, p. 193).  The gist of this argument is 

supported by Earll (2005, p. 290) who states that “arguing over definitions of sustainability is a 

complete waste of time” since it is impossible to express such a complex set of meanings and 

relationships in such a small number of words.  He argues that it is more important to 

consider and understand the key concepts and characteristics that underpin sustainability. 

 

What then do we understand about the wider meanings associated with sustainability?  In its 

most simple form, the concept of sustainable development is inherently about reconciling the 

benefits of development with the potential environmental costs such that the two work 

towards a ‘win: win’ situation.  This is described in Figure 2.3, where the line X – X1 indicates 

sustainable development as opposed to the line Y – Y1 that indicates the more traditionally 

held view, that economic growth will lead to a reduction in environmental quality.  In the case 

 

 

Figure 2.3 Sustainable development as defined by the axes of environmental 
quality and economic growth (Original) 

 
 
 
 
  
Economic  
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         X1  
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
           
 
 
               Y  
 
 
  X 
        Environmental Quality 
  
  Y – Y1  ‘Trade-off’ between economic growth and environmental quality 
  X – X1 Sustainable development ‘win: win’ scenario 

 

 

of the latter, decision-making involves a ‘trade-off’ between the two axes.  However, as 

mentioned previously, the concept of sustainability is in fact based on the multidisciplinary 

relationship between three systems: the environment, social and economic systems.  This 

relationship can be described metaphorically as a ‘three-legged stool’ with each of the three 

systems representing a leg of the stool, and each needing to be the same length in order to 
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enable it to be balanced.  By its very nature however, there is an inherent ambiguity in this 

multidisciplinary concept of sustainability since each of these categories carries it’s own 

discrete value system and set of priorities.  Consequently value conflicts inevitably exist 

between each of these different categories.  This clearly explains the wide range of 

philosophical definitions relating to the different worldviews, and also begs the question about 

whether the ‘legs’ should in fact be the same length.  For example, with reference to a given 

situation, if the environment were degraded in some way, would it not require preferential 

treatment to the detriment of socio-economic welfare in order to foster sustainable 

improvements? 

 

This perspective of sustainability has led a number of authors to categorise the concept and 

define two different visions of sustainability: ‘strong’ sustainability and ‘weak’ sustainability.  In 

the case of the former, the focus is ‘ecocentric’ with the key objective being the protection of 

natural ecosystems.  In strong sustainability, there is the recognition of inter-species equity 

and the acknowledgement of non-human or biotic rights (Williams and Millington, 2004).  The 

ideas of ‘deep ecology’, communalism and gaianism are to the forefront of this view of 

sustainability and peoples that practice strongly sustainable lives include some of the 

indigenous tribal groups such as the aborigines in Australia and forest tribes in South America 

and South-East Asia. 

 

By contrast, weak sustainability is anthopocentric in focus with nature seen predominantly as 

a resource with which ‘Man’ has right of dominion.  Weak sustainability could also be 

considered ‘technocentric’ in that includes the idea that technological solutions can be found 

to environmental problems as they arise.  This view of sustainability can be seen to have a 

much greater focus on the economic and social systems than that of strong sustainability.   

 

Though defined in terms of a polar categorisation of sustainability, it should be noted that this 

idea of strong and weak sustainability could in fact, also be seen as a spectrum of views 

relating the environment to the economic and social systems.  From this perspective, 

sustainability can be seen as a ‘fuzzy’ concept, in that predicates, or statements about the 

concept, have degrees of applicability rather than simply being true or false.  

 

To summarise, “sustainability is a concept which is entirely appropriate to the age which 

spawned it; being as ambiguous, mystical and multi-faceted as it is, it represents a wonderful 

example of the confusion that comes with what has been termed reflexive modernity” 

(Bawden, 1997, p. 1).  By this he means, our need to face up to the “hazards and insecurities 

induced and introduced by modernisation” and concern ourselves “not just with making nature 

useful, or with releasing mankind from traditional constraints, but also essentially with 

problems resulting from techno-economic development itself” (ibid).   
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2.4 The Governance of Coastal Sustainability in the UK 

 

2.4.1 Introduction 

  

Sustainability can be viewed then as a complex and fuzzy concept, but one that is of great 

significance politically and one that globally is the defining paradigm relating the environment 

with social and economic systems.  One of the keys to the successful advocacy of this 

concept may be seen to be the extent to which it is integrated into the system of governance.  

Clearly, if it is to be more than merely a political gesture, it must be fully woven into the fabric 

of policy and decision-making.  Such a system of governance can be viewed hierarchically, 

from an international perspective down to the local level.   

 

 

2.4.2 International governance  

 

A key requirement for sustainable development is that of international co-operation, 

particularly with regard matters such as trade, the relief of global poverty and environmental 

problems.  The key structures for such international cooperation were established through the 

Rio ‘Earth Summit’, and in particular ‘Agenda 21’.  This global plan of action formalised 

sustainability into a framework of governance and recommended that all countries should 

produce national sustainable development strategies.  These strategies are sent to the 

Commission on Sustainable Development (UNCSD), a body that was established following 

the ‘Earth Summit’, in order to act as the global focal point for the governance of 

sustainability.  UNCSD coordinates funding and carries out a variety of activities with; inter 

alia, the World Trade Organization (WTO), World Bank, International Monetary Fund (IMF) 

and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). 

 

For the UK, the European Union has also been particularly relevant.  Principally, the Fifth 

Environmental Action Programme, entitled ‘Towards Sustainability’, was adopted in 1992 and 

sought to integrate environmental concerns into other policy areas in order to achieve 

sustainable development.  In addition, changes to the ‘Treaty of Rome’, agreed in the ‘Treaty 

of Amsterdam’ (1997), which came into force in 1999, gave sustainable development a much 

greater prominence in Europe by making it a requirement for environmental protection 

concerns to be integrated into EU policies, with the Treaty stating that the particular objective 

of the requirement is to promote sustainable development (Bantz et al., 1999).  At the 

European Council in Cardiff, June 1998, EU member states reaffirmed their support for this 

integration and inter alia endorsed the principle that major policy proposals by the European 

Commission should be accompanied by the appraisal of their environmental impact. 
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Further communications from the European Commission have continued to progress the drive 

for sustainable development.  Notable amongst these have been the Commission’s proposal 

to the Gothenburg European Council entitled “A sustainable Europe for a better world: a 

European Union strategy for sustainable development” (COM 264, 2001, in Europa, 2005).   

This formed the European Union's preparatory work for WSSD (2002) and was designed to 

be a catalyst for policy makers and public opinion, to change society's behaviour.  In addition, 

COM 82 (2002, in Europa, 2005), entitled “Towards a global partnership for sustainable 

development” highlighted how the EU contributes to global sustainable development and the 

action aimed at establishing a global deal for sustainable development.  In endorsing this 

strategy, the Gothenburg European Council recognised that this external dimension needed 

to be further developed.  The starting point for this particular communication was the idea that 

globalisation is a powerful force for sustaining global growth and providing ways of dealing 

with international problems such as health, education and the environment. However, left 

unchecked, market forces cause and exacerbate inequality and exclusion and can cause 

irreparable damage to the environment.  It stated therefore that globalisation be 

complemented by mitigation measures, and that it was necessary to draw up rules for such 

mitigation and improve global governance.  One of the actions noted was to improve and 

promote cooperation between the WTO and international environmental organisations. 

  

 

2.4.3 UK national strategy 

 

On a national level, the United Kingdom Government has focussed on a multi-layered 

approach to enacting sustainability.  Having signed up to Agenda 21, the key strategy to 

deliver sustainable development, was first published in 1999, entitled, “A Better Quality of 

Life” (DETR, 1999).  This set out a vision of delivering measurable economic, social and 

environmental progress, and identified a sustainable approach as one that meets four central 

aims.  These aims essentially capture the priority areas in sustainable development, as 

follows:  

 

• social progress which recognises the needs of everyone;  

• effective protection of the environment;  

• prudent use of natural resources; and  

• maintenance of high and stable levels of economic development and employment. 

 

The process by which these were to be achieved, recognised the long-term nature of the 

strategy, and included an attempt to ensure that new policies, programmes and grant 

schemes both underpinned it, and were focussed on the four central aims simultaneously.  In 

practice however, the different government agencies concentrated on just the one or two aims 

that were most relevant to them (DEFRA, 2005).  As a result, in 2004, the Sustainable 
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Development Commission critiqued the progress made, and identified twenty key areas 

where more decisive action was necessary.  Hence, there was an apparent need for the 

strategy to be reviewed.  This review took place, and in 2005 a new one was developed from 

it entitled, ‘Securing the Future: delivering UK sustainable development strategy’ (ibid.).  The 

purpose, or goal, of this new strategy is highlighted in Box 2.2. 

 

The priorities, highlighted within this new strategy, as requiring immediate action to meet the 

goal were identified as being sustainable consumption and production; climate change and 

energy; natural resource protection and environmental enhancement; and, sustainable 

communities.  In order to achieve progress in these areas, the strategy also states that it will 

be led by five guiding principles, namely: 

 

• Living within environmental limits; 

• Ensuring a strong, healthy and just society; 

• Achieving a sustainable economy;  

• Promoting good governance; and 

• Using sound science responsibly. 

 

 

BOX 2.2    UK Goal of Sustainable Development (DEFRA, 2005) 

 

The goal of sustainable development is to enable all people throughout the world to satisfy their 

basic needs and enjoy a better quality of life, without compromising the quality of life for future 

generations. 

 

.......that goal will be pursued in an integrated way through a sustainable, innovative and 

productive economy that delivers high levels of employment; and a just society that promotes 

social inclusion, sustainable communities and personal well-being.  This is done in ways that 

protect and enhance the physical and natural environment, and use of resources and energy as 

efficiently as possible. 

 

Government must promote a clear understanding of, and commitment to, sustainable 

development so that all people can contribute to the overall goal through their individual 

decisions. 

 

 

 

Within these generic principles lie various meanings, understandings and values.  For 

example, ‘achieving a sustainable economy’ includes reference to environmental and social 

costs falling on those who impose them.  In other words, there is reference to the ‘polluter 
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pays principle’.   Similarly, ‘using sound science responsibly’ includes reference to taking 

account of scientific uncertainty; or in other words, the ‘precautionary principle’.  The ‘polluter 

pays’ and the ‘precautionary’ principles are of course both well established principles and 

already enshrined elsewhere inter alia under EU policy, in Article 174 of the Treaty of 

Amsterdam. 

 

The UK strategy is obviously a national one focussed on the UK government’s approach to 

achieving sustainable development.  As well as operating on this level however, UNCED 

deemed that, in order to be effective, sustainable development should be enacted at all levels 

within society; hence the phrase “Think globally, Act locally” (UNCED, 1992).  In the UK, such 

local endeavour has been complemented by the moves towards devolution and 

regionalisation that have occurred since 1997.  In theory, the respective administrations of 

Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, having responsibility for much of their own domestic 

policy, have the opportunity to deliver sustainable policies reflecting their own institutions, 

landscape and culture.  The devolution of power can therefore be seen, in itself, as a policy in 

support of sustainable development.  It should be noted however, that, of these three 

administrations, Wales is the only administration to have a statutory duty to promote 

sustainable development.  Section 121, Chapter 38 of the Government of Wales Act 1998 

requires the Assembly to “make a scheme setting out how it proposes, in the exercise of its 

functions, to promote sustainable development” (National Assembly of Wales, 2005).  This 

requirement includes a mechanism for publishing, implementing and reviewing individual 

respective schemes.  It enforces an evaluation of both the scheme and the proposal’s 

effectiveness, and in addition requires publication of any revisions made. 

 

On a regional basis, clear disparities and differences between regions in England have meant 

that the regional agenda has been a key aspect of Government policy.  As a result, the 

Regional Development Agencies (RDA) were set up under the Regional Development 

Agencies Act, 1998 with the aim of complementing and implementing a range of national 

strategies.  The majority of these strategies are concerned with economic performance, 

although the final purpose, in Section 4 of the Act, states that the Agency should “contribute 

to the achievement of sustainable development in the United Kingdom where it is relevant in 

its area to do so” (HMSO, 2005).  Clearly neither a ringing endorsement, nor an all-pervasive 

requirement that sustainable development is seen as a priority.  However, the Regional 

Development Agencies Act (1998) also provides for the Secretary of State to designate 

Regional Chambers to oversee the work of the RDAs.  These Chambers are required to be 

composed of members from both local government, and, at least 30%, local business and 

voluntary sectors.  Observer roles are required to be played by organisations such as the 

Environment Agency.  Since this represents a similar mix to that under which Regional 

Planning Guidance (RPG) was prepared, through the Regional Planning Boards (RPBs), it 

was thus sensible for the Regional Chambers to take on the regional planning function.   This 
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organisational change was accompanied by a new requirement in Planning Policy Guidance 

11 (PPG11), ‘Regional Planning’, which emphasised that regional sustainability appraisal 

should be included as an integral part of RPG.  This requirement for sustainability appraisal is 

therefore passed down to the local planning system.   

 

Local government is thus directed towards sustainability through the hierarchical planning 

system.  This driver is also complemented by the acknowledgement within ‘Agenda 21’, that 

“the level of governance closest to the people” is of particular significance in establishing a 

sustainable future. On the basis of “Think Globally, Act Locally”, efforts have been made 

towards local authorities producing a local action plan, or ‘Local Agenda 21’.  Having been 

encouraged by central Government, these initiatives are now widespread, with the emphasis 

being largely community based in nature.   

 

 

2.4.4 ICZM and sustainability governance 

 

Given that the central tenet of ICZM is to enable the sustainable development of the coast, 

what is the extent to which sustainability in the coastal zone is supported through the UK 

system of governance?  Much of that which is outlined in Section 2.2.2 is also relevant to this 

particular consideration.  In addition, however, other evidence is also pertinent.  For example, 

a number of the Planning Policy Guidelines are relevant to the incorporation of coastal 

sustainability into planning decisions, with PPG11 (2000) noting that Regional Chambers 

should consider the scope for integrated coastal planning in the region and: 

 

• Indicate on a key diagram the major international and national coastal designations; 

• Set out in RPG a vision for sustainable and environmentally sensitive land-use planning of 

the region’s coast as a whole and of sub-regional units along it, to ensure an integrated 

approach to its future use, with an emphasis on protecting and enhancing the biodiversity, 

natural character, built environment, and landscape quality of the coast; 

• That regional and sub-regional priorities should be identified; and, 

• Regional ‘border’ issues should be identified which require close working with authorities 

and agencies in other English regions, Wales and Scotland and (exceptionally) areas 

beyond. 

 

On a local level, the Local Government Association (2000, p. 5) has set down a strategy for 

the coast spelling out what can be achieved and thus what the long-term goals should be.  

These are as follows: 

 

• “A vibrant coast which is home to viable and healthy communities, where social exclusion 

and poverty have been tackled and citizens have freedom of choice in the way they live; 
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• A dynamic coast where human activities and development work in harmony with natural 

processes, and exposure to natural hazards is minimised through improved physical and 

economic planning; 

• A sustainable coast where economic activity is supported in balance with social and 

environmental interests and coastal resources are protected and managed in a 

sustainable manner; 

• A democratic coast where local people have a strong voice in resolving conflicts where 

they occur; 

• A thriving coast where the environmental and cultural heritage is protected enhanced and 

celebrated; and 

• A natural coast where coastal processes are allowed to continue and sustainable use is 

planned taking these into account”. 

 

It is of course the duty and responsibility of government to promote sustainable development 

through setting the right framework of regulation and economic instruments.  From the 

perspective of the key stakeholders, or ‘actors’, within coastal management, the development of 

the UK national strategy (DETR, 1999; DEFRA, 2005) has led to organisations taking account of 

sustainable development and incorporating the concept into their structure.  Principal actors with 

statutory coastal responsibility include DEFRA, English Nature and the Environment Agency.  

The latter represents one such regulatory arm that refers, as part of its overall aim, to the 

‘greening’ of business, as shown in Box 2.3.   

 

In addition, to the statutory bodies, many other relevant actors have also taken up explicit 

sustainability objectives.  For example, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and 

voluntary bodies, such as WWF, have been particularly enthusiastic in this respect.  

Businesses, on the other hand, have been more varied in their response.  Many businesses 

in the UK, such as Associated British Ports (ABP) for example, have instigated policies, 

operations and procedures with which to improve their environmental performance.  The 

more far-sighted amongst them however, are going beyond this and basing their future 

strategies on the principles of sustainable development.  In this regard, ABP makes only a 

nominal mention of the concept in its Environment Policy. Evidence of sustainable 

development being incorporated into the organisational thinking of both WWF and ABP is 

illustrated in Box 2.3. 

 

On the basis of the evidence provided, an argument could be put forward that, although there 

are varying degrees to which the key stakeholders acknowledge sustainability in coastal 

management, there is nevertheless a general acceptance of the concept and its relevance.  

Indeed, for those working directly in ICZM, the concept is now stated routinely and 

prominently as the key guiding principle.  Further, it could also be argued that it lies behind a 
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wide range of management tools that are currently being practiced in the coastal zone, such 

as coastal 

  

BOX 2.3    Sustainable development and Stakeholders in UK Coastal Management 

 

 

The Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) 

Formed in June 2001, the Government Department has a crucial role in promoting 

sustainable development, and aims to enhance the quality of life through promoting: 

 

• a better environment; 

• thriving rural economies and communities;  

• diversity and abundance of wildlife resources;  

• a countryside for all to enjoy; and  

• sustainable and diverse farming and food industries that work together to meet the needs 

of consumers. 

 

 

English Nature  

The Government advisor on nature conservation, set up under the Environment Protection 

Act 1990.  (Note: As of 9 October 2006, EN is incorporated into Natural England). 

 

Since the production of the first UK strategy for sustainable development in 1994, English 

Nature has promoted biodiversity as a key test of environmental sustainability.  Since ‘A 

Better Quality of Life’ was published in 1999, EN has positioned biodiversity within the 

broader sustainability agenda and used the ‘core’ indicators to reinforce EN policy. 

 

EN now takes account of sustainability with regard its responsibilities concerning conservation 

designations and Biodiversity Action Plans.  

 

 

Environment Agency 

Environmental regulator, set up under the Environment Act 1995.  

 

Overall objective within the context of sustainable development has been to allow economic 

growth whilst ensuring that this was not achieved at the expense of failing to maintain and 

where necessary improve the state of the environment. 

 

New vision of “a better environment in England and Wales for present and future generations” 

with the purpose being to enable the setting of long term objectives and to guide planning and 
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operational activities based on periodic (5-10 years) review.  

 

Since ‘A Better Quality of Life’, has re-examined approach to bring it more in line with the 

social context, and thus sustainable development: 

 

“Improve the quality of life and enhance wildlife by way of ‘greening’ the business world and 

using natural resources wisely to ensure that the air is clean to protect and improve inland 

and coastal waters to restore and protect the land whilst reducing flood risks and limiting and 

adapting to climate change”. 

 

 

WWF 

A global conservation charity network, formed in 1961, with 5 million supporters worldwide 

 

“A challenging, constructive, science-based organisation that addresses issues from the 

survival of species and habitats to climate change, sustainable business and environmental 

education” 

 

Campaigns include Sustainable Homes and Sustainable Businesses, with a programme on 

Social Change.  The latter because there are “serious concerns about the impact of social 

change on biodiversity, human health and well-being, social cohesion and the economic 

viability of a range of businesses”.  Social change targets: 

 

• to ensure that the principles of sustainable development are ingrained in the policies and 

practices of all levels of local government in the UK 

• to develop new mechanisms to achieve long-term change in business sustainability; and, 

• to ensure that the formal education system has the capacity and remit to deliver 

education for sustainable development to all UK citizens 

 

 

Associated British Ports (ABP) 

Port operating company started in 1983 

 

Environment Policy states: 

“It is our policy to manage our obligations to the environment in a responsible manner and to 

develop our ports and transport business to meet the needs of the country’s trade in a way 

which has due regard for sustainable development both for our business and for the 

environment.  This will involve campaigns to raise awareness of environmental issues, along 

with targeted training to ensure competence of staff”. 
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stakeholder networks, environmental management systems, and environmental impact 

assessment, all of which may be linked to sustainability in some degree.   

 

If sustainability is so ensconced in ICZM then, two pertinent questions are immediately 

apparent.  Firstly, how is sustainability put into practice; and secondly, how can its success or 

otherwise be judged or appraised? 

 

 

2.5 Indicators and Systems of Sustainability 

 

2.5.1 Sustainability indicators 

 

In order to manage sustainably, there is a recognition that greater care is needed in decision-

making and that this must be based on sound information.  A vast quantity of environmental 

data, already exists, much of it readily available, which could be applied to enable this 

improved decision-making.  Similarly there is a wealth of information regarding economic and 

social status.  To address the need for improvements in management, there has also been 

recognition that new frameworks for organizing and integrating information must be 

developed and adopted, with new methods and tools to assess the information and 

communicate these results to decision-makers.  This has been reflected over recent years in 

the increasing focus, both nationally and internationally, on 'state of the environment' (SOE) 

monitoring and reporting, environmental performance reviews, and the use of sustainability 

indicators. 

 

A mandate for the development of sustainability indicators was established during the Rio ‘Earth 

Summit’, as a means of utilising information, and putting sustainability into practice.  They 

were intended to help monitor progress towards sustainability (Bell and Morse, 1999) and to 

act as a mechanism through which sustainability could be operationalized.  Since Rio, 

indicators have received a considerable amount of attention both politically and from the 

scientific community and may essentially be seen as an attempt to answer the question: how 

might I know whether things are getting better or worse? (Lawrence, 1997).  Sustainability 

indicators work by comparing a quantity to a pre-specified baseline, in the form of either a 

scientific or arbitrary standard, and are intended to measure the extent to which any action is 

sustainable, and consequently, the likely effects of any change in that action. The 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development defined an indicator as “a 

parameter or value derived from parameters, which points to, provides information about or 

describes the state of a phenomenon/environment/area.  An indicator has a meaning 
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extending beyond the properties directly associated with the parameter value” (OECD, 2003, 

p. 5).   

 

Morse et al. (2001, p. 1) stated that “sustainability indicators are increasingly seen as 

important tools in the implementation of sustainable development”, with advocates stressing 

that they can distil and simplify complex phenomena, thereby enabling information regarding 

real world situations to become more accessible and more readily communicated.  As such, 

information can be reported in the media and become recognised by the public, which may be  

“fundamental for the movement of a complex social system, e.g. a community, from point A to 

point B”, along a path to sustainable use (Brugmann, 1997a, p. 60).  Thus, indicators may 

enable a redefinition of values and be used to track whether or not we are imposing our 

redefined values towards sustainability.   

 

There are many examples of indicators, with a number already being well established and 

understood.  Economic indicators, for example, are widely published with a limited number of 

key economic measures being used to judge how the economy is performing.  The rate of 

inflation and the balance of payments are two good examples.  Considerable effort has also 

been given to environmental indicators, with many attempts having been made to define lists 

of issues or themes, in order to structure a description of the state of the environment.  For 

example, the OECD have developed the ‘Environmental Indicators: OECD Core Set’ (1994); 

and the European Environment Agency have produced ‘Towards Environmental Pressure 

Indices:  A First Set of Indicators for the European Union’ (1998). 

 

In terms of sustainability, the United Nations Commission on Sustainable Development 

(UNCSD) adopted a working list of 134 indicators in 1995 with the aim of having an agreed 

set of indicators available for all countries to use by the year 2001.  The UK Government has 

achieved this and established a set of indicators that cover the spectrum of government 

activities; each government department having to assess trends in those indicators for which 

they are responsible.  On top of this a set of 15 ‘headline indicators’ (refer to Table 2.9), 

intended to focus attention on what sustainable development means, are assessed by UK 

Government, with the implications and the relationships between them, being reported 

annually.  These reports were first published for the year 2000, entitled ‘Achieving a better 

quality of life: Review of progress towards a sustainable development’ (DEFRA, 2004b). 

 

During the consultation phase for the new strategy, the report entitled ‘Taking it on: 

developing UK sustainable development strategy together’ (2004c) noted that there was still 

strong support for this overarching set of indicators, despite the fact that there are now 

separate indicator sets for the devolved administrations of Wales and Scotland.  In addition, 

each English region has developed a ‘Regional Sustainable Development Framework’ 

(RSDF) in consultation and co-operation with regional stakeholders and partners.  The RSDF 
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represents a high-level vision for sustainable development and sets out indicators and targets 

for the region that can then inform the Regional Planning Guidance (RPG) and Regional 

Economic Strategies (RESs).   However, the new UK strategy has also introduced a new set 

of indicators detailing the key impacts and outcomes that reflect the priority areas identified in 

Section 2.4.3.  This set of twenty is known as the UK Framework Indicators.   

 

Table 2.9 UK Government Headline Indicators (DEFRA, 2004c) 

 

Number Indicator 
 

Measurement 

1 Economic output  GDP per head (UK) 

2 Investment    Total and social investment relative to GDP 
(UK)  

3 Employment Proportion of people of working age in work 
(UK) 

4 Poverty and social exclusion  Working-age people in workless households 
(GB) 
Working-age people without qualifications (GB) 
Children living in relative low income 
households (GB) 
Single elderly households experiencing fuel 
poverty (GB) 

5 Education Level 2 qualifications at age 19 (UK) 

6 Health Expectancy of good or fairly good health (GB) 

7 Housing conditions  Households in non-decent housing (Eng) 

8 Crime Recorded theft of and from a vehicle (E & W) 
Recorded burglary in a dwelling (E &W) 
Recorded robbery (E & W) 

9 Climate change  Emissions of greenhouse gases (UK) 

10 Air quality  Days when air pollution is moderate or higher 
(UK) 

11 Road traffic  Road traffic volume (GB) 
Traffic intensity (per GDP) (GB) 

12 River water quality  River lengths of good or fair chemical quality 
UK) 
River lengths of good or fair biological quality 
UK) 

13 Wildlife Populations of farmland birds (UK) 
Populations of woodland birds (UK)  

14 Land use  Homes built on previously developed land 
(Eng) 

15 Waste Household waste (E and W) 
All arisings and management (E and W) 

 

 

On a local basis, the Government has also encouraged the use of indicators.  The Local 

Government Act, 2000, for example, gave all local authorities a statutory obligation to prepare 

Community Strategies. These are developed by Local Strategic Partnerships to promote the 

economic, social and environmental well being of the area, as well as contributing to the 

achievement of sustainable development in the UK, including use of sustainable development 

indicators.  One of the most progressive local authorities, in this respect, is Kent County 
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Council (KCC), who identified 69 indicators in 1997, of which 12 have been selected as 

‘headline’ indicators, and married these to the Council’s actions as part of the Kent 

Sustainability Action Plan (KCC, 2000).   

 

None of these indicator sets are suitable for measuring the progress towards sustainability in 

the coastal environment however since none have specific regard for the coastal zone, and 

therefore make only limited reference to sustainability issues below Mean Low Water (MLW).  

Indeed, in terms of coastal sustainability, progress has been only relatively recent with 

regards specific indicator sets.  An example of one such set was that produced by the Atlantic 

Living Coastlines Project (2000), as part of the EU ICZM Demonstration Programme.  This set 

however, was only put forward for consideration and was not implemented or operationalized 

in any way.   

 

More recently, progress has resulted from the work of SAIL, the Schéma d’Aménagement 

Intégré du Littoral (SAIL, 2005).  SAIL is a transnational partnership of coastal and marine 

authorities and agencies formed to help manage the issues affecting the coastlines and 

communities bordering the Southern North Sea Area (SNSA).  Partners include inter alia Kent 

and Essex County Councils, the Thames Estuary Partnership, the Conseil Régional Nord - 

Pas de Calais, and the Administratie Waterwegen en Zeewezen (AWZ).  Established in 1999, 

through funding by INTERREG IIC from the European Regional Development Fund, the 

partnership seeks to engender the regeneration of the coastal and maritime economies of the 

SNSA; the protection and enhancement of local and regional environments; and, the 

development of the first transnational European Regional Park.  With respect to achieving 

this, one of the ‘common actions’ of SAIL has been the development of a set of indicators that 

measure progress in the sustainable development of the coastal zone.  A set of 25 indicators, 

classified by sector, was thus agreed in 2002.  These indicators are now defined and in 

operation for SAIL, and give a picture of various aspects of life within the coastal zone of this 

transnational region (ibid).  The indicators are also considered as to their reliability and 

explained in terms of their implications for management.  However, there is no clear 

relationship between the measurements and the specific management responses that might 

be deemed appropriate, and there is also no obvious links between the individual indicators 

that are measured.  Hence it is difficult to view these indicators as a measure of sustainable 

development in the coastal zone.  

 

The SAIL indicators have however been developed further as a result of the EU ICZM 

Demonstration Programme, and the subsequent EC Recommendation (EC, 2002), which 

recognised, inter alia, that good decisions are based on relevant, credible and reliable 

information.  In response, the first High Level Forum on Community Strategies for ICZM, held 

in Spain in October 2002, established a EU ICZM ‘Expert group’, in order to enable the 

challenges ahead to be met.  This group, in turn, set up a Working Group on Indicators and 
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Data (WG-ID), under the leadership of the European Topic Centre Terrestrial Environment, in 

order to advise on ways in which indicators-based assessment could be taken forward, and, 

so as to assist Member States, and Acceding and Candidate Countries, prepare their national 

coastal strategies in 2006.  The WG-ID reported to the EU ICZM Expert Group in 2004 (EU 

WG-ID, 2004), and recommended two sets of indicators that Member States and Candidate 

Countries should adopt.  The first is a set that assesses the degree to which ICZM is being 

implemented at various different temporal, geographic and administrative levels.  This is 

known as the ‘progress indicator’ (Pickaver et al., 2004; Gilbert and Pickaver, 2005), and is 

shown in Table 2.10.  The second indicator set is ‘directly related’ to the first, and lists 27 

indicators based largely on those proposed by SAIL, aimed at enabling an assessment of the 

coastal status.  These are entitled the ‘sustainable development indicators’ and are listed in 

Table 2.11, along with the specific goals they are intended to assess, and the measurements 

that should be taken.  Having been agreed by the ‘Expert Group’, the task now for WG-ID is 

to calculate and implement these indicators.   

 

With respect to the ‘progress indicator’, the EU WG-ID (2004) noted that crude attempts to 

measure how far ICZM has been implemented, such as the number of ICZM initiatives 

operating in a country, or the length of coast managed by an ICZM initiative, say nothing 

about the quality of the ICZM process.  Nor indeed do they say anything about the phase of 

ICZM process that is operating; hence, the reason for the development of the ‘progress 

indicator’.  The idea then was to build on the ICZM process-orientated work of inter alia 

Burbridge (1997), Henocque (2003), and Olsen (2003).   

 

The ‘progress indicator’ suggested is an attempt to bring together coastal and marine 

practitioners, and other stakeholders, from different organisations, operating at different 

spatial scales – national, regional and local – to complete the matrix shown in Table 2.10 

(Pickaver et al., 2004; Gilbert and Pickaver, 2005).  Doing this through a workshop style 

process would initiate a debate between the practitioners as to how well the ICZM process is 

being implemented.  The debate would then lead to composite ‘yes’, ‘no’, or ‘don’t know’ 

answer being given for each of the 31 actions, at each of the spatial scales, for both a 

reference year (in this case 2000) and the present day (2006).  On the basis that each of the 

three possible answers could be colour coded, i.e., yes being red; no being blue; and, don’t 

know being yellow, it would be possible to guesstimate the phase in which ICZM is currently 

operating.  The WG-ID also noted that it would be unlikely that there would be any clear 

progression from one phase to another, but instead that a number of actions may be achieved 

in a higher phase (i.e., 3) whilst still leaving uncompleted actions in the phases below (i.e., 1 

and 2).   

 

This methodology is currently under review as to its potential value.  However, despite 

guidance being provided, the approach is still open to a criticism of vagueness.  In addition, it 
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is also a point of conjecture as to how the ‘progress indicator’ relates to the ‘indicators for 

sustainable development of the coast’?  Is there, for example, a clear relationship between 

the two indicator sets that specifically identifies the application of ICZM in relation to progress 

in selected sustainability indicators.  If not, does this help improve matters at all? 
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Table 2.10 EU WG-ID ICZM ‘Progress Indicator’ (adapted from Gilbert and Pickaver, 2005)  
 

ICZM Phase Action Description National Regional     Local 

   2000 2006 2000 2006 2000 2006 

  
 
Planning and 
management 
are taking 
place in the 
coastal zone 

1 Decisions about planning and managing the coast are governed by legal 
instruments 

      

2 Sectoral stakeholders meet ad hoc basis to discuss coastal and marine issues.       

3 There are spatial development plans, which include the coastal zone but do not treat 
it as a distinct and separate entity. 

      

4 Aspects of the coastal zone, including marine areas, are regularly monitored.       

5 Planning on the coast includes the statutory protection of natural areas.       

 

 

 

A framework 
exists for 
taking ICZM 
forward 

6 Existing instruments are being adapted and combined to deal with coastal planning 
and management issues. 

      

7 Adequate funding is usually available for undertaking actions on the coast.       

8 A stock take of the coast has been carried out.       

9 There is a formal mechanism whereby stakeholders meet regularly to discuss a 
range of coastal and marine issues. 

      

10 Ad hoc coastal actions are carried out that include recognizable elements of ICZM       

11 Sustainable development strategy, including specific reference to coasts is in place.       

12 Guidelines have been produced by national, regional or local governments, which 
advise planning authorities on appropriate uses of the coastal zone. 

      

 

 

13 All relevant parties concerned in the ICZM decision-making process have been 
identified and are involved. 

      

14 A State of the Coast report is written and repeated every five or ten years.       

15 There is a statutory integrated coastal zone management plan.       

16 SEAs are used commonly to examine policies, strategies and plans for the coast.        
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Most aspects  
of an ICZM 
approach to 
planning and 
managing the 
coast are in 
place and 
functioning 
reasonably 
well 

17 A non-statutory coastal zone management strategy has been drawn up and an 
action plan is being implemented. 

      

18 There are open channels of communication between those responsible for the coast 
at all levels of government. 

      

19 Each administrative level has one member of staff whose sole responsibility is ICZM       

20 Statutory development plans span the interface between land and sea.       

21 Spatial planning of sea areas is required by law.       

22 A number of properly staffed and properly funded partnerships of coastal and marine 
stakeholders have been set up. 

      

23 Coastal partnerships are consulted routinely about proposals to do with the coastal 
zone 

      

24 Adequate mechanisms are in place to allow coastal communities to take a 
participative role in ICZM decisions. 

      

 
An efficient, 
adaptive and 
integrative 
process is 
embedded at 
all levels of 
governance 
and is 
delivering 
greater 
sustainable 
use of the 
coast 

25 There is strong, constant and effective political support for the ICZM process.       

26 There is routine cooperation across coastal and marine boundaries.       

27 A comprehensive set of coastal and marine indicators is being used to assess 
progress towards a more sustainable situation. 

      

28 A long-term financial commitment is in place for the implementation of ICZM.       

29 End users have access to as much information of sufficient quality as they need to 
make timely, coherent and well-crafted decisions. 

      

30 Mechanisms for reviewing and evaluating progress in implementing ICZM are 
embedded in governance. 

      

31 Monitoring shows a demonstrable trend towards a more sustainable use of coastal 
and marine resources.  
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Table 2.11 EU WG-ID Indicators of Sustainable Development for the Coastal Zone (adapted from EU WG-ID, 2004) 

 

Goal 
 

No. Indicator Measurements 

 
 
To control, as 
appropriate, further 
development of the 
undeveloped coast 

1 Demand for property on the coast Size and structure of the population living on the coast 

2 Area of built-up area % of built-up land by distance from the coastline 

3 Rate of development of previously undeveloped land Area converted from non-developed to developed land 
uses. 

4 Demand for road travel on the coast Volume of traffic on coastal motorways and major roads 

5 Pressure for coastal and marine recreation Number of berths and moorings for recreational boating 

6 Land take by intensive agriculture Proportion of agricultural land farmed intensively 

 
 
To protect, enhance 
and celebrate natural 
and cultural diversity 

7 Amount of semi-natural habitat Area of semi-natural habitat 

8 Area of land and sea protected by statutory designations Area protected for nature conservation, landscape and 
heritage 

9 Effective management of designated sites Rate of loss of, or damage to, protected areas 

10 Change to significant coastal and marine habitats and 

species 

Status and trend of specified habitats and species; Number 
of species per habitat type; and, number of Red List 
coastal area species. 

11 Loss of cultural distinctiveness Number and value of sales of local products with regional 
products with regional quality labels or European 
PDO/PGI/TGS 

 
To promote and support 
a dynamic and 
sustainable coastal 
economy 

12 Patterns of sectoral employment Fulltime, part-time and seasonal employment per sector; 
and, value added per sector 

13 Volume of port traffic Number of incoming and outgoing passengers per port; 
total volume of goods handled per port; and proportion of 
goods carried by short sea routes 

14 Intensity of tourism Number of overnight stays in tourist accommodation; and, 
occupancy rate of bed places 

15 Sustainable tourism Number of tourist accommodations holding EU Eco-label; 
and ratio of overnight stays to number of residents 
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Goal 
 

No. Indicator Measurements 

 
To ensure that beaches 
are clean and that 
coastal waters are 
unpolluted 

16 Quality of bathing water % of bathing waters compliant with the guide value of the 
EU Bathing Water Directive 

17 Amount of coastal, estuarine and marine litter Volume of litter collected per given length of shoreline 

18 Concentration of nutrients in coastal waters Concentration of nitrates and phosphates in coastal waters 

19 Amount of oil pollution Volume of accidental oil spills; and, number of observed oil 
slicks from aerial surveillance  

To reduce social 
exclusion and promote 
cohesion in coastal 
communities 

20 Degree of social cohesion Indices of social exclusion by area 

21 Relative household prosperity Average household income; % of population with a higher 
education qualification; and, value of residential property  

22 Second and holiday homes Ratio of first to second and holiday homes 

To use natural 
resources wisely 

23 Fish stocks and fish landings State of the main fish stocks by species and sea area; 
recruitment and spawning stock biomass by species; 
landings and fish mortality by species; and value of 
landings by port and species 

24 Water consumption Number of days of reduced supply 

To recognise the threat 
to coastal zones posed 
by climate change and 
to ensure appropriate 
and ecologically 
responsible coastal 
protection 

25 Sea level rise and extreme weather conditions Number of ‘stormy’ days; and rise in sea level relative to 
land 

26 Coastal erosion and accretion Length of protected and defended coastline; length of 
dynamic coastline; and, area and volume of sand 
nourishment  

27 Natural, human and economic assets at risk Number of people living within and ‘at risk’ zone; area of 
protected sites within and ‘at risk’ zone; and, value of 
economic assets within and ‘at risk’ zone 
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2.5.2 A critique of sustainability indicators and reductionism 

 

Over recent years there has been some, if rather slow, progress in the development of 

coastal sustainability indicators and that which has occurred is open to some conjecture.  In 

critiquing their role as tools to measure coastal sustainability, consideration should be given to 

the practicality and operability of indicators, as well as to their inherent nature in relation to 

coastal sustainability.  In the case of the former, if indicators are intended to promote good 

management decision-making, they have to be selected very carefully, and considered over 

appropriate spatial and temporal scales, in order to achieve the required degrees of efficacy 

and sensitivity (Spencer and Swift, 1992, in Bell and Morse, 1999).  This line of critique is 

unique in its relevance to each indicator set but can nevertheless be seen as generally 

applicable to all, including those indicator sets proposed by the EU WG-ID.   

 

A more pervasive and all encompassing critique, however, relates to the nature of indicators 

in relation to the concept of sustainability.  For example, and by definition, indicators 

represent gross simplifications of reality and an attempt to reduce complex and diverse 

phenomena to the level of single or simple values (Bell and Morse, 1999).  As a fundamental 

characteristic, and analytical philosophy, this reductionist approach relates closely to the 

epistemological nature of the traditional western scientific paradigm of positivism.  That is, it 

emphasises the use of methods developed in the natural sciences (Easterby-Smith et al., 

2002) to determine verifiable laws, which, in turn, predict and explain the world around us in 

terms of cause and effect (Clayton and Radcliffe, 1996).  This approach assumes 

disaggregation will not impact upon the cause and effect relationships within the study and 

has lead to a multitude of industrial technologies and reaped many great benefits.  This 

paradigm has also however, lead to numerous external costs to the environment, many of 

which are not fully understood, such as global warming and climate change.  Indeed, and 

ironically as a result of the acquisition of greater degrees of knowledge through this paradigm, 

it has become increasingly apparent that many of the world’s problems cannot be solved 

using this philosophical approach.   

 

In an attempt to develop the paradigm further, ‘postpositivism’ represents the thinking that has 

taken place beyond ‘positivism’, which acknowledges “we cannot be ‘positive’ about our 

claims of knowledge when studying behaviour and actions of humans” (Creswell, 2003, p.7).   

This development however, still reflects a deterministic philosophy and one that is reductionist 

in its epistemology.  It is this characteristic of reductionism that lies at the heart of the problem 

and which does not work well for complex or intractable problems such as climate or 

ecosystems (Bradbury, 1998).  Indeed, there are clearly many complex problems that cannot 

be adequately analysed or explained through reductionism, with Clayton and Radcliffe (1996) 

pointing out that these problems pose some of the most difficult and pressing issues facing 

contemporary science.  Furthermore, it also clear that the introduction of anthropogenic and 
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sociological factors into these problems only exacerbates this complexity, and with which 

postpositivism is ill equipped to deal.   

 

In relation to this research, both coastal management and sustainability are intrinsically 

defined through such anthropogenic and sociological factors, the latter being inherently 

concerned with a complex interaction between environmental, social and economic systems.  

As stated previously, sustainability is value-laden and involves many different perceptions and 

understandings in relation to particular situations, reflecting a vast array of variables and an 

ambiguity in definition.  Reductionism therefore represents a problematic methodology to use 

when considering coastal sustainability, with no objective or accepted operating mechanism 

available for relating values, or indicators, of different categories, i.e., between indicators of 

economic growth and environmental conservation.  Therefore, it cannot directly aid decision-

makers to come up with the most sustainable option.  As Bell and Morse (1999, p.100) state, 

“the idea of measuring sustainability in absolute, traditional, reductionist terms, as with 

sustainability indicators, is non-viable.  It cannot be done because sustainability itself is not a 

single thing.  Or better it can be done but it will be done badly, oversimplifying complexity and 

reducing a variety of relevant and legitimate views and understandings to the dominant 

mindset of the scientist.”   

 

In relation to the EU WG-ID ICZM indicator sets, the problems of reductionism clearly relate to 

the ‘indicators of sustainable development for the coastal zone’ (Table 2.11) in particular.  For 

example, how can one equate the indicators ‘supporting a dynamic and sustainable economy’ 

with those ‘protecting, enhancing and celebrating natural and cultural diversity’, i.e. between 

the volume of port traffic (indicator 13) with the effective management of designated sites 

(indicator 9).  At times the outcome of these indicators are likely to be mutually exclusive with 

regard to progressing sustainability. 

 

This research area is thus, both highly complex and problem-orientated and philosophically 

requires consideration from a perspective other than the positivist / post positivist scientific 

paradigm.   

 

 

2.5.3 Systems, science and sustainability 

 

The question then is what specific paradigm, or school of thought, is apposite to this particular 

area of research?  In considering this question it is worth reviewing the options available.  

Creswell (2003) identifies four scientific research paradigms; postpositivism, constructionism, 

advocacy/participatory, and pragmatism, and goes on to outline the theoretical assumptions 

underpinning each, as listed in Table 2.12. 
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Table 2.12 Theoretical elements relating to research paradigms (Creswell, 2003) 

 

Postpositivism 
 

Constructivism 
 

 
Determinism 
Reductionism 
Empirical observation and measurement 
Theory verification 
 

 
Understanding 
Multiple participant meanings 
Social and historical construction 
Theory generation 

Advocacy/Participatory 
 

Pragmatism 
 

 
Political 
Empowerment issue orientated 
Collaborative 
Change-orientated 
 

 
Consequence of actions 
Problem-centred 
Pluralistic 
Real-world practice orientated 

 

 

Since postpositivism has been considered, the review will move on to the other options 

available.  In many ways both the constructivism and advocacy paradigms appear to include 

elements relevant to the research area.  For example, multiple understandings are clearly 

inherent in the concept of sustainability, and the research is evidently embedded in the nature 

of political aspirations.  However, neither is entirely appropriate since different elements from 

different paradigms are considered necessary to progress this research, including, to a 

certain extent, the empirical observation and monitoring element that is a characteristic of 

postpositivism.  As such, of the paradigms identified by Creswell (ibid.), pragmatism appears 

to offer the best means of progression since it is both pluralistic, allowing for a mixture of 

methods to be utilised; and, problem-centred and practice orientated, both characteristics 

deemed necessary elements in this study. 

 

A specific benefit of this pragmatic approach is its ability to include ‘systems theory’ within its 

compass.  Indeed, systems theory in itself could be considered an alternative paradigm, and 

reflects the ontology, or nature of nature, of holism, which sees the world as an integrated 

whole rather than a dissociated collection of parts (Capra, 1996; Bawden, 1997).  This is not a 

radically new idea since Aristotle held such a worldview, arguing that the whole was more 

than the sum of its parts.  However, until more recently the Scientific Revolution and the rise 

of scientific reductionism had superseded this philosophy.  Over the last seventy years, 

however, there has once more been an increasing level of interest in holism, and systems 

thinking in general.  For example, the 1940s work of Ludvig van Bertalanffy identified that 

emerging ideas in various fields could be generalized in systems thinking, and lead to the 

notion of a ‘General Systems Theory’ (GST) in the 1950s, supported by, amongst others, 

Boulding (1956).  This was seen as a unifying meta-framework, which involved an attempt to 

encourage the development of theoretical systems applicable to more than one department of 
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knowledge, and at the promotion of the unity of science through the improvement of 

communication between specialists.  Though systems theory has been in existence for many 

years, Bradbury describes its ability to address complexity through the conceptualisation of 

reality, as an ‘emerging discipline’ (1998, p.10).   

 

A system then may be defined as “a set of elements mutually related such that the set 

constitutes a whole having properties as an entity” (Checkland and Scholes, 1990, p.4). The 

approach involves invoking general principles concerning systems to make inferences about 

likely and observed interactions between those elements under consideration (Clayton and 

Radcliffe 1996).  Park (1997) identifies a number of characteristics of systems, as shown in 

Box 2.4.  However, the two key principles involved in systems thinking relate to structure and 

communication.  Firstly, in terms of structure, systems exist in hierarchies, where sub-

systems fit into larger systems, and where each level of system in the hierarchy has one or 

more emergent properties, i.e. properties unique to that level.  Secondly, those elements 

within systems, and indeed between systems, are connected and communicate with each 

other in some way, thus enabling feedback to occur and for the systems to remain stable.  

This latter principle means that if the approach were applied appropriately, it would enable an 

improvement in communication between different disciplines.  Indeed, Clayton and Radcliffe 

(ibid. p. 12) state that the approach “provides a multidimensional framework in which 

information from different disciplines and domains can be integrated”.   

 

 

BOX 2.4    Characteristics of systems (adapted from Park, 1997) 

 

Systems are abstractions of reality with the following characteristics: 

 

• Structure: systems have structures and hierarchy 

• Boundaries: systems have boundaries 

• Function: systems do something 

• Energy: systems require energy to drive the system 

• Materials: systems involve material flow 

• Equilibrium: sustainable systems require balance 

• Feedback: attaining balance requires adaptive feedback 

 

 

 

With regard to this research, and given the nature of sustainability, which should be viewed as 

inherently interdisciplinary, or trans-disciplinary, rather than multi-disciplinary (O’Riordan, 

2000) this latter principle is of particular relevance.  Furthermore, the relevance to the coast 

should similarly be considered, in this light, since it represents a multidimensional body 
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containing the physical reality, institutions, knowledge, perceptions, paradigms, economic and 

cultural values (Dronkers and de Vries, 1999).  Indeed, the appropriate nature of a systems 

approach to coastal zone management has been acknowledged by a number of authors, with 

Van der Weide (1993, p. 132) stating that the coast represents “a unique example of an area 

where problems should be addressed by means of systems analysis”.  If a systems approach 

is taken, it can be seen that the dynamics of the coast critically depend on interactions and 

feedbacks operating within the multidimensional entity and in particular on interactions and 

feedbacks between natural and social processes.  Understanding the triggers and feedbacks 

in the coastal system is thus a pre-requisite for sustainable coastal development and the 

sustainable exploitation of coastal resources (Dronkers and de Vries, 1999). 

 

Clearly, this represents a useful characteristic with respect to this research.  Thus, the 

adoption of an interdisciplinary, holistic approach is an entirely appropriate one in order to 

progress in the field of coastal sustainability.  Systems theory then represents “an attempt, 

within the broad sweep of science, to retain much of that tradition but to supplement it by 

tackling the problem of irreducible complexity via a form of thinking based on wholes, and 

their properties” (Checkland, 1981, p. 10).  Applying this approach to a complex real world 

situation, such as the study of coastal sustainability, should enable an organized analysis to 

be made possible. 

 

 

Figure 2.4 Axis for comparing systems approaches (Bell and Morse, 1999) 

 
 

Explicitly systemic 

 

 

 

 

  Largely       Largely 

  Analytic       descriptive /  

         comparative 

 

 

 

 

Implicitly systemic 

 

 

There are in fact many examples and ways of thinking about and applying a systems 

approach.  Bell and Morse (1999) have identified a number of different existing holistic 
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methodologies that may be used in order to consider the concept of sustainability.  They 

argue that these can be differentiated according to whether the methodology is either more 

analytic or descriptive; and more implicitly systems-based or explicit, as illustrated in Figure 

2.4. 

 

With respect to this research, it is argued that a pragmatic, multi-method research 

methodology that includes employing an implicitly systems-based and analytical approach is 

required. 

 

 

2.6 Management and Appraisal Systems 
 
2.6.1 Environmental management systems, benchmarking and sustainability 

 

‘Systems’ thinking has become increasingly evident in many areas of academic and practical 

endeavour over recent years, not least in the field of environmental resource management.  

According to Krut and Gleckman (1998, p. 5), the concept of environmental management 

systems (EMS) represents “an institutionalised system designed for environmental 

management”, elements of which include: 

 

• Current understanding of natural laws and local or ecosystem characteristics; 

• Society-made laws about how to deal with local ecosystems; Public / private sector 

environment partnerships;  

• Voluntary initiatives to guide relations with communities and their environments; and 

• Organizational management structures.  

 
 

The idea of EMS’s is not new, having been around since the 1970s.  However, for a number 

of years, there was no standardization of these systems, and as such, limited application and 

growth in their acceptance.  To remedy this, a number of national standard setting bodies 

started to grapple with ideas of how to standardize them in the early 1990s, resulting in the 

development of the EU Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS) and the International 

Standards Organization (ISO) 14001 series, both of which are now well acknowledged 

‘standards’, of growing importance in the decision-making processes of both local authorities 

and business.  Other more subject specific standards include the recently developed WWF 

Standard for Conservation Project and Programme Management; the Port Environmental 

Review System; and those developed by the Forestry Stewardship Council (FSC) and Marine 

Stewardship Council (MSC).   

 

In definition a standard is “a widely accepted or approved example of something against 

which others may be measured.  They allow meaningful evaluation, exchange and 
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comparison of data, improve objectivity of judgement, aid recognition of crucial thresholds and 

limits, support negotiation, law making and comparison” (Barrow, 1999 p 60).  In this sense 

standards are benchmarks against which systems may be tested through the prescription of 

relevant principles and the use of appropriate indicators.  Auditing is the specific procedure 

incorporated into these systems which enables this, and is defined as a “systematic 

multidisciplinary methodology used periodically and objectively to assess the environmental 

performance of a company, authority or… region” (ibid.).   

 

On the basis of such an evaluation, it would be possible to develop improved forward 

planning and policy decisions.  As such Barrow states, “the establishment of widely applicable 

scientific standards has been one of the most important achievements of western civilization” 

(ibid.).  However, both EMAS and ISO 14001 have been criticised as representing a missed 

opportunity to contribute to the furthering of global sustainable development (Krut and 

Gleckman, 1998).  The argument put forward is that “the two standards were established with 

fears of market forces in mind rather than environmental ones” (ibid, p. 109).  Such a 

criticism, however, is not one that can be levelled necessarily at the other environmental 

standards.  The Forestry Stewardship Council (FSC) and Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) 

standards, for example, have both been drawn up with specific reference to sustainability.   

 

In order to review the operation of a case study standard, it would be suitable to review either 

of the FSC or MSC standards since both are based on similar mechanisms.  However, given 

the coastal location of this research, the MSC standard has been selected as being the most 

appropriate one with which to give a more detailed account.    

 

 

2.6.2 The Marine Stewardship Council’s Fisheries Standard 

 

The Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) was first established by Unilever and the WWF, in 

1997, and began operating independently as an international charity, bidding to reverse the 

decline in world fisheries and guide the development of sustainable fisheries, in 1999.  As a 

means of achieving this goal, the MSC developed an environmental standard for sustainable 

and well-managed fisheries.  At the centre of this standard is a set of ‘principles and criteria 

for sustainable fishing’, which in part, is based on the Code of Conduct for Responsible 

Fisheries, drawn up by the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO).  The 

principles represent the overarching philosophical basis for the initiative, which is an attempt 

to utilise market forces as a means of promoting behaviour that helps achieve the goal of 

sustainable fisheries.  The principles, in turn, form the basis for detailed criteria, which are 

used to evaluate each volunteer fishery seeking certification under the programme. Although 

the primary focus is the ecological integrity of world fisheries, the principles also embrace the 

human and social elements of fisheries.  Their successful implementation depends upon a 
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system, which is open, fair, based upon the best information available, and which 

incorporates all relevant legal obligations.  The certification programme in which these 

principles will be applied is intended to give any fishery the opportunity to demonstrate its 

commitment to sustainable fishing and ultimately benefit from this commitment in the market 

place. 

 

The principles and their intent, which can be seen in Table 2.13, were developed assuming 

that a sustainable fishery is defined as one that is “conducted in such a way that: 

 

• it can be continued indefinitely at a reasonable level; 

• it maintains and seeks to maximise, ecological health and abundance; 

• it maintains the diversity, structure and function of the ecosystem on which it depends 

as well as the quality of its habitat, minimising the adverse effects that it causes;  

• it is managed and operated in a responsible manner, in conformity with local, national 

and international laws and regulations; 

• it maintains present and future economic and social options and benefits; and  

• it is conducted in a socially and economically fair and responsible manner” (MSC, 

2002). 

 

 

The principles and criteria are further designed to recognise and emphasise that management 

efforts are most likely to be successful in accomplishing the goals of conservation and 

sustainable use of marine resources when there is full co-operation among the full range of 

fisheries stakeholders, including those who are dependent on fishing for their food and 

livelihood.  The MSC further recognises the need to observe and respect the long-term 

interests of people dependent on fishing for food and livelihood to the extent that it is 

consistent with ecological sustainability, and also the importance of fisheries management 

and operations being conducted in a manner consistent with established local, national, and 

international rules and standards as well as in compliance with the MSC Principles and 

Criteria.  Thus, to ensure that it was internationally relevant and applicable, the principles and 

criteria were developed after a period of extensive international consultation involving a series 

of workshops which brought together fishery stakeholders such as fishers, industry, 

regulators, processors, retailing, consumer organisations, NGO's and other interested parties.   

 

Fisheries assessed against the standard do so voluntarily with the assessment carried out by 

independent certifiers accredited by the MSC.  The intention is that there is equal access to 

the certification programme irrespective of the scale of the fishing operation.  The implications 

of the size, scale, type, location and intensity of the fishery, the uniqueness of the resources 

and the effects on other ecosystems are considered in every certification.   
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The certifier assesses the fishery against the principles and criteria and in doing so must 

follow specific guidelines for certifiers. Generic scoring guidelines as provided as a means of  

 

Table 2.13 Principles of the Marine Stewardship Council  

 

Principle 

 

Intent 

Principle 1 

 

A fishery must be conducted in a manner that 

does not lead to over-fishing or depletion of 

the exploited populations and, for those 

populations that are depleted; the fishery 

must be conducted in a manner that 

demonstrably leads to their recovery. 

 

 

 

The intent of this principle is to ensure that 

the productive capacities of resources are 

maintained at high levels and are not 

sacrificed in favour of short-term interests.  

Thus, exploited populations would be 

maintained at high levels of abundance 

designed to retain their productivity, provide 

margins of safety for error and uncertainty, 

and restore and retain their capacities for 

yields over the long term. 

Principle 2 

 

Fishing operations should allow for the 

maintenance of the structure, productivity, 

function and diversity of the ecosystem 

(including habitat and associated dependent 

and ecologically related species) on which 

the fishery depends. 

 

 

The intent of this principle is to encourage the 

management of fisheries from an ecosystem 

perspective under a system designed to 

assess and restrain the impacts of the fishery 

on the ecosystem. 

 

Principle 3 

 

The fishery is subject to an effective 

management system that respects local, 

national and international laws and standards 

and incorporates institutional and operational 

frameworks that require use of the resource 

to be responsible and sustainable. 

 

 

 

The intent of this principle is to ensure that 

there is an institutional and operational 

framework for implementing Principles 1 and 

2, appropriate to the size and scale of the 

fishery. 
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enabling a fair evaluation to take place, with the fishery being awarded a Fisheries 

Management Certificate if all conditions are met. The work of the certifier is also peer 

reviewed to ensure rigour in the process. If the peer reviewers confirm the certification report 

a certificate is issued that lasts for 5 years and is subject to a minimum requirement of an 

annual monitoring visit by the certifier. Once a fishery has been certified, that fishery can then 

use the MSC Logo as a means of labelling its products and thereby communicating its 

sustainability to the general public. 

 

 

2.7 Conclusion 

 

This section offers a brief summary of the findings of this chapter and synthesises these in 

order to highlight the key themes that will underpin this research.   

 

Section 2.2 firstly highlighted the meanings and principles involved in ICZM and identified the 

intent of ICZM as being one that promotes and enables sustainable development.  Further 

analysis of the literature also identified the centrality and ‘imperative of integration’ to the 

overall concept.  It noted that integration could be looked at, not only as fundamental to the 

process, but also as representing a yardstick against which ICZM could be assessed (Firn 

Crichton Roberts, 2000).  This principle is of course not the only one inherent in ICZM, with 

the review identifying a number of others, proposed by various reports and authors.  Similar to 

integration, each of these principles could therefore act as a means by which an ICZM 

process could be judged. 

 

Section 2.2 then went on to consider the failings of the traditional sectoral approach to 

managing the complex problems of the coastal zone, and identified the need for ICZM as a 

means of enabling improvements in this management.  In the UK, although there is an 

understanding of the benefits of the ICZM approach, no formalised or statutory mechanism has 

developed.  Instead, a proliferation of voluntary coastal partnerships (CPs) and non-statutory 

plans has emerged in order to apply a more integrated approach to coastal management.  The 

progress to full integration can be seen to take place in phases, as described by the EU WG-ID 

(2004) who state that more coastal areas will join in as the process becomes understood 

more widely and is seen to be having an effect.  In order to show this effect, the development 

of an appropriate means of assessment would obviously be very beneficial.   

 

It should be noted however, that this is currently an important time for ICZM in the UK, with 

several major policy initiatives underway, and coming to a head, both at the national and the 

EU levels of governance, which could have significant repercussions for how ICZM develops 

in the future.  From the EU perspective there is the European Parliament and Council 

Recommendation concerning the implementation of Integrated Coastal Zone Management in 
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Europe (EC, 2002), which requires that the UK develop and publish national strategies for ICZM 

in 2006 in order to then implement them.  This development is set in the context of the EU 

“Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council, establishing a 

Framework for Community Action in the field of Marine Environmental Policy”, known as the 

European Marine Strategy Directive, which is also due for impending enforcement in 2006.  

The matter of ICZM development is further complicated by the UK Government’s commitment 

to introduce primary legislation in the form of a Marine Bill, in order to “ensure an integrated 

approach at the land-sea interface ....[and] .... enable efficient, forward-looking and holistic 

decision-making, delivering sustainable development and an ecosystem approach”  (DEFRA, 

2006b, p.4).  This initiative is also under consultation currently and means that in total, the 

future nature of ICZM in the UK is the subject of some degree of uncertainty.  However, it can 

be said that it is unlikely that ICZM will be in any way weakened; instead being much more 

likely that it will in fact be strengthened as a process. 

 

Whatever the outcome and in order to be able to better understand the intent of ICZM, 

Section 2.3 reviewed both the antecedence and the meanings of sustainable development.  In 

doing this, it found that problems exist with the development and application of the 

sustainability concept.  Principal amongst these is the nature of the value driven relationship 

between environmental quality, economic development and social welfare.  Sustainability is 

thus a complex and fuzzy concept, but one that is of great significance politically and one that 

globally is the defining paradigm relating the environment with social and economic systems.  

O’Riordan (2000) argued that, since it represents a combination of culture, history, land, 

people and institutions, it is therefore too intensely ‘geographical’ in its manifestation to 

enable a generic global definition to be developed and instead is conditioned by local 

specificity.  Earll (2000) supports this and argued that it is more important to consider and 

understand the key principles and characteristics that underpin sustainability.  

 

The findings of sections 2.2 and 2.3 raise questions as to how the goal of sustainable 

development is enabled by ICZM, and how its success or otherwise can be appraised?  

Section 2.4 therefore considers the governance of sustainable development and leads on to 

Section 2.5, which reviews and critiques the role of sustainability indicators as a means of 

assessment.  Currently, there are no such indicator sets in operation that assess the 

effectiveness of ICZM in achieving its goals, i.e. in achieving sustainable development.  This 

is not to say, however, that there has been no progress in this area.  Indeed, following work 

by Burbridge (1997), Henocque (2003), Olsen (2003) and Pickaver et al. (2004), the EU WG-

ID (2004) has recommended two sets of indicators that Member States and Candidate 

Countries should adopt: the first being a set that assesses the degree to which ICZM is being 

implemented (the ‘progress indicator’) and the second aimed at enabling an assessment of 

the coastal status (the ‘sustainable development indicators’).   
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It can be argued that the development of these indicator sets represents a step forward.  

However, the methodology can be critiqued on several counts.  Firstly, the progress indicator 

is vague and open to a degree of conjecture that would appear insurmountable in its present 

guise.  Secondly, it is not at all clear how the ‘progress indicator’ specifically relates to the 

‘indicators for sustainable development of the coast’.  This raises the question of whether the 

two indicator sets specifically apply to the progress of sustainability through ICZM?  Thirdly, 

the ‘sustainable development indicators’ can be philosophically critiqued on the basis of their 

reductionist nature.  Indeed, an example was given of how one can equate the indicators 

‘supporting a dynamic and sustainable economy’ with those ‘protecting, enhancing and 

celebrating natural and cultural diversity’.  The outcome of these indicators may clearly be 

mutually exclusive in relation to progressing sustainability. 

 

On the basis of these findings, alternative philosophical approaches were sought and it was 

decided that that an alternative pragmatic, multi-faceted research methodology, including an 

implicitly systems-based analytical approach, would have a greater degree of efficacy.  

Indeed, in relation to this research, various authors (e.g. Van der Weide, 1993; Dronkers and 

de Vries, 1999) have noted the applicability of such a systems based approach to considering 

the coast.  In summary, this research will employ a systems based approach in order to 

assess the effectiveness of ICZM initiatives in achieving sustainable development.   

 

Given the nature of ICZM, it is proposed that a suitable way forward would be to firstly identify 

the principles inherent to achieving sustainable development in the coastal zone.  A system of 

appraisal could then be developed, on the basis of these principles, against which ICZM 

initiatives could be tested.  In doing so this system could thus act as a benchmark or 

‘standard’. 
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3.0 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

 
3.1 Introduction 

 

This research considers coastal sustainability with the aim of producing a performance-

related ‘appraisal system’, or ‘standard’.  It does not start from the assumption that we can 

break down the complexity of this subject in a reductionist way, but rather it considers coastal 

sustainability using an holistic, systems-based epistemology: the intention being, to produce a 

standardised approach that will enable an audit of coastal sustainability to be taken and 

analysed on a periodic basis.  

 

This chapter will outline and justify the research methodology employed in order to fulfil the 

research aims and objectives.  It will firstly detail the theoretical underpinning of the work in 

terms of the methodological approach used to conduct the research.  Secondly, it will detail 

the specific methodology in relation to the research and, thirdly, specify the planning and 

logistics related to the methods chosen.  Lastly, it will identify the limitations inherent in this 

study. 

 

 

3.2 Theoretical Underpinning of the Methodology 

 
3.2.1 Methodological approach and design 

 

Research methods can be differentiated according to how they consider the sources of 

theories and hypotheses, and how these are tested for validity (Gill and Johnson, 2002).  

Thus, the research process is classified as being either deductive or inductive in nature.  

Essentially, a deductive methodological approach entails the development of a conceptual 

and theoretical structure prior to its testing through empirical observation.  It begins with an 

abstract conceptualization and then moves on to testing, through the application of theory, so 

as to create new observations.  In this, it can lead to the creation of as yet un-falsified 

covering laws that explain the past and predict the future.  Alternatively, it can lead to the 

falsification and discarding of theory, as advocated by Popper (1967). 

 

Induction, on the other hand, is logically the reverse of deduction.  It involves moving from a 

plane of observation of the empirical world to a construction of explanations and a theory 

regarding what has been observed.  It represents learning by reflection on past experience, 

thus enabling the formulation of abstract concepts, theories and generalisations to explain 

past, and predict future, experience.  As Bawden (1997, p. 4) states, “learning is essentially a 

social act”.  Gill and Johnson (2002) identify two main arguments for adopting an inductive 

approach; firstly, that explanations are worthless unless grounded in observation and 
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experience; and, secondly, that the intimate relationship between deduction and positivism 

means that the social world is treated in a similar causal manner to the natural world.  Given 

the nature of this research, relating both natural and social worlds, the methodology 

employed, was therefore required, from the outset, to be intrinsically inductive. 

 

In addition to considering the methodological approach, or research process, the design stage 

also considered the nature of the research methods to be employed.  The traditional 

classification distinguishes between qualitative and quantitative approaches.  However, 

Creswell (2003) has developed this further to include ‘mixed method’ approaches, a summary 

of which is shown in Table 3.1.   

 

 

Table 3.1 Qualitative, Quantitative and Mixed Method Approaches (Adapted from 

Creswell, 2003) 

Tend to or typically Qualitative 
approaches 

Quantitative 
approaches 

Mixed method 
approaches 

 
Use these 
philosophical 
assumptions 

 
Constructivist/ 
Advocacy/ 
Participatory 
 

 
Postpostivist 

 

 
Pragmatic 
 

 
Employ these 
strategies of inquiry 

 

 
Grounded theory, 
ethnography, case 
study, narrative 
 

 
Surveys and 
experiments 

 
Sequential, 
concurrent and 
transformative 

 
Employ these 
methods 
 

 
Open-ended 
questions, emerging 
approaches, text or 
image data 
 

 
Closed questions, 
pre-determined 
approaches, numeric 
data 
 

 
Both open and 
closed questions, 
pre-determined 
approaches and both 
qualitative and 
quantitative data and 
analysis 
 

 
Use these practices 
of research, as the 
researcher 
 

 
Interacts with the 
studied phenomena; 
Collaborates with 
participants and 
collects participant 
meanings; 
Brings personal 
values into study; 
Studies the context 
or setting of 
participants; 
Validates accuracy of 
the data; 
Interprets data; 
Creates an agenda 
for change. 

 
Independence from 
study; 
Unbiased approach; 
Tests or verifies 
theories; 
Identifies variables; 
Relates variables in 
study; 
Uses standards of 
validity and reliability; 
Observes and 
measures 
information 
numerically; 
Employs statistical 
procedures. 

 
Employs the 
practices of both 
qualitative and 
quantitative research, 
collecting both types 
of data; 
Develops a rationale 
for mixing; 
Integrates data at 
different stages of 
inquiry; 
Presents visual 
pictures of the 
procedures in the 
study. 
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Although distinctions may be drawn between the two, the traditional quantitative and 

qualitative approaches can also be seen as complementary since qualitative research can 

blend easily with other types of study as a result of its unstructured and exploratory nature.  

Indeed, Miles and Huberman (1994, p.1) state that qualitative data act as “the source of well-

grounded, rich descriptions and explanations of processes in identifiable local contexts”.  As 

such, qualitative research can thereby act as a precursor to the formulation of problems and 

theories, thus acting as a source of hypotheses and ideas, which can be tested by 

quantitative methodologies in subsequent research.  Qualitative data may also greatly assist 

in the analysis and understanding of quantitative data and thus the combination of 

quantitative studies with a deep understanding of the complex real world contexts, gained 

through qualitative study, can create a ‘powerful mix’ (Miles and Huberman, 1994, p. 42).  The 

combination of these two approaches can therefore provide a complete account of the 

research subject.   

 

The mixing of the qualitative and quantitative traditions can be seen as flexible; occurring in a 

variety of ways, either the two may be used in parallel or sequentially (Tashakkori and 

Teddlie, 1998).  In this particular research, a variety of methods were employed in a multi-

stage process designed to build logically and sequentially and enhance the validity of the 

research outcomes.  Adopting such a multistage approach enabled the triangulation of the 

process, where triangulation may be defined as “the combination of methodologies in the 

study of the same phenomenon” (Denzin, 1970, p. 297).  This, “shares the notion of 

complementary qualitative and quantitative methodologies rather than competing 

approaches” (Gill and Johnson, 2002, p.200), and “involves locating a true position by 

referring to two or more other co-ordinates” (Denscombe, 1998, p. 85).  The qualitative and 

quantitative methods used at various stages during this study represent these co-ordinates. 

 

 

3.2.2 Research stages 

 

The hybrid research methodology in this study includes two distinct elements or stages:   

 

Stage 1: Development of the Coastal Sustainability Standard - This involved a mixture of 

qualitative and quantitative research, garnered ‘expert’ opinion and carried out textual 

analysis, with regards to the critical elements of the study.  

 
Stage 2: Operation and evaluation of the Coastal Sustainability Standard - This stage 

also included a mixture of qualitative and quantitative research, and involved the selection of 

appropriate case study CPs in order to operate the Standard and evaluate its efficacy.   



   

  
 

66 
 

These two elements are identified in the overall research process, as outlined in Figure 

3.1.
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Aims 

Literature 
Review 

Conceptualisation 

Mobile Constructs 
 

Variables –  
Principles and 

Criteria 
 

Design operational 
methods / 

instruments 

Operating model 
evaluation 

Case study 
identification and 

pilot study 

Operate system and 
conduct appraisal 

Consultation on 
findings 

Revise 

Stage 1  

Stage 2 
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3.3 Stage 1:  Development of the Coastal Sustainability Standard 

 

 

3.3.1 Introduction 

 

Stage 1 of the research required methods that could be utilised in order to develop a 

performance-related coastal sustainability appraisal system.  This section therefore details 

these methods, including a justification of why they were chosen; an outline of how the 

participants were identified; and a review of the analysis that was subsequently carried out on 

the data gathered.  Firstly, however, it outlines the data requirements of this stage of the 

research with regards the critical elements relating to the Coastal Sustainability Standard.  

 

 

3.3.2 Data requirements  

 

In order to develop the Standard, two key data requirements of this first stage of the research 

were identified.  These are as follows: 

 

a. Normative constructs of coastal sustainability 

 
The previous chapter established the need for a systems-based approach to appraising the 

effectiveness of ICZM initiatives, and the value of relevant principles in making such an 

assessment.  It was clear that a first requirement in this research would be to identify these 

principles.  In order to do this the approach taken was to seek the views of UK coastal 

management professionals as to the normative structure of sustainability, thereby identifying 

the key theoretical constructs inherent in the concept.  The rationale was that, although many 

see sustainability as a complex idea, most professionals involved in coastal resource 

management would be able to identify a series of theoretical constructs that together define 

the fundamental crosscutting characteristics of sustainability.   Such constructs might also be 

termed ‘mobile concepts’, since they represent the common understandings of a complex 

paradigm that professionals intuitively carry around with them.  It is likely that these are used 

routinely in order to translate the concept of sustainable development into practice.    

 

The constructs can also be considered as the guiding principles around which the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard could be framed.  Thus they form the basis from which detailed 

criteria can be identified and are intended to guide the efforts towards the development of 

sustainable coastal zones.  In identifying appropriate criteria from these principles, 

consideration was given to both their practicality and academic suitability. 
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b.   Appropriate operating mechanism   

 

An appropriate operating mechanism was sought by which the Standard could enable the 

assessment of coastal areas. 

 

 

3.3.3 Selection of methodological techniques 

 

In order to fulfil the data requirements of the research, there was clearly a need to carry out a 

thorough review of the relevant secondary information found in the literature, as detailed in 

Chapter 2.  This alone, however, was insufficient to enable the rigorous academic 

development that the Coastal Sustainability Standard required.  As such, the literature review 

was employed in order to supplement an inductive process of enquiry involving a consultative 

survey of ‘experts’.  Environmental ‘standards’ tend to represent compromises and, as noted 

previously, are usually developed through extensive consultation processes (Lamprecht, 

1996; Marine Stewardship Council, 2002).  The Coastal Sustainability Standard was no 

different and, as such, an expert group was sought to give opinion on the key constructs 

relevant to the development of the system.  Consequently, this opinion also enabled some 

consideration of the system’s scope.   

 

From the literature, there are two principal ways in which the appropriate primary data may be 

collected; firstly, personal interviews and, secondly, use of a distance questionnaire, 

employing some form of media such as postal or electronic mail.  Each of these has certain 

advantages and disadvantages.  For example, according to Frankfort-Nachmias and 

Nachmias (1996) personal interviews have several advantages:  

 

1) Flexibility, in that the interviewer may control the order and depth of questioning;  

2) Interviews allow answers to be substantiated or supplemented through recourse to 

documentation and other evidence; and 

3) Interviews deliver a higher response rate.   

 

However, disadvantages can also be highlighted:  

 

1) The interviewer may affect the data in a variety of ways, including biasing the data 

through influencing the interviewee’s response, either directly or through the perception of 

the interviewer held by the interviewee; the potential for the interviewer to misunderstand 

responses or make an inaccurate record of responses;  

2) The potential for a poor rapport between interviewer and interviewee; and  

3) The high cost of carrying out personal interviews in terms of travel and time. 

 

http://libopac.solent.ac.uk/is/WWMON/query-sh.asp?ccl=aa%3DLamprecht%2C%20James%20L
http://libopac.solent.ac.uk/is/WWMON/query-sh.asp?ccl=aa%3DLamprecht%2C%20James%20L
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On the other hand, distance questionnaires benefit from a reverse set of advantages, namely: 

 

1) They reduce interviewer related bias errors;  

2) They allow for greater anonymity in the process;  

3) They reduce costs and therefore allow for a wider geographical spread; and  

4) They allow for greater consideration and deliberation in answering questions with respect 

to time.   

 

Disadvantages relate to:  

 

1) A limited opportunity for further probing and clarification of answers;  

2) Limited control as to who is filling the questionnaire in; and  

3) A lower response rate (ibid.).   

 

Clearly for any particular research programme, these points may be more or less important 

and, given an awareness of them at the outset, the research may be designed so that some 

of the problems are reduced.   

 

In terms of this research, given that this stage of data collection represents an attempt to 

garner a large group of ‘expert’ opinion, it was considered that the most appropriate survey 

technique would be that of the distance questionnaire.  Using this technique, each participant 

would receive exactly the same information regarding the research and their role in it, thus 

minimising the potential for any bias in the data.   

 

In order to maximise the response rate, one consideration is that of the questionnaire length 

and the time taken to complete it.  The questionnaire was thus developed with the aim of 

eliciting the maximum amount of information, without being ‘excessively’ long.  In addition, it is 

also considered apposite to maximise the degree to which the participants were encouraged 

to ‘free think’ in their responses.  As such on the basis of this it was deemed appropriate to 

pose just one simple question, namely:  

 

“What do you consider to be the key theoretical constructs embodied in the concept of 

sustainability?”     

 
Participants were encouraged to answer this question in whatever way they saw fit.  Clearly, 

textual analysis of the data gathered with respect to this question informed not only the 

requirement for the identification of normative constructs, but also contributed towards 

defining a scope for the system.   

 

The fulfilment of the second data requirement: namely the need to identify a suitable 

operating mechanism, was based on a review of the relevant literature.  Following this review, 
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it was decided that a suitable operating model would be that of the Marine Stewardship 

Council’s Sustainable Fisheries Standard.  In order to gauge the level of support for the 

efficacy and mechanics of this model it was decided that a small number of telephone 

interviews should be conducted to another relevant panel of ‘experts’.  This, it was deemed, 

would enhance the selection process through fostering a greater degree of confidence in the 

final choice.  The questions put to this group are included in Appendix A, and referred to 

further in Chapter 5.   

 

 

3.3.4 Participant selection 

 

There was a need therefore to identify two different expert panels with respect to the two key 

data requirements.  The identification of these panels required the selection of individuals 

capable of adding value to developing the database.  A number of selection criteria were 

considered with which to choose these individuals.  Appropriateness, for example, could be 

based on any number of the following criteria: 

 

• Peer recognition – demonstrable reputation;  

• Contributions to the literature – refereed publication list; 

• Extensive background in trans-disciplinary coastal sustainability problem solving; 

• Clearly related or cross transferable knowledge on specific issues; and 

• Identifiable roles and responsibilities in coastal management. 

 

Clearly the choice of criterion, or criteria, would determine the participant group and very likely 

therefore have an impact upon the quality of responses.  For example, it would certainly be 

possible to gather the information required through a peer-referenced trawl of the literature.  

This would give an expert view, but one that was considered rather academic in perspective 

and lacking in a direct geographical relevancy to the coast.  As such, in order to enhance the 

normative aspect of the data collection, the criterion that was considered most suitable in the 

selection of an expert group was that ‘individuals with identifiable roles and responsibilities in 

coastal management’.  Focussing the survey in this way clearly linked the results of the 

survey to practical coastal management and action on the ground, and was seen as a positive 

reflection of reality.  However, in using such a group there was also an awareness that a 

limitation to this approach would be that there was no direct quality control on the responses 

as would have been the case with peer-referenced data.  As such, the data gathered would 

be open to error on the basis of lack of practitioner understanding.  In order to try and mitigate 

for this, it was decided that although the coastal management practitioner criterion would 

primarily select the expert group, that the data gathered should be considered and reviewed 

in the light of the peer-referenced literature.       
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In terms of selecting individuals who fulfil the appropriate professional roles, a further 

consideration arises: that of geographical area.  The alternatives were either to garner coastal 

management opinion on a national scale, or to concentrate this first stage of data collection 

on a regional basis.  After some deliberation a national survey of those involved in coastal 

management was decided upon.  

 

The questionnaire was disseminated via electronic mail, and sent to individuals who are 

involved either directly, or indirectly, in coastal management.  In order to access a suitable 

sample of ‘coastal managers’, for this purpose, permission was sought to use the electronic 

database of the company ‘Coastal Management for Sustainability’ (CMS).  CMS are a 

“business that brings people together to resolve management and sustainability challenges in 

the coastal and marine environment” (CMS, 2004 [online]) and hence have a national 

database of relevant individuals.  Since the questionnaire invited all individuals on this 

database to participate in this research, it is acknowledged that the lack of a suitable 

respondent profile meant that there was the possibility of an inherent bias in this stage of the 

data gathering.  However, in essence and given that there was a suitable response rate, it 

was considered that as an initial data gathering exercise such a bias might in itself represent 

an important finding of the survey.  It was also considered that since the survey would be 

reviewed in the light of the literature, that this bias would not ultimately impact on the efficacy 

of this stage of the research.       

 

 

Table 3.2 Operating system expert group 

 

Organisation 

 

Individual and 

responsibility 

Reason for selection 

Marine Stewardship Council 

 

 

Dr Yemi Oloruntuyi 

Policy Department 

Experience of a number of 

years of the Standards 

operation, including 

knowledge of feedback.   

Moody Marine Dr A Hough 

Certifier 

Certification body. 

Experience of a number of 

years of the Standards 

practical operation on the 

ground.  

World Wildlife Fund  Louise Heaps 

Marine Programme Leader 

 

Global lobbying and research 

organization. 
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With respect to the second data requirement, the identification of an appropriate operating 

mechanism, a small number of relevant ‘experts’ were chosen on the basis of their 

professional understanding of the operating model selected, namely: the Marine Stewardship 

Council’s Sustainable Fisheries Standard.  As such representatives were sought and 

interviewed, as outlined in Table 3.2.  

 

 

3.3.5 Data analysis 

 

Data gathered through the two surveys was analysed in order to fulfil the two key data 

requirements.  With respect to the normative constructs requirement, data gathered through 

the electronic survey was analysed using the QSR computer software Nud*ist 6: an acronym 

for the accurate description of Non-numerical Unstructured Data Indexing Searching and 

Theorising.  Responses were input into a project database, which then enabled the received 

text to be analysed.   

 

This qualitative technique involves coding ‘units’ of data according to the ideas they 

represent. The methodology involved in coding requires the operator to apply subjective 

judgement in defining what is considered a ‘text unit ’.  The ideas are termed ‘nodes’ and 

together can be seen to represent an indexing system.  To aid analysis, reports can then be 

produced which highlight the location and frequency with which each node is stated.  This 

nodal system can also be considered in a visual sense with linkages being drawn between 

them on the basis of considered relationships.  Such a diagrammatic representation is of 

course focussed on the central tenet of the research, which in this case is coastal sustainability, 

and is known as the ‘root’.   Nud*ist thus acts as a toolkit to help analyse textual data, explore 

coding and produce project information based on that coding.  This sixth version of Nud*ist 

product therefore represents a powerful qualitative tool. 

 

Given that this data collection represents an attempt to garner ‘expert ’group opinion, it should 

be noted that this process, as with any attempt to garner consensus from a wide range of 

stakeholders, is not expected to lead to complete agreement.  Nevertheless, it does represent 

a suitable mechanism by which the objective may be met.  This process was supplemented 

through the use of secondary sources. 

 

With respect to the second data requirement, as mentioned previously, a small group of 

experts were selected on the basis of relevancy to the operating model selected.  This group 

were interviewed via the telephone in order to provide a gauge as to the efficacy of the model 

selection.  Given the small scale of this survey, the data gathered could be analysed using a 

simple qualitative and textual approach. 
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3.3.6 Summary of Stage 1 data collection and analysis 

 

A summary of the data collection techniques and analyses required to develop the coastal 

sustainability appraisal system are detailed in Table 3.3. 

 

 

Table 3.3 Summary of Stage 1 data collection and analysis 

 

Research data 

requirements 

Method of data collection Analysis 

1. Normative constructs 

of sustainability 

Electronic mail questionnaire 

survey; and relevant 

documentary sources 

 

Textual analysis of the data 

gathered through the email 

survey using Nu*dist 6; and 

relevant documentary 

sources 

2.   Appropriate operating 

mechanism 

 

Documentary sources 

supported by telephone 

interviews with a selected 

panel of ‘experts’ 

 

Qualitative textual analysis  

 

 

 

3.4 Stage 2: Operation And Evaluation of the Coastal Sustainability Standard 

 

 

3.4.1 Introduction 

 

Following the initial development stage, the second stage of the research involved the 

identification of a small number of ICZM case study initiatives, or CPs, in order to audit these 

units against the principles and criteria of the appraisal system.  The rationale being that it 

would enable an evaluation of the efficacy of the system in terms of both its operability, and 

its acceptance by coastal managers as a tool for assessing and improving coastal 

sustainability. 

 

Therefore the following section is structured into four parts.  Firstly, it details the data 

requirements of this stage of the research.  Secondly, it makes a justification for the case 

study approach adopted; thirdly, identifies and outlines the case study areas chosen; and 

lastly, describes the methodology employed.   
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3.4.2 Data requirements 

 

The data requirements for this stage of the research are: 

 

a. To identify appropriate CPs that would be ‘willing’ to participate in the research. This 

required that a range of different coastal management initiatives and structures were 

considered; 

 

b. To elicit an appraisal of sustainability in these CPs by operating the Standard in full; 

 

c. An evaluation of the efficacy of the Coastal Sustainability Standard to assess ICZM 

effectiveness in the CPs, and the perceived or ‘added’ value that the operation of the 

system would bring; and 

 

d. To consider the practical operability of the Standard in terms of ease of use and its 

consequent resource implications.  This would thus enable modifications to the system as 

required.  

 

 

3.4.3 Case study approach 

 

The case study approach may be defined as “studying a phenomenon within its real-life 

setting… [allowing for] …a particular issue to be studied in depth and from a variety of 

perspectives” (Kitchin and Tate, 2000, p.225).  This definition succinctly states the value that 

the case study approach has in terms of this particular research.  Having developed a 

theoretical appraisal system, there was a requirement for it to be operated, tested and 

evaluated in a ‘naturally occurred’ and already existent real-life setting.  It was decided that in 

this instance that opting for the case study approach as opposed to a more general survey 

approach would enable greater depth to be elicited with regards to the system’s efficacy. 

 

Denscombe (1998, p. 31) identifies a number of points relating to the case study approach 

that are advantageous to this research.  Firstly, he states that “case studies tend to be holistic 

rather than deal with isolated factors”, a fact which clearly fits in well with the implicitly 

systemic and pragmatic paradigm in which this research is philosophically based.  Secondly, 

the case study approach is a very flexible one that “allows the researcher to use a variety of 

sources, a variety of types of data and a variety of research methods as part of the 

investigation”, and, indeed, “properly conceived, case study research is a matter of research 

strategy, not research methods” (ibid). 
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However, it should be noted that there are also certain generic limitations inherent in the case 

study approach relating to the method of sample selection and the potential for 

generalisations to be drawn from the results.  Clearly this represents a philosophical 

stumbling block when considering individual cases in-depth as opposed to taking a generic 

overview.  The problems however, were minimised, in part, both by the limited existence of 

CPs in the UK, and the use of defined criteria with which to select the cases (refer to Section 

3.4.3.1).  Given that various authors, such as Denscombe (1998) and Gill and Johnson 

(2002), have stated that the selection of case studies should reflect different aspects of 

reality, the selection criteria were operated in such a way as to identify contrasting CPs that 

could enable such a reflection to be drawn.  As a result, it was considered that analytical 

generalisations could be extrapolated with some confidence.   

 

 

3.4.3.1 Case study selection  

 

For this research, and on the basis of a review of UK coastal management in Section 2.2.2, 

the decision was taken that coastal partnerships (CPs) would represent the most suitable type 

of coastal group to select as case studies for evaluation using the Coastal Sustainability 

Standard.  Other options were considered including the Local Authorities, and the various 

other voluntary groups identified in Table 2.3.  However, it is the CPs that represent the most 

practical and multi-sectoral attempts to promote ICZM, and hence represent the most 

appropriate groups against which to test and validate the Standard.   

 

Given that the aim of this research was to create such a standardised mechanism and that 

the hypothesis considers that the mechanism would allow for comparative analysis between 

ICZM initiatives, it was clear that more than one case study was needed in order to test and 

validate the Standard.   However, given that it was anticipated that operating the Standard 

would also be a lengthy procedure, it was further considered that the number of case study 

CPs should be kept to a minimum.  Eventually it was decided that three CPs exhibiting 

different organizational, environmental and management characteristics, would be sufficient in 

order to fulfil the specific data requirements of this stage of the research.  As such, and 

despite the few methodological requirements of the case study approach, there was a need to 

make a deliberative, transparent and rational selection of the case studies to be considered.   

 

Firstly, the selection of the case studies was heavily influenced by significant preparatory 

work that took place prior to the start of this research.  This preparatory work involved writing 

a consultancy report entitled ‘Sustainability Indicators and their role in the Integrated Coastal 

Zone Management of Devon and Cornwall’ (Gallagher, 1999) for the Atlantic Living 

Coastlines Project; one of the 35 demonstration projects looking at the integrated 

management of coastal zones in the EU.  The consultancy involved an identification of 
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sustainability indicators in consultation with coastal stakeholders in the southwest and 

enabled meetings to be held with key participants within the region.  These meetings allowed 

introductions and links to be made which offered scope for using these contacts again in the 

future.  For example, in another related development, this consultancy also lead to further 

work, writing a review of the CoastLink conference entitled ‘Putting Sustainability into Practice 

in the Coastal Zone’ (Gallagher, 2001).  Both of these reports are included as abstracts under 

the ‘publications’ section of this thesis.  The main upshot of the indicators consultancy 

however, was that as well as informing this research, it provided a southwest regional focus.  

Clearly, having such an intentional focus on a specific region might be seen as narrowing the 

scope of the validation process.  However, on the basis that case studies could be selected to 

offer a range of characteristics suitable to test the validity of the Standard, and that were 

reflective of the range of CPs generally, this was not considered a particular limitation.   

 

Secondly, in addition to the influence of the preparatory work, Denscombe (1998) identified a 

number of criteria that could be employed to justify the selection of particular case studies, as 

listed in Table 3.4.  Since there were no restrictions of choice in the form of either directed 

funding or specifically unique research opportunities, consideration only had to be given to the 

criteria relating to inherent suitability and pragmatism.   

 

 

Table 3.4 Case study selection criteria (adapted from Denscombe, 1998) 

 

Suitability criteria 

 

Typical instance 

Extreme instance 

Test-site for theory 

Least likely instance 

 

Pragmatic criteria 

 

Intrinsically interesting 

Willingness to participate 

A matter of convenience 

 

‘No real choice’ criteria 

 

The study is part of commissioned research 

There are unique opportunities 

 



   

  
 

77 
 

In order to utilise the suitability and pragmatic criteria, a perspective had to be taken on how 

these should be applied to the potential case studies.  With respect to suitability, it was 

decided that the salient characteristics of the ICZM case studies should be identified and 

considered, with judgement being made as to whether the CP could be classified as either 

typical, extreme, least likely or a test case in terms of the research.  It was considered that the 

characteristics would need to reflect the nature of the area and the threats facing it, along with 

the nature of the development of the CP, its age and operating structure.  In this way the case 

studies could reflect the different origins and purposes of the CPs.  The four characteristics 

identified were as follows: 

 

• The environmental characteristics and boundaries of the management area; 

• The anthropogenic impact and development status of the area; 

• The antecedence and status of the management process; and 

• The management structure and resources. 

 

From the point of view of pragmatism, the three criteria identified by Denscombe (1998), were 

considered to have varying degrees of value.  Firstly, the intrinsic interest of the case study 

was clearly important in terms of having an appropriate mix of relevant variables, suitable to 

enable a rigorous evaluation of the methodology.  This intrinsic interest can be seen to stem 

from the four characteristics of the CPs mentioned as determining suitability.   The second 

criteria highlighted the willingness of the case study to participate in the process.  This was 

considered of particular importance given the potential degree of work envisaged for any 

participating case study, and it was the case that several CPs were not willing to become 

involved as a result of them having ‘not enough time’ or being ‘too busy’.  The third criteria, 

‘convenience’, though relevant in terms of resource and time implications, was seen to have 

less value as long as the case studies were within a reasonable ‘striking distance’, which 

given that there was a southwest focus, they all were.   

 

On the basis of these considerations three ICZM initiatives, or CPs, were selected, as follows: 

 

• Exe Estuary Management Partnership (EEMP); 

• Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum (TECF); and 

• Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum (PCF). 

 

Full outlines of the case studies can be found in Chapter 6.  It is acknowledged that the 

choice of the Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum (PCF) might appear at odds with the southwest 

focus noted earlier, but it is of course still very much in the southwest and is further supported 

by the use of the selection criteria.  Table 3.5 details the suitability selection characteristics 

and Table 3.6 summarises and justifies the selection of these case studies on the basis of the 
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Table 3.5 Case study suitability selection characteristics  

 

  
Case study suitability selection characteristics 

 

Environmental 
characteristics and 
boundaries of the 
management area 

Anthropogenic impact and 
development status of the 
area 
 

Antecedence and status of 
the management process 
 

Management structure and 
resources 
 

Exe Estuary Management 
Partnership 
 
 
 
 

Estuarine area and 
immediate terrestrial 
hinterland up to 5m contour 
 
High status environment 

Mainly rural with some 
limited urban and industrial 
impacts 
 
Small-scale marina and port 
operations 
 
Some tourism 

Long running process - 
original initiative 1975.  
 
Partnership has Legal 
Memorandum of Agreement 
 
First management plan 1998 
– currently under review. 
 

Estuary project officer, 
project assistant and 
administrative assistant 
 
Partnership led by Joint 
Advisory Committee and 
informed by Focus groups 
and public Forum.  

Tamar Estuaries 
Consultative Forum 
 
 
 
 

Estuarine area to Mean Low 
Water mark 
 
High status environment 

Largely urban and industrial 
with some rural impacts 
 
Large scale naval and port 
operations  

Originally established 1992 
 
Voluntary process but 
considering Memorandum of 
Agreement 
 
First management plan 1997 
 

Project officer 
 
TECF - strict membership 
criteria.  Supported by Port 
Marine Liaison Committee  
 

Pembrokeshire Coastal 
Forum 
 
 
 
 
 

Open coast and estuarine 
area but no definitions given 
to management boundaries 
 
High status environment 

Mainly rural but with major oil 
industry impacts in localised 
area.  Extensive threats 
covering wide area. 
 
Important area for tourism.   

Established in 2000.  
 
Voluntary process with no 
management plan 
established 

Temporary project officer 
plus support staff. 
 
Management steering group 
supported by topic groups. 
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Table 3.6 Summary of selection criteria 

 

  

Case study selection criteria 

 
 

Suitability criteria 

 

 

Pragmatic criteria 

 

 

‘No real choice’ 
criteria 

 
Exe Estuary 
Management 
Partnership 
 
 

 
Test site for theory 
 

 

• Willingness to 
cooperate 

• Convenient 

• Interesting 

 
Not applicable 

 
Tamar Estuaries 
Consultative Forum 
 
 
 

 
Typical instance 

  

• Willingness to 
cooperate 

• Convenient 

• Interesting 
 

 
Not applicable 

 
Pembrokeshire 
Coastal Forum 
 
 

 
Least likely instance 

 

• Willingness to 
cooperate 

• Interesting 

 
Not applicable 

 

 

selection criteria.  Clearly the pragmatic criteria are straightforward in their application.  From 

the point of view of the suitability criteria however, there is a more complex set of 

considerations.  Essentially, with respect to these characteristics, and given the variety of CPs 

in the UK, it is difficult to determine exactly what might be considered a ‘typical’ example, or a 

‘test-site for theory’, or even a ‘least likely’ example.  However, a decision was taken that the 

Exe Estuary Management Partnership would be best classified as a ‘test site for theory’ on 

the basis of its overall longevity, and hence the length of time over which it has been 

attempting to achieve its aims, its relatively low level mix of environmental impacts, its 

apparent openness to engage public participation, and the spatial coverage of coastal 

processes.  These characteristics were considered likely to enable it to be judged most 

successfully in terms of attaining sustainable development.   

 

Conversely, the ‘least likely’ scenario was considered to be the PCF on the basis of its more 

recent development, its potentially damaging high-level environmental impacts, its lack of 

spatial definition and, more importantly, its lack of an established management plan.  The 

complicating factor with the PCF was that it operates along a coastline that has the UK’s only 

marine-focussed national park in the form of the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park.  In light 

of this one might consider the Park to be such a powerful support network that the PCF 

should be considered differently.  Simply on the basis of the defining characteristics however, 
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this was not considered the case with the subsequent research determining whether this was 

in fact correct or not.  The Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum, though in many regards 

similar to the EEMP, was seen to lie somewhere between the other two case studies and was 

therefore considered as being ‘typical’ of CPs generally. 

  

 

3.4.4 Methods employed 

 

3.4.4.1  Selection of methodological techniques 

 

As with the development of the appraisal system, consideration was given to the 

methodological options available in order to fulfil the specific data requirements of this stage 

of the research.  However, since the system required operating in full, in order to enable an 

evaluation to be made, it was clear from the outset that the only suitable approach would 

involve a series of personal meetings and interviews to elicit the relevant information. 

 

 

As identified by Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias (1996), and stated in Section 3.3.3, 

personal interviews have the characteristic of flexibility.  This flexibility, and the use of ‘open’ 

questions, allows the interviewer to gain a greater depth of understanding through prompting 

further questions and allows answers to be substantiated or supplemented through recourse 

to documentation and other evidence.  This is clearly an important methodological advantage 

relevant to this stage of the research since information was sought regarding the principles 

and criteria of the Standard.   

 

Given that this would be the first time the case studies had participated in the operation of the 

Standard, it was also considered that there would be scope for a degree of misunderstanding 

in answering the questions.  Through the use of personal interviews it was considered that 

these misunderstandings could be addressed and clarifications given both from the point of 

view of the auditor and the Coastal Partnership Officer (CPO). 

 

 

3.4.4.2 Appraisal meetings operational procedure 

 

From the point of view of operating the appraisal system, three practical stages were adopted.  

For each of these stages, personal meetings were held with the relevant coastal management 

representatives.   

 

 

 



   
  

 

84 

The stages are as follows: 

 

1. Pre-assessment / scoping exercise   

This stage involved several elements.  Firstly, it involved accessing relevant information on 

the nature of the area; secondly, presenting the principles and criteria to the responsible 

coastal project officer (CPO); and, thirdly, helping, where necessary, to identify the suitable 

‘performance indicators’ (PIs) to apply to each criterion. 

 

2.  Main assessment  

This stage involved detailed meetings with the CPOs, in order to access the relevant data and 

evidence relating to each criterion.  Having done so, each principle was reviewed in total and 

the case study appraised as a whole.  

 

3.  Feedback and case study review 

This stage involved feeding the findings and outcomes of the appraisal back to the CPs in the 

form of a consultative report.  Following on from this a case study review interview was held 

with the CPOs in order to both strengthen the iterative nature of the methodology, and help in 

the validation of the process, as well as offering the opportunity for any potential 

improvements or modifications to be highlighted.  This case study review interview is referred 

to in greater detail in 3.4.4.3. 

 

 

3.4.4.3 Evaluation and efficacy of the Standard 

 

During the final feedback meeting, the views of the relevant CPOs were sought on all aspects 

of the appraisal system and its operation, in order to help supplement a comprehensive 

evaluation of the Standard’s efficacy, as described in Chapter 7.   

 

In order to provide consistency, a semi-structured questionnaire format was adopted with  

‘open’ questions being posed to the CPOs in order to encourage the maximum levels of detail 

in the responses.  In this way, the interviewee could develop and elaborate on specific points 

of interest.  The review interviews were structured into two key parts; firstly, relating to the 

operation of the appraisal system; and secondly, the perceived benefits and value of the 

system.  In terms of the former, information was elicited regarding the system’s nature, 

deployment, practical operability and ease of use, its scoring mechanism and consequent 

resource implications.  In terms of the latter, views were sought regarding the perceived 

‘added’ value that operation of the Standard would bring to the CP, as well as views 

concerning future adaptations and enhancements that might be beneficial.  The review 

questions are presented in Appendix B.   
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In order to assist the CPO in responding to these questions, the key considerations were 

drawn to their attention during the first ‘pre-assessment’ meeting, prior to the operation of the 

appraisal system.  Hence, this enabled the manager to consider their responses whilst going 

through the process.    

 

 

3.4.4.4 Pilot study 

 

Prior to operating the Standard for each of the case studies, a pilot study was carried out.  A 

pilot study can be defined as “a small-scale trial before the main investigation, intended to 

assess the adequacy of research design and the instruments to be used for data collection” 

(Wilson, 1996, p. 103).  This was therefore used in order to refine and hone both the system 

and the questions that were pertinent to reviewing the case study, and was carried out with 

Ms Jane Smith, the Coastal Project Officer of the Fowey Estuary Partnership, during July 

2004.   

 

The Fowey CPO was asked to consider the overall strategy and operation of the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard as well as consider the detailed terminology and meaning of its 

particular aspects.  The outcome of these was that some misunderstandings were possible in 

the Standard.  This lead to some minor re-wording and the development of guidance notes to 

accompany the Standard.  There was also a perceived need to revise the review questions by 

including a number of additional ones, in order to enable a fuller analysis.  

 

 

3.5 Research Schedule 

 

The timetable for enacting both the first and second stages of the research is described in 

Table 3.7. 
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Table 3.7 Research Schedule 

 

Stage Research activity 

 

Date conducted 

 

 

 

 

1 

Normative constructs of sustainability: Survey 

of coastal professionals using the CMS 

database. 

Spring 2003 

Nud*ist 6 analysis of results 

 

Spring 2003 

 

Write paper:  Gallagher, A. et al,. (2004). 

Constructs of sustainability in coastal 

management, Marine Policy, 28, pp. 249 -255 

Summer 2003 

Interview the operating system expert group: 

Dr Yemi Oloruntuyi; Dr A Hough; and, Ms. 

Louise Heaps 

Summer 2004 

Develop the Coastal Sustainability Standard 

 

Winter 2003 - Summer 2004 

 

 

 

 

2 

Pilot study of Coastal Sustainability Standard:  

Fowey Estuary Partnership 

Summer 2004 

Operate the Coastal Sustainability Standard:  

EEMP 

Summer / Autumn 2004 

Operate the Coastal Sustainability Standard:  

TECF 

Summer / Autumn 2004 

Operate the Coastal Sustainability Standard:  

PCF 

Spring / Summer 2005 

Review of the Coastal Sustainability Standard 

with the CPOs. 

Winter 2005/ Spring 2006 

 

 

 

 

3.6 Scope and Limitations of the Methodology 

 

This methodology is defined in accordance with the scope of the research and a requirement 

to fulfil the aim and objectives.  It is therefore restricted to CPs in the UK, and their attempt to 

deliver sustainable development within specific geographical jurisdictions.  However, it is 

acknowledged that the research is also restricted by a number of other important factors.  

These are: 

 

• The timing of the study – The results, analysis and conclusions are based on the 

information gathered during the operational timeframe of the research.  Attempts 
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have been made to keep this as ‘up to date’ as possible but inevitably some 

information, particularly regarding the respective case studies, may now have 

changed.  This research therefore is an attempt to best reflect the ‘real’ situation at 

the time of the research.       

 

• The length of the operational timeframe – This has implications for the level of 

detailed analysis to which each case study was exposed.  For example, evidence 

gathered against the criteria was generated in consultation with the ICZM facilitation 

‘team’, and more particularly, the CPO, rather than being generated from all of the 

actors involved within the ICZM process.  It is considered likely that using this latter, 

more detailed approach would have yielded a richer and more accurate final 

assessment.  However, there is no guarantee that this would have been the case and 

of course this would also have taken considerably longer. 

 

• The availability of information to enable CP assessment – As stated, evidence was 

gathered through the CPO.  Assessment was sometimes difficult due to a lack of 

available information.  This lack of information can be looked at in two ways.  Firstly, it 

represented a problem for the operation of the Standard, and limited its effectiveness 

in making an assessment.  Secondly however, it also highlighted gaps in the 

management process and therefore identified areas for improvement.    
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4.0 RESULTS:  CONSTRUCTS OF COASTAL SUSTAINABILITY (Stage 1) 
 
 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
 
The hybrid research methodology in this study includes two distinct elements or stages.  This 

chapter relates to Stage 1, and in particular the requirement to garner ‘expert’ opinion on the 

normative constructs inherent in coastal sustainability, which represents the first key data 

requirement identified in Section 3.2.2 of the research methodology.  In order to achieve this a 

national survey of UK coastal professionals was carried out with the aim of eliciting such 

principles that would enable the development of, and act as the basis for, an appraisal 

mechanism for coastal sustainability.  This chapter details the description and analysis of 

these results. 

 

 
4.2 Deconstructing Sustainability 
 

4.2.1 Survey results 

 

During the spring of 2003, a consultative survey of ‘experts’ was disseminated via electronic 

mail to coastal resource management professionals in the UK.  Using the database of the 

company, ‘Coastal Management for Sustainability’ (CMS), this survey reached a sample of 

1000 professionals, asking simply what they considered to be the key theoretical constructs 

embodied in the concept of sustainability?   

 

As stated in Section 3.3.4, focussing the survey in this way linked the results of the survey to 

practical on the ground delivery of coastal management.  However, there was also awareness 

that in using such a group that the data gathered would be open to error on the basis of lack 

of practitioner understanding and that, since there was no detailed respondent profile, there 

could also be an inherent bias in the data.  In designing the methodology it was considered 

that, given an appropriate response rate, this bias in itself would actually represent a valued 

finding of the research.  In order to mitigate for any such bias it was also considered that the 

data gathered should be reviewed in the light of the peer-referenced literature.  In this way the 

initial data gathered would have meaning, as would the way the data was analysed, with the 

results representing a mix of coastal practitioners and ‘expert’ peer-referenced opinion.  In 

total, this would then represent a rigorous investigation of the key theoretical constructs 

embodied in coastal sustainability. Overall, ninety responses were received from the survey 

with answers varying from short, single word or sentence answers to lengthy treatises on the 

subject.  It was clear from this however, that evident linkages or associations existed in many 

of these suggestions.  On the basis of these linkages, and in order to synthesise the findings 
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into simple, discrete ideas, the analytical computer programme, Nud*ist 6, was used to draw a 

series of associations through qualitative text and document coding.   

 

For all ninety responses, the coding process identified a total of 647 discrete text units, where 

a text unit could be seen as representing a discrete and cogent idea.  Some of these text 

units could be defined by a single specific word, which described a common understanding, 

whereas others involved sentences and paragraphs that could be interpreted to represent 

such discrete ideas.  In the terminology of Nud*ist 6, each discrete, individual idea that can be 

described using a common definition may be termed a ‘node’.  Once each node is given a 

definition, the sum total of the collected data can be assessed and quantified.  One function of 

Nud*ist 6, is that in doing this it can produce reports highlighting the location and frequency 

with which each node is then stated.  To aid analysis therefore this facility was utilised, 

enabling the identification of 23 dominant nodes, which together described the sum total of 

responses.  These, along with the definitions used for coding, are shown in Table 4.1, and 

ranked in order of popularity.   For each node, Table 4.1 also shows the total number of 

respondents who put forward that particular suggestion, along with the relevant percentage.   

Figure 4.1 illustrates these percentages graphically.  

 

The definitions given were determined as a result of a combination of factors.  A review of the 

relevant secondary sources was important in informing this consideration, as was the 

responses of the participants.  A third factor however, was the subjectivity inherent in the 

author’s interpretation.  It is considered that this was unavoidable with respect to this element 

of the research since the intent of many participant responses was rather ambiguous.  Scope 

existed therefore, for a degree of misinterpretation. 

 

 

4.2.2 Results analysis 
 

In relation to the inherent constructs, Table 4.1 exhibits a great variation in the perceived 

importance of the different nodes.  By far the highest scoring construct was that of 

‘balance’.  The coding definition used for this was that of a “parallel consideration of 

maintaining the integrity of the natural environment, economic prosperity and an equal 

opportunity for all people to benefit from a better quality of life”.  This all-encompassing 

aspiration is enshrined within the antecedence and understanding of sustainability and is 

often described as representing ‘three legs of a common stool’.  This crosscutting construct 

is supported by Principles 1 and 3 of the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development 

(1992) which state that “human beings are...entitled to a healthy and productive life” 

(Principle 1) and that there is a requirement to meet “developmental and environmental 

needs” (Principle 3).  By coding such ideas that describe the relationship between 

environmental quality, economic health and social welfare under the node  ‘balance’,
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Table 4.1 Mobile constructs inherent in the concept of sustainability   
 
 

Rank 
 

Mobile concept 
(x)  

A B 
%  

C D 
% 

Coding definition 

1 
 

Balance 176 27.2 90 100 A parallel consideration of maintaining the integrity of the natural environment, economic prosperity and an equal  
opportunity for all people to benefit from a better quality of life. 

2 Conservation / 
resource 
efficiency 

71 11 71 79 Natural management of habitats, biodiversity and resources to allow for continued appreciation and use. 

3 Participation 71 11 71 79 The democratisation and active role and involvement of individuals, groups and organisations in the decision-
making  
processes relevant to coastal sustainability 

4 Scientific efficacy 53 8.2 53 59 The gathering and effective use of good scientific information. 

5 Futurity 38 5.9 38 42 Taking a long-term view.  

6 Integration 38 5.9 38 42 A unified and interdisciplinary approach to the understanding and management of coastal zones. 

7 Education and 
training 

32 4.9 32 36 A formal process by which individuals are enabled to gain greater awareness and understanding of coastal 
issues. 

8 Planning  28 4.3 28 31 A structured and detailed process for achieving aims and objectives. 

9 Communication  22 3.4 22 24 General act of imparting information to stakeholders to enable understanding (Kay and Alder, 1999). 

10 Problem solving 19 2.9 19 21 Enabling the mitigation or resolution of conflicts. 

11 Reflectivity 17 2.6 17 19 Action and decision-making made in consideration of the context and outcomes of past events. 

12 Precautionary 15 2.3 15 17 Awareness and consideration of the levels of understanding and competence prior to decision-making. 

13 Equity 14 2.2 14 16 Inter- and intra-generational improvements in welfare whilst maintaining development options and opportunities. 

14 Transparency 9 1.4 9 10 The process of decision-making is open and clear to stakeholders and the community. 

15 Stewardship 8 1.2 8 9 Long term and careful use of coastal resources. 

16 Regulation 7 1.1 7 8 The control of resource use through a system of licensing. 

17 Success 6 0.9 6 7 Achieving a good quality of life and sustainable development within a coastal community. 

18 Adaptive 5 0.8 5 6 An experiential management approach, non-prescriptive in nature, and aware of inherent complexity. 

19 Quality of life 5 0.8 5 6 Acceptable and equitable opportunities and standards of living available to all within a community. 

20 Responsibility  4 0.6 4 4 Implying a degree of ownership and taking ‘due care’ in managing resources and coastal zones.  

21 Holistic 4 0.6 4 4 Systemic theories that ‘wholes’ are greater than the sum of their parts. 

22 Acceptability 3 0.5 3 3 Development and related decision-making seen as appropriate by stakeholders and the public at large. 

23 Trust 2 0.3 2 2 Stakeholders perceive the decision-making process to be fair and just. 

 
Where: 
A = Total number of text units with response ‘x’. 
B = Percentage of text units with response ‘x’ out of total number (647). 
C = Number of respondents making suggestion ’x’. 
D = Percentage of respondents making suggestion ‘x’ out of total (90). 
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Figure 4.1 Percentage responses of sustainability ‘nodes’ 
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the construct accounts for 27.2% of all text units, with every single respondent proposing such 

a construct at least once.    

 

In defining this construct, there are clearly apparent areas of overlap with other suggestions, 

notably perhaps with the ‘quality of life’ and ‘success’.  The ‘quality of life’ node represents an 

important sustainability construct since it has provided a national focus and title for the UK 

government strategy for sustainable development (DETR, 1999; DEFRA, 2004b; DEFRA, 

2005).  Despite this, however, it accounts for only 0.8% of all text units, suggested by just five 

respondents.  A number of reasons could be put forward for explaining why this is the case, 

which appear, on the surface at least, to be mutually exclusive.  Firstly, since it is likely that 

the phrase ‘quality of life’ is well known, it might also be the case that respondents described 

the phrase in other terms.  This being the case, it is possible then that the alternative 

descriptions given would have been classified under the node, ‘balance’.    

 

Secondly, ‘quality of life’, though well known, might also be considered to be very 

anthropogenic in character and hence a very socially construed idea.  In this sense, the 

apparent low level of significance attached to the construct might be attributable to the fact 

that the mix of respondents did not fully reflect all of the issues relating to coastal 

management or sustainability, or that there was simply a general misunderstanding of the 

issues amongst the target group.  Whichever the case, the focus of the respondents was 

skewed away from the social aspects of ICZM and sustainability towards the environmental 

ones.  As stated in Sections 3.3.4 and 4.2.1, what might be considered to be error in 

respondent feedback, and hence bias in these initial survey results, was not unexpected 

given the practitioner nature of the group.  Irrespective of the lack of a detailed respondent 

profile, this represents an interesting finding of this stage of the research and raises a 

question as to whether there is a need, amongst coastal practitioners, for this ‘balance’ to be 

redressed and for these practitioners to gain a greater understanding of the social aspects of 

sustainability.  This finding was of course also unlikely to be confined to the consideration of 

‘quality of life’, but be relevant to other responses as well.  As such, it can be seen to have 

implications for the efficacy and use of these results in developing a standardised mechanism 

for ICZM appraisal overall.   

 

As stated in Section 4.2.1, to mitigate for such bias it was considered that the data gathered 

should be reviewed in the light of the peer-referenced literature.  In doing this, the analysed 

results would represent a mix of coastal practitioners and ‘expert’ peer-referenced opinion 

and hence reflect a more rigorous investigation of the key theoretical constructs embodied in 

coastal sustainability. 

 

In terms of the initial survey results, the node ‘success’ can also be seen to relate closely to 

both ‘balance’ and quality of life’.  The reason being that, in terms of managing a spatial area, 
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the achievement of sustainable levels of economic growth and environmental health whilst at 

the same time providing for a just level of prosperity for the population clearly represents a 

considerable achievement.  The difficulty in achieving such ‘success’, as described by 

Burbridge (1997) lies in the problem of understanding what is meant by ‘success’, given that 

each of the three legs of the stool could be interpreted very differently amongst different 

groups and communities.  The upshot is that conflicts are inherent and operational difficulties 

highly likely when determining such equivalence between categories.   

 

Following ‘balance’, the next most suggested construct is that of ‘participation’ which accounts 

for 11% of all text units, and suggested by 71 respondents (79% of the total).   This is outlined 

in Principle 10 of the Rio Declaration and has been of growing importance over the last 

decade.  Indeed, it is acknowledged that in the past, systems of governance have often 

meant that tension has existed between ‘top-down’ decision-making and ‘bottom-up’ 

aspirations. As such, sustainable development has no hope of realisation if those aspirations 

are defined at the wrong end of that scale or where relevant stakeholders are excluded from 

participating (Carley & Christie, 2000).     Furthermore, one of the major issues surrounding 

any management decision is whether or not the decision is clearly understandable and if it is, 

whether the understanding accepted by other parties is in fact that which is intended or 

meant.  Understanding correctly how a decision is made is the key to openness, trust and 

ultimately to acceptance of the management structure.  Participation thus also may be seen to 

link in well with the nodes of ‘acceptability’, ‘transparency’ and ‘trust’, all of which identify an 

open and perceptibly fair and just system of governance.   In total, though many see 

participation as being central to sustainable coastal management, the notion of participation 

alone cannot guarantee that ‘right’ decisions are made.  Instead, there is perhaps a 

requirement for a holistic view of stakeholder involvement that provides for the secure 

representation of stakeholder interests within a decision-making process.  This should be 

responsive to the needs of the stakeholder community, inclusive and fair (Fletcher, 2003).  In 

turn, this would then aid in the process of legitimisation and make any implementation of 

management plans easier. 

 

A clearly important aspect of any participatory process is that of ‘communication’, or “the 

general act of imparting information in such a way that understanding is achieved and 

ultimately that behaviour and attitudes change” (Kay and Alder, 1999).  This is supported by 

the convincing assertion that the effective involvement of interested parties in coastal 

management is often hampered by a lack of understanding or awareness (ibid.).  What is 

clear is that knowledge, gained through scientific enquiry, needs to filter down and be made 

available to the users and put alongside that knowledge gained through experience and 

intuition.  Considered independently, communication, which is referred to in Principle 9 of the 

Rio Declaration, accounted for just 3.4% of text units, though that does equate to 22% of 

respondents.   
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Closely allied to this idea of communication is that of ‘education and training’, which is defined 

as a formal process by which knowledge and understanding can reach out to a community.  

Education and training can be differentiated from the broader ‘umbrella’ term of 

communication on the basis of its more formal nature and the fact that it may represent just 

one of a number of possible communication approaches employed.  Communication, for 

example, may also include approaches such as corporate style communication and 

marketing.  Despite this, the coded responses relating to education and training ranked 

slightly higher than that of communication with responses in 4.9% of text units, and by 36% of 

respondents.    

 

Through a greater understanding and awareness of the nature of the coast, its processes, 

problems and values, individuals and groups may play more interactive and constructive 

roles.  This is the essence of very many of the plethora of coastal management plans in 

existence globally.  The complexity of coastal issues however cannot necessarily be 

described in any simple terms.  At the very least, issues are multidisciplinary in nature, 

involving both natural and social sciences, each of which has its own objectives and 

‘scientific’ language with which to communicate (Dronkers and de Vries, 1999).  The 

requirement therefore is to bridge these differences and develop equality between the 

disciplines.  According to O’Riordan (2000), this involves a creative relationship between 

science and management: between those who collect and prepare evidence and those who 

act and are responsible for decision-making.  The coding definition used to express such 

ideas, proposed by the ‘expert group’, is that of ‘integration’.  Integration accounted for 5.9% 

of all text units and was made by 42% of all respondents.   

 

A similarly related idea to this may be seen to be the idea of ‘holism’, which refers to the 

systemic theory that ‘wholes’ are greater than the sum of their parts.  Such systems theory 

naturally relates to the integration of components and understandings within a single 

conceptual whole.  Systemic theory is of course applied in many different forms throughout 

environmental and resource management although it does not rate highly in the survey 

responses accounting for only 0.6% of text units.  A systemic approach would, as with any 

good planning practice, reflect on past actions through a process of evaluation, thus enabling 

change in accordance with sustainable goals.  Indeed, the nature of a good management 

structure is evidently that it is iterative and based on the cyclic principles of planning, 

implementation, monitoring and evaluation or review.  Elements of this process were 

proposed in the survey with ‘planning’ accounting for 4.3% of text units and ‘reflectivity’ for 

2.6%.  Reflecting and learning from past events is also closely allied to the notion of ‘adaptive’ 

management, in which decision-making is founded on experience and where managers 

consider their activities to be learning tools.  This adaptive approach should therefore be 
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considered a valued one but was suggested in only 0.8% of text units, and by just 6% of 

respondents.  That this scored so lowly is perhaps surprising. 

 

Sustainability also involves taking a long-term view: an idea that was expressed in survey 

responses and coded as ‘futurity’.  This idea is clearly stated within the Brundtland definition 

of sustainable development and represents a well-understood construct of sustainability, 

being referenced in 5.9% of text units.  Taking a long-term view is clearly reflected in a 

number of the constructs highlighted previously and is stated with reference to ‘future 

generations’ in Principle 3 of the Rio Declaration.  In addition it is also relevant to the specific 

planning and management tasks of establishing goals, or objectives.  This is evident in many 

coastal management plans where a common approach is to firstly identify a ‘vision’, or 

aspiration, of what the process is intended to achieve prior to the establishment of these 

objectives.   

 

Such an approach represents a responsible attitude in dealing with coastal and resource 

management and implies taking ownership of a situation and treating resources with all ‘due 

care’.  The idea of ‘responsibility’ was proposed in the survey, though it only accounted for 

0.6% of coded text units.  It also is included in Principle 7 of the Rio Declaration (Principle of 

Common but Differentiated Responsibility) in which it refers to the need to conserve, protect 

and restore the health and integrity of the Earth's ecosystem.  Suggestions for constructs that 

similarly imply some degree of ownership includes ‘stewardship’, which accounted for 1.2% of 

text units, and ‘regulation’ with only 1.1%.  These scores equate to 9% and 8% of 

respondents respectively. The low score attributed to ‘stewardship’ is perhaps particularly 

surprising given its increasingly prominent role in environmental resource management 

generally.  For example, the Forestry Stewardship and Marine Stewardship Councils are both 

well-known and globally active organisations working towards sustainability in their respective 

fields.  In addition, the UK Government’s report on achieving a sustainable and productive 

marine environment, published in 2002, was entitled the ‘Safeguarding our Sea: A Strategy 

for the Conservation and Sustainable Development of Our Marine Environment’ is also known 

as the ‘Marine Stewardship Report’ (DEFRA, 2002). 

 

It could be argued that the node ‘responsibility’ also implies a level of awareness of human 

understanding and competence and thus the levels of confidence we can have in our own 

knowledge.  For example, to what extent do we have confidence in our understanding of how 

particular coastal systems function and interact?  Such awareness, and understanding of the 

complexity of the coastal environment, necessarily means that a suitably ‘precautionary 

approach’ should be applied to the management of the coastal environment.  This 

precautionary approach is referred to in Principle 15 of the Rio Declaration and represents a 

well-established principle enshrined, for example, in Article 130r of the Maastricht Treaty 
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(Treaty of EU), 1992.  In the survey it accounts for 2.3% of text units, and is made by 17% of 

respondents.  

 

One could further argue that the confidence that we can have in our levels of knowledge and 

understanding are determined by the effective and appropriate use of science either in 

monitoring or in application.  ‘Scientific efficacy’ scored highly in the survey, accounting for 

8.2% of coded text units, and reflects the need to have an effective link between those who 

supply information and those who use it.  Having an input into the research agenda in this 

way may enable data collection to be ‘issue led’, and thus be directed towards achieving 

sustainability.  This idea clearly links back to O’Riordan’s (2000) call for a creative link 

between science and management. Such an appropriate link between science and 

management of course may be seen to represent the best chance of maximising 

‘conservation and resource efficiency’ (11% of text units) and of resolving any coastal 

conflicts that may be come apparent.  Clearly such ‘problem solving’ (2.9% of text units) is an 

important focus of sustainable coastal management.   

 

The last and perhaps most illuminating feature of the survey relates to the construct of  

‘equity’.  On a global policy level, equity represents an important principle with both Principles 

3 and 5 of the Rio Declaration referring to the need for equity and describing a state relating 

to the welfare of all people, especially the poor and disadvantaged, and the maintenance of 

development options and opportunities for generations to follow (Sadler, 1999).  Indeed, the 

principle of inter-generational equity may be seen as an omnibus test of whether or not 

development is sustainable since it requires that the next generation receive a stock of assets 

(resource potentials, created wealth, human capabilities) that is at least equivalent to our own, 

taking into account population growth.  Strictly interpreted, intra-generational equity 

represents a contingent principle in that it refers to whether the development is appropriate 

rather than whether or not it can continue.  This principle refers to real improvements in the 

quality of life of those who are disadvantaged where disadvantage may be determined by 

societal and/or community based judgements.  However, if the condition of intra-generational 

equity is such that it is not socially acceptable the social system in which it is working may 

have a greater propensity to become destabilised.  

 

On this basis, equity is clearly a fundamental component of sustainability.  However, in the 

survey it accounted for just 2.2% of the total text units, and was made by just 16% of 

respondents.  In trying to explain the low level of significance attached to this construct, 

several answers can be put forward.  Firstly, it might be the case that although equity is seen 

as a real issue on a global level, it is not seen as being so important on a national level.  One 

might for example, consider the differences between coastal resource management in the UK 

as compared to that of a less developed country, such as the Philippines (Gallagher et al., 

1998).  In the case of the latter, where coastal communities are operating on a largely 
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subsistence level, equity may be of far greater significance than in the UK, and as such be of 

greater focus for coastal managers.    

 

A second reason that can be put forward to explain the apparent low level of significance 

attached to equity is that, like the ‘quality of life’ noted previously, the mix of respondents in 

the survey, or their understanding, did not fully reflect all of the social issues relating to 

coastal management or sustainability.  This being the case, it might have implications for the 

research if it is considered that all coastal managers in fact have similar backgrounds, 

knowledge and skills and are not therefore equipped to fully tackle all of the relevant aspects 

of sustainable development.   

 

Finally, and following on from the previous point, a third explanation might be that there is in 

fact a level of ignorance within the coastal management sector relating to sustainability and 

what it means.  This of course relates to the confused and contested nature of sustainability 

outlined in Section 2.3.2, and is also one that may have implications for the research, as well 

as ICZM’s stated desire to achieve sustainable development.  This will therefore be discussed 

further in Chapter 7.   

 

 
4.3 Conclusion 
 

In analysing the data presented, several observations became apparent and would have to be 

taken into account when developing the Coastal Sustainability Standard.  Firstly, the scoring 

revealed some surprising perceptions of the ‘expert group’.  For example, several constructs 

such as ‘equity’, ‘adaptive management’, ‘stewardship’ and ‘quality of life’ scored lowly, even 

though, from the literature, these might be considered as important and fundamentally 

inherent to the concept of sustainability.  On the other hand, the construct of ‘balance’, above 

all others, scored particularly well.  Despite this apparent prioritisation of constructs, and on 

the basis of ‘expert’ peer-referenced opinion, it was considered that all of these results had 

value and that the most rigorous analysis of the key theoretical constructs could inform the 

development of the Coastal Sustainability Standard. 

Secondly, of the 23 constructs suggested almost all could be seen to have reasonably well 

understood meanings, many of these also having a certain amount of definitional overlap.  

Since the purpose of this stage of the research was to identify the minimum number of 

theoretical constructs required to define the concept of sustainability, it was seen as 

necessary to go through a further process of reducing these ideas to their discrete and 

fundamental meanings and identities.   

 

Thirdly, with regard to the ideas suggested, it was seen as evident that a distinction could be 

drawn between those suggestions that represented cogent concepts, and those that 

represented practical tools or actions.  For example, ‘scientific efficacy’ is clearly an important 
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aspect of achieving sustainability but the role that it plays is in informing decision making to 

enable better decisions to be taken.  This is not in itself a conceptual determinant of 

sustainability but instead a tool to achieve it.  Though not always easy to define, since many 

of the suggestions could be taken to mean both, it was apparent therefore that there was a 

need to review these ideas in order to distinguish between those that were constructs and 

those that were in fact tools or actions. 
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5.0 THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE COASTAL SUSTAINABILITY STANDARD 
 
 
 
5.1 Introduction 
 

The purpose of Stage 1 of this research was to identify the key theoretical and normative 

constructs inherent in the idea of coastal sustainability in order to inform the development of 

the Coastal Sustainability Standard.   It was also to enable the identification of a suitable 

mechanism by which such a standard could operate.  These represented the two key data 

requirements identified in Section 3.3.2 of the research methodology.   

 

On the basis of the raw data gathered, and its subsequent analysis, as described in Chapter 

4.0, a number of points became apparent and were considered apposite to the development 

of such a standard.  Firstly, it was decided that all of the salient ideas highlighted in the survey 

should be incorporated into the development of the standard.  Secondly, in order to identify 

the principles upon which a Coastal Sustainability Standard could be based, it was deemed 

necessary to synthesise the ideas into the minimum number of discrete theoretical constructs 

possible.  Thirdly, in the process of doing this and given the evident nature of these ideas, 

consideration should be given to the need to draw a distinction between those that were 

conceptual constructs and those that were practical tools or actions.  This was deemed 

relevant because it was considered that only conceptual constructs should be defined as 

dominant principles.   

 

This chapter firstly outlines the consideration of these points and the subsequent 

development of principles and criteria upon which the Coastal Sustainability Standard could 

be based.  It then goes on to outline the analysis and validation of a suitable operating 

mechanism.  After concluding on the findings of these two key data requirements, identified 

as Stage 1 of the research, the final section of this chapter outlines the Coastal Sustainability 

Standard in full, including an explanation and detailed description of the guidelines necessary 

to operate it effectively. 

 

 

5.2 Nodes, Principles and Criteria 

 

5.2.1 Nodes and Principles 

 

In distilling the 23 ideas, suggested as a result of the normative survey, to the minimum 

number of discrete theoretical constructs possible, two approaches were seen as being 

possible.  Firstly, a technique known as the Delphi technique could be employed whereby the 

original ‘expert group’ were consulted further as to their view regarding the findings of the first 

survey, and in particular how the results could be refined.  In this controlled way an aggregate 
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judgement could then be produced.  Though this might represent a suitable method to elicit 

the desired outcome, it was considered that such an additional round of questioning might 

suffer from a reduced response rate.  It was also considered to be unnecessary, given that 

there was a suitable alternative.  This alternative involved the further application of the 

qualitative coding tools available in Nud*ist 6, in order to define the textual associations 

apparent in the data.  In other words, it enabled the identification of underlying associations 

that were not obvious from a superficial reading of the text.   

 

In order to optimise this process, the different definitions given in Table 4.1, along with the 

elemental characteristics of each of these meanings was considered in the light of the peer-

referenced literature.  On the basis of this consideration, theoretical and practical linkages 

and relationships were drawn between the different nodes to the point that almost all of these 

ideas could be related together in much the same style as a mind map (Buzan, 2002).  This 

creative process helped in identifying a small and workable number of key constructs.  In 

combining the capabilities of Nud*ist 6 with the data and a thorough understanding of the 

underpinning literature, it was therefore possible to group those ideas, or nodes, which 

showed inherent linkages.  It was considered that this approach offered an appropriate 

degree of confidence in the final outcome and was therefore deemed the most appropriate 

methodological option available for the research. 

 

In drawing the theoretical linkages, little attention was paid to the actual scores of each idea 

since it was considered more appropriate to identify the relevant associations, and define 

principles that had efficacy, than to attempt any equitable distribution of the node weightings.  

In essence this consideration stems from the mix of coastal practitioner responses and the 

expert peer-referenced literature as discussed in Chapter 4.  The subsequent association 

groupings, shown in Table 5.1, were then given a generic title that best described the key 

intent of the construct.  Bearing in mind the need to distinguish between concepts and tools, 

care was also taken to select the most conceptual option available from the group’s chosen 

components.  The outcomes of this process therefore clearly identified six key theoretical 

constructs, namely: planning, participation, communication, integration, responsibility, and 

balance.  In order to illustrate these group linkages in a visual sense, a coastal sustainability 

‘root’ diagram was constructed as a diagrammatic representation of the associations, as shown 

in Figure 5.1.  Though it would be possible to draw linkages between component ideas of each of 

the six main constructs, this has been avoided in the diagram in order to maintain clarity.  

 

Of the constructs, the most difficult to define conceptually was that of ‘balance’.  The problem 

specifically was not what was meant by balance, since it clearly involves the relationship 

between the three disciplinary areas of environmental quality, economic health and social 

welfare, but where to draw the boundaries of the principle, and therefore what ideas to include 

within its compass.  Fortunately, given that the other principles were easily understandable 
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and straightforward in definition, it meant that there was only really one decision to make, 

which related to the idea of ‘equity’.  This idea, as stated previously, scored lowly in the initial 

survey but nevertheless represents a strong conceptual principle upon which the paradigm of 

sustainability is evidently based.  A case therefore, could be made for including this as a 

discrete principle in its own right.  However, after consideration, it was decided to include this 

socially related construct under the principle of ‘balance’.  This is because it fits conceptually 

well with the idea of balancing coastal issues and management, and because it can therefore 

form the basis from which specific criteria relating to balance could be developed.  A further 

benefit of this decision was that it would also enable the Coastal Sustainability Standard to 

have greater streamlining in that it reduced the number of principles.  

 

 

Table 5.1 Sustainability Root – Aggregated Constructs  
 

Key composite 
(Y) or Principle 

Mobile 
concept (X) 

A A  
Total 
 

B % C D % 
 

Planning Planning 
Futurity 
Reflectivity 
Adaptive 

28 
38 
17 
5 

88 13.6 28 
38 
17 
5 

31 
42 
16 
6 

Participation Participation 
Acceptability  
Transparency 
Trust 

71 
3 
9 
2 

85 13.1 71 
3 
9 
2 

79 
3 
10 
2 

Communication Communication 
Education and 
training 

22 
32 

54 8.3 22 
32 

24 
36 

Integration Integration 
Holism 

38 
4 

42 6.5 38 
4 

42 
4 

Responsibility Responsibility 
Precautionary 
Regulation 
Conservation 
and resource 
efficiency 
Stewardship 
Scientific 
efficacy 
Problem solving 

4 
15 
7 
71 
 
 
8 
53 
 
19 

177 27.4 4 
15 
7 
71 
 
 
8 
53 
 
19 

4 
17 
8 
79 
 
 
9 
59 
 
21 

Balance Balance 
Equity 
Quality of Life 
Success 

176 
14 
5 
6 

201 31.1 90 
14 
5 
6 

100 
16 
6 
7 

 

Where: 
 
A = Total number of text units with response ‘x’. 
B = Percentage of aggregated text units out of total number (647).  
C = Total number of respondents making suggestion ‘x’.  
D = Percentage of respondents making suggestion ‘x’ (rounded to nearest integer). 
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Figure 5.1 Sustainability root diagram 
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In conclusion, the six resultant composites highlighted are all considered of equal importance 

and weight in developing a coastal sustainability standard and represent the minimum 

number of discrete principles needed to consider the issue of coastal sustainability in its 

entirety.  They also represent a strong basis from which to develop the detailed criteria 

necessary for the purpose of examining and assessing coastal sustainability. 

 

 

5.2.2 Principles and Criteria 

 

In order to progress the research, there was a need to develop a set of criteria for each of 

these six principles, against which both qualitative and quantitative assessment of coastal 

management initiatives could be made.  In total, this combined set of principles and criteria 

would then represent the basis for the Coastal Sustainability Standard.   

 

This section draws on the findings of the previous research, supplemented by a review of the 

literature, in order to justify the appropriate criteria for each of the principles identified.  All of 

the salient ideas highlighted in the survey are incorporated into the development of the 

Standard in that they represent the focus of criteria.  Additional criteria stem from the 

literature.  Each of the principles will now be reviewed along with the associated criteria.  The 

criteria are displayed in tables along with an indication of where each has been derived. 

 

 

5.2.2.1 Planning 

 

Planning represents the process by which intentions are stated and detailed proposals made 

for achieving an end goal.  The process can be seen as iterative and based on the cyclical 

principles of evaluation, system development, implementation, and monitoring and review 

(Kay and Alder, 1999), as defined in Figure 5.2.  Thus, review involves reflection on past 

actions through a process of evaluation, in turn, enabling change to take place, in accordance 

with defined goals.  The system can therefore exhibit characteristics of self-regulation, and 

command and control that would be evidently based on the detailed proposal for action to 

elicit change.  As identified in Box 2.3, planning can therefore be seen to represent the 

function of the system.  It also enables the development of the structure of the system, as well 

as having an impact on the nature and impact of the system boundaries.  

 
In addition, the Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) stated, in their “New Vision For 

Planning” (RTPI, 2001), that the core ideas of planning include the need to be sustainable, in 

looking at short, medium and long term issues; spatially specific, in dealing with the unique 

needs and characteristics of places; integrative, in terms of the knowledge, objectives and 

actions involved; and, inclusive in recognising the wide range of people involved in planning.  
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Given that the intention is for coastal management initiatives to be considered and assessed 

against the principle of planning, it would seem evident that all of the ideas previously 

mentioned should in some way be reflected both in a working definition of the principle and in 

the criteria selected.  However, for the purposes of the Coastal Sustainability Standard, since 

the specific RTPI core ideas of integration and inclusion are also covered in other principles it 

was decided that they should not be covered under ‘planning’.   

 

 
Figure 5.2 Cyclical nature of planning (adapted from Kay and Alder, 1999) 
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The principle of planning was thus defined as “an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 

enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation”.  Following on 

from this, it was decided that specific criteria should reflect the following characteristics, and 

be: 

  

• Spatially specific; 

• Temporally related (considering both the past and future);  

• Objective; 

• Performance based;  

• Testable; and 

• Adaptive and self-regulating.    
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As such, the criteria considered relevant to assessing the principle of planning, along with 

their source of origin is shown in Table 5.2 

 

 

Table 5.2 Planning criteria and originating sources 

 

Number Criterion 

 

Source 

1 The management system is consistent with the nature 

and scale of the coastal area 

Literature 

2 The management system is consistent with the cultural 

context of the coastal area 

Literature 

3 The management system is clearly defined with 

individuals and organizations having clear lines of 

responsibility and interaction 

Literature 

4 The management system takes a far-sighted view Normative survey 

5 The management system operates on the basis of a 

clear and detailed understanding of the area and with 

reference to appropriate baselines 

Literature 

6 Objectives are focussed on the most significant issues 

facing coastal sustainability 

Literature 

7 The management system contains short-term and long-

term objectives 

Normative survey 

8 Operational procedures exist for meeting objectives Literature 

9 Procedures are in place for measuring performance 

relative to objectives 

Literature 

10 The management plan is clearly linked to a system of 

feedback and iterative reflection on past actions and 

consequences 

Normative survey 

11 The management process is adaptive Normative survey 

12 The management system is effectively audited on a 

regular and periodic basis 

Literature 

13 The management system has a commitment to 

continually improve performance in the light of 

sustainability 

Literature 
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5.2.2.2 Participation 

 

It should perhaps be remembered, “conflict is as natural as harmony and, is endemic in 

human organisation, ranging from mild assertion to dogmatic pursuit of self interest or profit” 

(EC, 1999, p.23).  Participation therefore represents an approach to get around conflict and 

refers to the democratisation of the coastal management system in that it relates to the role 

individuals, groups and organizations play in the decision-making processes relevant to 

coastal sustainability.  As Clark (1998, p. 204) states, “participation is not intended to change 

the views [of participants], ..... nor is it a means to get a particular group or sector ‘aligned’ to 

the needs of another group.  Participation serves to unite people in open discussion and 

sharing of needs and ideas and in the working of solutions”.    It also represents therefore a 

measure of the legitimisation of the process and, if carried out successfully, aids the 

implementation and enforcement of plans.  In terms of the characteristics of systems, 

identified in Box 2.3, participation can be seen as enabling feedback to take place within the 

system, thereby allowing equilibrium conditions to be reached.  

 

The EU ICZM Demonstration Programme (1999) identified five levels of participation ranging 

from the giving of information through to empowerment, where greater freedom of decision-

making is facilitated and actions initiated by all stakeholders, as shown in Table 5.3.  Clearly, 

therefore any assessment of participation should include not only the numbers of 

stakeholders within a process but also the quality of that involvement, and in particular the  

 

 

Table 5.3 EU ICZM Demonstration Programme levels of participation (EC, 1999) 

 

Level Degree of participation 

 

1 Information giving - People are told what is planned with little opportunity for 

feedback 

2 Information gathering – Comments are received and taken into account in 

decision-making (information giving and gathering are the key components of 

consultation) 

3 Shared working – Participants are actively involved in jointly studying issues, 

e.g. through topic or issue groups  

4 Deciding together – Participants resolve differences together and take 

collective decisions 

5 Empowerment – Involves greater freedom of decision making in defined 

spheres, or through neutral facilitation, or via self-mobilisation, where people 

initiate action independently of external institutions 
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degree to which empowerment is achieved.  It should also be acknowledged that, to be 

successful, this participatory process is one that is on-going with a consistently positive and 

pro-active level of involvement.  

 

In terms of the coastal management standard therefore, participation was defined as being 

“the transparent role of individuals, groups and organizations in the decision-making process 

in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system”.  Following on from this, it was 

decided that the specific criteria should therefore reflect the following characteristics:  

 

• Diversity of stakeholders; 

• Sustainability of involvement; 

• Solution based; and  

• Transparent. 

 

As such, the criteria considered relevant to assessing the principle of participation, along with 

their source of origin is shown in Table 5.4. 

 

 

Table 5.4 Participation criteria and originating sources 

 

Number Criterion 

 

Source 

1 An appropriate diversity and number of stakeholders 

participate actively in the management process 

Literature 

2 Stakeholders understand their role and position within 

the management process 

Literature 

3 The system of decision-making is transparent Normative survey 

4 There is a participatory process of conflict resolution Normative survey 

5 There is minimal tension between ‘top-down’ decision-

making and ‘bottom-up’ aspirations 

Literature 

6 There is an active system of stakeholder review and 

feedback 

Literature 

7 Decision-makers are accountable for their actions Normative survey 

 

 

 

5.2.2.3 Communication 

 

Communication represents the general act of imparting information in such a way that 

understanding is achieved, thus ultimately enabling behaviour and attitudes to change in 
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accordance with the requirements of coastal sustainability.  Indeed, one of the lessons learnt 

from the EC’s Demonstration Programme on ICZM was that “good communication keeps 

people in the picture; provides opportunities for dialogue, for discussing and resolving 

problems; and helps to attract and sustain interest to get things done (EC, 1999, p. 25).  In 

order to communicate successfully, and thereby optimise the efficiency of the management 

system, care clearly needs to be taken in order to communicate the correct message in a 

language that is appropriate to the target audience.  For example, any mistakes in 

communication may be difficult to remedy after the event (ibid.).  The target audience may 

also comprise a range of individuals and organisations from planners, industrialists, and 

environmentalists to community groups and others such interested parties.  The 

understanding of the technical issues involved may therefore vary and in light of this the 

language used should be carefully considered.  A decision may thus have to be taken as to 

whether a ‘common’ language should be developed with which to communicate with all these 

groups or whether specific messages should be targeted to different groups.   

 

To get these messages over, a variety of techniques might be employed; such as 

communicating verbally, in the form of meetings, presentations or seminars; through the use 

newsletters; or through the media and the Internet.  The use of indicators has also been much 

espoused as a beneficial approach to communication by, inter alia, the EU WG-ID (2004).   

These different techniques might be operated formally or on a more ad-hoc basis. 

 

In terms of assessing a management initiative against this principle, communication can thus 

be defined as “a process enabling capacity building to take place through the effective flow of 

information, thus encouraging appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour”.  The operation 

of an up to date, formally organised system of communication using a variety of techniques 

would appear to offer the best chance of success in this regard.  Indeed, as identified in Box 

2.3, communication can be seen as enabling feedback to take place within the system, 

thereby allowing equilibrium conditions to be reached.  In this way it supports participation. 

 

Given the close linkages with the principle of participation, efforts were made to avoid 

duplication with specific criteria reflecting the following communication characteristics: 

 

• Diversity of techniques; 

• Awareness raising and education goal; 

• Effective use of ‘language’; and 

• Two-way process. 

 

As such, the criteria considered relevant to assessing the principle of communication, along 

with their source of origin isshown in Table 5.5. 
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Table 5.5 Communication criteria and originating sources 

 

Number Criterion 

 

Source 

1 Stakeholders and the community at large have easy 

access and opportunity to relevant coastal information 

and education 

Normative survey 

2 Information presented through the dissemination system 

is easily understood and interpreted correctly by 

different ‘cultural’ (occupations, advocacy etc.) groups 

Literature 

3 The general public are fully aware of the management 

process and understand its relevance 

Literature 

4 A comprehensive range of stakeholders are fully aware 

of issues pertaining to coastal sustainability 

Literature 

5 Indicators or integrated surrogate variables are used for 

presenting and interpreting information on 

environmental quality to a comprehensive range of 

stakeholders 

Literature 

6 An outreach system of coastal sustainability education 

operates effectively 

Normative survey 

7 Communication is seen and operated as a two-way 

process 

Literature 

 

 

 

5.2.2.4 Integration 

 

Integration represents a unified and interdisciplinary approach to understanding and 

management, as discussed in depth in Section 2.2.1.  It is an attempt to avoid fragmentation 

through achieving greater ‘joined-up thinking’, and can also be described as being an attempt 

to operate a more holistic, systems-based approach to management.  In this way, as with 

participation and communication, it represents a means of enabling feedback within the 

system.  

 

McGlashan (2000) categorised the concept and recognised four integrative ‘directions’ that could 

be applied to management: namely, spatial, temporal, horizontal and vertical.  Effective 

application of these directions to coastal management should therefore be seen as enabling a 

more effective management of coastal sustainability.  This ‘imperative of integration’ (Cicin-
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Sain, 1993, p.15) then is fundamental to ICZM and represents a yardstick by which it can be 

assessed (Firn Crichton Roberts, 2000).   

 

In terms of the standard, integration is therefore defined as “the unification of understanding 

and management of the coast across both boundaries and disciplines”.  Following on from 

this, it was decided that specific criteria should therefore reflect the following characteristics:  

 

• Different forms of integration; 

• Co-ordination of different subject disciplines, i.e. science and management in 

essence;  

• Solution based; and 

• Systems based. 

 

As such, the criteria considered relevant to assessing the principle of integration, along with 

their source of origin is shown in Table 5.6. 

 

 

Table 5.6 Integration criteria and originating sources 

 

Number Criterion 

 

Source 

1 Interactive, problem-solving techniques are employed in 

the analysis of relevant issues 

Literature 

2 The management of the coast takes into account the 

impact of decision-making on it’s exogenous boundaries 

Literature 

3 Vertical policy components fully accord with one another Literature 

4 Horizontal policy components fully accord with one 

another 

Literature 

5 The coastal management process shows evident moves 

to develop a perceived and inherent equality between 

relevant disciplines.   

Literature 

6 There is evidently a creative relationship between 

science and management: between those who collect 

and prepare evidence and those who act and are 

responsible for decision-making.   

Normative survey 

7 Resources are focussed on facilitating greater 

integration 

Literature 

8 There are continued improvements in integration Literature 
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5.2.2.5 Responsibility  

 

Responsibility refers to the management of the coast being enacted with all ‘due care’ and 

with the appropriate use of all relevant tools and techniques that might enable improvements 

in coastal sustainability.  Examples of such tools include the use of best practicable means, 

environmental impact assessment (EIA), the precautionary principle, life cycle analysis, and 

risk assessment and management.  The latter is used often in coastal zones in the context of 

industrial developments and health and safety, but it might be envisaged that this set of 

techniques could be operated usefully, and more broadly, in relation to ICZM and decision-

making.  The incorporation of these tools and techniques, along with the delivering of a more 

ecosystem-based approach, is currently the subject of debate as a result of the forthcoming 

Marine Bill, the draft of which was published in March 2006, and the central ideas of marine 

spatial planning and marine stewardship.   

 

In addition to these, it is also considered that other existing tools such as the polluter pays 

principle could be developed to have a wider applicability and value for ICZM.  For example, 

the scope of this principle could be broadened to include developers and activities that reduce 

such features as parking areas, or access in some way.  Adapting existing tools and 

techniques in this way, and applying them more broadly to ICZM, could therefore represent a 

novel and potentially very beneficial approach.  In this way, this principle can be seen to 

support the process of planning in reflecting the function of the system, as identified in Box 

2.3.  

 

In terms of the Coastal Sustainability Standard then, the principle of responsibility is defined 

as “the management of the coast being enacted with all ‘due care’”.  In order to avoid any 

duplication with the criteria of other principles, measures were taken to focus this principle on 

the following characteristics: 

 

• Legally based 

• Operate, apply and broaden existing management tools and techniques 

• Exhibit risk reduction and ‘due care’ 

  

 

As such, the criteria considered relevant to assessing the principle of responsibility, along with 

their source of origin is shown in Table 5.7. 
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Table 5.7 Responsibility criteria and originating sources 

 

Number Criterion 

 

Source 

1 The management system has a clear legal basis Literature 

2 The coastal environment is regulated effectively Normative survey 

3 Organisations and institutions involved in coastal 

management promote the stewardship and efficiency of 

use of natural resources 

Normative survey 

4 The coastal management system uses the best 

practicable means with which to achieve its objectives 

Literature 

5 The management system evidently employs a 

‘precautionary approach’ 

Normative survey  

6 The management system evidently applies the ‘Polluter 

Pays Principle’  

Normative survey 

7 The risks to sustainability associated with coastal 

management policies and decision-making is as low as 

reasonably practicable 

Literature 

8 The management system gives due consideration to the 

life cycle and impact of coastal activities 

Literature 

9 There is a sufficient budget for the management system 

to operate successfully 

Literature 

10 The management system adopts an ecosystem 

approach to operating 

Normative survey 

 

 

 

5.2.2.6 Balance 

 

Balance is taken to refer to the parallel consideration of maintaining the integrity of the natural 

environment, economic prosperity and an equal opportunity for all people to benefit from a 

better quality of life.  Such a consideration is obviously based on a multitude of value 

judgements relative to each scenario and is also conditioned by the attempt to achieve either 

‘soft’ or ‘hard’ sustainability.  As such, an assessment of this principle should look for an 

effective process that weighs up such value judgements as well as identifying specific 

changes in the status of individual areas.  In terms of the characteristics of systems, as 

identified in Box 2.3, this principle reflects the equilibrium of the system.  

 

In terms of the standard then, balance was defined as “management that is conducted in such 

a way as to lead to constructive relationships between environmental quality, economic 
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prosperity and social welfare”.  Following on from this, it was decided that specific criteria 

should therefore reflect the following characteristics: 

 

• Identify key status quality; and  

• Relationship focused 

 

As such, the criteria considered relevant to assessing the principle of balance, along with their 

source of origin is shown in Table 5.8. 

 

 

Table 5.8 Balance criteria and originating sources 

 

Number Criterion 

 

Source 

1 Coastal management conserves, protects and restores 

the health and integrity of coastal ecosystems  

Normative survey 

2 Environmental and economic decision-making takes into 

account social ‘fairness’ 

Literature 

3 Coastal management protects and enhances optimum 

environmental quality with regard to its impact upon 

employment and income 

Literature 

4 Coastal management conserves and maintains cultural 

heritage 

Literature 

5 Coastal management improves the equity of coastal 

communities and maintains development options and 

opportunities for generations to follow 

Normative survey 

6 Coastal management optimises the ‘quality of life’ Normative survey 

7 Temporal variations in the coastal system are effectively 

managed 

Literature 

8 Policies and decisions are made through negotiation 

with due consideration being given to the relative 

importance of environmental, social and economic 

interests 

Literature 

9 Stakeholders representing environmental, social and 

economic interests consider trade-offs to be appropriate 

Literature 
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5.2.3 Conclusions on the principles and criteria 

 

As stated, in order to inform the development of the Coastal Sustainability Standard, one of 

the key data requirements for Stage 1 of this research was to identify the key theoretical and 

normative constructs inherent in the overarching concept of coastal sustainability.  In 

response to this, it has been shown how data gathered from a national survey of coastal 

managers identified 23 important ideas.  This chapter has further synthesised these into 6 

discrete principles from which criteria have been developed.  The criteria stem from two key 

sources; firstly the contributing ideas identified though the initial survey, and secondly, from a 

review of the literature, highlighted in Chapter 2.   

 

In total, these principles and criteria act as the basis for a management appraisal of coastal 

sustainability to take place.   

 

 

5.3 Operating Mechanism  
 

 

5.3.1 Introduction 

 

Prior to the full development of the Coastal Sustainability Standard, however, it was 

necessary to complete the second key data requirement identified in Section 3.3.2 of the 

research methodology; namely, the identification of a suitable mechanism by which such a 

standard could operate.  This second data requirement was fulfilled via various means.  

Initially, a critical review of the relevant literature (Section 2.6) identified the Marine 

Stewardship Council’s Sustainable Fisheries Standard as being a particularly suitable 

operating model.  This was due to the fact that it is based on a set of principles and criteria, 

thereby bearing some similarity to the development of the Coastal Sustainability Standard.  

Consideration was thus given to whether the same MSC mechanism could be employed with 

which to work the Coastal Sustainability Standard.  In order to be able to fully analyse this, it 

was decided that a small panel of ‘experts’ should be interviewed with regards the efficacy of 

the MSC model, as noted in Section 3.3.4 of the research methodology.  The results of these 

interviews are further discussed in Sections 5.3.3 and 5.3.4.   

 

Prior to this discussion, however, it is considered appropriate to outline the MSC operating 

model in more detail.   
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5.3.2 The Marine Stewardship Council operating model 

 

As with the Coastal Sustainability Standard, the methodology employed in operating the MSC 

Standard involves the interpretation of each ‘principle’ into specific ‘criteria’ against which the 

fishery in question can be measured, the performance being determined on the basis of 

compliance with each criterion.   These ‘criteria’ may be seen as generic, with each requiring 

suitable ‘performance indicators’ (PIs) to be assigned during a pre-assessment or scoping 

stage, in order to allow for both quantitative and qualitative assessment and evaluation.  

Specific ‘PIs’ vary depending on the fishery and management system in question, thus 

enabling the Standard to be flexible and spatially specific. 

 

For the purposes of transparency, the scoring criteria are given a mark out of 100 on the 

basis of how the findings match a set range of accepted and understood meanings, relating to 

each of the criteria.  This range is denoted by the stipulated marks of 60, 80 and 100 

respectively.  In order for the fishery to successfully meet the Standard, all of the three 

principles declared should be assessed against these ranges and achieve the minimum mean 

pass mark for all of the contributing criteria of 80.  A failure to achieve a mean of 80 in any 

one of the principles would lead to a failure to meet the Standard. 

 

 

5.3.3 Expert panel survey results 

 

In order to gain additional information and gauge the level of support for the efficacy and 

mechanics of the MSC model, a small number of telephone interviews were conducted with 

‘experts’ chosen on the basis of their professional understanding of the model.  The group are 

listed in Table 3.2 of the research methodology and the questions put to each member of this 

group are included in Appendix A.  

 

Firstly, from the point of view of the Marine Stewardship Council, Dr Yemi Oloruntuyi, a 

scientist in the Policy Department, was interviewed on the 24 June 2004.  She has experience 

of a number of years of the Standards operation, including knowledge of the feedback 

received relating to its efficacy.  She identified the ‘success’ of the MSC Standard using its 

global take-up figures, which show that 12 fisheries are currently certified globally, including 

the Burry Inlet cockle fishery, whilst a further 40 are going through the pre-assessment 

stages.  In total this represents 4% of the global capture fisheries.  She stated that this 

success stemmed from the strength of the Standards initial development, which involved 

extensive rounds of international consultation, and its continued fine-tuning, which has taken 

place over the last seven years that it has been in operation.   
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This fine-tuning process is aided by an annual workshop with the certification bodies, which 

acts as feedback session and allows for modifications or changes in interpretation to be 

identified and made.  The relevance of the workshop is particularly important as a result of the 

nature of the MSC scoring system, where there is a large degree of scope for subjectivity on 

the part of the ‘expert teams’ carrying out the assessments.  The workshop thus enables 

common understandings to be discussed and developed between the different certifiers and 

the MSC.  The workshop also allows for training to be given.   

 

Dr Oloruntuyi highlighted one example of change having taken place with respect to the 

scoring system.  When it was first developed, the 60, 80, 100 scores were seen as 

percentages, whereas now they are operated as ordinal scores.  In this sense, other scoring 

systems such as 1, 3, 5, or indeed any other relative numbers, could equally be used.  The 

reason for this change was cited as being the need to get away from the idea that a score of 

100 is a percentage, and thus that it represents an attainable sense of perfection.   

 

Dr Oloruntuyi also identified a criticism levelled at the Standard as being that it did not 

consider social issues to a sufficient degree.  This is therefore seen currently by the MSC as 

an area for improvement and potential revision. 

 

In order to gain an insight from the companies and organizations that actually carry out the 

assessments, the certifying bodies, an interview was also carried out with Dr Andrew Hough 

of Moody Marine Ltd., on 25 June 2004.  Dr Hough is an experienced auditor with respect to 

the MSC Standard, having been carrying out these assessments since Moody started 

certification in 2000.  During the interview, he firstly outlined the process involved in auditing a 

fishery and then went on to support Dr Oloruntuyi’s assertion that the MSC Standard has 

generally been a success.  He also referred, however, to the scoring system and stated that 

in reality the range used by the auditors was between 50 and 100 and that since it was highly 

subjective, it was “impossible to mark more accurately than in steps of 5”, i.e. 65, 70, 75 80.          

 
To gain a third party, objective opinion of the MSC Standard, an interview was also held with 

Louise Heaps, the Marine Programme Leader of the global environmental network, WWF – 

UK, on the 23 July 2004.  She stated that she was “generally supportive”, since the Standard 

was based on the United Nation’s Food and Agricultural Organization’s Fisheries Code of 

Conduct, and that although there was a “need to feedback lessons learnt, it was still the best 

we’ve got”. 

 

 

5.3.4 Analysis 

 

In analysing the information gathered, several points are clear.  Firstly, the MSC Standard is 

generally considered to be a positive response to the need to encourage sustainable fisheries 
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on a global basis.  Oloruntuyi (personal communication, 2004) identified the up take of the 

Standard both in terms of the number of fisheries that have gained full certification, as well as 

the number that are currently going through the pre-assessment stages, as evidence of the 

interest and support in the scheme.   

 

One of the strengths of the Standard can be seen to be its flexibility.  Given that the principles 

and criteria are fixed, this flexibility is gained from the fact that the Standard allows for a 

variety of PIs to be pre-selected prior to the assessment, dependant on the nature of the 

fishery and its management.  In addition, the information that can be used as evidence for the 

PIs, can also be both quantitative and qualitative in nature.  This means that the Standard is 

highly adaptable, but with the ability to be spatially specific; characteristics that enable it to 

have a wide range of applicability.   

 

Heaps (personal communication, 2004) was “generally supportive” over this positive view but 

also qualified it by stating that it was the “best we’ve got”.  Indeed, the flexibility that gives the 

Standard strength can also be seen to represent an attendant weakness since it leads to a 

certain degree of subjectivity in the system.  This is evident in the potential for different 

fisheries to be assessed against different PIs, with the obvious question being, ‘how can 

standardization be assured?’  A further area of subjectivity can also be seen to lie in the 

nature of the scoring methodology.  As Hough (personal communication, 2004) 

acknowledged, it is “impossible to mark more accurately than in steps of 5” and who is to say 

that this marking process is carried out with sufficient clarity to be repeatable, or is 

comparable over space and time?   

 

An awareness of the inherent weaknesses of subjectivity, has however, enabled the MSC to 

identify mitigating measures to reduce this problem.  Firstly, it should be stated that two of the 

most important aspects of any assessment system is that it is both repeatable and 

transparent.  The MSC assessment system has attempted to achieve this by firstly developing 

operating guidelines and carrying out training, and secondly, enabling communication through 

an annual workshop where common understandings can be developed with regards the use 

of the criteria and the PIs.  

 

A further benefit that can be highlighted from this annual workshop is that it encourages a 

certain degree of adaptivity into the process.   Such adaptivity can be seen to have been in 

operation with the change in the scoring system from one based on percentages, as was the 

case in the Standard’s first incarnation, to one that is now ordinal (Oloruntuyi, ibid.).  This 

would appear a sensible step to take since the implication of achieving a 100% score would 

be that everything is perfect.  Simply by looking at some of the PIs listed in Table 5.3 would 

show that assessing perfection with regard to such complex relationships would be extremely 

dangerous, and lacking in an appropriate sense of precaution.  However, that the scoring 



 115 

range still goes up to a top score of 100 would still tend to imply that the scores given are in 

fact percentages. 

 

One further problem, highlighted by Oloruntuyi (ibid.), that has still to be considered, is the 

Standard’s lack of an adequate social perspective.  Given that the aim is to achieve 

sustainable global fisheries, this would appear to be an area that still needs further 

development.   

 

Overall, this analysis shows that the iterative process, established through the annual 

workshop, can be seen to have benefited the MSC Standard enormously and enabled a 

process that has mitigated and reduced a number of inherent weaknesses seen in the 

mechanism.   

 

 

5.3.5 Conclusions on the operating mechanism 

 

Following a review of the literature, the MSC Fisheries Standard was found to represent an 

environmental management system that was based on a similar set of principles and criteria 

to that of the Coastal Sustainability Standard.  In addition, it was also found that the MSC 

Standard mechanism offered a number of beneficial characteristics relevant to the operation 

of the Coastal Sustainability Standard.  Notably, it was considered to be a flexible system that 

allowed for a variety of different PIs to be used, dependent on the nature of the fishery and its 

management.  Furthermore, the necessary evidence required to enable assessment could be 

both quantitative and qualitative in nature.  In total, this allowed the Standard to be both 

adaptable and spatially specific; all of which were considered to be strengths that would be of 

benefit in the development of a Coastal Sustainability Standard.  On this basis, it was 

therefore seen as representing a suitable model on which to base the operation of the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard. 

 

In order to gain additional information to support this conclusion, a small number of telephone 

interviews were conducted with ‘experts’ chosen on the basis of their professional 

understanding of the model.  The outcomes of this survey identified some weaknesses in the 

Standard relating to the levels of subjectivity in the mechanism.  However, it also identified 

how these weaknesses were addressed through an iterative process of consultation and the 

development of a set of guidelines.  Thus, any such attempt to operate a similar system with 

regards to the sustainability appraisal of coastal management initiatives could also therefore 

benefit from both iterative consultation and the production of a set of guidelines.  

 

One further weakness of the MSC Standard was that of its limitations with regards to a social 

perspective.  This was not considered to be a major drawback with respect to the Coastal 
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Sustainability Standard.  The reason being that, one of the principles upon which the standard 

would be based was that of ‘balance’, which was explicitly defined as “.... management that is 

conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either environmental quality, 

economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these”.  

Indeed, this definition and the inclusion under this principle of the ‘equity’ criterion means that, 

in theory at least, this should not be a criticism that could be levelled. 

 

 

5.4 The Coastal Sustainability Standard 

 

5.4.1 Introduction 

 

On fulfilling the key data requirements of Stage 1 of this research, it can be concluded that a 

Coastal Sustainability Standard, based on the principles and criteria previously identified, 

could operate in a manner similar to that, which has been adopted by the Marine Stewardship 

Council Fisheries Standard.  The remainder of this chapter will outline this system in full.  

Section 5.4.2 will firstly detail the guidelines necessary to operate it effectively.  These 

guidelines represent an attempt to reduce the amount of subjectivity evident in the use of the 

standard and will, it is anticipated, gain a greater degree of definition over time as the process 

is iteratively and critically reviewed.  

 

 

5.4.2 Operating guidelines  

 

The operating guidelines are sub-divided to outline, explain and detail specific aspects of the 

coastal sustainability standard.  They will firstly cover the generic scoring system; secondly 

give guidance on the specific criteria and PIs; and thirdly, outline the practical and operational 

stages inherent in the process. 

 

These guidelines are intended to go hand-in-hand with the Coastal Sustainability Standard, 

as described in Section 5.4.3.  

 

 

5.4.2.1 Generic scoring system  
 

As with the MSC Standard, the methodology employed in operating the Coastal Sustainability 

Standard involves the interpretation of each ‘principle’ into specific ‘criteria’, against which the 

management system can be measured.  These criteria should fully cover the scope of each 

principle; with performance being determined on the basis of the aggregate compliance with 

each the criterion.  The ‘criteria’ may be seen as generic with each of the criterion requiring 

suitable ‘performance indicators’ (PIs) to be assigned during a pre-assessment or scoping 
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stage, in order to allow for this assessment and evaluation.  Specific ‘performance indicators’ 

may vary depending on the management system in question.  In order to enable assessment, 

the assessor must obviously have access to the relevant information and evidence and may 

use either qualitative or quantitative information in order to make the assessment. 

 

For the purposes of transparency, as with the MSC Standard, the scoring system selected for 

the Coastal Sustainability Standard is ordinal.  However, it differs from the MSC one in that, 

rather than use the MSC’s 0 – 100 scale, it uses instead a 0 – 10 scale.  This latter scale was 

favoured on the basis that it reduced some of the weaknesses perceived with the MSC 

Standard, as identified in Section 5.3.2.  Namely, that it removed the danger of scores being 

confused with percentages, or being too open to subjectivity.  Other smaller numerical scales 

were considered such as, for example 0 – 3.  In this case however, and given that sustainable 

development is a fuzzy concept open to degrees of interpretation, it was deemed that such a 

small scale would be insufficient to allow for scoring judgement or scope in criterion 

evaluation.  The 0 – 10 scale on the other hand still offered enough flexibility to enable 

appropriate detail in the accounting and hence, was considered the most appropriate. 

 

In order to utilise this numerical scale the Coastal Sustainability Standard range has four 

prescribed and defined points of reference; namely 0, 3, 7, and 10.  In terms of what the scale 

points mean, Table 5.9 highlights the relevant scores and indicates their specific meanings.  

Of the two key threshold scores, a score of 7 denotes a mark of achievement either on the 

part of a specific criterion or for the aggregated mark of the principle as a whole.  This score 

means that the required standard has been met and that the management system is 

operating, in this regard at least, in such a manner as to have a greater chance of fostering 

sustainable development.  As with the MSC Standard, the overall requirement is for the 

management system under assessment to pass each principle, which thus requires that a 

mean aggregated score of 7 be achieved for all the contributing criteria.  A score of greater 

than 7 simply indicates the degree of excellence employed in that specific management area.  

 

A score of less than 3, on the other hand, represents a failure, with any such score 

automatically highlighting the need for specific corrective action in that particular area, 

whether it is with respect to a criterion or a principle.  A score of 3 then represents the 

threshold of constructive management, with anything above this showing evidence of positive 

or proactive coastal management.  Clearly, for any particular management system, 

aggregated principle scores falling within the range 3 – 6 might indicate that either there are 

just one or two elements that are performing poorly and have skewed the score to less than 7, 

or that all of the criteria are in fact performing sub-optimally.  The implications of these two 

situations are that a management system is likely to find it easier to effect corrective actions in 

the case of the former than in the case of the latter, where wholesale changes to its operation 

may be necessary.   
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Table 5.9 Scoring system scale and meanings   

 

 

Score 

 

 

Meaning 

10 

9 

8 

 

Evidence of exceptional and well developed management technique 

 

7 Standard achievement mark 

6 

5 

4 

 

Evidence of some constructive management in operation 

 

3 Threshold of constructive management 

2 

1 

0 

 

Failure and requirement for corrective action 

 

 

 

 

5.4.2.2 Performance scoring guidance notes 

 

The criteria developed to reflect the scope of the principles are, though subject to iterative 

review, not intended to change from one coastal management initiative to another, thereby 

enabling the standard to assess coastal sustainability in a repeatable and equivalent manner.  

However, as stated previously, PIs are variable, dependent on the nature of the area and 

management initiative in question, thereby enabling the system to be flexible. 

 

As can be seen, the Coastal Sustainability Standard is defined in full in Section 5.4.3, and 

includes the PIs proposed for the use in the case studies.  In terms of interpretation and 

assessment, clearly many of the criteria, and associated PIs, may be seen to be 

straightforward.  For example, the first criterion stated under the principle of planning simply 

asks for evidence of proof as to a spatial boundary, which is then related to natural 

processes. In other words, if a boundary is stated, does the management area fit in with such 

natural environmental management units as catchment areas, sediment cells and 

ecosystems?  The extent of consideration and relevance to these natural units thus 

determines the assessment score. 

 

Not all criteria and PIs are so straightforward however and there is recognition that a number 

may be seen as rather vague in comparison, whilst some would clearly benefit from further 

elucidation.  As such, there is a need of further definition and guidance, relating to both the 
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interpretation of what is meant and the evidence necessary to enable the assessment to take 

place.  In order to help improve clarity and transparency, performance guidance notes have 

been produced, which can be found in Appendix C.   

 

It may be of course, that this in itself will be in need of further clarification as the Standard is 

operated further in the future.  

 

 

5.4.2.3 Operational stages  
 
 
The operation of the Standard involves three stages, as follows: 

 

1. Pre-assessment / scoping exercise – This involves accessing background information 

on the nature of the coastal management area; outlining the principles and criteria to 

the relevant authority; and, proposing suitable Performance Indicators (PIs) to apply 

to each criterion.  These PIs may then be reviewed on basis of the nature of area, 

and their applicability. 

 

2. Main assessment – This involves accessing the data for the PIs and analysing this in 

order to assign performance scores.  A report can be written on the basis of the 

findings, including recommendations with regard to corrective actions and 

improvements.  

 

3. Feedback – This involves feeding back the findings and outcomes of the report to the 

appropriate individuals.  The findings should be discussed in order to enable 

agreement to be made on the final outcomes.  

 

 

5.4.3 The Coastal Sustainability Standard 

 

The Coastal Sustainability Standard is defined in full in Table 5.10. 
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Table 5.10 The Coastal Sustainability Standard 

 

PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 1: The management system is consistent with the nature and scale of the coastal area 
 
Is the management system clearly and 
spatially defined in relation to relevant 
natural processes? 

No specific or clearly marked spatial 
boundary exists or has been 
considered to any great extent. 

Spatial area has been considered in 
relation to natural processes though is 
not formally or clearly defined. 

Spatial area has been defined clearly.  
However it is not fully relevant to all 
natural processes. 

Spatial area clearly defined and fully 
relevant to all natural processes. 

 
Criterion 2: The management system is consistent with the cultural context of the coastal area 
 

Is the management system clearly and 
spatially defined in relation to the 
relevant cultural context?  

No specific or clearly marked spatial 
boundary exists or has been 
considered to any great extent.  

Spatial area has been considered in 
relation to the cultural context though 
is not formally or clearly defined. 

Spatial area has been defined.  
However it is not fully relevant to the 
cultural context. 

Spatial area clearly defined and fully 
relevant to the cultural context. 

 
Criterion 3: The management system is clearly defined with individuals and organizations having clear lines of responsibility and interaction 
 
Is there a clear management structure 
identifying organisations, individuals 
and responsibilities? 

There is no clear or coherent 
management structure in place. 
 

Individuals and organizations with 
management responsibility are 
known.  Responsibilities and 
interactions are to be determined. 

Individuals and organizations with 
management responsibility have been 
defined including key areas of 
responsibility and interaction. 

The management structure is clearly, 
comprehensively and explicitly stated. 
Individuals and organizations with 
management responsibility are clearly 
defined including all areas of 
responsibility and interaction. 

 
Criterion 4: The management system takes a far-sighted view  
 
Does the management system take a 
clear far–sighted view? 

There is no evidence to suggest the 
management system is taking a 
farsighted view.  

Short and long-term aims are implicit 
within the management system. 

The management system contains 
clearly stated short and long-term 
aims. 

The management system contains 
clearly stated short and long-term 
aims and a management ‘vision’ is 
explicitly stated.  
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 5: The management system operates on the basis of a clear and detailed understanding of the area and with reference to appropriate 
baselines  
 
Does the management system base 
decisions and planning on a clear and 
comprehensive understanding of the 
area and with reference to appropriate 
baselines?   

The management system does not 
have a clear or comprehensive 
understanding of the area and 
baselines are rarely considered. 
 

The management system bases its 
decisions and planning on an 
understanding of the area.  Baselines 
are not always considered. 
 
  

The management system bases its 
decisions and planning on a 
comprehensive understanding of the 
area.  Baselines are always 
considered though not always 
appropriately. 

The management system bases its 
decisions and planning on a clear and 
comprehensive understanding of the 
area.  All decisions and planning are 
referenced to appropriate baselines.  

 
Criterion 6: Objectives are focussed on the most significant issues facing coastal sustainability 

Are the objectives systematically 
identified in relation to their 
significance? 

The management system has no 
stated objectives. 

The management system has stated 
objectives but these are not identified 
through any clear methodology and 
do not closely relate to their 
identifiable significance. 

The management system has stated 
objectives which are identified using 
an appropriate methodology but which 
do not relate to their identifiable 
significance. 

The management system has stated 
objectives which are clearly identified 
using an appropriate methodology 
and which relate in a transparent way 
to their identifiable significance. 

 
Criterion 7: The management system contains short-term and long-term objectives 
 
Does the management system clearly 
contain both short (operational) and 
long-term (quality) objectives? 

No system objectives are stated. Objectives are implicit to the system 
but are not related to appropriate 
timeframes. 

The system contains objectives that 
are related to appropriate timeframes.  

The system contains clear and 
appropriate short-term operational 
objectives and long-term quality 
objectives. 

 
Criterion 8: Operational procedures exist for meeting objectives 
 
Are procedures and methodology 
clearly stated and appropriate to 
meeting the objectives?   

There is no evidence of operational 
procedures or methodology being in 
place for meeting objectives. 

Procedures and methodology required 
to meet the objectives are implicit. 

Procedures and methodology required 
to meet the objectives are explicitly 
stated but contain areas of weakness. 

Procedures and methodology required 
to meet the objectives are both 
appropriate and clearly stated. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 9: Procedures are in place for measuring performance relative to objectives 
 

Are procedures in place for measuring 
performance relative to the objectives? 

There are no procedures in place for 
measuring performance relative to 
objectives. 

Procedures for measuring 
performance relative to some 
objectives are stated though ill 
defined.  Information gathered lacks 
sufficient detail.  

Procedures for measuring 
performance relative to all objectives 
are clearly stated.  Information 
gathered lacks sufficient detail. 

Tested procedures for measuring 
performance relative to all objectives 
are clear and appropriate.  Information 
gathered is sufficiently detailed. 

 
Criterion 10: The management plan is clearly linked to a system of feedback and iterative reflection on past actions and consequences 
 
Does the management structure 
include a system of feedback and 
reflection relating to performance? 

There is no evidence of a system of 
feedback and reflection in existence. 

A system of feedback and reflection is 
implicit but ill defined.  

A system of feedback and reflection 
exists.  

A clear and well-defined system of 
feedback and reflection exists.  

 
Criterion 11: The management process is adaptive  
 
Can the management system adapt 
quickly and effectively in the light of 
either changing events or poor 
performance? 

There is no evidence of the 
management system behaving 
adaptively. 

There is some evidence of the 
management system behaving 
adaptively but it has not often done so 
within a reasonable amount of time. 

The management system is clearly 
adaptive in some aspects of the 
system and can do so within a 
reasonable amount of time. 

The management system is highly 
adaptive and responsive to making 
necessary changes. 

 
Criterion 12: The management system is effectively audited on a regular and periodic basis 
 
Do competent individuals audit the 
management system on a regular and 
periodic basis? 

The management system is never 
audited. 

The system is not audited but 
consultation exists. 

The system is audited regularly but 
there are no defined or skilled 
individuals responsible for this role  

Responsible and skilled persons are 
nominated to audit the system on a 
regular and periodic basis 

 

Criterion 13: The management has a commitment to continually improve performance in the light of sustainability 
 
Does the system have a commitment to 
continually improve performance? 

There is no evidence of a commitment 
or specific desire to continually 
improve. 

The system has an implicit desire to 
continually improve in terms of its 
performance. 

The system has a commitment to 
continually improve in terms of its 
performance. 

The system has an explicit and clearly 
defined commitment to improve in 
terms of its performance. 
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 1: An appropriate range and diversity of stakeholders are involved in the management process 
 
Are all the stakeholders perceived as 
being relevant to the area included 
within the management system?   

The management system does not 
attempt to include stakeholder groups. 

Some stakeholder groups participate 
in the management process.  

All key stakeholder interests 
participate fully in the management 
process. 

There is a comprehensive coverage of 
all stakeholder interests participating 
fully in the management process, 
including all key stakeholders. 

 
Criterion 2: Stakeholders understand their role and responsibility within the management process 
 
Do stakeholders know their role within 
the management structure? 

Confusion exists amongst 
stakeholders as to their role within the 
management system.  Stakeholders 
do not contribute to the management 
process. 

Some stakeholders are not fully aware 
of their role and responsibility within 
the management structure and make 
a minimal contribution. 

Most stakeholders, including all key 
ones, are aware of their role and 
responsibilities within the 
management structure and play an 
active role. 

All stakeholders are aware of their 
role and responsibilities within the 
management structure and play an 
active and constructive role. 

 
Criterion 3: The system of decision-making is transparent  
 
Do stakeholders fully understand the 
planning and decision-making 
process? 

There appears to be no attempt made 
to make the system transparent to 
stakeholders. 

Some attempts have been made to 
make the system transparent but it is 
nevertheless complicated and has not 
been fully achieved. 

Pro-active attempts are made to 
explain the planning process and 
most individual decisions. These are 
understandable to most stakeholders.  

The system of decision-making and 
planning is fully transparent and easily 
understandable to all stakeholders. 

 
Criterion 4: There is a participatory process of conflict resolution  
   
Is there an appropriate mechanism for 
the resolution of disputes within the 
system? 

There is no evidence to suggest that 
attempts have been made to resolve 
conflicts or develop understanding. 

A programme is being developed to 
foster understanding and to allow for 
conflict resolution within the system. 

There is a mechanism to foster 
understanding and to allow for conflict 
resolution within the system.  This has 
not always acted successfully.  
 

There is an appropriate and tested 
mechanism for the resolution of 
disputes between stakeholders.  All 
stakeholders fully understand and 
have empathy for the points of views 
of others. 
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 

Criterion 5: There is minimal tension between ‘top-down’ decision-making and ‘bottom-up’ aspirations 
 
Are there good working relationships 
between the statutory empowered 
regulators and other stakeholder 
groups? 

Non-constructive relationships exist 
between ‘top down’ and ‘bottom up’ 
approaches. 

‘Difficult’ working relationships exist 
between the statutory empowered 
regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with regard a number of key 
management issues but attempts are 
being made in order to foster 
improvements in these. 

‘Good’ working relationships exist 
between the statutory empowered 
regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with regard all of the key 
management issues. 

‘Good’ working relationships exist 
between the statutory empowered 
regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with the regard all 
management issues. 

 
Criterion 6: There is an active system of stakeholder review and feedback  

Is there a formal and explicit process 
available by which stakeholders can 
raise issues or problems? 

There is no system of stakeholder 
review. 

There is no explicit or formal system 
of stakeholder review but 
stakeholders are empowered to raise 
issues when the need arises. 
 

There is a formal and periodic system 
of key stakeholder review. 

There is a holistic and formal system 
of stakeholder review on a periodic 
basis.  All stakeholders are 
empowered to raise issues as and 
when the need arises. 

 
Criterion 7: Decision-makers are accountable for their actions  
 
Are decision-makers accountable for 
their actions? 

Decision-makers are not accountable 
for their actions. 

Decision-makers are implicitly 
accountable for their actions to key 
stakeholders and therefore make 
attempts to explain management 
outcomes. 

Decision-makers are explicitly 
accountable for their actions to key 
stakeholders and make regular 
attempts to explain management 
outcomes. 

Decision-makers are formally and 
explicitly accountable for their actions 
to all stakeholders and make regular 
attempts to justify management 
outcomes to the wider public. 
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PRINCIPLE 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 1: Stakeholders and the community at large have easy access and opportunity to relevant coastal information and education 
 
Is there easy access to relevant coastal 
information from a variety of different 
sources? 

No system of information 
dissemination is in operation. 

A system of dissemination using 
either low tech or hi tech methods 
operates on an ad-hoc basis.  

A formal system of dissemination 
using either low tech or hi tech 
methods operates effectively.  

A formal system of dissemination 
using both low tech and hi tech 
methods operates effectively.  

 
Criterion 2: Information presented through the dissemination system is easily understood and interpreted correctly by different ‘cultural’ 
(occupations, advocacy etc.) groups 
 
Do stakeholders understand the 
information that is being passed to 
them?   

No system of information 
dissemination is in operation. 

Some cultural groups have 
misunderstandings with regard to the 
messages and information 
communicated to them. 

Some cultural groups have 
misunderstandings with regard to the 
messages and information 
communicated to them.  However, 
there are accessible means by which 
issues can be clarified. 

All cultural groups clearly understand 
the messages and information that is 
passed to them.  
 

 

 
Criterion 3: The general public are fully aware of the management process and see its relevance 
 
Is the management process known and 
understood by the community at large? 
 

The general public are not aware of 
the management system. 

The general public are aware there is 
a management process at work but 
not specifically what it does, how it 
operates or what it tries to achieve. 

The general public are aware there is 
a management process at work and 
what it is trying to achieve. 

The general public fully understand 
the management process and what it 
is trying to achieve, and are fully 
supportive of its work.   

 
Criterion 4: A comprehensive range of stakeholders are fully aware of issues pertaining to coastal sustainability 
 
Do stakeholders understand the 
coastal sustainability issues relating to 
the area? 

Stakeholders are largely unaware of 
the general issues relating to coastal 
sustainability. 

Stakeholders are aware of the general 
issues relating to coastal sustainability 
but do not understand them fully. 

Stakeholders understand the general 
issues relating to coastal 
sustainability. 

Stakeholders understand the general 
issues relating to coastal sustainability 
and how this applies to their local 
coastal area 
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PRINCIPLE 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 5: Indicators or integrated surrogate variables are used for presenting and interpreting information on environmental quality to a 
comprehensive range of stakeholders 
 
Are sustainability indicators used as a 
means by which information can get 
presented to both stakeholders and the 
community at large in order to inform 
them of key issues?   

No such information is either collected 
or presented. 

Information relating to indicators is 
collected and some is presented on 
an ad-hoc basis.  

Information relating to indicators is 
collected and presented on a regular 
and periodic basis.  Some but not all 
information is interpreted. 

Information relating to indicators is 
collected and presented on a regular 
and periodic basis, the implications of 
which are fully explained. 

 
Criterion 6: An outreach system of coastal sustainability education operates effectively  
 

Does the management process feed 
relevant coastal information to a range 
of educational groups? 

There has been no attempt to educate 
the wider community about coastal 
sustainability. 

The process has an informal 
educational input into a range of 
relevant groups and organisations. 

The process has a formal educational 
input into a range of relevant groups 
and organisations. 

The process actively seeks to 
develop educational material, 
operates its own educational 
mechanisms and feeds formally into 
a range of relevant groups and 
organisations. 

 
Criterion 7: Communication is seen and operated as a two-way process 
 
Is the flow of information seen and 
operated as a two-way process? 

No active communication process 
exists. 

The management operates an 
effective information dissemination 
process. 

The management views 
communication as a two-way process 
and disseminates effectively but has 
no effective formal means of receiving 
responses. 

The management views 
communication as a two-way process 
and disseminates and receives 
information and responses formally 
and effectively. 
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 1: Interactive, problem-solving techniques are employed in the analysis of relevant issues 
 
Are interactive, problem solving 
techniques employed when analysing 
relevant issues? 

No analytical problem solving 
techniques have been considered or 
are employed. 

Superficial analytical techniques have 
been employed in some problem 
solving. 

Comprehensive analytical techniques 
have been employed with regards 
some problem solving. 

Comprehensive analytical techniques 
are employed in all problem solving. 

 
Criterion 2: The management of the coast takes into account the impact of decision-making on its boundaries 
 

Does the management process take 
into account the impact of policies and 
decision-making on its boundaries? 

No consideration has been given to 
the relevance of boundaries or to the 
impact of policies and decision-
making on them. 

Management takes into account and 
reviews the impact of its policies and 
decisions on its exogenous 
boundaries. 

Management takes into account and 
reviews the impact of its policies and 
decisions on its exogenous 
boundaries and acts to minimise 
negative aspects. 

Management takes into account the 
impact of all decisions – intra and 
extra - on its boundaries and acts 
purposefully to minimise negative 
aspects. 

 
Criterion 3: Vertical policy components fully accord with one another 
 
Is there a consistent accord between 
vertical policies? 
 

There is no obvious accord between 
vertical policies. 

Implied but not explicit vertical links 
can be drawn between policies. 

A variety of implicit and explicit vertical 
links can be drawn between policies. 

All vertical links relevant to coastal 
management are explicit within 
policies. 

 
Criterion 4: Horizontal policy components fully accord with one another 

Is there a consistent accord between 
horizontal policies? 

There is no obvious accord between 
horizontal policies. 

Implied but not explicit horizontal links 
can be drawn between policies 

A variety of implicit and explicit 
horizontal links can be drawn between 
policies. 

All horizontal links relevant to coastal 
management are explicit within 
policies. 
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 5: The coastal management process shows evident moves to develop a perceived and inherent equality between relevant disciplines 
 
Is there a transparent and strategic 
attempt to operate equality between 
different management units and 
disciplines? 

There has been no attempt to operate 
or develop equality between the 
relevant disciplines in the 
management process. 

Different units (actors) and disciplines 
are considered independently within 
the management process but with 
effective communication between 
them. 

Different units (actors) and disciplines 
are considered independently within 
the management process but take 
some transparent action to 
synchronize their work towards 
meeting combined objectives. 

There are formal transparent 
mechanisms operating in which 
different disciplines are considered 
and through which work is 
synchronized towards meeting all 
objectives. 

 
Criterion 6: There is evidently a creative relationship between science and management: between those who collect and prepare evidence and those 
who act and are responsible for decision-making   
 
Is science enabled and playing an 
effective role in achieving coastal 
sustainability? 
 

The management system makes no 
attempt to enhance the role and 
contribution of science in achieving 
coastal sustainability and there is no 
input from the scientific community 
into the management decision-making 
process. 

The management system gives 
consideration to the role and 
contribution of science in achieving 
coastal sustainability but has limited 
evidence of success since research is 
not generated directly by the coastal 
management needs. 

The management system gives 
consideration to the role and 
contribution of science in achieving 
coastal sustainability and has clear 
evidence of success with a 
mechanism in operation by which the 
scientific community are advised as to 
the coastal research needs. 

The management system has a 
synergistic and symbiotic relationship 
with the scientific community in 
operating a clear mechanism by which 
the scientific community are advised 
as to coastal management needs.  
They therefore have a formal, 
constructive and synergistic influence 
on decision-making. 

 
Criterion 7: Resources are focussed on facilitating greater integration 
 
Does resource allocation and 
organisation enhance the potential for 
integration? 

There is no evidence of resources 
being allocated to enable greater 
integration.  

Resource allocation has not operated 
explicitly to enable further integration 
but some enhancement has occurred.  

Resource allocation has taken some 
explicit and transparent steps to 
enhance integration.  

Resource allocation is explicitly 
focussed on the enhancement of 
integration in all areas. 

 
Criterion 8: There are continued improvements in integration 
 
Is there evidence of continuing 
improvements in integration? 

There is no evidence of integration 
occurring. 

There is evidence of integration 
occurring but not that there is on-
going or continual improvement. 

There is evidence of both integration 
occurring and that there is some 
continual improvement. 

Integration is a core focus of the 
management system and there is 
strong evidence of on-going 
improvements taking place. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 1: The management system has a clear legal basis 
 
Does the management system have a 
clear legal basis? 

The management system has no legal 
basis and no evidence to show legal 
compliance. 

The management system operates 
legally but without being legally 
defined. 

The management system operates 
legally and for some particular issues 
operates as a legally defined entity.  

The management system operates 
legally and operates wholly and 
comprehensively as a legally defined 
entity.  

 
Criterion 2: The coastal environment is regulated effectively 
 
Is evidence available to prove that the 
coastal environment is being regulated 
effectively? 

Information is not available. Information is available but 
inconclusive. 

Information is available and shows 
some environmental improvements 
over the last 5 years. 

Long period information is available 
showing consistent and 
comprehensive environmental 
improvements resulting from 
regulation. 

 
Criterion 3: Organisations and institutions involved in coastal management promote the stewardship and efficiency of use of natural resources  
 

Can the management system show 
evidence of encouraging the efficient 
use of natural resources in carrying out 
its actions? 

Resource efficiency is not agreed as a 
driving principle behind the 
management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its promotion. 

Resource efficiency is an implied 
principle of the management process. 
There is some limited evidence of its 
operation. 
 

Resource efficiency is agreed to as a 
driving principle of the management 
process and there is some evidence 
of its operation. 

Resource efficiency is agreed to as a 
driving principle of the management 
process and there is comprehensive 
and transparent evidence of its 
operation. 

 
Criterion 4: The coastal management system uses the best practicable means with which to achieve its objectives  
 
Can the management system show 
evidence of operating the best 
practicable means in carrying out its 
actions? 

The best practicable means is not 
agreed as a driving principle behind 
the management process and there is 
no clear evidence to show its 
operation. 

The best practicable means is an 
implied principle of the management 
process.  There is some limited 
evidence of its operation. 
 

The best practicable means is agreed 
to as a driving principle of the 
management process and there is 
some evidence of its operation. 

The best practicable means is agreed 
to as a driving principle of the 
management process and there is 
comprehensive and transparent 
evidence of its operation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 5: The management system evidently employs a ‘precautionary approach’  
 
Can the management system show 
evidence of operating the 
precautionary principle in the absence 
of sufficient information? 
 

The precautionary principle is not 
agreed as a driving principle behind 
the management process and there is 
no clear evidence to show its 
operation. 
 

The precautionary principle is an 
implied principle of the management 
process.  There is some limited 
evidence of its operation. 
 

The precautionary principle is agreed 
to as a driving principle of the 
management process. Operational 
procedures exist which can be used to 
implement a precautionary approach 
in the absence of sufficient 
information. 
 

The precautionary principle is agreed 
to as a driving principle of the 
management process.   Operational 
procedures and measures exist which 
can be used to implement a 
precautionary approach in the 
absence of sufficient information.  
There is comprehensive and 
transparent evidence of this operation. 

 
Criterion 6: The management system evidently applies the ‘Polluter Pays Principle’ 
 
Can the management system show 
evidence of operating the PPP in 
carrying out / enforcing its actions? 

The PPP is not agreed as a driving 
principle behind the management 
process and there is no clear 
evidence to show its operation. 

The PPP is an implied principle of the 
management process.  There is some 
limited evidence of its operation. 

The PPP is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process. 
Operational procedures exist which 
can be used to implement the PPP 
and there is some evidence of its 
operation. 

The PPP is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process.    
Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to 
implement the PPP and there is 
comprehensive and transparent 
evidence of its operation. 

 
Criterion 7: The risks to sustainability associated with coastal management policies and decision-making is as low as reasonably practicable 

Can the management system show 
evidence of carrying out risk 
assessments in relation to its policies 
and decisions? 

Risk assessment is not agreed as a 
driving principle behind the 
management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its operation. 

Risk assessment is an implied 
principle of the management process. 
There is some limited evidence of its 
operation. 

Risk assessment is agreed to as a 
driving principle of the management 
process. Operational procedures exist 
which can be used to implement risk 
assessment and there is some 
evidence of its operation.  

Risk assessment is agreed to as a 
driving principle of the management 
process. Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to 
implement risk assessment and there 
is comprehensive and transparent 
evidence of its operation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 8: The management system gives due consideration to the life cycle and impact of coastal activities 
 
Can the management system show 
evidence of carrying out life cycle 
analysis in relation to its policies and 
decision-making? 

LCA is not agreed as a driving 
principle behind the management 
process and there is no clear evidence 
to show its operation. 

LCA is an implied principle of the 
management process.  There is some 
limited evidence of its operation. 

LCA Risk assessment is agreed to as 
a driving principle of the management 
process. Operational procedures exist 
which can be used to implement LCA 
and there is some evidence of its 
operation.  

LCA is agreed to as a driving principle 
of the management process. 
Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to 
implement LCA and there is 
comprehensive and transparent 
evidence of its operation. 

 
Criterion 9: There is a sufficient budget for the management system to operate successfully 
 
Is there an appropriate resource budget 
available for the successful operation 
of the management system in absolute 
terms? 

There is an insufficient budget 
available for the operation of the 
management system to achieve 
relative success. 

A budget is available for the operation 
of the management system that is 
sufficient to achieve relative success 
with respect to its short-term goals. 

A budget is available for the operation 
of the management system that is 
sufficient to support and achieve all its 
short-term goals. 

A budget is available for the operation 
of the management system that is 
sufficient to support and achieve both 
its short term and long-term goals 
successfully in absolute terms. 

 
Criterion 10: Management adopts an ecosystem approach to operating 

Is there an attempt to adopt an 
ecosystem approach to management? 

The ecosystem approach has not 
been considered in relation to the 
management of the coastal area. 

The ecosystem approach is being 
viewed in a constructive manner but 
with little evidence of its operation. 

The ecosystem approach is being 
viewed in a constructive manner.  
There is some evidence of its 
operation. 

The ecosystem approach is being 
operated in a comprehensive manner. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management that is conducted in such a way as to lead to constructive relationships 
between environmental quality, economic prosperity and social welfare 

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 1: Coastal management conserves, protects and restores the health and integrity of coastal ecosystems  
 
Does coastal management conserve, 
protect and restore the health and 
integrity of coastal ecosystems? 

Coastal management has no 
commitment to environmental 
conservation or ecosystem 
restoration.  

Coastal management has an implicit 
commitment to environmental 
conservation and ecosystem 
restoration.  There is some limited 
evidence of its operation. 

Coastal management has an explicit 
commitment to environmental 
conservation and ecosystem 
restoration.  Procedures exist which 
can be used to implement this and 
some evidence of success in its 
operation. 

Coastal management has an explicit 
commitment to environmental 
conservation and ecosystem 
restoration.  Procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to 
implement this, with comprehensive 
evidence of enacting this commitment 
and success in its outcomes. 

 
Criterion 2: Environmental and economic policies and decision-making takes into account social ‘fairness’ 
 
Does coastal management have a 
commitment for environmental and 
economic decisions to take into 
account ‘social fairness’? 

There is no commitment to accept 
social ‘fairness’. 

Coastal management has an implied 
commitment to social ‘fairness’.  There 
is some limited evidence of its 
operation. 

Coastal management has an explicit 
commitment to social ‘fairness’.  
Operational procedures exist which 
can be used to implement and 
consider social ‘fairness’ and some 
evidence of its operation.  

Coastal management has an explicit 
commitment to social ‘fairness’.   
Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to 
implement and consider social 
‘fairness’ with comprehensive and 
transparent evidence of enacting this 
commitment and success in its 
outcomes. 

 
Criterion 3: Coastal management protects and enhances optimum environmental quality with regard to its impact upon employment and income 
 

Does coastal management protect and 
enhance optimum environmental 
quality with regard its impact upon 
employment and income? 

Coastal management does not 
consider environment quality with 
regard to its impact on employment 
and income. 
 

Coastal management has an 
underlying acceptance of this as a 
requirement in its actions and some 
limited evidence to support its 
operation. 

Coastal management has a 
commitment to consider 
environmental quality with regard to 
its impact on employment and 
income.  Procedures exist which can 
be used to implement this and some 
evidence of its operation. 

Coastal management has an explicit 
commitment to consider 
environmental quality with regard to 
its impact on employment and 
income.  Procedures and measures 
exist which can be used to implement 
this, with comprehensive evidence of 
enacting this commitment effectively.  
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management that is conducted in such a way as to lead to constructive relationships 
between environmental quality, economic prosperity and social welfare  

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 4: Coastal management conserves and maintains cultural heritage  
 
Does coastal management seek to 
maintain the cultural heritage of the 
area? 

Coastal management has no 
commitment to conserve or maintain 
cultural heritage. 

Coastal management has an implicit 
commitment to conserve cultural 
heritage. There is some limited 
evidence of its operation and success. 

Coastal management has an explicit 
commitment to conserve cultural 
heritage. Procedures exist which can 
be used to implement this and there is 
some evidence of its operation and 
success. 

Coastal management has an explicit 
commitment to conserve cultural 
heritage.  Procedures and measures 
exist which can be used to implement 
this, with comprehensive evidence of 
enacting this commitment effectively. 

 
Criterion 5: Coastal management improves the equity of coastal communities and maintains development options and opportunities for generations 
to follow 
 
Does coastal management have a 
commitment or intention to maintain 
and improve equity? 

Coastal management does not accept 
equity as a commitment.  

Coastal management has an implicit 
commitment to intra and inter -
generational equity.  There is limited 
evidence of enacting this commitment 

Coastal management has an explicit 
commitment to intra and inter -
generational equity.  Procedures exist 
which can be used to implement this 
and there is some evidence of its 
operation and success. 

Coastal management has an explicit 
commitment to intra and inter -
generational equity.  Procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to 
implement this, with comprehensive 
evidence of enacting this commitment 
effectively.  

 
Criterion 6: Coastal management optimises the ‘quality of life’  
 
Does coastal management attempt to 
improve the ‘quality of life’? 

Coastal management neither 
assesses nor considers the ‘quality of 
life’.  

The ‘quality of life’ is implicitly seen as 
an important aspect of coastal 
management but there is no system of 
assessment 

The ‘quality of life’ is an active 
consideration for the management 
system and despite not being 
regularly assessed, surrogate 
indications are considered generally 
favourable 

The ‘quality of life’ is regularly 
assessed and showing relative 
improvements over time 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management that is conducted in such a way as to lead to constructive relationships 
between environmental quality, economic prosperity and social welfare  

Scoring criteria Scoring guidepost 
0 

Scoring guidepost 
3 

Scoring guidepost 
7 

Scoring guidepost 
10 

 
Criterion 7: Temporal variations in the coastal system are effectively managed  
 
Is apparent seasonality managed 
effectively? 

There is a highly marked seasonality 
in the coastal system but this has not 
been considered by the management 
system.  

The management system considers 
some aspects of coastal seasonality 
and is concerned with mitigating any 
negative impacts.  

The management system considers 
coastal seasonality and is actively 
seeking to redress any negative 
impacts.  Some improvements are 
evident. 

The management system considers 
coastal seasonality and is actively 
seeking to redress any negative 
impacts.  This is evidentially and 
comprehensively successful.  

 
Criterion 8: Policies and decisions are made through negotiation with due consideration being given to the relative importance of environmental, 
social and economic interests 
 
Coastal management considers and 
negotiates the consequent costs and 
benefits for environmental quality, 
social welfare and economic growth? 

Coastal management makes no 
attempt to consider or negotiate 
relative costs and benefits of 
environmental quality, social welfare 
and economic growth. 

Coastal management is empowered 
to consider the relative costs and 
benefits of environmental quality, 
social welfare and economic growth. 
There is some limited evidence of 
success in achieving constructively 
negotiated decisions. 

Coastal management actively 
considers the relative costs and 
benefits of environmental quality, 
social welfare and economic growth.  
There is some evidence of success in 
achieving constructively negotiated 
decisions. 

Coastal management actively 
considers the relative costs and 
benefits of environmental quality, 
social welfare and economic growth, 
and elicits a constructively negotiated 
and aggregated decision in a clear 
and transparent way. 

 
Criterion 9: Stakeholders representing environmental, social and economic interests consider trade-offs to be appropriate 
 

Do stakeholders perceive and 
understand the trade-offs made with 
regard environment quality, social 
welfare and economic growth? 

Stakeholders are unaware of trade-
offs between issues of environment 
quality, social welfare and economic 
growth. 

Stakeholders are aware of trade-offs 
between environment quality, social 
welfare and economic growth but do 
not fully understand them. 

Stakeholders are aware and 
understand trade-offs between 
environment quality, social welfare 
and economic growth. 

Stakeholders are aware, understand 
and fully endorse trade-offs between 
environment quality, social welfare 
and economic growth. 
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5.5 Conclusion 

 

This chapter represents the final outcome of Stage 1 of the research, in that it has led to the 

development of the Coastal Sustainability Standard.  This is intended to represent an 

approach to sustainability appraisal that is both spatially and temporally repeatable, i.e. one 

that would enable a comparative audit to be taken and analyzed on a periodic basis for a 

variety of different coastal areas.  The development of this appraisal system has involved the 

synthesis of 23 ideas, seen as representing coastal sustainability, into 6 discrete principles 

from which criteria have been developed.  These, in turn, act as the basis for relevant 

performance indicators to be established.   

 

In order to operate the standard, a case has also been made for employing an adapted 

version of the Marine Stewardship Council’s Fisheries Standard.  These adaptations have 

been made as an attempt to address some of the perceived weaknesses apparent in the 

MSC Standard.  Thus, a set of guidelines has been produced to accompany the standard, 

which is aimed at reducing the problems associated with subjectivity.  These problems may 

be reduced further through an iterative process of consultation as the standard is operated in 

earnest.  

 

The next stage of the research then is to validate and critically analyze the mechanism 

through application to detailed case study areas, thus enabling both an evaluation of its 

efficacy, and potentially relevant improvements to be incorporated. 
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6.0 RESULTS: OPERATION OF THE COASTAL SUSTAINABILITY STANDARD 

(Stage 2) 

 

 

6.1 Introduction 

 

This chapter presents the results and analysis of the assessments carried out with the three 

case studies: 

 

• Exe Estuary Management Partnership (EEMP) 

• Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum (TECF) 

• Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum (PCF) 

 

Following an introductory overview of each case study, the analysis is organised around the 

key principles of the Coastal Sustainability Standard, namely: 

 

• Planning 

• Participation 

• Communication 

• Integration 

• Responsibility 

• Balance 

 

The appraisal is based on, and supported by, evidence provided with respect to each 

performance indicator (PI).  This is gathered in a variety of forms, namely: relevant 

documentation and information; and, direct quotations or comments from the coastal project 

officers (CPO).  From this, performance scores were allocated and a summative assessment 

made.  For each case study, a tabulated version of the Standard is given that includes 

comments, evidence and the performance scores with respect to each PI.  This is followed by 

a case study specific analysis of each principle, and finally, a concluding assessment 

outcome.      

 

Section 6.3 then compares and contrasts the analytical assessment of the three case studies.  

Such a comparison is envisaged as representing one of the key potential benefits of 

developing and operating the Coastal Sustainability Standard, and that this is the case is 

identified as such in the introduction to this research.  Through making this comparison, it 

should be possible to identify commonality between the case studies, thereby offering insight 

into the nature and performance of ICZM initiatives in the UK.  It is considered that it can also 

then inform an evaluation of the efficacy of the Coastal Sustainability Standard, which is 

developed in Chapter 7.   
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6.2 Case Studies 

 

6.2.1 Exe Estuary Management Partnership (EEMP) 

 

6.2.1.1 Introductory overview 

 

The Exe Estuary Management Partnership (EEMP) may, in many respects, be considered 

typical of most coastal management partnerships, in the UK.  It represents a process based 

on the non-statutory principle of voluntary co-ordination, aimed at both enhancing community 

participation, and acting as a facilitator to encourage co-operation and co-ordination between 

the authorities and agencies that have legal powers and duties over the Estuary.  The 

Partnership was classified under the ‘suitability’ selection criteria of Table 3.6, as a ‘test site 

for theory’ on the basis of its overall longevity, its relatively low level mix of environmental 

impacts, its apparent openness to engage public participation, and the spatial coverage of 

coastal processes. 

 

The origins of the Partnership can be traced back as far as 1975, when Devon County 

Council published the ‘Exe Estuary Study’, investigating the recreational use and potential of 

the Exe.  This was further progressed at the beginning of the 1990s, when Local Authorities 

and other interested agencies launched an initiative aimed at identifying and evaluating the 

future management options of the Estuary, given the observed long-term changes.  This, in 

turn, led on to the production of several reports prior to the setting up of the Exe Estuary 

Project, and the appointment of an Estuary Project Officer, in 1995.  The Project Officer then 

enabled a consultation process that eventually delivered the Exe Estuary Management Plan, 

in 1998.  The management, or ‘study area’ as it is referred to, that relates to the Plan is 

geographically defined by the 5 m contour line around the Estuary, as shown in Figure 6.1.  

This Plan was originally envisaged to run for a 5-year term, prior to being reviewed, though 

this review has yet to take place. 

 

The twin aims of the Management Plan are stated as follows: 

 

• To promote the sustainable use of the Exe Estuary, balancing the demands made on 

its natural resources and resolving conflicts of interest where they arise, and; 

 

• To provide a framework for the co-ordinated management of the Estuary, and to 

improve communications between users and organizations with authority over the 

Exe. 
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Figure 6.1  Exe Estuary Management Plan ‘Study Area’ (EEMP, 2004) 

 

 

 

 

 

The management structure formalised to achieve these aims, as shown in Figure 6.2, is led 

by a Joint Advisory Committee (JAC), which consists of representatives from the 

Partnership’s parent bodies and the Focus Group Chairmen.  The parent bodies are those 

organizations with statutory responsibilities for the EEMP area; including Local Authorities; 

English Nature; the Environment Agency; and, Devon Sea Fisheries Committee (DSFC).  The 
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Focus Group Chairmen advise the JAC on particular aspects of sustainability, relating to their 

own particular Focus Group, such as conservation, commerce, and recreation and access.  

The JAC is also advised by a streamlined Officers Working Group (OWG), consisting of 

representatives who again come from the Local Authorities, English Nature, Environment 

Agency, DFSC, and the Forum, the latter holding an annual event open to the general public.  

The budget is handled by the Steering Group, which presently consists of the four Local 

Authorities: Devon County Council, East Devon District Council, Teignbridge District Council, 

and Exmouth Town Council.  An Estuary Partnership Officer and an Assistant, along with 

administrative support, are employed to facilitate the implementation of the JAC work, and the 

Partnership as a whole.   

 

The Management Plan identifies background information relevant to the EEMP, along with 

highlighting the salient jurisdictional responsibilities affecting the area, both statutory and non-

statutory.  In terms of the focus of the Plan, a number of issues were identified as being 

‘significant’, including, inter alia, nature conservation, water-based recreation, fisheries, water 

quality and pollution, commercial shipping and boating, and the historic and built environment. 

Management policies, designed to foster improvements in these issues, were therefore 

developed, and action points established to enable these policies to be pursued.  In order to 

identify where responsibility lay for either leading on, or carrying out, these actions, 

appropriate organizations were also named.   

 

 

Figure 6.2 The EEMP Management Structure (EEMP, 2004) 
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To assess the progress made with respect to these policies, an Annual Report and Action 

Plan is published outlining what has occurred over the previous year, and highlighting the 

future actions necessary.  This report is seen as a “living document” (EEMP, 2005), and 

outlines three areas of work undertaken by the Partnership, namely: 

 

• EXEmplary Projects 

• Focus Groups and Ongoing Work 

• Estuary Related Projects 

 

EXEmplary projects are those led by the Estuary Officer, focussing on high profile, cross-

sectoral, and tangible actions that raise awareness of the Management Plan objectives and 

the work of the Partnership, in general.  These projects should be easily accessible by the 

general public, with a number being highlighted in Table 6.1.  One of these projects is the Exe 

Estuary Cycleau Project.  The Cycleau Project is an EU INTERREG IIIB funded programme, 

started in 2003, which aims to provide a consistent and innovative methodology and model for 

catchment management.  In doing so it aims to involve local communities in the management 

of their local rivers, and foster the transnational pooling of knowledge with 11 other similar 

North-West European projects.  With respect to the EEMP, it supports the review and update 

of the Partnership’s Management Plan, whilst providing additional capacity and resources to 

help deliver its objectives.  This capacity building includes the development of a number of 

specific and potentially very beneficial and funded tasks, as identified in Table 6.2. 

 

One other EXEmplary project to highlight is that of the Public Awareness Survey that was 

piloted in 9 different locations in 2004.  This short survey had a sample of 80, of which 54% 

were aware of the EEMP.  The plan is to repeat this survey in 2006.  EXEmplary projects 

apart, the other areas of work outlined in the Annual Report and Action Plan are the Focus 

Groups, facilitated by the Estuary Officer, and, specific to special interest areas; and the 

Estuary Related Projects, which are those led by other organizations, but seen as being 

closely related to the objectives of the EEMP. 

 

The Annual Report and Action Plan 2005 – 2006 also identifies several other areas of 

noteworthy importance.  Firstly, it identifies the level of priority attributed to each of the actions 

stated, relating to both the EXEmplary projects and the Focus Groups.  These range from 

Priority 1, which represents an ‘essential’ action that should be completed within the next 

year; Priority 2, which is ‘desirable’ and should be started within the year but not necessarily 

completed; to, Priority 3, which is ‘optional’ and should merely be underway within the year.  

Secondly, it identifies the forthcoming development of an EEMP Business Plan.  This is to run 

from 2006, and is intended to guide the work of the Partnership on a 3 year rolling  
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Table 6.1 EXEmplary Projects 2004-2005 

 

Project 
 

Comment 

Exe-Press Newsletter On-going bi-annual production and distribution of EEMP 
newsletter. 

Exe Estuary Handbook On-going promotion and distribution of EEMP handbook 
containing useful information for locals and visitors on all 
aspects of the estuary. 

Website On-going maintenance and provision of up-to-date 
information on the EEMP.  Provide new Information Gateway 
Facility. 

Who’s Who Information 
contacts database 

On-going maintenance of up-to-date Contacts database for 
use by the Estuary Officer and the Focus Group Chairmen. 

Who’s Who Information – 
Exe-Press 

Print Who’s Who leaflet with Exe-Press newsletter as 
necessary due to changes in representatives of the JAC. 

Exe Estuary Cycleau Project Develop 4 phases of the Cycleau project: Information 
Gateway; State of the Environment Mapping; review of the 
Management Plan; and, interpretation and education work. 

What is the Exe Estuary 
Management Partnership? 
Leaflet 

Design, print and distribute new awareness leaflet.  

Funding Memorandum of 
Agreement 

Seek agreement from local authorities and statutory bodies 
on the JAC to an MOA including funding commitment. 

Public Awareness Survey Extend 2004 pilot. 

Protocol on Planning 
Applications 

Prepare a Protocol for the EEMP’s involvement in planning 
applications. 

 

 

 

Table 6.2 The Exe Estuary Cycleau Project: Capacity-building Objectives 

 

Objectives 
 

Comment 

State of the Environment 
report 

To provide stronger baselines and foundations for the 

Management Plan, through ‘profiling and risk assessment’. 
Exe Estuary Geographic 
Information System (GIS) 

Initiated by the INTERREG IIC LOSPAN (Local Spatial 
Planning) project to provide a tool for management planning. 

Promote GIS Both as a tool to decision-making organizations, teachers and 
the local community. 

Review Exe Estuary 
Management Plan 

Develop holistic series of ‘visioning workshops’ to enable the 
building of a management framework and target setting. 

Create Information Gateway 
on the EEMP website  

To indicate sources of information about the estuary. 

Undertake outdoor education 
work 

To increase awareness of the value of the site. 

Scoping study for the 
location of a visitor centre 

Exmouth Local Nature Reserve visitor / education centre 

Dawlish Warren visitor 
centre 

Invest in new interpretation facilities 

EEMP Plan Publish and disseminate new Plan. 
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programme.  The Business Plan is currently under consultation but is intended to coincide 

with the adoption of a revised Management Plan.  The Business Plan identifies both mission 

and vision statements for the EEMP, as identified in Box 6.1. 

 

 

BOX 6.1 EEMP Business Plan Mission and Vision (EEMP, 2005) 

     

Mission 

• To provide, maintain and develop the EEMP as a service to aid delivery of integrated 

management. 

• To advocate Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) through individual project 

delivery. 

 

Vision 

• Establish secure mechanisms for all those interested in the use and management of 

the Exe to work closely together to deliver a sustainable future. 

 

 

 

 

To conclude this introductory overview of the Exe Estuary Management Partnership it can be 

stated that in the original 1998 Plan, the EEMP recognised that it might not be successful in 

its original format and that, as such, should the voluntary approach fail to meet the aims of the 

Partnership, “alternative management options should be examined, including the possible 

creation of an Exe Estuary Conservancy by a Harbour Revision Order” (EEMP, 1998).  This 

shows that from an early stage in the management process, there has been awareness that 

the EEMP might not necessarily be the best mechanism by which the estuary should be 

managed.  This awareness has been under particular consideration recently with thought 

being given to both the future direction and indeed the very existence of the EEMP.  Indeed, 

since May 2005 there has been no Estuary Officer in place.  A meeting of core funding 

partners in 2006 however has reaffirmed the need for the partnership, with immediate future 

funding now having been assured.   

 

 

6.2.1.2 Performance Scoring 

 

The results of an audit of the EEMP against the Coastal Sustainability Standard are detailed 

in Table 6.3. 
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Table 6.3 Performance Scoring for the Exe Estuary Management Partnership 

 

PRINCIPLE 1 – PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: The management system is consistent with the nature and scale of the coastal area 
Is the management system clearly and spatially 
defined in relation to relevant natural processes? 

The management area incorporates the estuary and the surrounding 
hinterland up to the 5 m contour line (EEMP Plan, 1998).  It is limited 
in area outside the mouth of the estuary, though this fits in with the 
Shoreline Management Plan and sediment cell.  The 5 m contour 
allows for the integrated sense of the interaction of land and estuary 
water, though it does not fully allow for natural processes at the 
catchment scale.   
 
The Cycleau Project 2003 – 2006 (Interreg iiib) has offered the EEMP 
an opportunity to recognise the effect of the catchment to the estuary, 
with a Catchment Profile having been completed. This is based on the 
hydrological catchment boundary and represents a more pertinent 
spatial boundary. 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
The Exe Catchment Profile (2004) 
 
See Figure 6.1 

8 

0  - No specific or clearly marked spatial boundary exists or 
has been considered to any great extent. 

3  - The spatial area has been considered in relation to 
natural processes though is not formally or clearly defined. 

7  - The spatial area has been defined clearly, though is 
not fully relevant to all natural processes. 

10 – The spatial area is clearly defined and fully relevant to 
all natural processes. 

Criterion 2: The management system is consistent with the cultural context of the coastal area 
Is the management system clearly and spatially 
defined in relation to the relevant cultural context? 

No specific assessment has been done regarding the cultural space 
relevant to the estuary.  However, the 5 m contour line allows for much 
of the relevant cultural space relating to the estuary to be included 
including the mouths of feeding tributaries and estuarial villages, 
representing the diverse communities that have evolved at the same 
time as the estuary.   
 
Intuitively the only cultural aspects missing spatially from the coverage 
would be the fishing industry, which exists outside the estuarine 
boundary.   
 
The Cycleau project, and in particular the Catchment profile also 
allows for relevant cultural information to feed into the management 
system. 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
The Exe Catchment Profile (2004) 
 
See Figure 6.1 

7 

0  - No specific or clearly marked spatial boundary exists or 
has been considered to any great extent. 
3  - The spatial area has been considered in relation to the 
cultural context though is not formally or clearly defined. 
7  - The spatial area has been defined.  However it is not 
fully relevant to the cultural context. 

10 – The spatial area is clearly defined and fully relevant to 
the cultural context. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 – PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: The management system is clearly defined with individuals and organizations having clear lines of responsibility and interaction 
Is there a clear management structure identifying 
organisations, individuals and responsibilities? 

There is a clear statement of the EEMP structure in the Management 
Plan (EEMP, 1998, Section 6).  This includes a definition of the 
approach, the role and responsibility of the different structural bodies 
and their terms of reference.  An outline of this structure is also 
included in the Annual Reports. 
 
However, the Annual Report (2005) states that there is concern in the 
JAC over the need to rationalise the system and meetings.  Further 
clarification is expected to occur in the review of the Management 
Plan.  This review currently on-going despite the fact that it was due in 
2003.  
 
The score allocated is given on the basis of the existing, and still 
operational Management Plan. 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plan 2005-2006 
 
See Figure 6.2 for a diagram of the 
EEMP structure. 

8 

0  - There is no clear or coherent management structure in 
place. 
3  - Individuals and organizations with management 
responsibility are known.  Responsibilities and interactions 
are to be determined. 
7  - Individuals and organizations with management 
responsibility have been defined including key areas of 
responsibility and interaction. 
10 - The management structure is clearly, 
comprehensively and explicitly stated.  Individuals and 
organizations with management responsibility are clearly 
defined including all areas of responsibility and interaction. 

Criterion 4: The management system takes a farsighted view 
Does the management system take a clear farsighted 
view? 

There are two central objectives stated in the Management Plan (p. 1), 
and restated elsewhere, as the raison d’etre of the EEMP.  The Annual 
Reports also state future actions and their priority in achieving them.    
 
According to the Annual Report (2005), the forthcoming Business Plan 
states a ‘vision’.   
 
The Management Plan is currently under review and it is expected that 
it will put 25-year aims in place. 
 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plan 2005-2006 

5 

0  - There is no evidence to suggest the management 
system is taking a farsighted view. 

3  - Short and long-term aims are implicit within the 
management system. 

7  - The management system contains explicitly stated 
short and long-term aims 

10 - The management system contains clearly stated short 
and long-term aims, and an explicit management ‘vision’. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 – PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 5: Management operates on the basis of a clear and detailed understanding of the area and with reference to appropriate baselines 
Does management base decisions and planning on a 
clear and comprehensive understanding of the area 
and with reference to appropriate baselines?   

The Management Plan identifies ‘issues of significance’, which detail a 
contextual understanding of all of the issues surrounding the Exe 
Estuary.  However, there has been a lack of real baseline data to 
support these issues.   
 
This is anticipated to change, however, as the State of the Exe Report 
has been published in 2006.  This will provide for a better more 
detailed analysis of issues and trends in the Exe Estuary over the past 
decade and more, though as yet the information has yet to be 
incorporated in any way.    
 
The Exe Catchment Profile also provides valuable baseline data for 
policy and decision-making, though as yet has not been incorporated.  
 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
State of the Exe Environment Report 
(2006) 
 
The Exe Catchment Profile (2004) 

5 

0  - Management does not have a clear or comprehensive 
understanding of the area.  Baselines are not considered. 
3  - Management bases decisions and planning on an 
understanding of the area.  Baselines are occasionally 
considered. 
7  - Management bases decisions and planning on a 
comprehensive understanding of the area.  Baselines are 
always considered though not always appropriately. 

10 - Management bases decisions and planning on a clear 
and comprehensive understanding of the area.  All 
decisions and planning are referenced to appropriate 
baselines. 

Criterion 6: Objectives are focussed on the most significant issues facing coastal sustainability 
Are the objectives systematically identified in relation 
to their significance? 

All of the objectives are not necessarily directly linked to the 
Management Plan.  This is because they may represent issues that 
have arisen since the Plan was introduced in 1998.  It is considered 
however that they fulfil the overall objectives of sustainability. 
  
Issues and problems are prioritized through the Annual Action Plan. 
Priorities range from 1 – 3, where 1 is essential and 3 optional.  These 
are prioritized through intuition.  This is then reviewed through the 
EEMP structure.  Objectives or actions may therefore change 
significance annually.  
 
There is no assessment of the difficulties faced in achieving specific 
objectives, or of the time and resources involved.  
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 

6 

0  - Management has no stated objectives. 
3  - Management has stated objectives but these are not 
identified through any clear methodology and do not relate 
to their identifiable significance. 
7  - Management has stated objectives, identified using an 
appropriate methodology, but which do not relate fully to 
their identifiable significance. 
10 - Management has stated objectives which are clearly 
identified using an appropriate methodology and which 
relate in a detailed and transparent way to their identifiable 
significance. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 – PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 7: The management system contains short-term and long-term objectives 
Does the management system clearly contain both 
short (operational) and long-term (quality) objectives? 

This is currently rather weak since there is no specific and detailed 
statement of timeframes though this is implied on the basis of the 
prioritisation outlined in the Annual Action Plans.   
 
It is intended that there will be more consideration given to long-term 
objectives following the review of the Management Plan. 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 

3 

0  - No system objectives are stated. 

3  - Objectives are implicit to the system but are not 
specifically related to appropriate timeframes. 

7  - The system contains operational and quality objectives, 
many of which are related to appropriate timeframes. 

10 - The system contains clear and appropriate short-term 
operational objectives and long-term quality objectives. 

Criterion 8: Operational procedures exist for meeting objectives 
Are procedures and methodology clearly stated and 
appropriate to meeting the objectives?   

The procedures are set through the Action Plans though are not 
clearly stated.   
 
The methodologies and procedures are seen as being determined by 
the available finances.  This does not reflect ‘best practice’. 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 

4 

0  - There is no evidence of operational procedures or 
methodology being in place for meeting objectives. 
3  - Procedures and methodology required to meet the 
objectives are implicit. 
7  - Procedures and methodology required to meet the 
objectives are explicitly stated but limited in scope and 
efficacy. 

10 - Procedures and methodology required to meet the 
objectives are both appropriate and clearly stated. 

Criterion 9: Procedures are in place for measuring performance relative to objectives 
Are procedures in place for measuring performance 
relative to the objectives? 

Performance is measured by completion of Annual Action Plan targets. 
However, there is little or no specific measuring of performance.   
 
Exceptions include the use of the monitoring work on Zostera and crab 
tiling, and a Public Awareness Survey (2004) illustrating the success, 
or not, of communicating information and encouraging sustainable use 
of the resource. 
 
The State of the Exe Environment report also indirectly addresses this 
to some extent.  

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
The State of the Exe Environment 
Report (2006)  
 
EEMP Public Awareness Survey 
(2004) 

3 

0  - There are no procedures in place for measuring 
performance relative to objectives. 
3  - Procedures for measuring performance in some 
objectives are stated though ill defined.  The information 
gathered lacks detail. 
7  - Procedures for measuring performance in all objectives 
are stated, though information gathered lacks detail. 
10 - Tested procedures for measuring performance in all 
objectives are clear and appropriate.  Information gathered 
is sufficiently detailed. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 10: The management plan is clearly linked to a system of feedback and iterative reflection on past actions and consequences 
Does the management structure include a system of 
feedback and reflection relating to performance? 

Feedback is not clearly linked into the Plan. However, it exists through 
the meetings, such as the Joint Advisory Committees, the Officers 
Working Group and the annual Forum.  This is documented in minutes 
and all minutes are available on the website, giving it a level of 
transparency.  The Public Awareness Survey, although brief, has also 
been useful in this regard. 
 
However, the Management Plan is long overdue for its review and this 
lowers the score allocated for this criterion.  

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
EEMP Public Awareness Survey 
(2004) 

6 

0  - No system of feedback and reflection exists. 

3  - Feedback and reflection is implicit in the system. 

7  - A system of feedback and reflection is explicitly stated 
and there is some evidence of its operation. 

10 - A clear, transparent and well-defined system of 
feedback and reflection is stated and there is evidence of it 
operating effectively. 

Criterion 11: The management process is adaptive 
Can the management system adapt quickly and 
effectively in the light of either changing events or 
poor performance? 

The Annual Action Plan offers a formalised route for adaptive 
management, along with the regular meetings that enable feedback.  
However, the speed of response is limited by staff time and available 
finance.  Major changes need to be approved by the Officers Working 
Group and the JAC, thus slowing down the process. 
 
There is some evidence of adaptive behaviour in the cases of both the 
Crab tiling Code of Conduct and the Exmouth LNR.  
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
Code of Conduct for Crab Collection  

5 

0  - There is no evidence of adaptive management. 
3  - There is some evidence of management behaving 
adaptively on an ad-hoc basis. 
7  - The management system is based on the clearly 
stated principle of adaptivity and there is evidence of 
adaptive behaviour in some aspects of the system. 

10 - Management has a clear set of adaptive or learning 
based procedures.  There is evidence of the system being 
highly adaptive and responsive to making necessary and 
timely changes. 

Criterion 12: The management system is effectively audited on a regular and periodic basis 
Do competent individuals audit the management 
system on a regular and periodic basis? 

There is no official auditing but consultation and constant review by the 
Partnership representative does take place. 
 
 

 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 

4 

0  - The management system is neither audited nor 
assessed  
3  - The system is not specifically audited but is consulted 
upon sporadically. 
7  - The system is audited over specified timeframes. 
10 - Responsible and skilled persons are nominated to 
audit the system on a regular and periodic basis. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 13: The management system has a commitment to continually improve performance in the light of sustainability 
Does the system have a commitment to continually 
improve performance? 

There is an implicit commitment to improve performance with the 
Annual Report acting as a progress review of the management 
system.  

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 

3 

0  - There is no evidence of a commitment to continually 
improve. 
3  - The system has an implicit desire to continually 
improve in terms of its performance. 
7  - The system has an explicit commitment to continually 
improve in terms of its performance. 
10 - The system has an explicit and clearly defined 
commitment to improve in terms of its performance.  
Traceable annual evidence shows that this has been 
successfully achieved over a period of years. 
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: An appropriate range and diversity of stakeholders participate actively in the management process 
Do all stakeholders participate fully within the 
management system?   

There is a thorough coverage of stakeholder involvement, through the 
Officer Working Group Meetings, Focus Groups and the open Forum 
for the general public twice a year. 
 
The bi-annual Exe-Press newsletter, website, Information pack and 
Handbook, along with all other ExEmplary projects (see Action Plan) 
are geared to increase public awareness and involvement.  Quarterly 
Focus Group Chairmen meetings also represent a more official 
mechanism for information exchange. 
 
The draft State of the Environment Report (2004) includes quotes from 
local people to offer improved empowerment.  The Public Awareness 
Survey also offered an opportunity for improved involvement and 
feedback. This showed that 54% were aware of the Partnership but 
that few attended meetings.  There was some feedback that they felt 
there wasn’t enough opportunity to be heard even though there are 
opportunities through the Forum and constant contact available 
through the Exe Estuary Officer. 
 
The means of empowerment are available but could do with an 
assessment of whether this is working effectively.  This will be part of 
the review with respect to the Management Plan. 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
The State of the Exe Environment 
Report (2006) 
 
EEMP Public Awareness Survey 
(2004) 

9 

0  - The management system does not include stakeholder 
groups. 

3  - Some of the key stakeholder groups are represented in 
the management process. 

7  - All key stakeholder groups are represented and 
actively contribute in the management process. 

10 - There is a comprehensive coverage of all stakeholder 
interests participating fully and constructively in the 
management process, including all key stakeholders. 

Criterion 2: Stakeholders understand their role and responsibility within the management process 
Do stakeholders understand the management system 
and the importance of their role and responsibilities 
within the process? 

The formal Partner organizations understand the role and the 
management structure although there is some concern regarding the 
Focus Groups, and their membership.  There is also some confusion 
at the structure and function of the Focus Groups for non-key 
stakeholders.  Focus Groups are to be considered in the Management 
Plan review.   
 
Evidence can be found in the minutes of the Focus Group Chairmen. 
 
With respect to the community as a whole there is improving 
awareness of the Partnership and the Forum. 
  
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
EEMP Public Awareness Survey 
(2004) 
 
Minutes of the Focus Groups 

6 

0  - All stakeholders are confused as to the operation of the 
management system and none understand the importance 
of their role within the management system. 
3  - Some stakeholders are confused as to the operation of 
the management system and many are not fully aware of 
their role and responsibility within the management 
structure. 
7  - Most stakeholders, including all key ones, understand 
the management system and are aware of their role and 
responsibilities within the management structure. 
10 - All stakeholders understand the management system 
and are fully aware of their role and responsibilities within 
the management structure.  
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: The system of planning and decision-making is transparent 
Do stakeholders fully understand the planning and 
decision-making process? 

This process is outlined in the Management Plan and all key 
stakeholders would therefore understand it.  However, it is not so clear 
when it comes to the Partnership commenting on planning 
applications.  The Annual Action Plan 04-05 project on ‘Protocol on 
Planning Applications’ is helping improve clarity in this area.  However, 
this is still on going and has only an optional’ priority of 3.   
 
There is no formal assessment of stakeholder understanding and the 
system is best described as “generally reactive” (CPO, pers.comm, 
2004).  
 
 

 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plan 2004-2005 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plan 2005-2006 
 
CPO, pers.comm, 2004 

6 

0  - No attempt has been made to make the planning and 
decision-making process transparent to any of the 
stakeholders. 

3  - Attempts are sometimes made to make the planning 
and decision-making process transparent to the key 
stakeholders. 

7  - The planning and decision-making process is 
transparent to the key stakeholders. 

10 - The planning and decision-making process is fully 
transparent and easily understandable to all stakeholders. 
 
 

Criterion 4: There is a participatory process of conflict resolution 
Is there an appropriate mechanism for the resolution 
of disputes within the system? 

Conflict resolution has been much improved through the existence of 
Partnership.  There is a mechanism in place to be heard and ‘get at 
each other’ if stakeholders want to.   
 
Resolution, however, is still difficult and varies depending on the issue.  
For example, the relationship between EN and the mooring authorities 
is difficult in some areas.  After conducting meetings with Focus Group 
Chairmen from “opposing” interests it appeared that, for example, the 
agriculture chairman understood the conservation chairman’s point of 
view but this was not necessarily in accordance! Recreational groups 
did not necessarily seem to understand the conservationists’ point of 
view. But they were aware of each other’s positions and knew they 
had the opportunity to discuss it at EEMP meetings.  On the other 
hand, the EA/LA and shell fishermen relationship is much improved.   
 
The SOE report shows a series of quotations that illustrate 
understandings. 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
Minutes of the Focus Groups 
 
The State of the Exe Environment 
Report (2006) 

 

8 

0  - No attempts have been made to resolve conflicts or 
develop empathy and understanding to reduce conflict. 
3  - A programme is being developed to foster empathy 
and understanding and to allow for conflict resolution within 
the system. 
7  - There is an established mechanism to foster empathy 
and understanding and to allow for conflict resolution within 
the system.  This has not always acted successfully. 
10 - There is an appropriate and tested mechanism for the 
resolution of disputes between stakeholders.  All 
stakeholders fully understand and have empathy for the 
points of views of others. 
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 5: There is minimal tension between ‘top-down’ decision-making and ‘bottom-up’ aspirations 
Are there good working relationships between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups? 

The EEMP has facilitated improved knowledge of who’s who but there 
is still room for improvement in areas such as EN’s Habitats 
Regulations.  This specific area will be addressed by the Management 
Plan review. 
 
Certain organisations and individuals may feel that there is too much 
‘top down’ approach, whilst according to the Public Awareness Survey 
some individuals felt that “there were too many Chiefs and not enough 
Indians”.  
 
Otherwise, the statutory regulators generally appear to have a 
consistent and informed relationship with other stakeholders. 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
EEMP Public Awareness Survey 
(2004) 

7 

0  - Non-constructive relationships exist between statutory 
empowered regulators and other stakeholder groups.  
3  - ‘Difficult’ working relationships exist between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with regard a number of key management issues.  
However, evident attempts are being made in order to 
foster improvements in these. 
7  - ‘Good’ working relationships exist between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with regard most of the key management issues. 
10 - ‘Good’ working relationships exist between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with of the regard all management issues. 
 

Criterion 6: There is an active system of stakeholder review and feedback 
Is there a formal and explicit process available by 
which stakeholders can raise issues or problems? 

There is an established system of feedback available through the 
various meetings and the constant availability of officers to address 
any concerns. 
 
The Public Awareness Survey represents a positive first step in 
achieving a comprehensive system. 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
EEMP Public Awareness Survey 
(2004) 

9 

0  - There is no system of stakeholder review. 

3  - There is no explicit or formal system of stakeholder 
review but stakeholders are empowered to raise issues 
when the need arises. 

7  - There is a formal and periodic system of key 
stakeholder review. 

10 - There is a formal and comprehensive system of 
stakeholder review on a periodic basis.  All stakeholders 
are empowered to raise issues as and when the need 
arises. 
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 7: Decision-makers are accountable for their actions 
Are decision-makers accountable for their actions? On the whole, the EEMP makes decision-makers more accountable.  

In instances of clear responsibilities of certain decision-makers there is 
definite accountability.  It depends on the clarity of responsibilities.   
 
However, this represents a complicated issue for estuary management 
with varying LAs surrounding the estuary such that responsibility can 
easily be passed on.  Specific problems relate to abandoned boats 
and resolving pollution from outfalls with multiple inputs. 
 
There is no explicit statement of accountability. 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 

5 

0  - Decision-makers are not accountable for their actions. 
3  - Decision-makers are implicitly accountable for their 
actions to stakeholders. 
7  - Decision-makers are explicitly accountable for their 
actions to all stakeholders. Attempts are made to explain 
management outcomes. 
10 - Decision-makers are formally and explicitly 
accountable for their actions to all stakeholders and make 
regular and appropriate attempts to justify management 
outcomes to the wider public. 
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PRINCIPLE 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 
Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 

Score 

Criterion 1: Stakeholders and the community at large have easy access and opportunity to relevant coastal information and education 
Is there easy access to relevant coastal information for 
all stakeholders and the community at large? 

Low-tech dissemination includes the bi-annual Exe-Press newsletter; 
the Exe Estuary Handbook and Information pack with leaflets; and the 
use of notice boards.  
 
Hi tech dissemination includes the website.  This is thorough and 
comprehensive with all reports and meeting minutes available.  An 
Information Asset Register or Gateway is being developed, with 
Cycleau, as a metadata tool for all information relevant to the Exe 
estuary.  An electronic version should be available on the internet by 
2006. 
 
New Reports are commissioned by EEMP as demand and resources 
dictate. 
 
There is no assessment of the effectiveness of the information 
dissemination.   

 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
Bi-annual EXE-Press newsletter 
 
Exe Estuary Handbook and 
Information pack 
 
Websites: 
www.exe-estuary.org 
www.cycleau.com 
 

7 

0  - No system of information dissemination is in operation. 

3  - Dissemination using either low tech or hi tech methods 
operates on an ad-hoc basis. 

7  - A formal system of dissemination using low tech and hi 
tech methods addresses all stakeholders and the 
community at large.  

10 - A formal system of dissemination using low tech and 
hi tech methods addresses all stakeholders and the 
community at large and is operating effectively. 

Criterion 2: Information presented through the dissemination system is easily understood and interpreted correctly by different ‘cultural’ 
(occupations, advocacy etc.) groups 
Do stakeholders understand the information that is 
being passed to them?   

In some cases there may be a need for better use of terminology and 
a more simple language used. However, over all The Exe-Press 
newsletter, Handbook and leaflets are easily understandable and the 
EEMP understands the need to communicate appropriately. 
 
There is no formal or explicit system check or feedback from users of 
the information.  However, there is an intuitive understanding of how 
well this is being done and the usual direct route to the CPO is 
available to clarify understandings. 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans  
 
Bi-annual EXE-Press newsletter 
 
Exe Estuary Handbook and 
Information pack 
 
Websites: 
www.exe-estuary.org 
www.cycleau.com 

8 

0  - No system of information dissemination is in operation. 
3  - Stakeholders have misunderstandings with regard to 
the messages and information communicated to them. 
7  - Stakeholders may have some misunderstandings with 
regard to the messages and information communicated to 
them.  However, there are accessible means by which 
issues can be clarified. 

10 - All stakeholders clearly understand the messages and 
information that is passed to them. 
 
 
 
 

 

 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.cycleau.com/
http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.cycleau.com/
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PRINCIPLE 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 
Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 

Score 

Criterion 3: The general public are fully aware of the management process and understand its relevance 
Is the management process known and understood by 
the community at large? 

According to the Public Awareness Survey, which had a sample of 80, 
54% are aware of the EEMP.  However, only 43% knew that the 
estuary had any degree of conservation protection, and only 4% knew 
of EU designations.  Most were aware of there being “something to do 
with birds”. 
 
There is a requirement for greater detail to be gathered through any 
future survey. 
 
 
 

Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plan 2005-2006 
 
EEMP Public Awareness Survey 
(2004) 

7 

0  - The general public are not aware of the management 
system. 

3  - The general public are aware there is a management 
process at work but not specifically what it does, how it 
operates or what it tries to achieve. 

7  - The general public are aware there is a management 
process at work and what it is trying to achieve. 

10 - The general public fully understand the management 
process and what it is trying to achieve, and are fully 
supportive of its work.   

Criterion 4: A comprehensive range of stakeholders are fully aware of issues pertaining to coastal sustainability 
Do stakeholders understand the coastal sustainability 
issues relating to the area? 

Consideration has been given to this by the EEMP and questions were 
asked at Town & Parish meetings between 2002 and 2004.  However, 
these only related to awareness, not understanding, and on average 
50% of participants are aware of sustainability aims. 
 
An example used as evidence may be seen to be the crab tilers who 
have adopted a voluntary Code of Conduct.  This suggests an 
awareness and understanding. 
 

 

Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plan 2005-2006 
 
EEMP Public Awareness Survey 
(2004) 
 
Code of Conduct for Crab Collection 
(2005) 

6 

0  - Stakeholders are unaware of the general issues 
relating to coastal sustainability. 

3  - Stakeholders are aware of the general issues relating 
to coastal sustainability but do not understand them fully. 

7  - Stakeholders are aware of all the issues relating to 
coastal sustainability and understand many of these. 

10 - Stakeholders understand all of the issues relating to 
coastal sustainability and how this applies to their local 
coastal area 

Criterion 5: Indicators or integrated surrogate variables are used for presenting and interpreting information on environmental quality to a 
comprehensive range of stakeholders 
Are sustainability indicators used as a means by which 
information can get presented to both stakeholders 
and the community at large?   

Very little specific monitoring has been carried out in the past and 
therefore little disseminated as indicators.  However, the development 
of the State of Environment Report will be a great benefit in this 
regard. 
  
 

Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plan 2005-2006 
 
The State of the Exe Environment 
Report (2006) 
 

3 

0  - No such information is either collected or presented. 
3  - Some information relating to indicators is collected and 
presented on an ad-hoc basis. 
7  - A formal suite of indicators has been identified.  
Information relating to indicators is collected and presented 
on a regular and periodic basis.   

10 - A formal and detailed suite of indicators has been 
identified.  Information relating to these indicators is 
collected and presented on a regular, periodic and 
comprehensive basis.  An analysis and implications of 
which are fully explained. 
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PRINCIPLE 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 
Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 

Score 

Criterion 6: An outreach system of coastal sustainability education operates effectively  
Does management operate a formal outreach system 
of coastal sustainability education? 

This takes place formally through availability of information via the 
EXE-Press newsletters; Exe Estuary Handbook and Information pack; 
Exmouth LNR education warden; and, Dawlish Warren Visitor Centre 
and notice boards.  
 
The website is particularly useful to students with the statistics for site 
hits being approximately 1000 hits/month. 
 
Ad-hoc approaches are also employed with talks given to schools and 
colleges when time allows. 
 
Bidding for HLF coastal education project with DCC 
 
Overall, there is evidence of a proactive input and clear intention to 
progress. 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
Bi-annual EXE-Press newsletter 
 
Exe Estuary Handbook and 
Information pack 
 
Websites: 
www.exe-estuary.org 
www.cycleau.com 

6 

0  - There has been no attempt to educate the wider 
community about coastal sustainability. 

3  - Management offers an informal educational input into 
relevant groups and organisations. 

7  - Management operates a formal educational input into a 
range of relevant groups and organisations. 

10 - Management actively seeks to develop educational 
material, operates its own educational mechanisms and 
feeds formally into a range of relevant groups and 
organisations, and the community at large. 

Criterion 7: Communication is seen and operated as a two-way process 
Is the flow of information seen and operated as a two-
way process? 

The EEMP clearly operates a two-way communication process.  
Dissemination is comprehensive, using paper, URL electronic and oral 
2-way communication.  
 
It also receives information and responds regularly and as promptly as 
possible to individual enquiries.  
 
There will be a system consultation period with the Management Plan 
Review.  
 
 
 
 
 

 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
Bi-annual EXE-Press newsletter 
 
Exe Estuary Handbook and 
Information pack 
 
Websites: 
www.exe-estuary.org 
www.cycleau.com 

9 

0  - No active communication process exists. 

3  - The management operates an effective information 
dissemination process. 

7  - The management views communication as a two-way 
process and disseminates effectively but has no effective 
formal means of receiving responses. 

10 - The management views communication as a two-way 
process and disseminates and receives information and 
responses formally and effectively. 

 

 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.cycleau.com/
http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.cycleau.com/
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: Interactive, problem-solving techniques are employed in the analysis of relevant issues 
Are interactive, problem solving techniques employed 
when analysing coastal sustainability issues? 

The EEMP officers have used workshops and other such techniques in 
the collation of data from various disciplines in the State of 
Environment Report.  Such techniques have also been employed, to 
differing extents, in the case of Local plan review, EDDC byelaw 
review, and where the Estuary Officer has been invited to give views.  
Focus group agendas also have AOB, which can act in this way.  
 
However, in some cases stakeholder sensitivity has proved an 
obstacle.  For example, the EN consenting new barge for mussel 
harvesting decision was made with no consultation or integrated view 
considered.  

The State of the Exe Environment 
Report (2006)  
 

7 

0  - No analytical problem solving techniques have been 
considered or employed. 

3  - Formative analytical techniques have been considered 
as a means of enabling problem solving. 

7  - Formative analytical techniques have been employed 
with regards some problem solving. 

10 - Comprehensive analytical techniques are employed in 
all problem solving. 

Criterion 2: The management of the coast takes into account the impact of decision-making on its exogenous boundaries 
Does the management process take into account the 
impact of policies and decision-making on its 
boundaries? 

The boundaries act as a guide rather than a strict application but the 
EEMP Plan does recognise the impacts of the 5 m “confined” area on 
the external area and vice versa. 
 
Evidence of account being taken of the boundaries in both directions 
includes: the Salmon Action plan; the consideration of diffuse pollution; 
and the Catchment profile. 
 
Local authorities do not recognise the 5m EEMP or natural process 
boundaries in their planning process or decision-making.   
 
Shoreline Management Plans, on the other hand, do recognise their 
impact on their boundaries. 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
The State of the Exe Environment 
Report (2006) 
  
The Exe Catchment Profile (2004) 
 
Lyme Bay Shoreline Management 
Plan. 

6 

0  - No consideration has been given to the relevance of 
boundaries or to the impact of policies and decision-
making across them. 

3  - Management understands the need to take into 
account and review the impact of policies and decisions 
across its spatial boundaries but has little evidence of 
action. 

7  - Management actively takes into account and reviews 
the impact of its policies and decisions across its spatial 
boundaries and has evidence of acting to minimise 
negative aspects. 

10  - Management takes into account the impact of all 
decisions – intra and extra - on its boundaries and acts 
purposefully to optimise all aspects. 

Criterion 3: Vertical policy components fully accord with one another 
Is there a consistent accord between vertical policies? Some vertical links can be drawn such as from the DEFRA ICZM 

‘policy’, through the Devon County Council Structure Plan and local 
plans into EEMP in which there is some synergy.   
 
This is under review and open to improvement. 
 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
www.exe-estuary.org 

5 

0  - There is no accord between vertical policies. 

3  - Implied vertical links can be drawn between policies. 

7  - Either implicit or explicit vertical links can be drawn 
between all policies. 

10 - Explicit vertical links can be drawn between all 
policies.  

http://www.exe-estuary.org/
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 4: Horizontal policy components fully accord with one another 
Is there a consistent accord between horizontal 
policies? 

As implied by the nature of the EEMP and its structure, this is the 
subject of much activity.  Though not specifically intended to operate in 
this way, the work of the Focus Groups, reporting to the JAC and 
Forum, acts so as to draw stakeholder groups and policies together. 
 
It is acknowledged also that it is difficult when designing policies to 
make sure they’re not conflicting.  Existing policies not tested in this 
way. 
 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
www.exe-estuary.org 
 

6 

0  - There is no accord between horizontal policies. 

3  - Implied horizontal links can be drawn between policies 

7  - Either implicit or explicit horizontal links can be drawn 
between all policies. 

10 - All horizontal links relevant to coastal management are 
explicit within policies. 

Criterion 5: The coastal management process shows evident moves to develop a perceived and inherent equality between relevant disciplines 
Is there a transparent and strategic attempt to operate 
equality between different management units and 
disciplines? 

The 8 Focus Groups act to ensure that all groups have an equal voice 
with opportunities available for meetings to consider the varied issues 
of the time.  
 
However, there is no real evidence of proactive or synergistic policy 
development 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
www.exe-estuary.org 

6 

0  - There has been no attempt to operate or develop 
equality between the relevant disciplines in the 
management process. 

3  - Different units (actors) and disciplines are considered 
independently within the management process but 
communication exists between them. 

7  - Different units (actors) and disciplines are considered 
independently within the management process but take 
some transparent action to synchronize their work towards 
meeting combined objectives. 

10 - There are formal transparent mechanisms operating in 
which different disciplines are considered and through 
which work is synchronized towards meeting all objectives. 

 

 

 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.exe-estuary.org/
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 6: There is evidently a creative relationship between science and management: between those who collect and prepare evidence and 
those who act and are responsible for decision-making  
Is science directed and playing an effective role in 
achieving coastal sustainability? 

In terms of formal links, the EEMP hopes to use data that has 
relevance to its goals and use the information to reach improved 
solutions.  It has links with individuals in the scientific community and 
relays relevant information through newsletters, website, forums etc. 
The Devon Living Coasts Conference is also sometimes organised in 
combination by Plymouth University and DCC. However, there is 
generally a poor representation of academics in EEMP meetings. 
 
Partner organizations such as the EA, EN, DSFC have close liaison 
with scientific community with respect to particular issues such as the 
crab tile assessment and biotope survey etc.  The EEMP has also 
commissioned survey work such as a sub-tidal survey and has had 
meetings with Plymouth Marine Laboratory.  Through the Cycleau 
Project there is the opportunity to work more with the University of 
Exeter who are also involved in the project.  For example, Cycleau and 
the University are undergoing meetings with regards sedimentology. 
 
Overall, it is considered there is much information in the universities to 
which the EEMP don’t have access that would be useful.  However, it 
is seen that there is a cultural reticence on the part of the scientific 
community and the universities to get involved due to budget and cost 
implications.  There is room for improvement for improved 
communication between the scientific community and the “on the 
ground scientists”.   
 
Informally, there are ad-hoc relationships with both University students 
and staff that have worked well. 
 

 

Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
The State of the Exe Environment 
Report (2006) 
  
The Exe Catchment Profile (2004) 
 
Websites: 
www.exe-estuary.org 
www.cycleau.com 

4 

0  - The management system makes no attempt to enhance 
the role and contribution of science in achieving coastal 
sustainability and there is no input from the scientific 
community into the management decision-making process. 

3  - The management system gives consideration to the role 
and contribution of science in achieving coastal 
sustainability but has limited evidence of success since 
research is not generated directly by the coastal 
management needs 

7  - The management system gives consideration to the role 
and contribution of science in achieving coastal 
sustainability and has clear evidence of success with a 
mechanism in operation by which the scientific community 
are advised as to the coastal research needs. 

10 - The management system has a synergistic and 
symbiotic relationship with the scientific community in 
operating a clear mechanism by which the scientific 
community are advised as to coastal management needs.  
They therefore have a formal, constructive and synergistic 
influence on decision-making. 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.cycleau.com/
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 7: Resources are focussed on facilitating greater integration 
Does resource allocation and organisation enhance the 
potential for integration? 

The EEMP is geared to facilitate greater integration.  However, one of 
the key problems facing the CP is the need to find funding in order to 
exist.  The CPO described this as “begging” (CPO pers.comm, 2004). 
 
Resource allocation within other statutory bodies can also make this 
more difficult.  For example, the EA stopping LEAPs has not helped 
the cause of integration. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
CPO pers.comm, 2004 
 
www.exe-estuary.org 

4 

0  - There is no evidence of resources being allocated to 
enable greater integration. 

3  - Resource allocation has not operated explicitly to 
enable further integration but some enhancement has 
occurred. 

7  - Resource allocation has taken some explicit and 
transparent steps to enhance integration. 

10 - Resource allocation is explicitly focussed on the 
enhancement of integration in all areas. 
 

Criterion 8: There are continued improvements in integration 
Is there evidence of continuing improvements in 
integration? 

The EEMP process has enabled greater integration through bringing 
individuals and organizations together.  Examples include the 
development of the Kite Surfers Code of Practice and the Bathymetric 
Survey in May 2005, which required collaboration from a variety of 
organizations. 
 
However, it is difficult to show continual improvement or trace specific 
developments.  
 

 
 
 

Kite Surfers Code of Practice 
 
Bathymetric Survey (2005) 

5 

0  - There is no evidence of integration occurring. 

3  - There is some evidence of integration occurring but not 
that there is on-going or continual improvement. 

7  - There is some evidence of integration occurring and of 
continual improvement with regard all key issues. 

10  - Integration is a core focus of the management system 
and there is strong evidence of comprehensive on-going 
improvements taking place with regard all issues. 
 
 

 

 

 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: The management system has a clear legal basis 
Does the management system have a clear legal 
basis? 

The EEMP is non-statutory though some partners have legal and 
statutory responsibilities.  The EEMP must fit in with these 
organizations or fill in gaps that are not covered by the existing 
legislation. 
 
However, a Memorandum of Agreement, signed in July 2004, legally 
binds organisations to work as a partnership and therefore provides 
legal basis for the structure, delivery and funding of the Management 
Plan. 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
Exe Estuary Partnership 
Memorandum of Agreement (2004) 
 
www.exe-estuary.org 

7 

0  - The management system has no statutory or legally 
defined basis. 

3  - The management system has no statutory or legally 
defined basis but brings together some of those 
organizations who have statutory responsibility. 

7  - The management system operates as a process that 
brings together all of those organizations with statutory 
responsibility.  For some particular issues, it acts as a 
legally defined entity. 

10 - The management system operates wholly and 
comprehensively as a legally defined entity. 
 

Criterion 2: The coastal environment is regulated effectively 
Does evidence prove that the coastal environment is 
being effectively regulated? 

Information is available through the Catchment profile and the SOE 
reporting, or obtained through consultation with partners.  For 
example, EN supplies Condition Assessments of SSSI and SPA that 
show environmental improvements of the area.  EA provide 
information on Bathing Waters, Shellfish Hygiene, Shellfish Waters.   
 
The Dawlish Warren Nature Reserve has a guide to water use. 
 
Information is lacking for tourism and agriculture.  Generally economic 
information is poor as a result of the 5 m boundary creating 
measurement difficulties. 

The State of the Exe Environment 
Report (2006) 
  
The Exe Catchment Profile (2004) 
 
Dawlish Warren Nature Reserve: 
Guide to Water Use 
 
Code of Conduct for Crab Collection 
(2005) 
 
Kite Surfers Code of Conduct. 
 
Websites: 
www.exe-estuary.org 
www.cycleau.com 

 

6 

0  - Information is not available. 
3  - Information is available but inconclusive 
7 - Information is centrally available and shows some 
environmental improvements over the last 5 years. 

10 - Long period information is centrally directed and 
available showing consistent and comprehensive 
environmental improvements resulting from regulation. 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.cycleau.com/
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: Organisations and institutions involved in coastal management promote the stewardship and efficiency of use of natural resources 
Does the management system encourage the efficient 
use of natural resources in carrying out its actions? 

There is no specific commitment to resource efficiency but this is 
implicit within the EEMP.  
 
There is a need to develop monitoring, indicators and targets with 
defined timescale(s) in order to be able to assess but there is limited 
evidence in the form of the Crab Collectors Code of Conduct and the 
Kite Surfers Code of Conduct.  
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
Code of Conduct for Crab Collection 
(2005) 
 
Kite Surfers Code of Conduct.  
 
www.exe-estuary.org 

5 

0  - Resource efficiency is not agreed as a driving principle 
behind the management process and there is no evidence 
to show its promotion. 
3  - Resource efficiency is an implied principle of the 
management process. There is some limited evidence of 
its operation. 
7  - Resource efficiency is agreed to as a driving principle 
of the management process and there is some evidence of 
its operation. 
10 - Resource efficiency is agreed to as a driving principle 
of the management process and there is comprehensive 
and transparent evidence of its operation. 
 
 

Criterion 4: The coastal management system uses the best practicable means with which to achieve its objectives 
Can the management system show evidence of 
operating the best practicable means in carrying out 
its actions? 

Though reference is made to the use of best practice guidance in the 
Management Plan (p.6), from relevant authorities such as the EN, it is 
really an implied principle rather than an explicitly stated one. 
 
The CPO also acknowledges that it is “ resource funding dependent” 
and that there is a lack of political support.  This is obviously subject to 
change given the democratic nature of local government.    
 
However, in the very operation of the EEMP, it is fulfilling practice 
proposed by PPG 20 as best means forward in coastal management.  

 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Department of the Environment 
(1992b) Planning Policy Guidance 
20: Coastal Planning. 
 
CPO pers.comm, 2004 

5 

0  - The best practicable means is not agreed as a driving 
principle behind the management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its operation. 

3  - The best practicable means is an implied principle of 
the management process.  There is some limited evidence 
of its operation. 

7  - The best practicable means is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process and there is some 
evidence of its operation. 

10 - The best practicable means is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process and there is 
comprehensive and transparent evidence of its operation. 
 
 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 5: The management system evidently employs a ‘precautionary approach’ 
Can the management system show evidence of 
operating the precautionary principle in the absence of 
sufficient information? 

The adoption of a ‘precautionary approach’ is referred to in the 
Management Plan (p.10), but there is limited evidence of such an 
application.  Examples that could be cited include the Crab tiling Code 
of Conduct and the Kite surfers Code of Conduct. 
 
Examples are also available of where it has not been used, such as of 
the Exmouth marina redevelopment on a sand spit; dredging in the 
inter-tidal area without surveying or knowledge of the sub-tidal 
habitats. 
 
There is no explicit statement of the precautionary approach being 
cited as a driving principle of the EEMP, though this is implicit in the 
role of the CPO and the Partnership in general. 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Code of Conduct for Crab Collection 
(2005) 
 
Kite Surfers Code of Conduct.  

 

4 

0  - The precautionary principle is not agreed as a driving 
principle behind the management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its operation. 
3  - The precautionary principle is an implied principle of 
the management process.  There is some limited evidence 
of its operation. 
7  - The precautionary principle is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process. Operational 
procedures exist which can be used to implement a 
precautionary approach in the absence of sufficient 
information. 

10 - The precautionary principle is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process.   Operational 
procedures and measures exist which can be used to 
implement a precautionary approach in the absence of 
sufficient information.  There is comprehensive and 
transparent evidence of this operation. 
 

Criterion 6: The management system evidently applies the ‘Polluter Pays Principle’ 
Can the management system show evidence of 
operating the PPP in carrying out / enforcing its 
actions? 

There is no specific or direct reference by the EEMP to the polluter 
pays principle as this is related to the work of the EA.  However, the 
EEMP through its Water Quality Focus Group does support the 
objectives of the EA. 
 

It is also likely that the forthcoming Harbour Revision Order will give 
the EEMP a statutory role in enabling pollution prevention under the 
Port Safety Code, and therefore allow for the PPP through such duties 
as mooring charges.  
 

 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
www.exe-estuary.org 

2 

0  - The PPP is not agreed as a driving principle behind the 
management process and there is no evidence to show its 
operation. 
3  - The PPP is an implied principle of the management 
process.  There is some limited evidence of its operation. 
7  - The PPP is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process. Operational procedures exist which 
can be used to implement the PPP and there is some 
evidence of its operation. 
10 - The PPP is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process.   Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement the PPP 
and there is comprehensive and transparent evidence of 
its operation. 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 7: The risks to sustainability associated with coastal management policies and decision-making is as low as reasonably practicable 
Can the management system show evidence of 
carrying out risk assessments in relation to its policies 
and decisions? 

Though not directly stated in the Management Plan, the EEMP has 
only recently started considering Risk Assessments (RA).  However, in 
related management systems then it is evident and formal.  For 
example, RAs are and will be carried out through the Cycleau Project 
(within cycle) and are also addressed in the Interreg IIC LOSPAN 
project.   
 

The SOE will also enable better consideration of RAs to take place. 

 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
The State of the Exe Environment 
Report (2006)  
 
Websites: 
www.exe-estuary.org 
www.cycleau.com 

4 

0  - Risk assessment is not agreed to as an important 
concept underpinning the management process and there 
is no clear evidence to show its operation.  
3  - Risk assessment is an implied principle of the 
management process. There is some limited evidence of 
its operation. 
7  - Risk assessment is agreed to as a driving principle of 
the management process. Operational procedures exist 
which can be used to implement risk assessment and 
there is some evidence of its operation. 
10 - Risk assessment is agreed to as a driving principle of 
the management process. Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement risk 
assessment and there is comprehensive and transparent 
evidence of its operation. 

 
Criterion 8: The management system gives due consideration to the life cycle and impact of coastal activities 
Can the management system show evidence of 
carrying out life cycle analysis in relation to its policies 
and decision-making? 

Though not directly stated in the Management Plan, the EEMP is only 
just considering Life Cycle Analysis (LCA) through the Management 
Plan Review.   
 
However, in related management systems then it is evident and 
formal, with LCA being carried out through the Cycleau Project (within 
cycle).  
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
The State of the Exe Environment 
Report (2006) 
  
The Exe Catchment Profile (2004) 
 
Websites: 
www.exe-estuary.org 
www.cycleau.com 

3 

0  - LCA is not agreed to as an important concept 
underpinning the management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its operation.  
3  - LCA is an implied principle of the management 
process.  There is some limited evidence of its operation. 
7  - LCA is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process. Operational procedures exist which 
can be used to implement LCA and there is some evidence 
of its operation. 
10 - LCA is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process. Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement LCA and 
there is comprehensive and transparent evidence of its 
operation. 

 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.cycleau.com/
http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.cycleau.com/
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 9: There is a sufficient budget for the management system to operate successfully 
Is there an appropriate resource budget available for 
the successful operation of the management system in 
absolute terms? 

Up until 2005 there has been a budget sufficient for the employment of 
the Officer and an assistant but not for much additional work.   
 
The CPO described accessing funds as “begging” (CPO pers.comm, 
2004). 
 
Some funds were sought through external bids e.g. LIFE, Cycleau and 
LOSPAN, Crown Estate, EN, EA, HLF.  Thus there has been a need to 
out source to fund projects. 
 
As stated in the introductory overview, there has recently been 
consideration given to the future direction of the EEMP, but a meeting 
of core funding partners in 2006 has reaffirmed the need for the 
partnership and for future funding to be provided.  The extent of this is 
however unknown and thus explains the score awarded for this 
criterion.    
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
Exe Estuary Partnership 
Memorandum of Agreement (2004) 
 
CPO pers.comm, 2004 
 
www.exe-estuary.org 

3 

0  - There is an insufficient budget available for the 
operation of the management system to achieve any 
relative success. 
3  - A core budget is available for the operation of the 
management system but this is insufficient to achieve 
relative success with respect to all of its short-term goals. 
7  - A core budget is available for the operation of the 
management system that is sufficient to support and 
achieve all its short-term goals. 
10 - A core budget is available for the operation of the 
management system that is sufficient to support and 
achieve both its short term and long-term goals 
successfully in absolute terms. 

 
Criterion 10: Management adopts an ecosystem approach to operating 
Is there an attempt to adopt an ecosystem approach to 
management? 

The EEMP is striving to achieve this though there is very little progress 
to date. 
 
The Dawlish Warren Guide for Water Users does however represent 
one example of such an approach being attempted. 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
Dawlish Warren Nature Reserve: 
Guide to Water Use 
 
www.exe-estuary.org 

4 

0  - The ecosystem approach has not been considered in 
relation to the management of the coastal area. 
3  - The ecosystem approach is being viewed in a 
constructive manner but with no evidence of its practicable 
employment. 
7  - The ecosystem approach is being viewed in a 
constructive manner.  There is some evidence of its 
practicable employment. 
10 - The ecosystem approach is being operated in a 
comprehensive manner. 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.exe-estuary.org/
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: Coastal management conserves, protects and restores the health and integrity of coastal biodiversity  
Does coastal management conserve, protect and 
restore the health and integrity of coastal biodiversity? 

The EEMP explicitly states its intent to conserve the condition of the 
protected areas of the Exe Estuary and ensure the health of the entire 
ecosystem.  
 
An example of an attempt to achieve this is the Kite Surfers Code of 
Conduct, which aims at preventing disturbance to other users and on 
feeding birds (Wigeon, Brent geese etc.) at certain times of the year. 
 
There is some evidence of generic improvements in the SOE and 
Catchment Profile. 
 
 
 

 

 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
The State of the Exe Environment 
Report (2006) 
  
The Exe Catchment Profile (2004) 
 
Kite Surfers Code of Conduct. 
 
Websites: 
www.exe-estuary.org 
www.cycleau.com 

7  

0  - Coastal management has no commitment to the 
conservation of biodiversity. 
3  - Coastal management has an implicit commitment to 
the conservation of biodiversity.  There is some limited 
evidence of its operation. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
commitment to the conservation of biodiversity.  
Procedures exist which can be used to implement this and 
some evidence of success in its operation. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
commitment to the conservation of biodiversity.  
Procedures and measures exist which can be used to 
implement this, with comprehensive evidence of enacting 
this commitment and success in its outcomes. 
Criterion 2: Environmental and economic policies and decision-making take into account social ‘fairness’ 
Does coastal management have a commitment for 
environmental and economic decisions to take into 
account ‘social fairness’? 

There is an implicit acceptance of this commitment and the need to 
recognise the environmental and economic decisions.  Indeed, the 
EEMP hopes to evaluate the Value of the Exe to highlight its economic 
value as an environmental resource, e.g. the value of Exe estuary for 
the fishing industry.  There has also been an Access strategy report on 
limited access to recreational resource produced. 
 
This commitment, though not explicit, is improving through the Cycleau 
work. 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
EEMP Access Strategy 
 
Websites: 
www.exe-estuary.org 
www.cycleau.com 

4 

0  - There is no commitment to accept social ‘fairness’. 
3  - Coastal management has an implied commitment to 
social ‘fairness’.  There is some limited evidence of its 
operation. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
social ‘fairness’.  Operational procedures exist which can 
be used to implement and consider social ‘fairness’ and 
some evidence of its operation. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
social ‘fairness’.  Operational procedures and measures 
exist which can be used to implement and consider social 
‘fairness’ with comprehensive and transparent evidence of 
enacting this commitment and success in its outcomes. 
 

 

 

 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.cycleau.com/
http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.cycleau.com/
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: Coastal management protects and enhances optimum environmental quality with regard to its impact upon employment, income and 
wealth generation  
Does coastal management protect and enhance 
optimum environmental quality with regard to its 
impact upon employment, income and wealth 
generation? 

The Partnership and the Focus Groups try to conserve and enhance 
environmental quality whilst still enabling the economic activities that 
increase the diversity of the resource use of the estuary, such as 
fisheries, mariculture, agriculture and tourism. The aim is, where 
possible, to integrate these areas so as to be mutually beneficial.  
 
Improving the environmental quality will ensure the maintenance of 
employment and income with respect to tourism and fishing.  An 
example of this being challenged is in the case of pontoon 
developments. 
 
Local authority proposals give limited recognition to long-term 
environmental quality needs.   
 
The CPO considers that all three economic indicators come first in the 
development and application of the policies for coastal developments.  
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
CPO, pers.comm, 2004 
 
www.exe-estuary.org 

4 

0  - Coastal management does not consider environment 
quality with regard to its impact on employment, income 
and wealth generation. 
3  - Coastal management has an underlying acceptance of 
the need to consider environmental quality with regard to 
its impact on employment, income and wealth generation 
and some limited evidence to support its operation. 
7  - Coastal management has a commitment to consider 
environmental quality with regard to its impact on 
employment, income and wealth generation.  Procedures 
exist which can be used to implement this and some 
evidence of its operation. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
consider environmental quality with regard to its impact on 
employment, income and wealth generation.  Procedures 
and measures exist which can be used to implement this, 
with comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
effectively. 

 
 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/


 167 

 

PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 4: Coastal management conserves and maintains cultural heritage 
Does coastal management seek to maintain the 
cultural heritage of the area? 

Cultural heritage is sought through maintaining historical uses of the 
estuary such as winkling and maintaining the estuary so that it can 
continue to be used for long-lived activities.   The archaeological and 
built heritage is outlined in the EEMP (p.27) and has a policy of 
ensuring due regard to archaeology and heritage issues and 
encourage awareness of such issues (p.62). 
 
There is an acknowledgement that the EEMP should enable a Phase 
1 archaeology survey but this has so far not been done.  It would also 
be beneficial to enable character appraisals for villages. 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
www.exe-estuary.org 

7 

0  - Coastal management has no commitment to conserve 
or maintain cultural heritage. 
3  - Coastal management has an implicit commitment to 
conserve cultural heritage. There is some limited evidence 
of its operation and success. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
conserve cultural heritage. Procedures exist which can be 
used to implement this and there is some evidence of its 
operation and success. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
conserve cultural heritage.  Procedures and measures 
exist which can be used to implement this, with 
comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
effectively. 
Criterion 5: Coastal management improves the equity of coastal communities and maintains development options and opportunities for 
generations to follow 
Does coastal management have a commitment or 
intention to maintain and improve both intra and inter-
generational equity? 

Since the key purpose of the EEMP is to protect the common asset, a 
case could be made for an implicit commitment to both intra and inter-
generational equity.  However, the EEMP does not recognise this as a 
commitment as sees itself as having very limited ability to affect 
change. 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 1 

0  - Coastal management does not consider or accept a 
commitment to improve social equity. 
3  - Coastal management has an implicit commitment to 
both intra and inter-generational social equity. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
both intra and inter-generational social equity.  Procedures 
exist which can be used to implement this and there is 
some evidence of its operation and success. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
intra and inter-generational social equity.  Procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement this, with 
comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
effectively. 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/


 168 

 

PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 6: Coastal management optimises the ‘quality of life’ 
Does coastal management attempt to improve the 
‘quality of life’? 

The ‘quality of life’ is neither assessed nor considered in the existing 
plan, but there is a recognition that it should be.   
 
Index of Multiple Deprivation represent a roundabout route to Q of L 
figures and is available through the catchment profile and SOE. 
 
Any forthcoming Public Awareness Survey is likely to be developed 
further to include such questions. 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
The State of the Exe Environment 
Report (2006) 
  
The Exe Catchment Profile (2004) 
 
www.exe-estuary.org 

3 

0  - Coastal management neither assesses nor considers 
the ‘quality of life’. 
3  - The ‘quality of life’ is implicitly seen as an important 
aspect of coastal management but there is no specific 
system of assessment 
7  - The ‘quality of life’ is an active consideration for the 
management system and despite not being regularly 
assessed, surrogate indications are considered generally 
favourable 
10 - The ‘quality of life’ is regularly assessed and showing 
relative improvements over time 
Criterion 7: Temporal variations in the coastal system are effectively managed  
Are temporal variations in the coastal system 
managed effectively? 

Economically, there is seasonality in the summer months but this is not 
particularly evident in all areas, whilst other tourist towns may be 
evidently quiet in the winter months.   This takes a variety of forms but 
many activities are now all year round such as kite surfing, hovpods, 
and new ‘weekend’ housing.  
 
There is no immediate action, at present, to address though the CPO 
considers that the Management Plan Review will include zoning to 
recognise spatial and temporal variation between recreation and 
conservation.  For example, the relationship between eel grass and 
windsurfing at Exmouth Local Nature Reserve. 
 
 

CPO, pers.comm, 2004 
 
Code of Conduct for Crab Collection 
(2005) 
 
Kite Surfers Code of Conduct. 

5 

0  - There are marked temporal variations in the coastal 
system but these are not considered by the management 
system. 
3  - The management system considers some temporal 
variations in the coastal system. 
7  - The management system considers all temporal 
variations in the coastal system and is actively concerned 
with redressing any negative impacts.  Some 
improvements are evident. 
10 - The management system considers temporal 
variations in the coastal system and is actively seeks to 
redress any negative impacts.  This is evidentially and 
comprehensively successful. 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/


 169 

 

PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 8: Policies and decisions are made through negotiation with due consideration being given to the relative importance of environmental, 
social and economic interests 
Coastal management considers and negotiates the 
consequent costs and benefits for environmental 
quality, social welfare and economic growth? 

Through adequate representation of the various interest groups and 
stakeholders, costs and benefits for environment, social and economic 
aspects are considered.  
 
This will be greater facilitated by the information collated on the socio-
economics of the estuary in the State of the Environment Report. 
 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
www.exe-estuary.org 

5 

0  -Coastal management makes no attempt to consider or 
negotiate relative costs and benefits of environmental 
quality, social welfare and economic growth. 
3  - Coastal management considers the relative costs and 
benefits of environmental quality, social welfare and 
economic growth.  
7  - Coastal management actively considers the relative 
costs and benefits of environmental quality, social welfare 
and economic growth.  There is some evidence of success 
in achieving constructively negotiated decisions. 
10 - Coastal management actively considers all the relative 
costs and benefits of environmental quality, social welfare 
and economic growth, and elicits a constructively 
negotiated and aggregated decision in a clear and 
transparent way. 
Criterion 9: Stakeholders representing environmental, social and economic interests consider trade-offs to be appropriate 
Do stakeholders perceive and understand the trade-
offs made with regard environment quality, social 
welfare and economic growth? 

Stakeholders understand trade-offs but do not necessarily like it.   For 
example, recreational users of the estuary understand the need for 
environmental designations but also feel it encroaches on their ability 
to enjoy the estuary.   
 

 

 
 

EEMP Management Plan (1998) 
 
Exe Estuary Annual Report and 
Action Plans 
 
www.exe-estuary.org 

6 

0  - Stakeholders are unaware of trade-offs between issues 
of environment quality, social welfare and economic 
growth. 
3  - Stakeholders are aware of trade-offs between 
environment quality, social welfare and economic growth 
but do not fully understand them. 
7  - Stakeholders are aware and understand trade-offs 
between environment quality, social welfare and economic 
growth. 
10 - Stakeholders are aware, understand and fully endorse 
trade-offs between environment quality, social welfare and 
economic growth. 
 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/
http://www.exe-estuary.org/
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6.2.1.3 Analysis 

 

Principle 1:  Planning 

 

The performance scoring table, Table 6.3, shows how each of the 13 criteria representing the 

principle of planning, were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.3, with the 

average for the principle being 5.15.  

 

 

Figure 6.3 Planning criteria performance scores 
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Such a score does not of course meet the achievement standard of 7; and indeed, only 3 of 

the criteria actually attain a score of 7 or more.  However, there is some evidence of 

constructive management.  Of the 3 ‘successful’ criteria, the definition of the management 

area, or study area as it is referred to, scores well, particularly with respect to the natural and 

physical processes.   This requirement to govern environmental processes at appropriate 

scales is seen as an important one, as defined by the ‘scale matching’ principle (Principle 2) 

of the ‘Lisbon Principles’ (Costanza et al., 1998).  Indeed, it represents a difficult challenge to 

draw together all of the relevant natural process into one management area since defining 
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these in themselves can prove problematic.  In fact, it is only over the last decade that 

sediment processes have been able to be mapped to enable discrete sediment cells to be 

identified.   

 

It has also largely been the case that coastal management initiatives have historically only 

focussed on the very littoral understanding of coastal areas and thus not included the wider 

influence of total catchment areas.  The EEMP area, though it is defined by the 5 m contour, 

includes both the relevant sediment cell and, through the Cycleau project, detailed 

referencing to the Exe catchment area.    Similarly from the cultural perspective, though no 

specific cultural consideration was given to the management area boundaries, the Cycleau 

project has enabled a wider context to be given.  It should be noted, in any case, that with 

respect to the boundaries generally, the EEMP also refers to recognition that “any issue 

further afield will be considered...where it relates to the study area” (EEMP, 2005).   

 

The only other criterion that reaches the achievement standard, C3, is concerned with the 

management structure.  This structure is clearly stated and diagrammatically represented and 

includes reference to the roles and responsibilities of the relevant organizations.  

 

Of the criteria that fall slightly below the attainment score, C6 assesses the identification, 

prioritisation and significance of management objectives, which in the case of the EEMP are 

stated with priorities assigned through the Annual Action Plans.  Other criteria relating to the 

operation of the objectives however can be seen to score lowly.  For example, C7 referring to 

the relationship between the objectives and specific timeframes, scores lowly since no 

timeframes are set, and prioritisation can be described as both intuitive and subject to 

alteration.  C8 refers to procedures for meeting objectives and C9 refers to the measurement 

of performance in relation to the objectives.  Both of these lack clear definition and indeed, in 

relation to the criteria relating to management objectives, it can be summarised that overall 

there is a lack of definition.      

 

By contrast, in what might appear to be a paradox, the criterion C4, which assesses the ability 

of the management system to consider the future, both through short and long term aims, 

scored slightly better since the forthcoming Business Plan does in fact include the statement 

of a ‘vision’, as a long term aspiration, as well as an intent to include 25 year aims in place for 

the next Management Plan.  Such a concern for the future is a central plank in the overall 

concept of sustainability.    

 

Of the other criteria that score reasonably well, C10 relates to the system of feedback and 

review inherent in the management process.  The latter may be considered a surprising score 

given that the Management Plan has been in operation since 1998 and was due for review 

after 5 years, and indeed the score of 6 that has been allocated is lower than would have 
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been the case.  However, it is clear that generally the established process has the capacity to 

be iterative and that several points can be raised in support of the performance.  Firstly, for 

example, the Public Awareness Survey carried out in 2004 represents a positive step in 

achieving feedback and is both additional and supportive to those mechanisms already 

existing.  Secondly, one reason for the delay in reviewing the management system overall 

has been the establishment of the Cycleau project, which can be seen as highly 

complimentary to the work of the EEMP and would therefore only benefit any future review.  It 

makes sense therefore to wait until this project can aid in the next EEMP management plan.   

 

A point of concern in relation to the future prosperity and existence of the EEMP should be 

raised however, in that the Partnership has been without a CPO since May 2005, and it was 

only at a meeting in early 2006 that core funding partners reaffirmed its need and kick started 

the process with the necessary funding.  The desire for the Partnership’s continuation could 

be seen to reflect both its apparent and relative success achieved previously, but also the 

fragile nature of a voluntary process that is constrained by the available funding.  That this is 

the case is supported by the nature of the methodologies and procedures in place to meet the 

Partnerships objectives, which as identified in C 8, lack in definition and are determined by 

available finances.  Overall, it can be concluded that a failure to access funding in 2006 would 

undoubtedly have spelt the end of the EEMP, and made any assessment of the process 

unnecessary. 

 

Finally, other criteria that scored poorly under this principle include C12 and C13.  These 

reflect both a lack of appropriate auditing, and no specific statement of intent of the need to 

continually improve management performance. 

 

 

Principle 2:  Participation 

 

The performance scoring table shows how each of the 7 criteria representing the principle of 

participation were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.4, with the average for 

the principle being 7.14, a score that shows that the EEMP achieves the Standard 

achievement mark for the principle.  

 

Two of the criteria score particularly highly.  Firstly, C1 relates to the range and diversity of 

stakeholders involved in the process and can be seen as fundamental to the success of 

managing this principle.  This criterion refers to both the strategic view to stakeholder 

involvement as well as to the real evidence of stakeholder diversity and participation.  In 

terms of the EEMP, it was clear that a holistic view of participation prevails and that this is 

reflected in the level and extent of stakeholder involvement. 
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Figure 6.4 Participation criteria performance scores 
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The criterion C6, also scores highly in relation to the system of feedback available to these 

stakeholders.  This criterion, it should be noted, may appear to have similarities to C10 under 

the principle of planning and indeed it does.  However, there is also a difference in 

perspective, which affects both the evidence and scoring.  To explain, C10 under planning 

specifically relates to an iterative reflection on the performance of the partnership with respect 

to its purposeful actions, whereas C6 under participation is more general in relating to the 

feelings and opinions of stakeholders.  Clearly, these opinions in some way may be 

considered as evidence of performance.  However, this would only be to a certain extent, and 

hard evidence in the form of proven results must also be considered as well. 

 

The remainder of the criteria also score reasonably well, being all within at most one mark of 

the achievement standard.  That is, all apart from C7, which relates to the accountability of 

decision makers, and scores 5.  In a way, this criterion relates to an acceptance of 

responsibility on the part of organizations and individuals, as much as to stakeholders having 

recourse to hold decision makers to account.  In the case of the EEMP, specific issues were 



 174 

highlighted that indicate that there is little explicit or accepted accountability, which can lead to 

clearly identifiable and specific problems.  This lack of accountability could be attributed to the 

nature of the voluntary approach that is the modus operandi of the EEMP. 

 

 

Principle 3:  Communication 

 
The performance scoring table shows how each of the 7 criteria representing the principle of 

communication were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.5, with the average 

for the principle being 6.57. 

 

 

Figure 6.5 Communication criteria performance scores 
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Communication, therefore, scores only slightly less than the standard achievement mark.  

Since there are clear linkages between participation and communication, however, this is 

perhaps not surprising.  The highest scoring criterion is that of C7 which relates to the 

strategic view of the management system as to its role with regard communication.  Since the 

EEMP operates a range of communication and dissemination techniques and is open to 

receiving and responding to a range of individual enquiries it is clear that management sees 
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its role in terms of a two-way process and this is reflected elsewhere throughout the scoring of 

this principle. 

 

This is supported, for example, by the criterion C3, relating to public awareness of the 

Partnership.  A Public Awareness Survey, carried out in 2004, showed that 54% of the 

sample were aware of the EEMP.  Admittedly, few really understood very much about its role 

but this of course represents part of the on-going challenge ahead for ICZM.  Indeed, as part 

of the continuing objective of improving communication and information dissemination, the 

Partnership intends to target both awareness and understanding through its various high-tech 

and low-tech mechanisms, and indeed foster new ones such as information centres.  The role 

of Devon County Council in this is also going to be considered. 

 

Only one criterion scored particularly lowly under the principle of communication and that was 

C5, relating to the use and dissemination of indicators.  This is an area where big 

improvements may be expected in the forthcoming years since information is being collected, 

in conjunction with Cycleau, in the form of the State of the Exe report.  Thus far, however, 

very little has been done by way of disseminating information relating to relevant indicators 

and much less by way of interpreting this information and transposing it into management 

actions. 

 

 
Principle 4:  Integration 

 

The performance scoring table shows how each of the 8 criteria representing the principle of 

integration were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.6, with the average for the 

principle being 5.38.  The performance of the EEMP with respect to integration is therefore 

similar to that in planning. 

 

Only one of the eight criteria under this principle achieves the desired standard: namely C1, 

relating to the use of analytical problem solving techniques.  Such techniques should enable a 

greater degree of creativity in analysis, ‘joined up thinking’ and also focus attention onto 

specific problems.  The EEMP can show evidence of a variety of techniques having been 

used and are therefore scored accordingly. 

 

Although no other criteria meet the standard attainment mark, there are a number of criteria 

that score reasonably well such as C2, relating to the impact of management decision making 

over its spatial boundaries; C4, relating to horizontal integration; and C5, relating to attempts 

to develop greater equality between the different sectoral interests.  Relatively good 

performance in these areas is perhaps not surprising since, in essence, the very purpose of 

the Partnership is to enhance integration between the different competing interests and 

thereby to reduce conflicts over the contested space of the estuary.  One area of integration 



 176 

that does appear to perform less well however, is that of vertical integration, as denoted by 

C3.   

 

 

Figure 6.6 Integration criteria performance scores 
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Overall the criterion C8 highlights the evidence of continued improvements in integration, and 

indicates that there would appear to be plenty of room for improvement in relation to 

integration.  The fact that this is the case could be explained in terms of the available 

resources allocated to achieve this aim (C7), which in relation to the EEMP, is noted as being 

problematic.  Indeed, ad-hoc relations such as between the EEMP and the scientific 

community (for example, the universities and the Plymouth Marine Laboratory) appear to 

work well, but due to budgetary implications, it has proved difficult for formal or regular project 

based relationships to be established.  With respect to C8, the relatively low score can also 

be attributed to the difficulty in tracing any particular developments over time that could 

identify continued improvements in integration. 
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Principle 5:  Responsibility 

 

The performance scoring table shows how each of the 10 criteria representing the principle of 

integration were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.7, with the average for the 

principle being 4.3, which represents the lowest score of the six principles. 

 

 

Figure 6.7 Responsibility criteria performance scores 
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This low score for the principle overall can be seen to relate to the fact that a number of the 

criteria included under this principle are concerned with the accepted tools and techniques 

employed more widely in environmental management.  For example, C7 is concerned with 

risk assessment, whereas C8 is concerned with life cycle analysis.  Traditionally, these tools 

have not been employed to any great extent in coastal management initiatives and as a result 

their role in the EEMP has been marginal.  This could be explained by a lack of resources and 

strategic support for ICZM initiatives generally, and the EEMP more specifically.  In saying 

this however, it should be noted that both risk assessment and life cycle analysis are under 

consideration as a result of the work of the Cycleau project, and therefore this bodes well for 

their future incorporation into the management process.   
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Of the other criteria, C4, relating to the use of ‘best practice’ scores moderately despite being 

stated in the Management Plan.  The reason being that there is only evidence of its 

application with regards certain aspects of management.  For example, it could be argued 

that the operation of a participatory and networking approach to coastal management should 

be cited as positive evidence but other areas, such as the aforementioned risk analysis, are 

certainly lacking.  Similarly, the criterion C5 refers to the role and operation of the 

precautionary approach.  This ubiquitous and fundamental approach is clearly cited in the 

Management Plan and the relevant Crab Collectors and Kite Surfers Codes of Conduct 

represent some evidence of its application but overall there is as much evidence to show its 

non-application. 

 

Other noteworthy criteria include C6, which relates to the polluter pays principle, and C10, 

concerning the ecosystem approach.  These also both score lowly but for different reasons.  

Firstly, the polluter pays principle, though widely acknowledged and cited, as a beneficial 

approach to environmental management, has not been given any real consideration with 

respect to the EEMP.  This is on the basis that it is considered more a statutory and specific 

role for individual organizations, in particular the Environment Agency.  The ecosystem 

approach, C10, on the other hand is only a recent concept in terms of environmental 

management in the UK and is therefore only just under consideration on the basis of its 

application to the Exe.    

 

The last criterion to note is that of C9, in relation to budget sufficiency.  As implied when 

discussing C7 under the principle of integration, the quantity of resources available to achieve 

either relative success or absolute success with respect to the management objectives is of 

course an important criterion in assessing the potentiality of the system as a whole.  In the 

light of the difficulties apparent in accessing funds to carry the EEMP forward on an annual 

basis, it is difficult to score the Partnership any more highly that allocated.  Indeed, only the 

meeting of core funding partners in 2006, which guaranteed some immediate funds for the 

Partnership, allowed the score to be as high as it is.       

 

 

Principle 6:  Balance 

 

The performance scoring table shows how each of the 9 criteria representing the principle of 

integration were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.8, with the average for the 

principle being 4.66, which like that of Responsibility, is considered to be a low score.  
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Figure 6.8 Balance criteria performance scores 
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The most noticeable feature of the performance scoring for this set of criteria is that of C5, 

which relates to equity and its consideration in the coastal management initiative.  This 

criterion scored a 1 as a result of the EEMP’s lack of commitment to this as being an 

important component of its management.  The reason for this was cited as the EEMP’s 

perception of its inability to affect change.  A linked criterion, C6, which relates to the ‘quality 

of life’, also scored lowly as a result of there being no formal or direct consideration given to 

its assessment.  However, indirectly, the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD), published in the 

Catchment Profile, could be used as a rough indicator.  The IMD is an annual measure of 

deprivation at the small area level: that is it combines data on education, employment, 

income, health, housing and accessibility for each ward in England.  This data is collated by 

the local authorities and made available through various mechanisms including Devon County 

Council online, the South-West Observatory, and more specifically to the EEMP, the Exe 

Estuary Catchment Profile.  However, it is not intended as a direct measure of quality if life, 

nor is it directly focussed on the Exe Estuary and therefore further development in this area 

would be welcome.  One method that could be foreseen as enabling an improvement would 

be by developing the scope of any future Public Awareness Survey to include such relevant 

questions.  
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Further criteria to note include those of C2 and C3, which take differing perspectives on the 

relationships between the environmental quality, economic health and social welfare.  These 

are both allocated performance scores of 4, showing that whilst the EEMP is aware these 

relationships are important, further explicit evidence is required of purposeful actions actually 

being directed towards these relationships. 

 

 

6.2.1.4 Assessment outcome 

 

In conclusion, Figure 6.9 details the mean scores for the six principles.  As can be seen, only 

the principle of participation meets the Standard achievement score of 7, with all the others 

falling short by varying degrees.  The average for the six principles is 5.53.  Since the CP 

must achieve a score of at least 7 against every principle, the EEMP is classified overall as 

having failed the Coastal Sustainability Standard.  

 

 

Figure 6.9 EEMP: Principle performance scores 
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6.2.2 Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum (TECF) 

 

6.2.2.1 Introductory overview 

 

Similarly to the Exe Estuary Management Partnership, the Tamar Estuaries Consultative 

Forum (TECF) has evolved over time to meet the challenge of a more integrated or holistic 

form of coastal management.  The origins of the Forum are difficult to trace back to any one 

particular event since there has been a “history of dialogue and consultation between the 

local authorities and responsible bodies along the 81 miles of foreshore in the Dockyard Port 

of Plymouth” (TECF, 2001).  However, the 1992 review of the Ministry of Defence interest in 

Plymouth Dockyard Port, and the accompanying public consultation, can be seen to represent 

a significant point since this concluded that the management of the estuary should be 

continued using existing powers but with the enhanced involvement of other relevant bodies.  

The resultant informal management structure was built on the existing fora of the Port of 

Plymouth Marine Liaison Committee (PPMLC) and led to the formation of the TECF as the 

overall management group.  As shown in the management structure, Figure 6.10, the PPMLC 

consists of representatives of various interest and user groups, whilst the members of TECF 

include all of the statutory or competent bodies relevant to the area.  According to the TECF 

[online], the key function and aims of the forum are, as follows:  

 

• To promote, for the people of the area, a viable sustainable future for the waters and 

contiguous areas of the River Tamar Estuaries  

• To develop, implement and monitor a realistic management plan for the common 

asset and resource  

• To follow the principles of integrated coastal management 

 

As such, TECF’s first attempt at a Tamar Estuaries Management Plan (TEMP) was published 

in 1997, and reproduced in 2001 with the intention of it operating over a period of 5 years 

prior to a review in 2006.  The overall aim being to holistically guide management initiatives 

for the estuary and “to balance competing demands and achieve a sustainable future for the 

Tamar estuaries” (TECF, 2001).  The actual area covered by this management plan, shown in 

Figure 6.11, encompasses the limits of the Dockyard Port of Plymouth Order, namely 

Plymouth Sound and the tidal limits of the rivers Tamar, Tavy, Lynher and Plym.  The plan 

also states, however, that “occasionally a more flexible consideration of ... (the) ... boundary 

may need to be taken, in order to tackle issues that directly affect the estuaries and their 

environs”. (ibid.)   

 

The TEMP 2001 – 2006 is based on a variety of issues identified during the construction and 

implementation of the 1997 plan, with each issue having one or more ‘guiding principles’ that 

set out and provide the context for a series of strategic objectives, which address how to  
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Figure 6.10:  Management Structures for the Tamar Estuaries (adapted from TECF, 2001) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum (TECF) 
 

 
Members drawn from: 
 
Queens Harbour Master 
Environment Agency 
Associated British Ports 
Natural England 
Caradon District Council 
Plymouth City Council 
Cattewater Harbour Commissioners 
Cornwall County Council 
South West Water Sutton Harbour Company 
Devon County Council 
West Devon Borough Council 
Devon Sea Fisheries Committee 
Dept for Environment Food & Rural Affairs 
 
Main role:  To Cooperate and consult in the performance of statutory powers and 
functions; oversee the implementation of this management plan; and monitor and report 
on compliance with Habitats Regulations  

Port of Plymouth Marine Liaison Committee 
(PPMLC) 

 
Comprising spokespersons from: 
 
Recreation 
Landscape Conservation 
Fundus Owners & Managers 
Town / Parish Councils 
Nature Conservation 
Navigation & Rescue 
Crime Abatement  
Archaeology 
Commerce 
Moorings 
Fisheries 
Research 
 
Main role:  To improve coordination between the different 
estuary ports users & interest groups, and to advise TECF. 

Working Groups 
 

Working Groups are convened as required to tackle the detail of specific estuary management issues.  Working groups are 
made up of relevant representatives and report their findings through PPMLC / WAG and then TECF. 
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resolve the issue.  For each of these objectives, the plan identifies practical measures that 

may be used in order to enable implementation, along with both the intended timeframe over 

which this should take place, and the key-funding source.  Funding sources could be either 

core, as in funded through the TECF partners, or external, which could be from a variety of 

sources, including EU, national, public or private sectors.   

 

 

Figure 6.11 Tamar Estuaries Management Plan Area (TECF, 2001)  
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In order to operate this Plan, the management structure, as shown in Figure 6.10, includes a 

number of specific Working Groups that comprise, inter alia, representatives from both TECF 

and PPMLC, and which have responsibility for considering the nature and extent of the issues 

raised by the management plan, including the need to suggest any options for change as 

deemed necessary.  These options then have to be considered, firstly, by PPMLC and then 

TECF, prior to being accepted into the plan.  Each year, an annual report is produced on the 

basis of the progress made.  This is structured on the same lines as the TEMP with each 

issue being reviewed according to what the forum stated it would do and consequently what 

had been achieved.    

 

On the basis of the overall structure outlined, and in comparison with the EEMP, it may be 

seen that the TECF structure appears to be a simpler, more streamlined system.  It was 

classified under the ‘suitability’ selection criteria of Table 3.6, as a ‘typical example’ of CPs on 

the basis of its relative longevity, its mix of environmental issues and impacts, its 

‘membership’ restrictions and its spatial coverage being defined by the Mean High Water 

Mark.  However, is it therefore a more successful model of an ICZM partnership? 

 

 

6.2.2.2 Performance Scoring 

 

The results of an audit of the TECF against the Coastal Sustainability Standard are detailed in 

Table 6.4 
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Table 6.4 Performance Scoring for the Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum 

 

PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: The management system is consistent with the nature and scale of the coastal area 
Is the management system clearly and spatially 
defined in relation to relevant natural processes? 

The TECF Management Plan (TEMP) covers the Dockyard Port of 
Plymouth Order - namely Plymouth Sound and the tidal limits of the 
rivers Tamar, Tavy, Lynher and Plym.  The area includes the estuary 
up to MHW.  TECF also state, that “occasionally a more flexible 
consideration of this boundary may need to be taken, in order to tackle 
issues that directly affect the estuaries and their environs” (TECF, 
2001).   
 
This should therefore include the European Marine Site area.  This 
does not however include the catchment areas.   
 
To a certain extent, this therefore represents a political boundary, but 
one covering many of the key natural processes.   
 

 

 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
See Figure 6.11  

7 

0  - No specific or clearly marked spatial boundary exists or 
has been considered to any great extent. 

3  - The spatial area has been considered in relation to 
natural processes though is not formally or clearly defined. 

7  - The spatial area has been defined clearly, though is 
not fully relevant to all natural processes. 

10 – The spatial area is clearly defined and fully relevant to 
all natural processes. 

Criterion 2: The management system is consistent with the cultural context of the coastal area 
Is the management system clearly and spatially 
defined in relation to the relevant cultural context? 

The spatial designation was not defined with respect to cultural 
aspects though the area is the same as Docklands Order, which in 
itself represents one of the most important jurisdictional, political and 
cultural uses of the area. 
 
In addition, it could be argued that linkages stressed to other relevant 
planning and resource use factors can be seen as cultural to some 
extent. 
 
 
 
 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
See Figure 6.11 

6 

0  - No specific or clearly marked spatial boundary exists or 
has been considered to any great extent. 
3  - The spatial area has been considered in relation to the 
cultural context though is not formally or clearly defined. 
7  - The spatial area has been defined.  However it is not 
fully relevant to the cultural context. 

10 – The spatial area is clearly defined and fully relevant to 
the cultural context. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: The management system is clearly defined with individuals and organizations having clear lines of responsibility and interaction 
Is there a clear management structure identifying 
organisations, individuals and responsibilities? 

The TEMP (2001, p. 5) diagrammatically outlines the management 
structure.   Definition is given to the role of the structural bodies.  
However, the structure is not expressed specifically with regard to 
PPMLC members or to the working groups.   
  
No detailed account of the structure is given either in the annual 
reports or on the website.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
See Figure 6.10 

5 

0  - There is no clear or coherent management structure in 
place. 
3  - Individuals and organizations with management 
responsibility are known.  Responsibilities and interactions 
are to be determined. 
7  - Individuals and organizations with management 
responsibility have been defined including key areas of 
responsibility and interaction. 
10 - The management structure is clearly, 
comprehensively and explicitly stated.  Individuals and 
organizations with management responsibility are clearly 
defined including all areas of responsibility and interaction. 

Criterion 4: The management system takes a farsighted view 
Does the management system take a clear farsighted 
view? 

The Forum has an intuitive understanding of the way forward for the 
partnership as a whole in that they “come together to protect their 
common asset” (CPO, 2004).  The CPO further considers that it may 
be counterproductive to go further.   
 
The TEMP (2001) includes 49 short-term objectives and states that, “in 
realising the objectives of this management plan, we will work together 
to balance competing demands and achieve a sustainable future for 
the Tamar estuaries”.   
 
Thus, a long-term view is implied. 
 
 
 
 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
CPO, pers. comm. (2004) 

5 

0  - There is no evidence to suggest the management 
system is taking a farsighted view. 

3  - Short and long-term aims are implicit within the 
management system. 

7  - The management system contains explicitly stated 
short and long-term aims 

10 - The management system contains clearly stated short 
and long-term aims, and an explicit management ‘vision’. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 5: Management operates on the basis of a clear and detailed understanding of the area and with reference to appropriate baselines 
Does management base decisions and planning on a 
clear and comprehensive understanding of the area 
and with reference to appropriate baselines?   

The baseline issues were considered in the formulation of the TEMP.  
The CPO is also responsible for identifying and raising these as is 
appropriate.   
 
There is some recently acquired and detailed baseline information, 
notably in the Site Characterisation of the South West European 
Marine Sites (2003); the Plymouth Sound and Estuaries Water 
Transportation Study (2004); and, the Desk Study to Assess the 
Impact of dredging Activity on the Tamar estuary (2004).  
 
However, though this is identified, it may not be considered over 
appropriate timescales as result of the short-termism of the objectives. 
 

Site Characterisation of the South 
West European Marine Sites (2003) 
 
The Plymouth Sound and Estuaries 
Water Transportation Study (2004) 
 
A Desk Study to Assess the Impact 
of dredging Activity on the Tamar 
estuary (2004) 

6 

0  - Management does not have a clear or comprehensive 
understanding of the area.  Baselines are not considered. 
3  - Management bases decisions and planning on an 
understanding of the area.  Baselines are occasionally 
considered. 
7  - Management bases decisions and planning on a 
comprehensive understanding of the area.  Baselines are 
always considered though not always appropriately. 

10 - Management bases decisions and planning on a clear 
and comprehensive understanding of the area.  All 
decisions and planning are referenced to appropriate 
baselines. 

Criterion 6: Objectives are focussed on the most significant issues facing coastal sustainability 
Are the objectives systematically identified in relation 
to their significance? 

Various processes have been used to identify the 49 stated objectives.   
Particularly relevant to the TEMP (2001) is the Plymouth Sound and 
estuaries Nature Conservation Review (1998) and the Biodiversity of 
the South-West Audit (1999).  Currently, initiative of the CPO is seen 
as relevant though the site characterisation report (2003) is anticipated 
to have an effect in the future.  Overall however, there is no clear 
methodology or transparent identification of the significance of specific 
issues.   
 
 

 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
Plymouth Sound and Estuaries 
Nature Conservation Review (1998) 
 
Biodiversity of the South-West Audit 
(1999) 
 
Site Characterisation of the South 
West European Marine Sites (2003) 

4 

0  - Management has no stated objectives. 
3  - Management has stated objectives but these are not 
identified through any clear methodology and do not relate 
to their identifiable significance. 
7  - Management has stated objectives, identified using an 
appropriate methodology, but which do not relate fully to 
their identifiable significance. 
10 - Management has stated objectives which are clearly 
identified using an appropriate methodology and which 
relate in a detailed and transparent way to their identifiable 
significance. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 7: The management system contains short-term and long-term objectives 
Does the management system clearly contain both 
short (operational) and long-term (quality) objectives? 

Of the 49 objectives stated, most are operating over 5 years spans, 
which relates to the length of duration of the current TEMP.  No 
specific long-term objectives are identified as a result of need to relate 
this to the available funding. 
 
Annual reports however can modify the objectives as seen fit. 
 

 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Reports 
 

 

5 

0  - No system objectives are stated. 

3  - Objectives are implicit to the system but are not 
specifically related to appropriate timeframes. 

7  - The system contains operational and quality objectives, 
many of which are related to appropriate timeframes. 

10 - The system contains clear and appropriate short-term 
operational objectives and long-term quality objectives. 

Criterion 8: Operational procedures exist for meeting objectives 
Are procedures and methodology clearly stated and 
appropriate to meeting the objectives?   

The annual reports state what has been carried out per issue but there 
are no clearly stated procedures.  Indeed, procedures are limited to 
communication networking.  This can formally happen in the tri-annual 
TECF meetings, or alternatively whenever it is seen as appropriate.  
However, these are loosely stated and though they may be clear to the 
TECF members, there is no evidence to suggest that this is the case. 

 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Reports 

3 

0  - There is no evidence of operational procedures or 
methodology being in place for meeting objectives. 
3  - Procedures and methodology required to meet the 
objectives are implicit. 
7  - Procedures and methodology required to meet the 
objectives are explicitly stated but limited in scope and 
efficacy. 

10 - Procedures and methodology required to meet the 
objectives are both appropriate and clearly stated. 

Criterion 9: Procedures are in place for measuring performance relative to objectives 
Are procedures in place for measuring performance 
relative to the objectives? 

The annual reports feed back on progress in each of the specific 
issues though there are largely no stated procedures or measures for 
assessing performance.  
 
The Environment Agency and South West Water do however, report to 
meetings on water quality. 
 
Overall, however, performance monitoring is not a focus for the TECF.  
Instead, use is made of an intuitive knowledge of performance. 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Reports 

2 

0  - There are no procedures in place for measuring 
performance relative to objectives. 
3  - Procedures for measuring performance in some 
objectives are stated though ill defined.  The information 
gathered lacks detail. 
7  - Procedures for measuring performance in all objectives 
are stated, though information gathered lacks detail. 
10 - Tested procedures for measuring performance in all 
objectives are clear and appropriate.  Information gathered 
is sufficiently detailed. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 10: The management plan is clearly linked to a system of feedback and iterative reflection on past actions and consequences 
Does the management structure include a system of 
feedback and reflection relating to performance? 

The annual report states what has been carried out per issue and 
therefore enables reflection during meetings.  The minutes are kept 
and distributed to further enable this though these are not available 
widely.  Thus there is system availability for reflection but this is 
focused on the TECF. 
 
The management plan is established to operate for a period of 5 years 
prior to its review. 

  

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Reports 

7 

0  - No system of feedback and reflection exists. 

3  - Feedback and reflection is implicit in the system. 

7  - A system of feedback and reflection is explicitly stated 
and there is some evidence of its operation. 

10 - A clear, transparent and well-defined system of 
feedback and reflection is stated and there is evidence of it 
operating effectively. 

Criterion 11: The management process is adaptive 
Can the management system adapt quickly and 
effectively in the light of either changing events or poor 
performance? 

The management system has no clear set of adaptive or learning 
based procedures but the system is considered to be able to respond 
in reasonable time given an awareness of any specific issue.  Formal 
meetings enable adaptive management to take place but this 
represents the only specific related procedure, although it is 
considered that if anything came up the CPO could call a special 
meeting with relevant members.  Ad-hoc meetings can also be called, 
and email be used. 
 
An example where objectives in the TEMP have become obsolete 
before the management cycle has been completed was in relation 
Local Environment Agency Plans (LEAPS).  In this case, the work that 
was wanted from LEAPS was adapted into the cumulative effect work. 
 
A further problem relates to a lack of evidence regarding performance.  

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Reports 

5 

0  - There is no evidence of adaptive management. 
3  - There is some evidence of management behaving 
adaptively on an ad-hoc basis. 
7  - The management system is based on the clearly stated 
principle of adaptivity and there is evidence of adaptive 
behaviour in some aspects of the system. 

10 - Management has a clear set of adaptive or learning 
based procedures.  There is evidence of the system being 
highly adaptive and responsive to making necessary and 
timely changes. 

Criterion 12: The management system is effectively audited on a regular and periodic basis 
Do competent individuals audit the management 
system on a regular and periodic basis? 

The TEMP operates on a 5-year review period, with annual reports 
acting a rather loose system audit. 
 
However, there is no specific skilled management system auditor.  
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Reports 

4 

0  - The management system is neither audited nor 
assessed. 
3  - The system is not specifically audited but is consulted 
upon sporadically. 
7  - The system is audited over specified timeframes.  
10 - Responsible and skilled persons are nominated to audit 
the system on a regular and periodic basis. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 13: The management system has a commitment to continually improve performance in the light of sustainability 
Does the system have a commitment to continually 
improve performance? 

There is no formal statement of an attempt for continual improvement 
but this is seen as implicit in the set-up of the partnership. 
 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Reports 

3 

0  - There is no evidence of a commitment to continually 
improve. 
3  - The system has an implicit desire to continually improve 
in terms of its performance. 
7  - The system has an explicit commitment to continually 
improve in terms of its performance. 
10 - The system has an explicit and clearly defined 
commitment to improve in terms of its performance.  
Traceable annual evidence shows that this has been 
successfully achieved over a period of years. 
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: An appropriate range and diversity of stakeholders are participate actively in the management process 
Do all stakeholders participate fully within the 
management system?   

The management structure includes representatives of the key 
stakeholders.  These are the statutory and competent bodies in TECF 
and interest groups and users in PPMLC.  Community groups can be 
represented through PPMLC.  The general public are not drawn in to 
the process in any overt way and therefore it is not comprehensive or 
specifically pro-active in way. 
 
However, it is considered overall that stakeholder involvement is 
operating successfully if not comprehensively.  One example, of 
effectiveness is that of the National Trust and the managed retreat site 
at Cotehele.  The TECF promoted the ‘retreat’ proposal publicly and 
got political support to enable a successful outcome. 
 
There is also a valued role being played by hobbyist groups such as 
bird watchers in terms of collecting data / information. 

 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF website 

7 

0  - The system does not include stakeholder groups. 

3  - Some of the key stakeholder groups are represented in 
the management process. 

7  - All key stakeholder groups are represented and 
actively contribute in the management process. 

10 - There is a comprehensive coverage of all stakeholder 
interests participating fully and constructively in the 
management process, including all key stakeholders. 

Criterion 2: Stakeholders understand their role and responsibility within the management process 
Do stakeholders understand the management system 
and the importance of their role and responsibilities 
within the process? 

The key stakeholders are considered to understand their roles, though 
it is unclear whether this is the case for all interest groups.   
 
There is no assessment of this taking place and little consideration has 
been given to this aspect of management.  
 

CPO, pers. comm. (2004) 6 

0  - All stakeholders are confused as to the operation of the 
management system and none understand the importance 
of their role within the management system. 
3  - Some stakeholders are confused as to the operation of 
the management system and many are not fully aware of 
their role and responsibility within the management 
structure. 
7  - Most stakeholders, including all key ones, understand 
the management system and are aware of their role and 
responsibilities within the management structure. 
10 - All stakeholders understand the management system 
and are fully aware of their role and responsibilities within 
the management structure.  
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: The system of planning and decision-making is transparent 
Do stakeholders fully understand the planning and 
decision-making process? 

The website does not explain decisions and there is no newsletter. 
However meetings are transparent, obvious and successful. 

 

CPO, pers. comm. (2004) 4 

0  - No attempt has been made to make the planning and 
decision-making process transparent to any of the 
stakeholders. 

3  - Attempts are sometimes made to make the planning 
and decision-making process transparent to the key 
stakeholders. 

7  - The planning and decision-making process is 
transparent to the key stakeholders.   

10 - The planning and decision-making process is fully 
transparent and easily understandable to all stakeholders.  
 
 

Criterion 4: There is a participatory process of conflict resolution 
Is there an appropriate mechanism for the resolution 
of disputes within the system? 

Within the framework as it stands this appears to work well, since the 
process has been time served by individuals and a personal rapport 
has been established.   
 
People are encouraged to use simple English. 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Reports 

7 

0  - No attempts have been made to resolve conflicts or 
develop empathy and understanding to reduce conflict.  
3  - A programme is being developed to foster empathy 
and understanding and to allow for conflict resolution within 
the system. 
7  - There is a mechanism to foster understanding and to 
allow for conflict resolution within the system.  This has not 
always acted successfully. 
10 - There is an appropriate and tested mechanism for the 
resolution of disputes between stakeholders.  All 
stakeholders fully understand and have empathy for the 
points of views of others. 

 

 

 

 



 193 

 

PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 5: There is minimal tension between ‘top-down’ decision-making and ‘bottom-up’ aspirations 
Are there good working relationships between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups? 

The CPO considers this question as one involving an issue of depth 
since ”the process may be working well because the ‘bottom’ are not 
interested in the operations of the partnership” (pers.comm).   
 
There is no evidence to answer this question effectively. 
 

CPO Pers. Comm., 2004 5 

0  - Non-constructive relationships exist between statutory 
empowered regulators and other stakeholder groups.  
3  - ‘Difficult’ working relationships exist between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with regard a number of key management issues.  
However, evident attempts are being made in order to 
foster improvements in these.  
7  - ‘Good’ working relationships exist between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with regard most of the key management issues. 
10 - ‘Good’ working relationships exist between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with of the regard all management issues. 
 

Criterion 6: There is an active system of stakeholder review and feedback 
Is there a formal and explicit process available by 
which stakeholders can raise issues or problems? 

For the key stakeholders there is a formal system available through 
the meetings (particularly through Any Other Business).  However, 
there is also availability to raise issues outside of these meetings on 
an ad-hoc basis. 
 
The extent of stakeholder involvement in this process is however 
limited with no means to enable the inclusion of the wider public.   

 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Reports 

7 

0  - There is no system of stakeholder review. 

3  - There is no explicit or formal system of stakeholder 
review but stakeholders are empowered to raise issues 
when the need arises. 

7  - There is a formal and periodic system of key 
stakeholder review. 

10 - There is a formal and comprehensive system of 
stakeholder review on a periodic basis.  All stakeholders 
are empowered to raise issues as and when the need 
arises. 
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 7: Decision-makers are accountable for their actions 
Are decision-makers accountable for their actions? There is some evidence to suggest some accountability resulting from 

TECF.  Notably, Associated British Ports regularly having to 
pronounce in meetings on their Mill Bay project, and the Environment 
Agency on specific dredging issues.  
 
There is no explicit statement of accountability. 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Reports 

5 

0  - Decision-makers are not accountable for their actions. 
3  - Decision-makers are implicitly accountable for their 
actions to all stakeholders. 
7  - Decision-makers are explicitly accountable for their 
actions to all stakeholders. Attempts are made to explain 
management outcomes. 
10 - Decision-makers are formally and explicitly 
accountable for their actions to all stakeholders and make 
regular and appropriate attempts to justify management 
outcomes to the wider public. 
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Principle 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 
Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 

Score 

Criterion 1: Stakeholders and the community at large have easy access and opportunity to relevant coastal information and education 
Is there easy access to relevant coastal information for 
all stakeholders and the community at large? 

Despite being an element of the EU Objective 1 status, the TECF do 
not prioritise public awareness or education. 
 
High tech dissemination includes a website that was re launched in 
2004.  This contains some information but overall is lacking in depth. 
 
Low-tech dissemination includes the CPO giving request talks to 
schools and colleges.  There is also an Annual TECF event, which 
includes a beach-cleaning day.  In 2004, this attracted 200 people 
cleaning 10 beaches with coverage from local radio and newspapers. 
 
In addition, TECF Members contribute towards the government funded 
‘Creative Partnerships’ programme, which includes coastal education 
for one week with input from PML, MBA, PYPPA 21, Scouts and 
Guides and BTCV. 
 
However, there is no newsletter produced and no ‘open day’ meetings 
for the wider public.  There is also no assessment of the effectiveness 
of the information dissemination.   

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
Annual reports 
 
TECF website 
 

5 

0  - No system of information dissemination is in operation. 

3  - Dissemination using either low tech or hi tech methods 
operates on an ad-hoc basis. 

7  - A formal system of dissemination using low tech and hi 
tech methods addresses all stakeholders and the 
community at large.  

10 - A formal system of dissemination using low tech and 
hi tech methods addresses all stakeholders and the 
community at large and is operating effectively. 

Criterion 2: Information presented through the dissemination system is easily understood and interpreted correctly by different ‘cultural’ 
(occupations, advocacy etc.) groups 
Do stakeholders understand the information that is 
being passed to them?   

In some cases there may be a need for better use of terminology and 
a more simple language used. However, overall information is 
generally easily understandable. 
 

There is no formal or explicit system check or feedback from users of 
the information.   

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
Annual reports 

7 

0  - No system of information dissemination is in operation. 
3  - Stakeholders have misunderstandings with regard to 
the messages and information communicated to them. 
7  - Stakeholders may have some misunderstandings with 
regard to the messages and information communicated to 
them.  However, there are accessible means by which 
issues can be clarified. 

10 - All stakeholders clearly understand the messages and 
information that is passed to them. 
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Principle 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 
Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 

Score 

Criterion 3: The general public are fully aware of the management process and understand its relevance 
Is the management process known and understood by 
the community at large? 

All of the key stakeholders are cognizant but there are no attempts to 
survey the wider public.   
 
The CPO questioned whether they may be interested at all (pers. 
Comm.) 

 

 

CPO Pers. Comm., 2004 2 

0  - The general public are not aware of the management 
system. 

3  - The general public are aware there is a management 
process at work but not specifically what it does, how it 
operates or what it tries to achieve. 

7  - The general public are aware there is a management 
process at work and what it is trying to achieve. 

10 - The general public fully understand the management 
process and what it is trying to achieve, and are fully 
supportive of its work.   
 

Criterion 4: A comprehensive range of stakeholders are fully aware of issues pertaining to coastal sustainability 
Do stakeholders understand the coastal sustainability 
issues relating to the area? 

In relation to key stakeholders there is a general understanding and 
some knowledge of coastal issues.  This is not the case for the public 
at large. 
 

 

CPO Pers. Comm., 2004 6 

0  - Stakeholders are unaware of the general issues 
relating to coastal sustainability. 

3  - Stakeholders are aware of the general issues relating 
to coastal sustainability but do not understand them fully. 

7  - Stakeholders are aware of all the issues relating to 
coastal sustainability and understand many of these.  

10 – All stakeholders understand all of the issues relating 
to coastal sustainability and how this applies to their local 
coastal area 
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Principle 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 
Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 

Score 

Criterion 5: Indicators or integrated surrogate variables are used for presenting and interpreting information on environmental quality to a 
comprehensive range of stakeholders 
Are sustainability indicators used as a means by which 
information can get presented to both stakeholders 
and the community at large?   

Indicators are not specifically used for TECF, though water quality 
information is available through the Environment Agency. 
 
The website publishes the annual reports.  
 
Indirectly, there is time series data available through the Site 
Characterisation of the South West European Marine Sites (2003); the 
Plymouth Sound and Estuaries Water Transportation Study (2004); 
and, the Desk Study to Assess the Impact of dredging Activity on the 
Tamar estuary (2004). 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
Annual reports 
 
TECF website 
 

2 

0  - No such information is either collected or presented. 
3  - Some information relating to indicators is collected and 
presented on an ad-hoc basis. 
7  - A formal suite of indicators has been identified.  
Information relating to indicators is collected and presented 
on a regular and periodic basis. 

10 - A formal and detailed suite of indicators has been 
identified.  Information relating to these indicators is 
collected and presented on a regular, periodic and 
comprehensive basis.  An analysis and implications of 
which are fully explained. 
 

Criterion 6: An outreach system of coastal sustainability education operates effectively  
Does management operate a formal outreach system 
of coastal sustainability education? 

In some cases this is transparent, with Codes of Conduct regarding 
Crab tiling and Bait digging. 
 
There is also some information and awareness raising with regards 
crime prevention on boats. 
 
There is also some informal education through meetings with relevant 
organisations. 

 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
Annual reports  
 
Code of Conduct for Crab Collection  
 
Code of Conduct for Bait digging 

4 

0  - There has been no attempt to educate the wider 
community about coastal sustainability. 

3  - Management offers an informal educational input into 
relevant groups and organisations. 

7  - Management operates a formal educational input into a 
range of relevant groups and organisations. 

10 - Management actively seeks to develop educational 
material, operates its own educational mechanisms and 
feeds formally into a range of relevant groups and 
organisations, and the community at large. 
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Principle 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 
Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 

Score 

Criterion 7: Communication is seen and operated as a two-way process 
Is the flow of information seen and operated as a two-
way process? 

Despite being an element of the EU Objective 1 status, the TECF do 
not prioritise public awareness or education. 
 
There is some dissemination but this is not a key focus of partnership 
and hence not really seen as two-way process in the widest sense. 
 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
Annual reports 

3 

0  - No active communication process exists. 

3  - The management operates an effective information 
dissemination process. 

7  - The management views communication as a two-way 
process and disseminates effectively but has no effective 
formal means of receiving responses. 

10 - The management views communication as a two-way 
process and disseminates and receives information and 
responses formally and effectively. 
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: Interactive, problem-solving techniques are employed in the analysis of relevant issues 
Are interactive, problem solving techniques employed 
when analysing coastal sustainability issues? 

Communication in the larger forum and on an informal basis 
represents the way that problems are solved as deemed fit.  TECF 
puts people together with regard identifiable problems, which can also 
include input from individuals or organizations outside of the TECF 
process.   
 
Though there is no formal requirement for mind mapping / brain 
storming, such a working group event was held with regard water 
quality and monitoring in June 2004. 

Water quality working group minutes 
(2004) 

7 

0  - No analytical problem solving techniques have been 
considered or employed. 

3  - Formative analytical techniques have been considered 
as a means of enabling problem solving. 

7  - Formative analytical techniques have been employed 
with regards some problem solving. 

10 - Comprehensive analytical techniques are employed in 
all problem solving. 
 
 

Criterion 2: The management of the coast takes into account the impact of decision-making on its exogenous boundaries 
Does the management process take into account the 
impact of policies and decision-making on its 
boundaries? 

Currently rather inward looking and relates largely to TECF members 
although it is stated that “occasionally a more flexible consideration of 
this boundary may need to be taken, in order to tackle issues that 
directly affect the estuaries and their environs” (TECF, 2001). 
 
One problem lies with the issue of fisheries.  The initiative is not 
supporting fisheries sufficiently as much of it lies outside the 
management boundary (CPO, pers comm.). 
 
The Water Framework Directive will automatically open the boundary 
up to include catchment management into the process. 
 
 

 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 

3 

0  - No consideration has been given to the relevance of 
boundaries or to the impact of policies and decision-
making across them. 

3  - Management understands the need to take into 
account and review the impact of policies and decisions 
across its spatial boundaries but with little evidence of 
action. 

7  - Management actively takes into account and reviews 
the impact of its policies and decisions across its 
exogenous boundaries and has evidence of acting to 
minimise negative aspects. 

10  - Management takes into account the impact of all 
decisions – intra and extra - on its boundaries and acts 
purposefully to optimise all aspects. 
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: Vertical policy components fully accord with one another 
Is there a consistent accord between vertical policies? Specific issues can be used to exemplify problems.  For instance, in 

the case of the links between the EU ‘Habitats’ Directive and local 
European Marine SACs, how is the evaluation of needs to be 
progressed?  There is an inherent need for national guidance but this 
is lacking from DEFRA who are leaving SACs to get on with things on 
their own. 
 
Overall, there is a need for further consideration and development. 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
Site Characterisation of the South 
West European Marine Sites (2003) 

4 

0  - There is no accord between vertical policies. 

3  - Implied vertical links can be drawn between policies. 

7  - Either implicit or explicit vertical links can be drawn 
between all policies 

10 - Explicit vertical links can be drawn between all policies. 

Criterion 4: Horizontal policy components fully accord with one another 
Is there a consistent accord between horizontal 
policies? 

TECF acts as local forum for organisations to improve horizontal 
integration though there is no specific evidence of increasing 
integration.  Indeed, the CPO intuitively considers that horizontal 
integration is still in need of further consideration and improvement 
(pers.comm.).  For example, there is still seen as being a need for 
better land / sea policy integration. 

 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 

6 

0  - There is no accord between horizontal policies. 

3  - Implied horizontal links can be drawn between policies.  

7  - Either implicit or explicit horizontal links can be drawn 
between all policies. 

10 - All horizontal links relevant to coastal management are 
explicit within policies. 

Criterion 5: The coastal management process shows evident moves to develop a perceived and inherent equality between relevant disciplines 
Is there a transparent and strategic attempt to operate 
equality between different management units and 
disciplines? 

Based on the policies of the TECF members and interest groups there 
is a general understanding of each other’s views, which enables 
constructive and co-operative working (CPO, pers.comm). 
 
There is the example of pro-active policy development with regard 
cumulative pollution effects, which has lead to guidance being 
developed for more consistency. 
 
Planning consents confuse people, but the cumulative effects work 
may enable improvements in understanding. 
 
A further example of constructive dialogue is between the Sutton 
Harbour Co, and Plymouth City Council and Cattewater Harbour 
Commissioners, with regards the harbour developments and the need 
to generate employment. 
 

CPO pers.comm, 2004 7 

0  - There has been no attempt to operate or develop 
equality between the relevant disciplines in the 
management process. 

3  - Different units (actors) and disciplines are considered 
independently within the management process but 
communication exists between them. 

7  - Different units (actors) and disciplines are considered 
independently within the management process but take 
some transparent action to synchronize their work towards 
meeting combined objectives. 

10 - There are formal transparent mechanisms operating in 
which different disciplines are considered and through 
which work is synchronized towards meeting all objectives. 
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 6: There is evidently a creative relationship between science and management: between those who collect and prepare evidence and 
those who act and are responsible for decision-making  
Is science directed and playing an effective role in 
achieving coastal sustainability? 

Plymouth Marine Science Partnership operates research under the 
banner of ‘7 seas, 5 organisations, 1 purpose’, and include PML, MBA, 
National Aquarium, SAHFOS and Plymouth University.  PMSP 
represents a first point of contact for TECF and could represent 
beneficial and good practice links, though as yet it is unclear as to the 
effect.  One problem lies in the funding mechanisms, and there is no 
such mechanism at present though there is dialogue and potential.  
 
Some research and monitoring may also be directed through TECF 
members though this is not directly a result of TECF deliberations. 
 

  

 

Plymouth Marine Science 
Partnership website: 
www.pml.ac.uk/pmsl 

  

4 

0  - The management system makes no attempt to enhance 
the role and contribution of science in achieving coastal 
sustainability and there is no input from the scientific 
community into the management decision-making process. 

3  - The management system gives consideration to the role 
and contribution of science in achieving coastal 
sustainability but has limited evidence of success since 
research is not generated directly by the coastal 
management needs 

7  - The management system gives consideration to the role 
and contribution of science in achieving coastal 
sustainability and has clear evidence of success with a 
mechanism in operation by which the scientific community 
are advised as to the coastal research needs. 

10 - The management system has a synergistic and 
symbiotic relationship with the scientific community in 
operating a clear mechanism by which the scientific 
community are advised as to coastal management needs.  
They therefore have a formal, constructive and synergistic 
influence on decision-making. 

Criterion 7: Resources are focussed on facilitating greater integration 
Does resource allocation and organisation enhance the 
potential for integration? 

The TECF is geared to facilitate greater integration.  However, 
resource allocation within other statutory bodies can make this more 
difficult.  For example, the EA stopping LEAPs has not helped the 
cause of integration. 
 
Contributions through core funding are aimed at getting core 
objectives met.  This comes from 12 of the 16 TECF members and 
shows commitment to partnership; 4 out of 16 contribute in officer time 
/ space etc.  However contributions are non changing over time, and 
members may not want change since they may be getting what they 
want out of TECF already. 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 

5 

0  - There is no evidence of resources being allocated to 
enable greater integration. 

3  - Resource allocation has not operated explicitly to 
enable further integration but some enhancement has 
occurred. 

7  - Resource allocation has taken some explicit and 
transparent steps to enhance integration. 

10 - Resource allocation is explicitly focussed on the 
enhancement of integration in all areas. 

http://www.pml.ac.uk/pmsl
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 8: There are continued improvements in integration 
Is there evidence of continuing improvements in 
integration? 

Potential need to change dependent upon new legal framework, which 
would increase transparency to different organisation and greater 
formalising commitment. 
 
This might enable individuals to take view outside their narrow 
organisational view and lead to deeper view. 
 
According to the CPO, “the status quo is fine but it has recognisable 
limitations” (pers.comm.).  

 

CPO pers.comm, 2004 4 

0  - There is no evidence of integration occurring. 

3  - There is some evidence of integration occurring but not 
that there is on-going or continual improvement. 

7  - There is some evidence of integration occurring and of 
continual improvement with regard all key issues. 

10  - Integration is a core focus of the management system 
and there is strong evidence of comprehensive on-going 
improvements taking place with regard all issues.  
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: The management system has a clear legal basis 
Does the management system have a clear legal 
basis? 

TECF does not act as a legal identity with regards any specific issue 
but instead brings together those with statutory responsibility.   
 
However, in order to enable greater transparency a legal 
Memorandum of Agreement was agreed in 2004. 
 

 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
Memorandum of Agreement (2004) 

7 

0  - The management system has no statutory or legally 
defined basis. 

3  - The management system has no statutory or legally 
defined basis but brings together some of those 
organizations who have statutory responsibility. 

7  - The management system operates as a process that 
brings together all of those organizations with statutory 
responsibility.  For some particular issues, it acts as a 
legally defined entity. 

10 - The management system operates wholly and 
comprehensively as a legally defined entity. 
 
 

Criterion 2: The coastal environment is regulated effectively 
Does evidence prove that the coastal environment is 
being effectively regulated? 

A key objective of TECF is to centralise research and the reporting of 
usable data.  Currently some data exists in different locations but there 
is no formal organisation of this and the SW Observatory is outside the 
partnership at present.  There is also no monitoring specifically in the 
Sound at present.  The information that is available relates to water 
quality from the EA and SWW.   This shows continual improvements.  
However Rame Head dumpsite for dredged material has no monitoring 
and this may be of poor quality. 
 
However, there are codes of conduct available. 

Code of Conduct for Crab Collection  
 
Code of Conduct for Bait digging 

5 

0  - Information is not available. 
3  - Information is available but inconclusive 
7 - Information is centrally available and shows some 
environmental improvements over the last 5 years. 

10 - Long period information is centrally directed and 
available showing consistent and comprehensive 
environmental improvements resulting from regulation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: Organisations and institutions involved in coastal management promote the stewardship and efficiency of use of natural resources 
Does the management system encourage the efficient 
use of natural resources in carrying out its actions? 

There is no specific resource efficiency driving principle but there are 
examples of resource efficiency stemming from the partnership.  
These include the case of dredging which shows how to reduce need 
for maintenance dredging and therefore lead to cost and 
environmental benefits.  In addition, the examples of crab tiling and 
bait digging also represent resource efficient developments. 
 
There is an intention to develop a database that could include such 
information. 
 

 

 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
A Desk Study to Assess the Impact 
of dredging Activity on the Tamar 
estuary (2004) 
 
Code of Conduct for Crab Collection  
 
Code of Conduct for Bait digging 

6 

0  - Resource efficiency is not agreed as a driving principle 
behind the management process and there is no evidence 
to show its promotion. 
3  - Resource efficiency is an implied principle of the 
management process. There is some limited evidence of 
its operation. 
7  - Resource efficiency is agreed to as a driving principle 
of the management process and there is some evidence of 
its operation. 
10 - Resource efficiency is agreed to as a driving principle 
of the management process and there is comprehensive 
and transparent evidence of its operation. 
 
 

Criterion 4: The coastal management system uses the best practicable means with which to achieve its objectives 
Can the management system show evidence of 
operating the best practicable means in carrying out 
its actions? 

Best practicable means is not a specific driving principle but implied.  
According to both PPG20 and the EU ICZM Recommendation, 
Partnerships inherently represent the best practicable means of 
achieving better coastal management.  
 
The idea of BPM is also Inherent from the point of view of Best Value 
in local government.  Otherwise, however, use of BPM relates 
ultimately to funding.  It works by firstly, identifying projects then 
finding funds with consideration being given to what is a priority, and 
realistic.  It is planned that there will be funding for an Assistant CPO 
post in future. 
 
 
 

 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
Department of the Environment 
(1992b) Planning Policy Guidance 
20: Coastal Planning. 
 
EU ICZM Recommendation (2002) 

5 

0  - The best practicable means is not agreed as a driving 
principle behind the management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its operation. 

3  - The best practicable means is an implied principle of 
the management process.  There is some limited evidence 
of its operation. 

7  - The best practicable means is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process and there is some 
evidence of its operation. 

10 - The best practicable means is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process and there is 
comprehensive and transparent evidence of its operation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 5: The management system evidently employs a ‘precautionary approach’ 
Can the management system show evidence of 
operating the precautionary principle in the absence of 
sufficient information? 

There is no explicit statement of the precautionary approach being 
cited as a driving principle of the TECF.  However, there are some 
examples of where a precautionary approach has been employed, 
notably the dredging and recreational studies, along with the Codes of 
Conduct for Crab tiling and Bait digging. 
 
There are however no specific procedures for achieving these 
precautionary approaches. 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
A Desk Study to Assess the Impact 
of dredging Activity on the Tamar 
estuary (2004) 
 
Code of Conduct for Crab Collection  
 
Code of Conduct for Bait digging 

4 

0  - The precautionary principle is not agreed as a driving 
principle behind the management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its operation. 
3  - The precautionary principle is an implied principle of 
the management process.  There is some limited evidence 
of its operation. 
7  - The precautionary principle is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process. Operational 
procedures exist which can be used to implement a 
precautionary approach in the absence of sufficient 
information. 

10 - The precautionary principle is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process.   Operational 
procedures and measures exist which can be used to 
implement a precautionary approach in the absence of 
sufficient information.  There is comprehensive and 
transparent evidence of this operation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 6: The management system evidently applies the ‘Polluter Pays Principle’ 
Can the management system show evidence of 
operating the PPP in carrying out / enforcing its 
actions? 

The PPP is neither a driving principle nor implied as it is considered 
outside the scope of the Partnership though the EA do cover this and 
are a member.  However, the TECF through its Water Quality working 
group does support the objectives of the EA. 
 
In addition, Supplementary Planning Guidance section 106 includes 
mitigation measures for development and has some relation to the 
PPP. 
 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 

1 

0  - The PPP is not agreed as a driving principle behind the 
management process and there is no evidence to show its 
operation. 
3  - The PPP is an implied principle of the management 
process.  There is some limited evidence of its operation. 
7  - The PPP is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process. Operational procedures exist which 
can be used to implement the PPP and there is some 
evidence of its operation. 
10 - The PPP is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process.   Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement the PPP 
and there is comprehensive and transparent evidence of 
its operation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 7: The risks to sustainability associated with coastal management policies and decision-making is as low as reasonably practicable 
Can the management system show evidence of 
carrying out risk assessments in relation to its policies 
and decisions? 

The concept of risk and its reduction is expressed as a guiding 
principle in the TEMP with regard waterfront and marine development 
and coastal protection. 
 
In addition, there are examples of cumulative effect considerations to 
reduce risks to environment / health; and a monitoring programme 
based on risk assessment.  Safety indicators are also currently in the 
development phase.  
 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 

7 

0  - Risk assessment is not agreed to as an important 
concept underpinning the management process and there 
is no clear evidence to show its operation. 
3  - Risk assessment is an implied principle of the 
management process. There is some limited evidence of 
its operation. 
7  - Risk assessment is agreed to as a driving principle of 
the management process. Operational procedures exist 
which can be used to implement risk assessment and 
there is some evidence of its operation. 
10 - Risk assessment is agreed to as a driving principle of 
the management process. Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement risk 
assessment and there is comprehensive and transparent 
evidence of its operation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 8: The management system gives due consideration to the life cycle and impact of coastal activities 
Can the management system show evidence of 
carrying out life cycle analysis in relation to its policies 
and decision-making? 

There is no specific driving principle or consideration of life cycle 
analysis.  However, it may be implied in that the general idea of 
viewing impacts of potential development is considered as part of the 
TECF process.  
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 

2 

0  - LCA is not agreed to as an important concept 
underpinning the management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its operation.  
3  - LCA is an implied principle of the management 
process.  There is some limited evidence of its operation. 
7  - LCA is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process. Operational procedures exist which 
can be used to implement LCA and there is some evidence 
of its operation. 
10 - LCA is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process. Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement LCA and 
there is comprehensive and transparent evidence of its 
operation. 
Criterion 9: There is a sufficient budget for the management system to operate successfully 
Is there an appropriate resource budget available for 
the successful operation of the management system in 
absolute terms? 

There is an insufficient budget, achieved through contributions from12 
of the16 TECF members, to support all of the short-term goals.  As a 
result, there is a requirement to gain outsource funding, in addition to 
core funding, in order to support certain projects such as the dredging 
study, for example, which was financed by the MOD and English 
Nature. 
 
 
 

  

 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
A Desk Study to Assess the Impact 
of dredging Activity on the Tamar 
estuary (2004) 

3 

0  - There is an insufficient budget available for the 
operation of the management system to achieve any 
relative success. 
3  - A core budget is available for the operation of the 
management system but this is insufficient to achieve 
relative success with respect to all of its short-term goals. 
7  - A core budget is available for the operation of the 
management system that is sufficient to support and 
achieve all its short-term goals. 
10 - A core budget is available for the operation of the 
management system that is sufficient to support and 
achieve both its short term and long-term goals 
successfully in absolute terms. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 10: Management adopts an ecosystem approach to operating 
Is there an attempt to adopt an ecosystem approach to 
management? 

The ecosystem approach has so far not been considered but it is 
anticipated that the EU Water Framework Directive may well lead it in 

this direction. 
 
 

CPO pers.comm, 2004 0 

0  - The ecosystem approach has not been considered in 
relation to the management of the coastal area. 
3  - The ecosystem approach is being viewed in a 
constructive manner but with no evidence of its practicable 
employment. 
7  - The ecosystem approach is being viewed in a 
constructive manner.  There is some evidence of its 
practicable employment. 
10 - The ecosystem approach is being operated in a 
comprehensive manner. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: Coastal management conserves, protects and restores the health and integrity of coastal biodiversity  
Does coastal management conserve, protect and 
restore the health and integrity of coastal habitats and 
species? 

There is a specific commitment to conserve the health and integrity of 
coastal habitats and species.  Evidence of generic attempts to 
conservation includes work on cumulative impacts, dredging, and the 
Cotehele managed retreat project. 
 
There is, however, a lack of a coherent centralised information bank of 
indicators in order to enable the assessment of success, though 
biodiversity indicators are being considered as a result of the 
jurisdiction of the partnership covering similar area to that of the SAC 
designation.  It is considered by the CPO, that there is still some way 
to go before active monitoring takes place (pers.comm.). 
 

 

 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
A Desk Study to Assess the Impact 
of dredging Activity on the Tamar 
estuary (2004) 
 
TECF website 
 
CPO pers.comm, 2004 

7 

0  - Coastal management has no commitment to the 
conservation of biodiversity. 
3  - Coastal management has an implicit commitment to 
the conservation of biodiversity.  There is some limited 
evidence of its operation. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
commitment to the conservation of biodiversity.  
Procedures exist which can be used to implement this and 
some evidence of success in its operation. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
environmental conservation and restoration.  Procedures 
and measures exist which can be used to implement this, 
with comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
and success in its outcomes. 
Criterion 2: Environmental and economic policies and decision-making take into account social ‘fairness’ 
Does coastal management have a commitment for 
environmental and economic decisions to take into 
account ‘social fairness’? 

There is some explicit commitment to this in terms of access to 
resources such as public access to water, moorings etc.  These 
represent core commitments and objectives, promoting information 
exchange, and supporting the southwest coastal path. 
 
Elsewhere the objective is implied. For example, consideration has 
been given to the building of flats in industrial harbour areas with 
respect to its impact on employment and wealth generation. 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Reports 

5 

0  - There is no commitment to accept social ‘fairness’. 
3  - Coastal management has an implied commitment to 
social ‘fairness’.  There is some limited evidence of its 
operation. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
social ‘fairness’.  Operational procedures exist which can 
be used to implement and consider social ‘fairness’ and 
some evidence of its operation. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
social ‘fairness’.  Operational procedures and measures 
exist which can be used to implement and consider social 
‘fairness’ with comprehensive and transparent evidence of 
enacting this commitment and success in its outcomes. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: Coastal management protects and enhances optimum environmental quality with regard to its impact upon employment, income and 
wealth generation  
Does coastal management protect and enhance 
optimum environmental quality with regard to its 
impact upon employment, income and wealth 
generation? 

There is an explicit commitment and guiding principle to consider 
environmental quality as a trade-off in respect to employment and 
income, though no statement of direct objectives or implementation 
mechanisms.   
 
There is no real knowledge or action with regard employment and 
there is generally a need for the generic area conditions of economic 
indicators of key coastal industries, though Plymouth City Council did 
an audit in 2002 and found falling numbers of maritime jobs. 
 
Positive TECF actions include consideration being given to the 
building of flats in industrial harbour areas with respect to impact on 
employment and wealth generation, and the potential for supporting 
the local fishing community, though this latter point is currently not 
happening. 
 

 

 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Reports  

5 

0  - Coastal management does not consider environment 
quality with regard to its impact on employment, income 
and wealth generation. 
3  - Coastal management has an underlying acceptance of 
the need to consider environmental quality with regard to 
its impact on employment, income and wealth generation 
and some limited evidence to support its operation. 
7  - Coastal management has a commitment to consider 
environmental quality with regard to its impact on 
employment, income and wealth generation.  Procedures 
exist which can be used to implement this and some 
evidence of its operation. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
consider environmental quality with regard to its impact on 
employment, income and wealth generation.  Procedures 
and measures exist which can be used to implement this, 
with comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
effectively. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 4: Coastal management conserves and maintains cultural heritage 
Does coastal management seek to maintain the 
cultural heritage of the area? 

Cultural heritage represents one of the key management 
considerations of the TEMP, and therefore has a number of guiding 
principles and core objectives associated with it.  Aspects include 
cultural antecedence, site preservation and public understanding and 
awareness. 
  
The 2004 –2005 Annual Report identifies TECF being able to network 
on a local and regional to develop the interests of protecting and 
promoting the maritime heritage.  However, there is an 
acknowledgement that maritime historic features have been ignored in 
some development and that there is no centralised information bank 
that would aid management. 
 

 

 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Report 2004-2005 

7 

0  - Coastal management has no commitment to conserve 
or maintain cultural heritage. 
3  - Coastal management has an implicit commitment to 
conserve cultural heritage. There is some limited evidence 
of its operation and success. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
conserve cultural heritage. Procedures exist which can be 
used to implement this and there is some evidence of its 
operation and success. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
conserve cultural heritage.  Procedures and measures 
exist which can be used to implement this, with 
comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
effectively. 
Criterion 5: Coastal management improves the equity of coastal communities and maintains development options and opportunities for 
generations to follow 
Does coastal management have a commitment or 
intention to maintain and improve both intra and inter-
generational equity? 

There is not a specific commitment, and according to the CPO this is 
not really considered either in the general operation of TECF (pers. 
comm.).  However, there is an underlying acceptance of this role in 
protecting the common asset.   
 

 

 

CPO pers.comm, 2004 2 

0  - Coastal management does not consider or accept a 
commitment to improve social equity. 
3  - Coastal management has an implicit commitment to 
both intra and inter-generational social equity. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
both intra and inter-generational social equity.  Procedures 
exist which can be used to implement this and there is 
some evidence of its operation and success. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
intra and inter-generational social equity.  Procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement this, with 
comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
effectively. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 6: Coastal management optimises the ‘quality of life’ 
Does coastal management attempt to improve the 
‘quality of life’? 

The ‘quality of life’ is neither assessed nor considered by the 
partnership as within its remit.  There are, however, some generic 
indicators available through Plymouth City Council, with regards 
health, education and employment. 
 
  

 
 

CPO pers.comm, 2004 0 

0  - Coastal management neither assesses nor considers 
the ‘quality of life’. 
3  - The ‘quality of life’ is implicitly seen as an important 
aspect of coastal management but there is no specific 
system of assessment 
7  - The ‘quality of life’ is an active consideration for the 
management system and despite not being regularly 
assessed, surrogate indications are considered generally 
favourable 
10 - The ‘quality of life’ is regularly assessed and showing 
relative improvements over time 

 
Criterion 7: Temporal variations in the coastal system are effectively managed 
Are temporal variations in the coastal system 
managed effectively? 

Temporal variations are evident both economically and 
environmentally.   
 
Economically, tourism represents a seasonal industry including diving, 
fishing and ‘frog’ tours.  However, no action has been considered 
necessary, with little negative impacts on either social or 
environmental systems. 
 
The Bait digging and Crab tiling Codes also mitigate for any specific 
ecosystem seasonality.  

 

 

 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
Code of Conduct for Crab Collection  
 
Code of Conduct for Bait digging 

6 

0  - There are marked temporal variations in the coastal 
system but these are not considered by the management 
system.  
3  - The management system considers temporal 
variations in the coastal system. 
7  - The management system considers all temporal 
variations in the coastal system and is actively concerned 
with redressing any negative impacts.  Some 
improvements are evident. 
10 - The management system considers temporal 
variations in the coastal system and actively seeks to 
redress negative impacts.  This is evidentially and 
comprehensively successful. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 8: Policies and decisions are made through negotiation with due consideration being given to the relative importance of environmental, 
social and economic interests 
Coastal management considers and negotiates the 
consequent costs and benefits for environmental 
quality, social welfare and economic growth? 

TECF considers various costs and benefits during its processes, 
including, for example, planning applications as relevant to the area.  
A case in point is the ABP development, which is raised and briefed on 
at every meeting. 
 
The partnership can through the normal planning processes give an 
input into developments and may carry more synergistic weight.  
However, it clearly cannot have the ultimate decision.  
 

 

 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 

5 

0  - Coastal management makes no attempt to consider or 
negotiate relative costs and benefits of environmental 
quality, social welfare and economic growth. 
3  - Coastal management considers the relative costs and 
benefits of environmental quality, social welfare and 
economic growth.  
7  - Coastal management actively considers the relative 
costs and benefits of environmental quality, social welfare 
and economic growth.  There is some evidence of success 
in achieving constructively negotiated decisions. 
10 - Coastal management actively considers all the relative 
costs and benefits of environmental quality, social welfare 
and economic growth, and elicits a constructively 
negotiated and aggregated decision in a clear and 
transparent way. 
Criterion 9: Stakeholders representing environmental, social and economic interests consider trade-offs to be appropriate 
Do stakeholders perceive and understand the trade-
offs made with regard environment quality, social 
welfare and economic growth? 

In the case of the public at large there may be complaints regarding 
specific developments. 
 
However, within the remit and stakeholder membership of the 
partnership, then stakeholders are aware of trade-offs through the 
TECF process but, due to their perspective, may not necessarily 
endorse. 
 
The planning consents process confuses people but the cumulative 
effects work may shed light on this. 

 
 

Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 
2001-2006 (2001) 
 
TECF Annual Reports 

6 

0  - Stakeholders are unaware of trade-offs between issues 
of environment quality, social welfare and economic 
growth. 
3  - Stakeholders are aware of trade-offs between 
environment quality, social welfare and economic growth 
but do not fully understand them. 
7  - Stakeholders are aware and understand trade-offs 
between environment quality, social welfare and economic 
growth. 
10 - Stakeholders are aware, understand and fully endorse 
trade-offs between environment quality, social welfare and 
economic growth. 
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6.2.2.3 Analysis 

 

 

Principle 1:  Planning 

 

The performance scoring table, Table 6.4, shows how each of the 13 criteria representing the 

principle of planning, were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.12, with 

average for the principle being 4.76.  

 

 

Figure 6.12 Planning criteria performance scores 
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This score of course falls significantly short of the achievement standard of 7; indeed, only 2 

of the criteria actually attain a score of 7 or more, but that said, there is evidence of 

constructive management practices.  Of the 2 ‘successful’ criteria, the definition of the 

management area scores well, particularly with respect to the natural and physical processes 

(C1).   Identifying the relevant natural processes and enclosing them at appropriate scales 

into a management area clearly represents a difficult task.  For example, as stated in relation 
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to the EEMP case study, it is only over the last decade that sediment processes have been 

mapped and discrete sediment cells identified.  However, this requirement to govern 

environmental processes at appropriate scales, as defined by the ‘scale matching’ principle 

(Principle 2) of the ‘Lisbon Principles’ (Costanza et al., 1998), is seen as an important one.    

 

In the case of TECF, the management plan (TEMP) essentially covers the Dockyard Port of 

Plymouth Order, which includes Plymouth Sound and the tidal limits of the rivers Tamar, 

Tavy, Lynher and Plym.  TECF also state, that “occasionally a more flexible consideration of 

this boundary may need to be taken, in order to tackle issues that directly affect the estuaries 

and their environs” (TECF, 2001).  However, there is no evidence that this includes the 

catchment areas of the different rivers, and as such this could be described as being a largely 

political boundary, though one covering many of key natural processes.  From the cultural 

perspective (C2), the score was slightly lower than the attainment mark on the basis that no 

specific cultural consideration was given to the management area boundaries. 

 

The only other criterion that reaches the attainment standard, C10 relates to the system of 

feedback and review inherent in the management process.  TECF scores higher in this regard 

than the EEMP in that it has kept within its defined time period for management plan review, 

which was set at five years from the inception of the current plan in 2001.  Indeed, a draft 

Management Plan 2006 – 2011 was published for consultation in January 2006. 

 

Of the criteria that fall slightly below the attainment score, C5 is concerned with the 

understanding and use of appropriate baselines and timeframes in management decisions.  It 

is clear that such baseline efficacy is not always in operation for TECF but that there is at 

least an increasing wealth of information becoming available on which to make decisions.  

 

The most noteworthy scores in relation to other criteria include those relating to the 

identification, clarity and operation of objectives, both in the short and long term.  Criteria 6 – 

9 inclusive have a highest score of 5 and a lowest score of 2, and essentially it can be 

summarised that though there are timeframes associated with objectives, these timeframes 

are dictated by the management process rather than problem-based ‘need’.  In addition, there 

is no clear methodology for identifying the significance of specific issues and therefore of the 

objectives and those that are identified have no clear methodologies attached for either 

carrying out the objectives or of measuring performance in achieving them.  In a sense this is 

similar to the EEMP case study in that the main problem is likely to be simply a lack of 

definition and clarity. 

 

As with the EEMP also, criteria that score poorly include both C12 and C13, on the basis that 

there is no efficacious system auditing, and no explicit statement of the need to continually 

improve performance through management. 
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Principle 2:  Participation 

 

The performance scoring table shows how each of the 7 criteria representing the principle of 

participation were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.13, with the average for 

the principle being 5.71.  

 

 

Figure 6.13 Participation criteria performance scores 
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As can be seen, three of the criteria score well and achieve the attainment standard.  Firstly, 

C1, relating to the range and diversity of stakeholders, identifies a process that, although not 

as holistic in its view of stakeholder involvement, does at least include all statutory and 

competent bodies along with a number of relevant hobbyist groups, and enables them to 

participate actively.     

 

The criteria C4 and C6, relating to conflict resolution and the system of stakeholder feedback 

respectively, both also reach the attainment standard.  The former is noteworthy in terms of 
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evidence in that it is based on the time served aspect of the process, which has enabled 

consistency of representatives and therefore allowed for the building up of personal 

relationships to deal with professional problems.  This should not be overlooked as a key 

requirement in the success of any ICZM process, or indeed any management process.  A 

change in personnel dynamics has the potential to derail any processes or organizations if it 

is destructive enough. 

 

Of the remainder, the criterion C3, relating to the transparency of the planning and decision-

making process, scores the lowest in this principle since other than the use of meetings, there 

appears to be no attempt to increase stakeholder awareness and understanding.  As with the 

EEMP, C7, relating to the accountability of decision makers, scores 5 and indicates that 

overall there is little by way of explicit accountability. 

 

 

Principle 3:  Communication 

 
The performance scoring table shows how each of the 7 criteria representing the principle of 

communication were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.14, with average for 

the principle being 4.14. 

 

The TECF therefore achieves a low score for the principle of communication, and indeed only 

one criterion is awarded the attainment standard.  That criterion is C2, relating to the ease 

and understanding of information disseminated.  The lowest scoring criteria are C3 and C5, 

relating to the awareness and understanding of the general public and the use of indicators as 

tools for interpretation and dissemination.  With regards the former, it may appear that there is 

some incongruence between C2 and C3 but the discrepancy in the scores stem from the fact 

that TECF only disseminates information to what it considers are key stakeholders and does 

not in any evident way attempt to inform the general public.  In this way, the management 

system might be described as being rather elitist in approach.  This is further reflected in the 

criterion C7, which relates to the strategic view of the management system as to its role 

regarding communication.  Essentially TECF does not view its role as being one of a great 

communicator.  As such C1 indicates that though there are some low tech and hi tech 

approaches employed to communicate information, some of these are ad-hoc in nature, whilst 

others are lacking altogether.   

 

As for the use of indicators, though there is clearly a bank of information starting to build, it is 

also clear that this is currently not being used as any systematic or focussed tool.      
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Figure 6.14 Communication criteria performance scores 
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Principle 4:  Integration 

 

The performance scoring table shows how each of the 8 criteria representing the principle of 

integration were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.15, with the average for 

the principle being 5.0.  The performance of the TECF with respect to integration is therefore 

markedly better than in relation to communication. 

 

Two of the eight criteria under this principle achieve the attainment standard; namely C1, 

relating to the use of analytical problem solving techniques, and C5, relating to the 

development of equality between different management units and disciplines.  In the case of 

the former there is some evidence of creative analytical tools being used in order to help 

focus on specific problems such as with regard to water quality and monitoring in 2004.  In the 

case of the latter, there is evidence of sectoral understanding allowing for synergistic policy 

development to take place; notably with regard to the effects of cumulative pollution.  One 

criterion that is closely allied to C5 is that of C4, which relates to horizontal integration, and 

which falls just short of achieving the attainment standard.  As stated with regard the EEMP 

however, it is perhaps not surprising that this criterion has scored reasonably well since the 

purpose of such an ICZM initiative is of course to enhance such sectoral integration. 
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Figure 6.15 Integration criteria performance scores 
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Taking this idea of integration further, C6 assesses the relationship between science and 

management, and in particular the way in which scientific information, knowledge and 

resources are employed through the management process in order to enable management 

aims and objectives.  In the case of TECF, though currently the score is actually quite low, 

there is the potential for major improvements in this area given the existence and operation of 

the Plymouth Marine Science Partnership.  As yet, there is just on-going dialogue but future 

benefits could certainly accrue given the right circumstances.  One such circumstance is of 

course the necessary funding availability and this represents a recurrent theme throughout 

the relationship between ICZM and science.     

 

As with the case of the EEMP, C8, relating to continued improvements in integration, scores 

lowly due to the difficulty inherent in tracing improvements in integration over time. 
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Principle 5:  Responsibility 

 

The performance scoring table shows how each of the 10 criteria representing the principle of 

integration were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.16, with the average for 

the principle being 4.0, which represents the lowest score of the six principles. 

 

 

Figure 6.16 Responsibility criteria performance scores 
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This low score for the principle reflects the fact that a number of the criteria included under 

this principle are concerned with the tools and techniques employed more widely in 

environmental management, but which have yet to be incorporated into ICZM to any great 

extent.  For example, life cycle analysis, which is the concern of criterion C8, is such a tool 

having had only a very marginal role in ICZM to date and little or no inclusion through TECF.   

 

TECF, on the other hand, does have a clearly stated and explicit commitment to the use of 

risk assessment, which is the concern of the criterion C7, and represents a similarly 

underused tool in ICZM.  Indeed, this criterion is one of two that achieve the attainment 
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standard for the principle, the other being that of C1, relating to the legal basis of the 

management system.   

 

Of the other criteria, C4, relating to the use of ‘best practice’ can be positively evidenced on 

the basis that in simply existing and operating in a participatory and networking manner to 

achieve coastal management, TECF is in fact following a host of best practice guidance such 

as that issued by both the UK Government in the guise of PPG20 (1992); and the EU ICZM 

Recommendation (2002).   

 

In addition, support and evidence of ‘best practice’ can be seen in the case of the role and 

operation of the precautionary approach, which the specific subject of C4.  This ubiquitous 

and fundamental approach is clearly cited in the Management Plan and the relevant Crab 

Collectors and Bait Digging Codes of Conduct represent some evidence of its application.  

Overall, however, as with the EEMP, there is as much evidence to show its non-application.  

As such this neither helps the scoring of C4, nor strongly contributes to the support of C4.  

The fact that this is not sufficient to enable it to attain a higher score is due, also, to the fact 

that other aspects of management are certainly lacking, such as the aforementioned life cycle 

assessment; the polluter pays principle (C6); budget sufficiency (C9) and, the complete lack 

of attention and consideration given to the development of the ecosystem approach (C10). 

 

 

Principle 6:  Balance 

 

The performance scoring table shows how each of the 9 criteria representing the principle of 

integration were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.17, with the average for 

the principle being 4.77. 

 

As can be seen, two of the criteria meet the attainment standard; namely C1, which relates to 

the conservation of biodiversity; and, C4, relating to the conservation and maintenance of 

cultural heritage.  Given that this principle is concerned with the ‘balance’ between the 

environmental, social and economic aspects of managing the coastal area, it might be 

concluded that these criteria have less value than some of the other criteria since they are 

concerned with just one of the three aspects of sustainability.  However, it is argued that 

these merely serve as important pillars for the principle as a whole.  Indeed, Lovejoy (2000) 

states, “biological diversity integrates the effects of all environmental problems facing an 

ecosystem” and that, as such, it can be used as a single measure of how mankind is affecting 

the environment, or of sustainable development itself. 
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Figure 6.17 Balance criteria performance scores 
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Specific ‘balance’ related criteria that take differing perspectives on the relationships between 

the environmental quality, economic health and social welfare, include C2, which relates 

environmental and economic decision-making to social ‘fairness’ and C3, which relates 

environmental quality to its impact on employment, income and wealth generation.  These are 

both allocated performance scores of 5, showing that TECF appears aware of the importance 

of these relationships and that, as such, there is some evidence of constructive management.  

However, it also shows that further development leading to explicit evidence of purposeful 

actions actually being directed towards these relationships is required. 

 

The lowest scoring criterion is that of C6, which relates to the ‘quality of life’.  This can be 

seen to relate to all of the ‘balance’ criteria in that the concept expresses a complex mixture of 

elements including the standard of living, access to goods or services, freedom and 

environmental health, but more than this perhaps, it is underpinned by the notion of 

eudaimonia (happiness).  This criterion should probably be seen as an important barometer of 
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ICZM ‘success’ and therefore at least be considered but in the case of TECF there is no 

evidence of this either having been done or indeed being viewed as important.   

 

Of similar noteworthiness, another low scoring criterion is that of C5, which relates to equity 

and its consideration in the coastal management initiative.  This criterion scored a 2 as a 

result of a lack of apparent commitment to this as an important component of ICZM.   

 

 

6.2.2.4 Assessment outcome 

 

In conclusion, Figure 6.18 details the mean scores for the six principles.  As can be seen, 

none of the principles meet the Standard achievement score of 7, with all falling short by 

varying degrees.  The average for the six principles is 4.73 and overall the TECF is therefore 

classified as having failed the Coastal Sustainability Standard.  

 

 

Figure 6.18 TECF: Principle performance scores 
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6.2.3 Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum (PCF) 

 

6.2.3.1 Introductory overview 

 

In contrast to the Exe Estuary Management Partnership and the Tamar Estuaries 

Consultative Forum, the development of the Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum (PCF) has been a 

more recent one, with the PCF being officially established in May 2000.  Following a 

successful EU Objective One bid, the Forum team started work full time in December 2001 

and brought together a variety of stakeholders from the public, private and voluntary sector 

with the aim of promoting a “sustainable and strategic approach to the planning, 

management, use and development of Pembrokeshire's coastal zone ...... (to) ensure that it's 

inherent natural, cultural and economic assets are maintained and enhanced for the benefit 

and enjoyment of present and future generations” (Institute of Welsh Affairs, 2000).   

 

The PCF also differs from the EEMP and TECF with respect to the coverage of the 

management area.  Indeed, the PCF is concerned with a much larger area than the previous 

two case studies, covering, as it does, the whole coastal zone of Pembrokeshire, including 

the Milford Haven Waterway.  It also differs significantly in that it is not defined specifically or 

strictly through a management plan.  Instead, on the basis that many terrestrial and maritime 

activities can have an impact on the coastal zone, the management area has a seaward or 

inland boundary defined according to the specific salient issue under discussion.  

 

A third difference between the PCF and the other case studies is that it does not as yet 

indeed have a management plan.  Instead the Forum was established with a series of project 

objectives, these being: 

 

• To raise awareness and understanding of coastal issues in Pembrokeshire, and 

contribute to wider debates on coastal planning and management; 

• To provide a voice for the ‘Pembrokeshire Coast and Waterway’ and promote its 

local, national and international importance; 

• To provide a forum for debate that encourages co-operation and dialogue between 

different interests and users of the Pembrokeshire Coast; 

• To provide a wider perspective for, and assist in the co-ordination of, individual 

coastal initiatives; 

• To provide advice on strategic issues and facilitate discussion on major proposals for 

development and other changes likely to affect the Pembrokeshire Coast; 

• To establish a baseline for monitoring social / economic and environmental health of 

the coastal zone; 
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• To encourage the gathering and dissemination of knowledge and facilitate through 

pooling of resources and expertise, the development of a research and monitoring 

programme. 

(Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum, 2005) 

 

 

The role of the PCF was therefore to raise awareness of coastal issues and to enable 

discussion and debate amongst coastal stakeholders, with a long-term goal of leading the 

strategic development and sustainable management of the Pembrokeshire coastal zone.  In 

order to achieve this the Forum structure was designed, as shown in Figure 6.19, to be open 

to all stakeholders, from the public, private and voluntary sectors to individuals.  

 

 

Figure 6.19 Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum Structure (PCF, 2003) 
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As can be seen, the PCF is chaired by Nick Ainger MP, and supported by the ‘Forum Team’, 

who in turn answers to a Management Group.  The Management Group meet quarterly to 

provide advice on the day to day running of the PCF and consist of the main funding bodies of 

the Forum.  The PCF is also guided by a Steering Committee, which consists of the members 

of the management group, along with the Chairs from each of the Topic Groups.  Up until very 

recently there have been eleven Topic Groups but these have now been amalgamated into 

eight (PCF, 2005).  The Steering Committee meet at least once a year and help develop the 

strategic framework of the Forum and respond to consultations on strategic issues. They also 

agree the annual programme for PCF and discuss the work of the Topic Groups, their 

structure, and areas of integration and conflict. 

 

In addition to the structure outlined, it was recognised that the statutory agencies, having a 

specific executive function on the coast, would need a mechanism to implement ICZM at a 

strategic level between them.  To meet this requirement, a group known as the 

Pembrokeshire Coastal ‘Concordat’ Group was formed in 2001.  Now known as the 

Pembrokeshire Coastal Partnership (PCP), this Group required members to make a formal 

declaration of commitment not only to the PCF aim stated previously, but also to the 

principles of ICZM, and a series of objectives intended to further ICZM in Pembrokeshire.  

These objectives are listed as follows: 

 

• To explore opportunities for increased co-operation and integration of relevant 

activities; 

• To achieve the maximum value for current activities, particularly by avoiding 

duplication; 

• To identify how best practice can be used to add value to future activities; 

• To identify opportunities for sharing resources and / or facilities in order to accelerate 

the process of integration; and 

• To employ the highest possible standards. 

 

The Strategic Framework for ICZM in Pembrokeshire was finally published in June 2005 and 

is based on a ‘vision’, as shown in Box 6.2, that includes eight key objectives and associated 

actions necessary in order to achieve it.  As a result of this Framework, a new structural 

arrangement known as the Pembrokeshire Coastal and Maritime Network (PCMN) has been 

formed between the PCF, who represent all stakeholders and aim to ensure on-going 

community engagement; the PCP, who consist of all the statutory executive agencies; and 

the Coastal Facilitation Team, previously known as the Forum Team.  This relationship is 

diagrammatically described in Figure 6.20.   
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BOX 6.2  Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum Vision (PCF, 2005)  

 
 
The vision for the coastal zone of Pembrokeshire is one where: 
 

• The economy, based on the assets of the coastal zone, is thriving; 

• Coastal communities are vibrant; 

• The quality of the environment is maintained and enhanced to the highest standards; 

• The coastal waters are safe and clean; 

• The public are able to gain access to it and enjoy it; 

• These qualities are appreciated and understood by all. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.20 Pembrokeshire Coastal and Maritime Network (PCF, 2005) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

In the Strategic Framework (2005), the PCF states that “as an independent non-statutory 

body, (it) does not have a management role” but instead maintains a neutral stance in order 

to facilitate discussions with relevant organizations to enable solutions to be found to specific 

problems.  This is clearly the case with regard the PCF alone.  However, the PCMN, of which 

it is part, also has responsibility for working to the overall ‘vision’ and strategic objectives, and 

to develop programmes and policies to implement these objectives.  As such it does 

purposefully act to manage the coast and it is therefore the PCMN that will be assessed 

against the Standard.   

 

This particular case study was classified under the ‘suitability’ selection criteria of Table 3.6, 

as the ‘least likely’ case study to be successful in terms achieving sustainable development 

on the basis of its relatively recent development, potentially damaging high level of 
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Coastal 

Partnership 

Pembrokeshire 
Coastal Forum 

Pembrokeshire 
Coastal 

Facilitation Team 
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environmental impacts, its lack of spatial definition and its lack of an established management 

plan. 

 

 

6.2.3.2 Performance scoring 

 

The results of an audit of the PCMN against the Coastal Sustainability Standard are detailed 

in Table 6.5. 
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Table 6.5 Performance Scoring for the Pembrokeshire Coastal and Maritime Network 
 

 

PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: The management system is consistent with the nature and scale of the coastal area 
Is the management system clearly and spatially 
defined in relation to relevant natural processes? 

The PCF covers the whole of the Pembrokeshire Coast, including 
Milford Haven Waterway, and has a seaward or landward boundary 
defined according to issues under discussion (PCF, 2005).  This 
represents an interesting and potentially very promising approach to 
ICZM.  However, as this is stated in the Strategic Framework, this 
merely represents an intention and one for which as yet there is no 
evidence of any action to support definition or process inclusion. 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
 

3 

0  - No specific or clearly marked spatial boundary exists or 
has been considered to any great extent. 

3  - The spatial area has been considered in relation to 
natural processes though is not formally or clearly defined. 

7  - The spatial area has been defined clearly, though is 
not fully relevant to all natural processes. 

10 – The spatial area is clearly defined and fully relevant to 
all natural processes. 
 
 

Criterion 2: The management system is consistent with the cultural context of the coastal area 
Is the management system clearly and spatially 
defined in relation to the relevant cultural context? 

As with the previous criterion, the Strategic Framework has provided 
an interesting and potentially very beneficial approach to ICZM.  
However, since there is no evidence currently of success, it is difficult 
to award a high score for this particular criterion.  

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

3 

0  - No specific or clearly marked spatial boundary exists or 
has been considered to any great extent. 
3  - The spatial area has been considered in relation to the 
cultural context though is not formally or clearly defined. 
7  - The spatial area has been defined.  However it is not 
fully relevant to the cultural context. 

10 – The spatial area is clearly defined and fully relevant to 
the cultural context. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: The management system is clearly defined with individuals and organizations having clear lines of responsibility and interaction 
Is there a clear management structure identifying 
organisations, individuals and responsibilities? 

The PCF structure is clearly defined on the website.  This definition 
includes named individuals and representatives of member 
organizations, as well as chairmen of topic groups.   
 
Since the inception of the Forum, there has been some minor 
alteration in the PCF’s relationship with the previously named 
Concordat group, to its present operandi as part of the PCMN.  This 
overarching management structure is defined very basically in the 
Strategic Framework.   
 
This information is available through the website. 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 

 

7 

0  - There is no clear or coherent management structure in 
place. 
3  - Individuals and organizations with management 
responsibility are known.  Responsibilities and interactions 
are to be determined. 
7  - Individuals and organizations with management 
responsibility have been defined including key areas of 
responsibility and interaction. 
10 - The management structure is clearly, 
comprehensively and explicitly stated.  Individuals and 
organizations with management responsibility are clearly 
defined including all areas of responsibility and interaction. 
 
 

Criterion 4: The management system takes a farsighted view 
Does the management system take a clear farsighted 
view? 

The Strategic Framework defines a ‘vision’ and a specific mission 
statement for ICZM.  From these, 8 objectives are identified, along with 
associated actions.  However, there is no indication of short or long-
term aims.  
 
Value has been added for this criterion as a result of inclusion of the 
‘vision’ and mission statement. 
 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

5 

0  - There is no evidence to suggest the management 
system is taking a farsighted view. 

3  - Short and long-term aims are implicit within the 
management system. 

7  - The management system contains explicitly stated 
short and long-term aims 

10 - The management system contains clearly stated short 
and long-term aims, and an explicit management ‘vision’. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 5: Management operates on the basis of a clear and detailed understanding of the area and with reference to appropriate baselines 
Does management base decisions and planning on a 
clear and comprehensive understanding of the area and 
with reference to appropriate baselines?   

To this point in time information has been collected with regard issues 
from a variety of sources and this has informed pertinent topic group 
discussions, the purpose being not to resolve issues but to detail them. 
These details were then used in order to produce 10 topic papers in 
2003, which in turn formed the basis of the working paper identifying 
possible issues for the ICZM Strategy (2004).  This report outlines the 
baseline issues qualitatively though lacks specificity with regard 
baseline data. 
 
The Strategy does not refer clearly to specific issues or relevant 
baseline data.  However, it is implied that this stated that this is 
intended in the future as the development of a sound knowledge base 
represents one of the 8 Framework objectives. 
 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 
 
Working Paper Identifying Possible 
Issues for Consideration in the ICZM 
Strategy for Pembrokeshire (2004) 
 
Topic Papers (2003) 

3 

0  - Management does not have a clear or comprehensive 
understanding of the area.  Baselines are not considered. 
3  - Management bases decisions and planning on an 
understanding of the area.  Baselines are occasionally 
considered. 
7  - Management bases decisions and planning on a 
comprehensive understanding of the area.  Baselines are 
always considered though not always appropriately. 

10 - Management bases decisions and planning on a clear 
and comprehensive understanding of the area.  All 
decisions and planning are referenced to appropriate 
baselines. 
 

Criterion 6: Objectives are focussed on the most significant issues facing coastal sustainability 
Are the objectives systematically identified in relation 
to their significance? 

The working paper identifying possible issues for the ICZM Strategy 
(2004) identifies the significant issues and suggests possible actions.  
However, these are not reiterated in the Strategic Framework (2005).  
Instead 8 generic objectives are stated.  

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 
 
Working Paper Identifying Possible 
Issues for Consideration in the ICZM 
Strategy for Pembrokeshire (2004) 

4 

0  - Management has no stated objectives. 
3  - Management has stated objectives but these are not 
identified through any clear methodology and do not relate 
to their identifiable significance. 
7  - Management has stated objectives, identified using an 
appropriate methodology, but which do not relate fully to 
their identifiable significance. 
10 - Management has stated objectives which are clearly 
identified using an appropriate methodology and which 
relate in a detailed and transparent way to their identifiable 
significance. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 7: The management system contains short-term and long-term objectives 
Does the management system clearly contain both 
short (operational) and long-term (quality) objectives? 

System objectives are stated but there is no reference to timeframes. Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 

3 

0  - No system objectives are stated. 

3  - Objectives are implicit to the system but are not 
specifically related to appropriate timeframes. 

7  - The system contains operational and quality objectives, 
many of which are related to appropriate timeframes. 

10 - The system contains clear and appropriate short-term 
operational objectives and long-term quality objectives. 

Criterion 8: Operational procedures exist for meeting objectives 
Are procedures and methodology clearly stated and 
appropriate to meeting the objectives?   

System objectives are stated but there are no procedures in place for 
meeting them.  The working paper identifying possible issues for the 
ICZM Strategy (2004) did suggest possible actions with respect to 
identified issues but these are not further developed in the Strategic 
Framework.   

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 
 
Working Paper Identifying Possible 
Issues for Consideration in the ICZM 
Strategy for Pembrokeshire (2004) 

2 

0  - There is no evidence of operational procedures or 
methodology being in place for meeting objectives. 
3  - Procedures and methodology required to meet the 
objectives are implicit. 
7  - Procedures and methodology required to meet the 
objectives are explicitly stated but limited in scope and 
efficacy. 

10 - Procedures and methodology required to meet the 
objectives are both appropriate and clearly stated. 

Criterion 9: Procedures are in place for measuring performance relative to objectives 
Are procedures in place for measuring performance 
relative to the objectives? 

System objectives are stated in the Strategic Framework.  One of 
these objectives relates to monitoring and review of the development 
and implementation of policies and there is a stated intention to 
establish a regular reporting process.  However, there are no specific 
procedures in place for measuring performance.   
 
  

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 

1 

0  - There are no procedures in place for measuring 
performance relative to objectives. 
3  - Procedures for measuring performance in some 
objectives are stated though ill defined.  The information 
gathered lacks detail. 
7  - Procedures for measuring performance in all objectives 
are stated, though information gathered lacks detail. 
10 - Tested procedures for measuring performance in all 
objectives are clear and appropriate.  Information gathered 
is sufficiently detailed. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 10: The management plan is clearly linked to a system of feedback and iterative reflection on past actions and consequences 
Does the management structure include a system of 
feedback and reflection relating to performance? 

As stated for the previous criterion there is one objective relating to the 
monitoring and review of the development and implementation of 
policies.  However, this does not necessarily act as a direct feedback 
system for the management structure.  Instead, the PCF will consider 
‘community engagement’ and work with the PCP in order to field 
feedback.  This process is largely implied and not particularly clear.  
However, Minutes from the various meetings have shown that there 
has been some discussion.  For example, there is some question as to 
how best relate topic group feedback to the Partnership/Network.  Best 
practice has been suggested that Topic Chairs should relay 
information to the Steering Group and then from there on to the 
Partnership in order to take appropriate action. 
 

 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 
 
PCF Steering Committee Meeting 
Minutes (September 2005) 
 
Coastal Partnership Meeting Minutes 
(September 2005) 

4 

0  - No system of feedback and reflection exists. 

3  - Feedback and reflection is implicit in the system. 

7  - A system of feedback and reflection is explicitly stated 
and there is some evidence of its operation. 

10 - A clear, transparent and well-defined system of 
feedback and reflection is stated and there is evidence of it 
operating effectively. 

Criterion 11: The management process is adaptive 
Can the management system adapt quickly and 
effectively in the light of either changing events or 
poor performance? 

Following on from the previous criterion, since the feedback system is 
unclear it is difficult to judge any evidence of adaptive management.  
The Topic Papers (2003) might be cited as potentially offering some 
evidence but since the Topic Groups were not intended to solve 
problems, it was found that this was not the case.   
 
Overall it could be argued that the development process that has lead 
to the Strategic Framework is an adaptive one.  However, there is 
currently little evidence of adaptive management with respect to any 
objectives or issues.  One exception to this is the Marine Code, which 
was coordinated by the PCF in 2003 and reviewed prior to its 
subsequent reissue.  One area of concern relating to the Code 
however is the lack of relevant monitoring and enforcement (PCF, 
2004).  
 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 
 
Topic Papers (2003) 
 
The Marine Code and Outdoor 
Charter Project (2003) 
 
Management Group Minutes (2004) 

3 

0  - There is no evidence of adaptive management. 
3  - There is some evidence of management behaving 
adaptively on an ad-hoc basis. 
7  - The management system is based on the clearly 
stated principle of adaptivity and there is evidence of 
adaptive behaviour in some aspects of the system. 

10 - Management has a clear set of adaptive or learning 
based procedures.  There is evidence of the system being 
highly adaptive and responsive to making necessary and 
timely changes. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 12: The management system is effectively audited on a regular and periodic basis 
Do competent individuals audit the management 
system on a regular and periodic basis? 

There is no evidence of management auditing of the whole system 
though consultation is enabled through the process of meetings.  In 
addition, there has also been a recreational audit.  The PCP agreed 
unanimously that this should be seen as a starting point with regard to 
a management tool for a wide variety of organizations and should 
continue to be taken forward on an annual basis.  Indeed, it is seen 
that the future work on the audit would assist in developing integrated 
partnership working and could be built into the work programme. 

South West Wales Recreational 
Audit (2005) 
 
Coastal Partnership Meeting Minutes 
(September 2005) 

4 

0  - The management system is neither audited nor 
assessed. 
3  - The system is not specifically audited but is consulted 
upon sporadically. 
7  - The system is audited over specified timeframes.  
10 - Responsible and skilled persons are nominated to 
audit the system on a regular and periodic basis. 
 

Criterion 13: The management system has a commitment to continually improve performance in the light of sustainability 
Does the system have a commitment to continually 
improve performance? 

Through the structural development up to the Strategic Framework 
there is evidence of a commitment to continually improve.  However, 
there is no explicit commitment to this other than future intentions.   

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 

3 

0  - There is no evidence of a commitment to continually 
improve. 
3  - The system has an implicit desire to continually 
improve in terms of its performance. 
7  - The system has an explicit commitment to continually 
improve in terms of its performance. 
10 - The system has an explicit and clearly defined 
commitment to improve in terms of its performance.  
Traceable annual evidence shows that this has been 
successfully achieved over a period of years. 
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: An appropriate range and diversity of stakeholders are participate actively in the management process 
Do all stakeholders participate fully within the 
management system?   

The Strategic Framework refers to the PCF as being “open to including 
all individuals as well as stakeholders from the public, private and 
voluntary sector”, with the aim being to “operate on an equal partner 
basis “(2005).  There are various mechanisms by which the process 
enables participation including the Facilitation Team responding to 
requests and acting as a link between the public, planners and 
managers.  
 
One related area that is not clear is in the PCF relationship with the 
PCP.  

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 

 

9 

0  - The system does not include stakeholder groups. 

3  - Some of the key stakeholder groups are represented in 
the management process. 

7  - All key stakeholder groups are represented and 
actively contribute in the management process. 

10 - There is a comprehensive coverage of all stakeholder 
interests participating fully and constructively in the 
management process, including all key stakeholders. 
 

Criterion 2: Stakeholders understand their role and responsibility within the management process 
Do stakeholders understand the management system 
and the importance of their role and responsibilities 
within the process? 

Given the publication of the recent Strategic Framework document, it 
would be surprising if there were a complete and comprehensive 
understanding of the management system amongst stakeholders.   
 
Minutes from the various meetings show that there is in fact need for 
some clarification.    For example, there is a question as to how best 
relate topic group outputs to the Partnership/Network.  It was also 
decided that the PCP should prepare a document setting out the 
discussion, aims and objectives of the Network and the functions of 
the Partnership, the Forum and the Facilitation Team.  All partners 
could then be asked to formally endorse the Framework.   
 
Furthermore, there is a need to provide an annual report on activities 
and a 3-year work programme.      
 
All of this implies a need for further clarity. 

PCF Steering Committee Meeting 
Minutes (September 2005) 
 
Coastal Partnership Meeting Minutes 
(September 2005) 

4 

0  - All stakeholders are confused as to the operation of the 
management system and none understand the importance 
of their role within the management system. 
3  - Some stakeholders are confused as to the operation of 
the management system and many are not fully aware of 
their role and responsibility within the management 
structure. 
7  - Most stakeholders, including all key ones, understand 
the management system and are aware of their role and 
responsibilities within the management structure. 
10 - All stakeholders understand the management system 
and are fully aware of their role and responsibilities within 
the management structure.  
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: The system of planning and decision-making is transparent 
Do stakeholders fully understand the planning and 
decision-making process? 

All stakeholders, including the general public are able to attend the 
annual Forum and there are accessible means, by which decisions 
and policies can be explained, through the Facilitation Team. 
 
One successful output of the PCF has been the Marine Code and 
Outdoor Charter Project.  This has received good publicity and is 
viewed as a model for wildlife recreational management.  However, the 
PCP considers that the code would still benefit from further broadening 
out to a wider audience. 
 
 

Coastal Partnership Meeting Minutes 
(September 2005) 
 
The Marine Code and Outdoor 
Charter Project (2003) 

4 

0  - No attempt has been made to make the planning and 
decision-making process transparent to any of the 
stakeholders. 

3  - Attempts are sometimes made to make the planning 
and decision-making process transparent to the key 
stakeholders. 

7  - The planning and decision-making process is 
transparent to the key stakeholders.   

10 - The planning and decision-making process is fully 
transparent and easily understandable to all stakeholders.  
 
 

Criterion 4: There is a participatory process of conflict resolution 
Is there an appropriate mechanism for the resolution 
of disputes within the system? 

The PCF is in existence to maintain a neutral stance in order to 
facilitate discussions with relevant organizations and thereby enable 
solutions to be found to specific problems (PCF, 2005).  An example of 
a successful conflict resolution has been the Marine Code and 
Outdoor Charter Project.   
 
Topic groups have also acted to raise issues but given the 
development stage of the system, the topic groups are not set with 
problem solving and indeed it has been suggested that some could be 
run as a lectures, as opposed to debates or seminars.  This would 
reduce any conflict resolution potential they have.   
 
There are also no clear actions referenced to identifiable problems.  
 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
Coastal Partnership Meeting Minutes 
(September 2005) 

3 

0  - No attempts have been made to resolve conflicts or 
develop empathy and understanding to reduce conflict.  
3  - A programme is being developed to foster empathy 
and understanding and to allow for conflict resolution within 
the system. 
7  - There is a mechanism to foster understanding and to 
allow for conflict resolution within the system.  This has not 
always acted successfully. 
10 - There is an appropriate and tested mechanism for the 
resolution of disputes between stakeholders.  All 
stakeholders fully understand and have empathy for the 
points of views of others. 
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 5: There is minimal tension between ‘top-down’ decision-making and ‘bottom-up’ aspirations 
Are there good working relationships between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups? 

According to the CPO, there are good working relations between the 
various stakeholders.  However, since the PCMN do not directly act to 
solve problems there is only minimal evidence to support constructive 
relations.  

Coastal Partnership Meeting Minutes 
(September 2005) 
 
CPO pers.comm, 2005 

5 

0  - Non-constructive relationships exist between statutory 
empowered regulators and other stakeholder groups.  
3  - ‘Difficult’ working relationships exist between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with regard a number of key management issues.  
However, evident attempts are being made in order to 
foster improvements in these.  
7  - ‘Good’ working relationships exist between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with regard most of the key management issues. 
10 - ‘Good’ working relationships exist between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with of the regard all management issues. 
 

Criterion 6: There is an active system of stakeholder review and feedback 
Is there a formal and explicit process available by 
which stakeholders can raise issues or problems? 

There is a formal system available through the meetings (particularly 
through Any Other Business).  There is also availability to raise issues 
or seek clarifications outside of these meetings on an ad-hoc basis 
through both the website or direct contact with the Facilitation Team.  
This process is open to the wider public. 
 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

 

9 

0  - There is no system of stakeholder review. 

3  - There is no explicit or formal system of stakeholder 
review but stakeholders are empowered to raise issues 
when the need arises. 

7  - There is a formal and periodic system of key 
stakeholder review. 

10 - There is a formal and comprehensive system of 
stakeholder review on a periodic basis.  All stakeholders 
are empowered to raise issues as and when the need 
arises. 
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 7: Decision-makers are accountable for their actions 
Are decision-makers accountable for their actions? The process enables a certain degree of accountability, particularly 

through the stakeholder feedback system, though attempts are not 
made to explain all management outcomes.   
 
There is also some concern that due to workloads, some PCF Topic 
Groups might be run as lectures, rather than debates or seminars.  
Such a development would be likely to lead to a reduction in 
accountability.    
 
 
 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
Steering Committee Meeting 
Minutes (September 2005) 

5 

0  - Decision-makers are not accountable for their actions. 
3  - Decision-makers are implicitly accountable for their 
actions to all stakeholders. 
7  - Decision-makers are explicitly accountable for their 
actions to all stakeholders. Attempts are made to explain 
management outcomes. 
10 - Decision-makers are formally and explicitly 
accountable for their actions to all stakeholders and make 
regular and appropriate attempts to justify management 
outcomes to the wider public. 
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Principle 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 
Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 

Score 

Criterion 1: Stakeholders and the community at large have easy access and opportunity to relevant coastal information and education 
Is there easy access to relevant coastal information for 
all stakeholders and the community at large? 

Community engagement is seen as an important aspect of the PCMN 
work and information and education is available in a variety of forms 
from low tech. newsletters to an up to date high tech website.  The 
newsletter is distributed to around 1000 members whilst the website 
contains all PCMN publications including minutes of meetings. 
 
Evidence of specific actions included the suggestion at a Steering 
Committee meeting that a further meeting should be held that would 
seek to identify ways in which to involve local communities and from 
which they would benefit.   

Steering Committee Meeting 
Minutes (September 2005) 
 
PCF Steering Group Meeting 
minutes (October, 2005) 
 
Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005)  
 
PCF website 
 

9 

0  - No system of information dissemination is in operation. 

3  - Dissemination using either low tech or hi tech methods 
operates on an ad-hoc basis. 

7  - A formal system of dissemination using low tech and hi 
tech methods addresses all stakeholders and the 
community at large.  

10 - A formal system of dissemination using low tech and 
hi tech methods addresses all stakeholders and the 
community at large and is operating effectively. 
 
 

Criterion 2: Information presented through the dissemination system is easily understood and interpreted correctly by different ‘cultural’ 
(occupations, advocacy etc.) groups 
Do stakeholders understand the information that is 
being passed to them?   

In some cases there may be a need for better use of terminology and 
a more simple language used. However, overall information is 
generally easily understandable. 
 
There is no formal or explicit system check or feedback from users of 
the information.   

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005)  
 
PCF website 

7 

0  - No system of information dissemination is in operation. 
3  - Stakeholders have misunderstandings with regard to 
the messages and information communicated to them. 
7  - Stakeholders may have some misunderstandings with 
regard to the messages and information communicated to 
them.  However, there are accessible means by which 
issues can be clarified. 

10 - All stakeholders clearly understand the messages and 
information that is passed to them. 
 
 

 

 

 



 241 

 

Principle 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 
Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 

Score 

Criterion 3: The general public are fully aware of the management process and understand its relevance 
Is the management process known and understood by 
the community at large? 

The PCF is open to the general public and attempts to inform the 
general public of both its and role, and of issues pertaining to the 
coastal zone.  Indeed, one of the Forum’s project objectives has been 
to raise awareness.  The Facilitation Team endeavour to represent the 
PCMN at a wide range of events as well as operating the 
communication methods identified.  PCMN events are considered well 
attended.  However, there is no specific or direct evidence of public 
awareness and therefore of success in achieving this objective.       

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005)  
 
PCF website 

5 

0  - The general public are not aware of the management 
system. 

3  - The general public are aware there is a management 
process at work but not specifically what it does, how it 
operates or what it tries to achieve. 

7  - The general public are aware there is a management 
process at work and what it is trying to achieve. 

10 - The general public fully understand the management 
process and what it is trying to achieve, and are fully 
supportive of its work.   
 
 

Criterion 4: A comprehensive range of stakeholders are fully aware of issues pertaining to coastal sustainability 
Do stakeholders understand the coastal sustainability 
issues relating to the area? 

Given the nature of the PCMN and its goals, there is plenty of 
evidence of awareness raising taking place.  In relation to key 
stakeholders there is a general understanding and some knowledge of 
coastal issues.  However, it is not known how aware the public are 
with regard to particular issues.   

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

6 

0  - Stakeholders are unaware of the general issues 
relating to coastal sustainability. 

3  - Stakeholders are aware of the general issues relating 
to coastal sustainability but do not understand them fully. 

7  - Stakeholders are aware of all the issues relating to 
coastal sustainability and understand many of these.  

10 – All stakeholders understand all of the issues relating 
to coastal sustainability and how this applies to their local 
coastal area 
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Principle 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 
Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 

Score 

Criterion 5: Indicators or integrated surrogate variables are used for presenting and interpreting information on environmental quality to a 
comprehensive range of stakeholders 
Are sustainability indicators used as a means by which 
information can get presented to both stakeholders 
and the community at large?   

At present there are no indicators in operation though it is stated in the 
Strategic Framework that such a development to monitor change 
would be of value.  The Facilitation Team has collected information 
and intends to establish a database for widespread use.  

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

3 

0  - No such information is either collected or presented. 
3  - Some information relating to indicators is collected and 
presented on an ad-hoc basis. 
7  - A formal suite of indicators has been identified.  
Information relating to indicators is collected and presented 
on a regular and periodic basis. 

10 - A formal and detailed suite of indicators has been 
identified.  Information relating to these indicators is 
collected and presented on a regular, periodic and 
comprehensive basis.  An analysis and implications of 
which are fully explained. 
 

Criterion 6: An outreach system of coastal sustainability education operates effectively  
Does management operate a formal outreach system 
of coastal sustainability education? 

As stated, there are a number of initiatives underway in providing a 
network for communication. There is also some informal education 
through meetings with relevant organisations.  However, there is no 
specific formal arrangement for education, though it is acknowledged, 
“there are enormous opportunities to involve schools in ICZM 
initiatives” (PCF, 2005).   
 
There is intent to work in partnership with the Sustainable 
Pembrokeshire Environmental Education Link. 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

5 

0  - There has been no attempt to educate the wider 
community about coastal sustainability. 

3  - Management offers an informal educational input into 
relevant groups and organisations. 

7  - Management operates a formal educational input into a 
range of relevant groups and organisations. 

10 - Management actively seeks to develop educational 
material, operates its own educational mechanisms and 
feeds formally into a range of relevant groups and 
organisations, and the community at large. 
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Principle 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 
Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 

Score 

Criterion 7: Communication is seen and operated as a two-way process 
Is the flow of information seen and operated as a two-
way process? 

It is clear that, though still developing, the PCMN is open to 
communication as an important principle of ICZM and that it is already 
an effective exponent of operating a two-way process.  

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005)  

8 

0  - No active communication process exists. 

3  - The management operates an effective information 
dissemination process. 

7  - The management views communication as a two-way 
process and disseminates effectively but has no effective 
formal means of receiving responses. 

10 - The management views communication as a two-way 
process and disseminates and receives information and 
responses formally and effectively. 
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: Interactive, problem-solving techniques are employed in the analysis of relevant issues 
Are interactive, problem solving techniques employed 
when analysing coastal sustainability issues? 

Analytical problem solving techniques that have been employed 
include workshops and topic groups.  For example, in the case of the 
former a facilitated workshop was held in 2004 between the Concordat 
Group and the Forum Steering Committee to decide on crosscutting 
objectives for the Strategic Framework.  The Topic Groups currently 
operate in a seminar style though they are not focussed on solving 
problems but on raising issues instead.  There is no formal statement 
of particularly how Topic Groups operate. 
 
  

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 

6 

0  - No analytical problem solving techniques have been 
considered or employed. 

3  - Formative analytical techniques have been considered 
as a means of enabling problem solving. 

7  - Formative analytical techniques have been employed 
with regards some problem solving. 

10 - Comprehensive analytical techniques are employed in 
all problem solving. 
 
 

Criterion 2: The management of the coast takes into account the impact of decision-making on its exogenous boundaries 
Does the management process take into account the 
impact of policies and decision-making on its 
boundaries? 

Since the PCMN covers the whole of the Pembrokeshire Coast, but 
operates on the basis of seaward and landward boundaries being 
defined according to issues, it would appear that due consideration will 
be given to exogenous aspect of policy and decision-making.  As yet, 
however, there is little evidence to support this given that the process 
is still in the development phase.   
 

 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

3 

0  - No consideration has been given to the relevance of 
boundaries or to the impact of policies and decision-
making across them. 

3  - Management understands the need to take into 
account and review the impact of policies and decisions 
across its spatial boundaries but with little evidence of 
action. 

7  - Management actively takes into account and reviews 
the impact of its policies and decisions across its 
exogenous boundaries and has evidence of acting to 
minimise negative aspects. 

10  - Management takes into account the impact of all 
decisions – intra and extra - on its boundaries and acts 
purposefully to optimise all aspects. 
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: Vertical policy components fully accord with one another 
Is there a consistent accord between vertical policies? The Strategic Framework directly refers to ‘integration’ as one of the 

five crosscutting issues to be resolved in terms of delivering ICZM for 
Pembrokeshire.  It also lists, as examples, some of the groups and 
partnerships operating at the various levels from local to county to 
national and regional.  There is thus an awareness and desire to 
improve vertical integration.   However, there is no evidence of this 
having been achieved to date. 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

2 

0  - There is no accord between vertical policies. 

3  - Implied vertical links can be drawn between policies.  

7  - Either implicit or explicit vertical links can be drawn 
between all policies 

10 - Explicit vertical links can be drawn between all policies. 

Criterion 4: Horizontal policy components fully accord with one another 
Is there a consistent accord between horizontal 
policies? 

As above, the Strategic Framework directly refers to ‘integration’ as 
one of the five crosscutting issues to be resolved in terms of delivering 
ICZM for Pembrokeshire.  It also directly refers to horizontal or sectoral 
integration, highlighting some problems but also identifying evidence of 
progress such as in the case of the Skomer MNR and its relationship 
with the local fishing community. 
 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

6 

0  - There is no accord between horizontal policies. 

3  - Implied horizontal links can be drawn between policies.  

7  - Either implicit or explicit horizontal links can be drawn 
between all policies. 

10 - All horizontal links relevant to coastal management are 
explicit within policies. 

Criterion 5: The coastal management process shows evident moves to develop a perceived and inherent equality between relevant disciplines 
Is there a transparent and strategic attempt to operate 
equality between different management units and 
disciplines? 

As one of the five crosscutting issues there is clearly intent to develop 
a greater degree of integration as there is in terms of community 
engagement.  These two aspects together, along with greater capacity 
building, imply moves to develop equality within the management 
process.  In terms of evidence, there are some examples of local 
communities being included at earlier stages of the planning process, 
which the Strategic Framework describes as “planning for real”.  
However, with respect to the coastal and marine environment, it is 
acknowledged that there is much work to be done.  
 
 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

5 

0  - There has been no attempt to operate or develop 
equality between the relevant disciplines in the 
management process. 

3  - Different units (actors) and disciplines are considered 
independently within the management process but 
communication exists between them. 

7  - Different units (actors) and disciplines are considered 
independently within the management process but take 
some transparent action to synchronize their work towards 
meeting combined objectives. 

10 - There are formal transparent mechanisms operating in 
which different disciplines are considered and through 
which work is synchronized towards meeting all objectives. 
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 6: There is evidently a creative relationship between science and management: between those who collect and prepare evidence and 
those who act and are responsible for decision-making  
Is science directed and playing an effective role in 
achieving coastal sustainability? 

One of the crosscutting themes relates to knowledge and 
understanding, and in particular the role of research and information.  
There is acknowledgement that coastal and marine information is 
limited and ad-hoc in nature compared to that of terrestrial information 
and that there are issues of accessibility as well as research direction.  
Suggested ways around this include the development of an 
Information Management System and an integrated Coastal Marine 
Research Partnership, though both require appropriate funding.  To 
date there appears to have been little by way of progress in this 
regard.    

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCP Meeting Minutes (September, 
2005) 

3 

0  - The management system makes no attempt to enhance 
the role and contribution of science in achieving coastal 
sustainability and there is no input from the scientific 
community into the management decision-making process. 

3  - The management system gives consideration to the role 
and contribution of science in achieving coastal 
sustainability but has limited evidence of success since 
research is not generated directly by the coastal 
management needs 

7  - The management system gives consideration to the role 
and contribution of science in achieving coastal 
sustainability and has clear evidence of success with a 
mechanism in operation by which the scientific community 
are advised as to the coastal research needs. 

10 - The management system has a synergistic and 
symbiotic relationship with the scientific community in 
operating a clear mechanism by which the scientific 
community are advised as to coastal management needs.  
They therefore have a formal, constructive and synergistic 
influence on decision-making. 

Criterion 7: Resources are focussed on facilitating greater integration 
Does resource allocation and organisation enhance the 
potential for integration? 

Clearly much of the focus of the PCF, and now the PCMN, has been to 
enable ICZM to be progressed for Pembrokeshire and in this sense 
the resources have been allocated to enable greater integration.  The 
Strategic Framework acknowledges and points the way to future 
developments though as yet given the current stage of development 
there is little evidence to make an assessment of likely success.   The 
current phase of development means that the PCMN needs to gain 
greater funding to take the Strategic Framework forward.  

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCP Meeting Minutes (2005) 

5 

0  - There is no evidence of resources being allocated to 
enable greater integration. 

3  - Resource allocation has not operated explicitly to 
enable further integration but some enhancement has 
occurred. 

7  - Resource allocation has taken some explicit and 
transparent steps to enhance integration. 

10 - Resource allocation is explicitly focussed on the 
enhancement of integration in all areas. 
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 8: There are continued improvements in integration 
Is there evidence of continuing improvements in 
integration? 

Following on from the previous criterion, there has been clear 
evidence of improving integration over the previous 4 years.  However, 
this is at an important time for the PCMN in terms of accessing further 
funding to continue this development and make them ‘real’.  

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

4 

0  - There is no evidence of integration occurring. 

3  - There is some evidence of integration occurring but not 
that there is on-going or continual improvement. 

7  - There is some evidence of integration occurring and of 
continual improvement with regard all key issues. 

10  - Integration is a core focus of the management system 
and there is strong evidence of comprehensive on-going 
improvements taking place with regard all issues.  
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PRINCIPLE 5 – RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: The management system has a clear legal basis 
Does the management system have a clear legal 
basis? 

The legal status of the PCF has come under consideration recently 
with a discussion ensuing at the Steering Committee Meeting 
(September, 2005).   There are examples of where Fora have formed 
themselves into legal entities in the UK, including the EEMP, the TECF 
and the Solway Firth. 
 
This has not been developed further however at this stage. 

  

Steering Committee Meeting 
Minutes (September 2005) 

3 

0  - The management system has no statutory or legally 
defined basis. 

3  - The management system has no statutory or legally 
defined basis but brings together some of those 
organizations who have statutory responsibility. 

7  - The management system operates as a process that 
brings together all of those organizations with statutory 
responsibility.  For some particular issues, it acts as a 
legally defined entity. 

10 - The management system operates wholly and 
comprehensively as a legally defined entity. 
 

Criterion 2: The coastal environment is regulated effectively 
Does evidence prove that the coastal environment is 
being effectively regulated? 

The Topic Group papers identify a generally high standard of coastal 
environment in Pembrokeshire, indicating a degree of effective 
regulation.  Some information is available for each of the topic group 
areas including pollution and water quality and nature conservation 
and the environment.  For example, with regard the former, information 
is available re: bathing beach quality, beach litter, waste management, 
and river water quality.  The Milford Haven Waterway Environmental 
Surveillance Group (MHWESG) has also produced a number of 
valuable reports. 
 
However, there is generally a lack of central control and use of this 
information as identified in the Strategic Framework, and therefore a 
need to develop an Information Management System.  
 
 

Pollution and Water Quality Topic 
Group Paper (2003) 
 
Nature Conservation and the 
Environment Topic Group Paper 
(2003) 
 
Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
 
 

5 

0  - Information is not available. 
3  - Information is available but inconclusive 
7  - Information is centrally available and shows some 
environmental improvements over the last 5 years. 

10 - Long period information is centrally directed and 
available showing consistent and comprehensive 
environmental improvements resulting from regulation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: Organisations and institutions involved in coastal management promote the stewardship and efficiency of use of natural resources 
Does the management system encourage the efficient 
use of natural resources in carrying out its actions? 

Evidence for there being a drive to improve resource efficiency can be 
seen in the development of the Marine Code.  However, there is no 
explicit statement of resource efficiency being a driving principle of the 
PCMN, merely an implication. 
 
 
 
 

The Marine Code and Outdoor 
Charter Project (2003) 
 
Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

3 

0  - Resource efficiency is not agreed as a driving principle 
behind the management process and there is no evidence 
to show its promotion. 
3  - Resource efficiency is an implied principle of the 
management process. There is some limited evidence of 
its operation. 
7  - Resource efficiency is agreed to as a driving principle 
of the management process and there is some evidence of 
its operation. 
10 - Resource efficiency is agreed to as a driving principle 
of the management process and there is comprehensive 
and transparent evidence of its operation. 
 

Criterion 4: The coastal management system uses the best practicable means with which to achieve its objectives 
Can the management system show evidence of 
operating the best practicable means in carrying out 
its actions? 

It is evident that the PCF have employed a participatory, and therefore 
best practice, approach to get to the current state of development.  It 
could be argued also that since the inception of the PCMN was later 
than many other coastal partnerships, that it is in fact built on a greater 
understanding of ICZM and therefore has attempted to be more 
integrated in its approach. 
 
Despite this being the case however, there is a lack of evidence to 
support the detailed actions of the PCMN being best practice since at 
present they are largely intentions.  An exception to this being the 
Marine Code. 
 
In addition, there is no explicit statement of the intent to pursue best 
practice in its forthcoming actions.    

The Marine Code and Outdoor 
Charter Project (2003) 
 
Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

5 

0  - The best practicable means is not agreed as a driving 
principle behind the management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its operation. 

3  - The best practicable means is an implied principle of 
the management process.  There is some limited evidence 
of its operation. 

7  - The best practicable means is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process and there is some 
evidence of its operation. 

10 - The best practicable means is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process and there is 
comprehensive and transparent evidence of its operation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 5: The management system evidently employs a ‘precautionary approach’ 
Can the management system show evidence of 
operating the precautionary principle in the absence of 
sufficient information? 

There is no statement of the ‘precautionary approach’ being a driving 
principle of the PCMN, though it is implied in the nature of the 
organization.  The Marine Code offers an example of its application, as 
does the Coast Care Project and the Coastal Surgeries. 

 

 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
The Marine Code and Outdoor 
Charter Project (2003) 
 
PCF website 

4 

0  - The precautionary principle is not agreed as a driving 
principle behind the management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its operation. 
3  - The precautionary principle is an implied principle of 
the management process.  There is some limited evidence 
of its operation. 
7  - The precautionary principle is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process. Operational 
procedures exist which can be used to implement a 
precautionary approach in the absence of sufficient 
information. 

10 - The precautionary principle is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process.   Operational 
procedures and measures exist which can be used to 
implement a precautionary approach in the absence of 
sufficient information.  There is comprehensive and 
transparent evidence of this operation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 6: The management system evidently applies the ‘Polluter Pays Principle’ 
Can the management system show evidence of 
operating the PPP in carrying out / enforcing its 
actions? 

There is no statement of the ‘polluter pays principle’ being a driving 
principle of the PCMN, though it is for the Environment Agency who 
are part of the PCP.  It is not implied as a principle either to any great 
extent. 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

1 

0  - The PPP is not agreed as a driving principle behind the 
management process and there is no evidence to show its 
operation. 
3  - The PPP is an implied principle of the management 
process.  There is some limited evidence of its operation. 
7  - The PPP is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process. Operational procedures exist which 
can be used to implement the PPP and there is some 
evidence of its operation. 
10 - The PPP is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process.   Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement the PPP 
and there is comprehensive and transparent evidence of 
its operation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 7: The risks to sustainability associated with coastal management policies and decision-making is as low as reasonably practicable 
Can the management system show evidence of 
carrying out risk assessments in relation to its policies 
and decisions? 

There is no statement of ‘risk assessment’ being a driving principle of 
the PCMN though this is implied in the nature of the organization, its 
vision and objectives. 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

3 

0  - Risk assessment is not agreed to as an important 
concept underpinning the management process and there 
is no clear evidence to show its operation. 
3  - Risk assessment is an implied principle of the 
management process. There is some limited evidence of 
its operation. 
7  - Risk assessment is agreed to as a driving principle of 
the management process. Operational procedures exist 
which can be used to implement risk assessment and 
there is some evidence of its operation. 
10 - Risk assessment is agreed to as a driving principle of 
the management process. Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement risk 
assessment and there is comprehensive and transparent 
evidence of its operation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 8: The management system gives due consideration to the life cycle and impact of coastal activities 
Can the management system show evidence of 
carrying out life cycle analysis in relation to its policies 
and decision-making? 

There is no statement of ‘life cycle analysis’ being a driving principle of 
the PCMN, nor any great degree of implication that this is seen as 
important. 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

2 

0  - LCA is not agreed to as an important concept 
underpinning the management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its operation.  
3  - LCA is an implied principle of the management 
process.  There is some limited evidence of its operation. 
7  - LCA is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process. Operational procedures exist which 
can be used to implement LCA and there is some evidence 
of its operation. 
10 - LCA is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process. Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement LCA and 
there is comprehensive and transparent evidence of its 
operation. 
Criterion 9: There is a sufficient budget for the management system to operate successfully 
Is there an appropriate resource budget available for 
the successful operation of the management system in 
absolute terms? 

The stage of development of the PCMN is that core funding needs to 
be accessed in order to enable the Strategic Framework to be 
actioned.  Indeed, it was reported at the Steering Committee Meeting 
(September, 2005) that the amount of funding for the ICZM data 
project had been reduced and that as a result, a proposed project with 
the National Trust need to collect/disseminate information would not 
proceed, despite the fact that this programme was seen as being 
important in the future. 
 
His therefore implies that there is insufficient budget to operate 
successfully. 
 
 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
Steering Committee Meeting 
Minutes (September 2005) 
 
 

  

2 

0  - There is an insufficient budget available for the 
operation of the management system to achieve any 
relative success. 
3  - A core budget is available for the operation of the 
management system but this is insufficient to achieve 
relative success with respect to all of its short-term goals. 
7  - A core budget is available for the operation of the 
management system that is sufficient to support and 
achieve all its short-term goals. 
10 - A core budget is available for the operation of the 
management system that is sufficient to support and 
achieve both its short term and long-term goals 
successfully in absolute terms. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 10: Management adopts an ecosystem approach to operating 
Is there an attempt to adopt an ecosystem approach to 
management? 

There is no evidence that the ecosystem approach has been 
considered by the PCMN. 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

0 

0  - The ecosystem approach has not been considered in 
relation to the management of the coastal area. 
3  - The ecosystem approach is being viewed in a 
constructive manner but with no evidence of its practicable 
employment. 
7  - The ecosystem approach is being viewed in a 
constructive manner.  There is some evidence of its 
practicable employment. 
10 - The ecosystem approach is being operated in a 
comprehensive manner. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 1: Coastal management conserves, protects and restores the health and integrity of coastal biodiversity  
Does coastal management conserve, protect and 
restore the health and integrity of coastal habitats and 
species? 

The PCMN has a generic commitment to the quality of the 
environment being maintained and enhanced as stated in its vision. 
 
One successful output of the PCF has been the Marine Code and 
Outdoor Charter Project.  This has received good publicity and is 
viewed as a model for wildlife recreational management.  However, the 
PCP considers that the code would still benefit from further broadening 
out to a wider audience. 
 
There is an acknowledgement that further work on monitoring and 
enforcement is required.  Indeed, specific procedures and actions 
would enable further developments.  

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
Coastal Partnership Meeting Minutes 
(September 2005) 

5 

0  - Coastal management has no commitment to the 
conservation of biodiversity. 
3  - Coastal management has an implicit commitment to 
the conservation of biodiversity.  There is some limited 
evidence of its operation. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
commitment to the conservation of biodiversity.  
Procedures exist which can be used to implement this and 
some evidence of success in its operation. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
environmental conservation and restoration.  Procedures 
and measures exist which can be used to implement this, 
with comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
and success in its outcomes. 
Criterion 2: Environmental and economic policies and decision-making take into account social ‘fairness’ 
Does coastal management have a commitment for 
environmental and economic decisions to take into 
account ‘social fairness’? 

In various ways social ‘fairness’ is explicitly stated as a commitment 
for the PCMN, both in its vision and in its mission statement.   
 
Initially there was also a specific Topic Group concerned with 
communities and education.  However, no report has been produced 
on this area as the findings have been incorporated into other Topic 
Group reports.  For example there is evidence of consideration being 
given to the impacts of tourism and recreation on communities, and of 
access issues to the coast. 
 
There is however, no specific evidence of operational procedures.  
 

 

 

 

 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 
 
Working Paper Identifying Possible 
Issues for Consideration in the ICZM 
Strategy for Pembrokeshire (2004) 
 
Topic Papers (2003) 
 
 
 

 

5 

0  - There is no commitment to accept social ‘fairness’. 
3  - Coastal management has an implied commitment to 
social ‘fairness’.  There is some limited evidence of its 
operation. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
social ‘fairness’.  Operational procedures exist which can 
be used to implement and consider social ‘fairness’ and 
some evidence of its operation. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
social ‘fairness’.  Operational procedures and measures 
exist which can be used to implement and consider social 
‘fairness’ with comprehensive and transparent evidence of 
enacting this commitment and success in its outcomes. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 3: Coastal management protects and enhances optimum environmental quality with regard to its impact upon employment, income and 
wealth generation  
Does coastal management protect and enhance 
optimum environmental quality with regard to its 
impact upon employment, income and wealth 
generation? 

There is explicit evidence of environmental quality being related to the 
economic health of Pembrokeshire in the PCMN vision.  The Topic 
Papers also relate these two aspects.  However, though actions are 
suggested there is as yet no evidence of these being operated.  
 
 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 
 
Working Paper Identifying Possible 
Issues for Consideration in the ICZM 
Strategy for Pembrokeshire (2004) 
 
Topic Papers (2003) 

5 

0  - Coastal management does not consider environment 
quality with regard to its impact on employment, income 
and wealth generation. 
3  - Coastal management has an underlying acceptance of 
the need to consider environmental quality with regard to 
its impact on employment, income and wealth generation 
and some limited evidence to support its operation. 
7  - Coastal management has a commitment to consider 
environmental quality with regard to its impact on 
employment, income and wealth generation.  Procedures 
exist which can be used to implement this and some 
evidence of its operation. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
consider environmental quality with regard to its impact on 
employment, income and wealth generation.  Procedures 
and measures exist which can be used to implement this, 
with comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
effectively. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 4: Coastal management conserves and maintains cultural heritage 
Does coastal management seek to maintain the 
cultural heritage of the area? 

There is explicit evidence of cultural heritage being seen as an 
important commitment for the PCMN as it is stated in the mission 
statement, though not identified in the vision. 
 
Impacts on cultural heritage are identified and potential actions listed 
in the working paper on specific issues though there is no evidence to 
date of further progress in these areas. 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 
 
Working Paper Identifying Possible 
Issues for Consideration in the ICZM 
Strategy for Pembrokeshire (2004) 
 
Topic Papers (2003) 

5 

0  - Coastal management has no commitment to conserve 
or maintain cultural heritage. 
3  - Coastal management has an implicit commitment to 
conserve cultural heritage. There is some limited evidence 
of its operation and success. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
conserve cultural heritage. Procedures exist which can be 
used to implement this and there is some evidence of its 
operation and success. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
conserve cultural heritage.  Procedures and measures 
exist which can be used to implement this, with 
comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
effectively. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 5: Coastal management improves the equity of coastal communities and maintains development options and opportunities for 
generations to follow 
Does coastal management have a commitment or 
intention to maintain and improve both intra and inter-
generational equity? 

There is reference to the coastal community being ‘vibrant’ in the 
PCMN vision, though no specific commitment to social equity.  
However, there is some acknowledgement of the socio-economic 
problems caused by agricultural decline in the Agriculture and Rural 
Land Use Topic Paper.  As with other criteria however, though 
potential actions are identified in the working paper, there is no 
evidence of progress to date. 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
PCF website 
 
Working Paper Identifying Possible 
Issues for Consideration in the ICZM 
Strategy for Pembrokeshire (2004) 
 
Agriculture and Rural Land Use 
Topic Paper (2003) 

4 

0  - Coastal management does not consider or accept a 
commitment to improve social equity. 
3  - Coastal management has an implicit commitment to 
both intra and inter-generational social equity. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
both intra and inter-generational social equity.  Procedures 
exist which can be used to implement this and there is 
some evidence of its operation and success. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
intra and inter-generational social equity.  Procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement this, with 
comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
effectively. 

 
Criterion 6: Coastal management attempts to optimise the ‘quality of life’ 
Does coastal management attempt to improve the 
‘quality of life’? 

Other than the statement of the vision and the mission statement, 
there is no assessment or consideration of the ‘quality of life’ by the 
PCMN.  However, these two statements do both imply concern for the 
‘quality of life’. 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

3 

0  - Coastal management neither assesses nor considers 
the ‘quality of life’. 
3  - The ‘quality of life’ is implicitly seen as an important 
aspect of coastal management but there is no specific 
system of assessment 
7  - The ‘quality of life’ is an active consideration for the 
management system and despite not being regularly 
assessed, surrogate indications are considered generally 
favourable 
10 - The ‘quality of life’ is regularly assessed and showing 
relative improvements over time 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 7: Temporal variations in the coastal system are effectively managed 
Are temporal variations in the coastal system 
managed effectively? 

Temporal variations are evident both economically and 
environmentally.   
 
Economically, tourism represents a seasonal industry including beach 
tourism, diving, fishing and coastal walking.  As Pembrokeshire’s 
largest industry, tourism and recreation is in fact one of the most 
developed areas of PCMN management with the Tourism and 
Recreation Topic Group having considered pertinent issues and 
provided potential actions.  There has also been the production of a 
Recreation Audit.  However, the main thrust of action appears to be 
focussed on increasing demand rather than mitigating negative effects. 
 
Ecologically, the Marine Code aims to mitigate for any specific impact 
of Charter boats on ecosystem seasonality.  There have also been 
some positive developments between the Skomer MNR and the local 
fishing community. 
 
Overall however, there is little by way of reference to seasonality.  
 
 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
Recreation and Tourism Topic Paper 
(2003) 
 
Recreation Audit (2005) 
 
The Marine Code and Outdoor 
Charter Project (2003) 
 

 

3 

0  - There are marked temporal variations in the coastal 
system but these are not considered by the management 
system.  
3  - The management system considers temporal 
variations in the coastal system. 
7  - The management system considers all temporal 
variations in the coastal system and is actively concerned 
with redressing any negative impacts.  Some 
improvements are evident. 
10 - The management system considers temporal 
variations in the coastal system and actively seeks to 
redress negative impacts.  This is evidentially and 
comprehensively successful. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Comments and Evidence Audit Trace Reference Performance 
Score 

Criterion 8: Policies and decisions are made through negotiation with due consideration being given to the relative importance of environmental, 
social and economic interests 
Coastal management considers and negotiates the 
consequent costs and benefits for environmental 
quality, social welfare and economic growth? 

There is a clearly stated commitment of the PCMN both in the vision 
and the mission statement to achieve natural, cultural and economic 
benefits. However, the only evidence of any such action with this 
regard is in relation the Marine Code, and this is not a systematic 
analysis.  The Skomer fishing NTZ might also be cited though 
elsewhere there is no evidence of any specific analysis of costs and 
benefits, except in an implied manner.   
 
   

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 
 
The Marine Code and Outdoor 
Charter Project (2003) 

3 

0  - Coastal management makes no attempt to consider or 
negotiate relative costs and benefits of environmental 
quality, social welfare and economic growth. 
3  - Coastal management considers the relative costs and 
benefits of environmental quality, social welfare and 
economic growth.  
7  - Coastal management actively considers the relative 
costs and benefits of environmental quality, social welfare 
and economic growth.  There is some evidence of success 
in achieving constructively negotiated decisions. 
10 - Coastal management actively considers all the relative 
costs and benefits of environmental quality, social welfare 
and economic growth, and elicits a constructively 
negotiated and aggregated decision in a clear and 
transparent way. 
Criterion 9: Stakeholders representing environmental, social and economic interests consider trade-offs to be appropriate 
Do stakeholders perceive and understand the trade-
offs made with regard environment quality, social 
welfare and economic growth? 

There is a minimal evidence of trade-offs that reflects the lack of 
operating procedures and policies for the management system.   
Following on from the previous criterion, the Marine Code and the 
Skomer Marine Nature Reserve No Take Zone represent areas of 
apparent awareness and understanding having been developed with 
respect to potentially issues.  
 
Elsewhere, this is difficult to assess. 
 

Strategic Framework for ICZM in 
Pembrokeshire (2005) 

3 

0  - Stakeholders are unaware of trade-offs between issues 
of environment quality, social welfare and economic 
growth. 
3  - Stakeholders are aware of trade-offs between 
environment quality, social welfare and economic growth 
but do not fully understand them. 
7  - Stakeholders are aware and understand trade-offs 
between environment quality, social welfare and economic 
growth. 
10 - Stakeholders are aware, understand and fully endorse 
trade-offs between environment quality, social welfare and 
economic growth. 
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6.2.3.3 Analysis 

 

 

Principle 1:  Planning 

 

The performance scoring table, Table 6.5, shows how each of the 13 criteria representing the 

principle of planning, were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.21, with the 

average for the principle being 3.46.  

 

 

Figure 6.21 Planning criteria performance scores 
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Clearly, ‘good’ planning is fundamental to the success of any initiative and in terms of this 

principle; the PCMN attains a score significantly short of the achievement standard of 7.  

Indeed, only one of the criteria actually attains a ‘successful’ score in this regard.  The main 

problem for the PCMN with regards the principle, as indeed with respect to several of the 

other principles as well, is that it would appear to be still in a largely developmental phase.  As 

such there is a lack of evidence with regard to its operations or actions.  It is, for example, not 
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clear from the Strategic Framework whether or not there is any intention to produce a 

management plan, and if there were to what timescale this plan would be developed, thus 

explaining why many of the criteria score relatively lowly.  Having such evidence of a process 

to produce a plan would enable greater leeway for giving higher scores.  

 

The most ‘successful’ of the criteria (C3) relates to the definition of the management structure, 

which is communicated clearly and in a variety of formats, enabling it to be available to all 

stakeholders and other interested parties.  The definition is not comprehensive but it does 

cover all of the key responsibilities and interactions.   

 

The next highest scoring criterion (C4) relates to the management system taking a farsighted 

view, which though it does not include a breakdown of short and long-term aims, it does, as a 

result of the Strategic Framework, include a ‘vision’.  This in itself is seen as adding ‘value’ to 

the scoring potential for this criterion. 

 

The fact that all the other criteria score lower is not to say there is no evidence of constructive 

management practices.  Indeed, there would appear to be a number of interesting and 

potentially beneficial planning ideas underpinning the PCMN initiative.  For example, the 

criteria dealing with the spatial coverage of the initiative with respect to both natural 

processes and the cultural context (C1 and C2) would most probably be scored much higher 

if there were specific evidence of their definition and operation.  Indeed, the requirement to 

govern environmental processes at appropriate scales, as defined by the ‘scale matching’ 

principle (Principle 2) of the ‘Lisbon Principles’ (Costanza et al., 1998), would seem to fit in 

extremely well with the intended management of any problems associated with natural 

processes in particular.  However, there is currently no such evidence to support this criterion.    

 

Similarly, in assessing criterion C5, the Strategic Framework identifies the need for a ‘sound 

knowledge base’ to support the PCMN and has collected a considerable amount of data to 

inform discussions within topic groups but this has not been used for the purposes of problem 

solving; instead it has enabled discussions to take place in order to detail specific issues.   

 

The most noteworthy scores in relation to other criteria include those relating to the 

identification, clarity and operation of objectives, both in the short and long term.  Criteria 6 – 

9 inclusive have a highest score of 4 and a lowest score of 1, and essentially can be 

summarised as indicating that, though there is some attempt to identify the most significant 

issues through the ‘Working Paper’ (2004), and even the suggestion of possible actions to 

deal with these, there has been no definition of system objectives in order to formalise this 

arrangement.  Indeed, those objectives that have been stated in the Strategic Framework can 

be considered to be generic process objectives rather than significant problem-based 

objectives.  Following on from this, it would therefore be unlikely that there should be any 
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indication of specific procedures in place to meet objectives or indeed to measure progress in 

meeting these objectives.  These latter two criteria (C8 and C9) therefore score particularly 

lowly, with scores of 2 and 1 respectively. 

 

With regard the other criteria, C10 relates to the system of feedback and review inherent in 

the management process, and from this perspective it can be argued that there is no specific 

timeframe for a system review evident or indeed for a next stage in the development process.  

There is also no system auditing (C12), and no explicit statement of the need to continually 

improve performance through management (C13). 

 

As stated previously, it is clear that the PCMN is currently in a developmental phase and that 

as such this can be used to explain many of the low scores attributed to the principle of 

planning.  It is also true to say that there is evidence of constructive management practices 

underpinning this development and that overall there is a need to press on and clarify the 

overall intent and processes of the PCMN.     

 

 

Principle 2:  Participation 

 

The performance scoring table shows how each of the 7 criteria representing the principle of 

participation were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.22, with the average for 

the principle being 5.57.  

 

The principle of participation therefore attains a much healthier score for the PCMN than that 

of planning, with two of the criteria (C1 and C6) attaining scores of 9.  The first of these, C1, 

relates to the range and diversity of stakeholders, and identifies a process that is “open to 

including all individuals as well as stakeholders from the public, private and voluntary sector” 

(PCF, 2005).  The PCMN therefore attempts to be both holistic and comprehensive in its 

representation.   

 

The second high scoring criterion, C6, relates to the system of stakeholder feedback, which 

seems to be operated in an open and accessible manner with direct contact easily available 

to the Facilitation Team.  It would appear to be the case that stakeholders are therefore 

empowered to raise issues as and when the need arises. 
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Figure 6.22 Participation criteria performance scores 
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The other component criteria of participation all score moderately with perhaps the most 

noteworthy of these being that of C4, which relates to conflict resolution.  Conflict resolution is 

clearly one of the most important aspects, and roles, of ICZM and this criterion has been 

awarded a score of 3, representing the lowest of the respective criteria.  It is considered that 

this is likely to be due largely to the developmental nature of the system.  Thus, though there 

is some evidence of successful conflict resolution in the shape of the Marine Code and 

Outdoor Charter Project, other evidence has is rather limited.  For example, the Topic Groups 

are set with the raising of issues and collection of information rather than any specific problem 

solving and it has been suggested, at the Coastal Partnership Meeting in September 2005, 

that these meetings should operated more as lectures, rather than seminars.  This, it is 

considered, would reduce still further any conflict resolution potential that the Topic Groups 

have at present. 
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Principle 3:  Communication 

 
The performance scoring table shows how each of the 7 criteria representing the principle of 

communication were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.23, with the average 

for the principle being 6.14. 

 

 

Figure 6.23 Communication criteria performance scores 
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This represents the highest score achieved for a principle by the PCMN, with three of the 

criteria being awarded the attainment standard.  The first, and most ‘successful’ of these 

criteria, C1, shows that information is communicated and available in a variety of forms, with 

low tech dissemination through a newsletter being distributed to around 1000 members whilst 

the hi tech website is both up to date and comprehensive, including the minutes of meetings.  

 

The criterion C2, also achieves a successful score, and relates to the ease and understanding 

of information disseminated.  It is acknowledged that there may in some cases be a need for 

greater clarity in the language that is used but overall it is considered that communications 
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are generally understandable and that, in any case, the Facilitation Team are easily available 

to help clarify any misunderstandings that may arise. 

 

Given the outcomes of these first two criteria, it is perhaps not surprising that overall C7, 

which relates to the strategic view of the management system as to its role regarding 

communication, also scores highly.  Indeed, it is essentially seen that the PCMN view its role 

with regard communication as being both two-way and proactive in nature.  This, however, is 

not to say that all aspects of the principle are operating equally well since clearly the principle 

itself would achieve the attainment score if this were the case.  Of those criteria that score 

below that required, the weakest is that of C5, which relates to the systems use of indicators.  

From the Topic Groups there is clearly a bank of information available, and the Strategic 

Framework both identifies the benefits and states intent to develop a database accordingly, 

but at present there are no indicators in operation as any systematic or focussed tool. 

 

 
Principle 4:  Integration 

 

The performance scoring table shows how each of the 8 criteria representing the principle of 

integration were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.24, with the average for 

the principle being 4.25.   

 

None of the criteria actually achieve the attainment standard, though the two highest scoring, 

C1, relating to the use of analytical problem solving techniques, and C4, relating to the level 

of horizontal integration, both achieve a score of 6.  In the case of the former, it was 

considered that the seminar style approach adopted by the Topic Groups represents a 

suitable method for ‘brainstorming’ and therefore offers scope for complex analysis and 

therefore problem solving even though this has not actually thus far been the purpose of the 

Groups.  Clearly, the realisation of the suggestion at the Coastal Partnership Meeting in 

September 2005 that the Groups could be operated as ‘lectures’ rather than ‘seminars’ would 

have a detrimental effect in terms of such problem solving potential.  There has also been 

evidence of a workshop approach having been used with regard to the identification of 

crosscutting objectives for the Strategic Framework.  Overall the criterion does not quite 

achieve a score of 7 on the basis that there is no formalised intent to operate problem-solving 

techniques and therefore no guarantee that this will continue to be the case.   

 

Regarding C4, it is perhaps not surprising that this criterion has scored reasonably well since 

the purpose of such an ICZM initiative is of course to enhance sectoral integration.  In 

contrast to horizontal integration however, there appears to be a lack of evidence with regard 

to vertical integration.    It could be argued that the fact that the MP Nick Ainger is the PCF 

Chair represents one strand of support with this regard but it still does not show any 
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purposeful synergy between vertical policies and thus C3 accounts for the lowest scoring 

criterion of the principle, with 2. 

 

 

Figure 6.24 Integration criteria performance scores 

 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

P
e

rf
o

rm
a
n

c
e

 s
c
o

re
s

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8

Integration criteria

 

 

Of the other noteworthy results, C6 assesses the relationship between science and 

management, and in particular the way in which scientific information, knowledge and 

resources are employed through the management process in order to enable management 

aims and objectives.  In the case of PCMN, though the role of research and information 

represents one of the key crosscutting themes identified in the Strategic Framework, it is 

acknowledged that this is rather ad-hoc in nature and to date there appears to have been little 

progress. As with other CPs, there is also an acknowledgement of the need for funding to 

enable a more fruitful relationship between ICZM and science.     

 

Lastly, C8, relating to continued improvements in integration, indicates that there has been 

evident integration taken place over the past five years since the inception of the PCF.  
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However, the new PCMN partnership is at an important stage in its development in terms of 

how it intends to progress.  There is currently less clarity regarding this.    

 

 

Principle 5:  Responsibility 

 

The performance scoring table shows how each of the 10 criteria representing the principle of 

integration were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.25, with the average for 

the principle being 2.8.  This represents the lowest score of the six principles, and one that 

falls below the threshold of ‘constructive management’. 

 

 

Figure 6.25 Responsibility criteria performance scores 
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That the overall average is so low is considered to be a reflection of the fact that the majority 

of criteria included under this principle are concerned with the tools and techniques employed 

more widely in environmental management.  To date, these ideas and concepts have yet to 

be widely transposed into ICZM initiatives and thus the performance, and criticism, indicated 

by this assessment should not be seen as specific to the PCMN alone.  For example, life 
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cycle analysis, C8, is an increasingly common tool, used in the wider spectrum of 

environmental management, but one to which there is little evidence of incorporation into 

ICZM partnerships.  The PCMN is no exception to this, as indicated by the score of 2, despite 

the fact that the tool could certainly add value in coastal decision-making.  

 

One environmental management tool that has shown some uptake by other ICZM initiatives, 

albeit in a limited fashion, is that of risk assessment, which is the concern of the criterion C7.  

In the case of the PCMN however, there is only an implied need for such considerations.  The 

lowest scoring of the criteria, C6, relates to the role and operation of the ‘Polluter Pays 

Principle’ in ICZM.  In this case, there is no real implication that the PCMN considers it of 

relevance other than, of course, that this comes under the auspices of one of the PCP 

members; namely the Environment Agency.  

 

Of those criteria that score best under this principle, the highest are C2, relating to evidence 

of effective regulation of the coastal environment, and C4, relating to the use of ‘best 

practice’, both of which score 5.  In the case of the former, the Topic Group papers identify a 

generally high standard of coastal environment indicative of effective regulatory control, 

though there is an acknowledgement in the Strategic Framework that this information would 

benefit from incorporation into a central database.  The latter criterion, C4, is supported by the 

fact that in simply existing and operating in a participatory and networking manner to achieve 

coastal management, the PCMN is in fact following a host of best practice guidance such as 

that issued by both the UK Government in the guise of PPG20 (1992); and the EU in the case 

of the ICZM Recommendation (2002).  In addition, support and evidence of ‘best practice’ can 

be seen in the development of the Marine Code and Outdoor Charter Project (2003), which 

can also be used to support C3, relating to the efficient use of natural resources.  Overall, 

however, it can be argued that currently there is as much evidence to show the non-

application of ‘best practice’, as evidenced by the aforementioned life cycle assessment and 

polluter pays principle.  

 

Of the other criteria, C1, relating to the legal basis of the management system shows that 

consideration is being given to the development of the CP into a legal entity.  It is unclear 

whether this would necessarily lead to a greater success in achieving the system’s objectives, 

but it is likely that this would lead to a greater long-term confidence in funding.  This is 

currently a major issue for the PCMN as evidenced in criterion C9, which shows that further 

core funding needs to be accessed in order to take forward and action the Strategic 

Framework.  Hopefully this funding will be forthcoming, particularly given the level of political 

support which has the MP, Nick Ainger, acting as Chair to the PCF, and the fact that previous 

support has come from both the EU Objective One and the Welsh Government. 
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One last noteworthy criterion is that of C10, relating to the role and operation of the 

ecosystem approach.  As with the majority of ICZM initiatives, there appears to be a complete 

lack of attention and consideration given to the development of this approach in the PCMN. 

 

 

Principle 6:  Balance 

 

The performance scoring table shows how each of the 9 criteria representing the principle of 

integration were scored.  These scores are summarised in Figure 6.26, with the average for 

the principle being 4.0. 

 

 

Figure 6.26 Balance criteria performance scores 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

P
e

rf
o

rm
a

n
c

e
 s

c
o

re
s

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9

Balance criteria

 

 

As can be seen, the scoring of the criteria show a good degree of consistency across the 

principle, with no single criterion falling below the minimum threshold of constructive 

management.  The highest scoring criteria include C1, which relates to the conservation of 

biodiversity, and C4, which relates to the conservation and maintenance of cultural heritage, 

both of which score 5.  Given that this principle is concerned with the ‘balance’ between the 

environmental, social and economic aspects of managing the coastal area, it might be 
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concluded that these criteria have less value than some of the other criteria included under 

the principle; concerned as they are with just one of the three aspects of sustainability.  

However, it is argued that these merely serve as important pillars for the principle as a whole.  

Indeed, Lovejoy (2000) states, “biological diversity integrates the effects of all environmental 

problems facing an ecosystem” and that, as such, it can be used as a single measure of how 

mankind is effecting the environment, or of sustainable development itself.  In any case, both 

of these conservation criteria show evidence of a reasonable degree of constructive 

management resulting from the work of the Topic Groups and as explicit statements of intent 

included as part of the ‘vision’ stated in the Strategic Framework. 

 

Specific ‘balance’ related criteria that take differing perspectives on the relationships between 

the environmental quality, economic health and social welfare, include C2, which relates 

environmental and economic decision-making to social ‘fairness’ and C3, which relates 

environmental quality to its impact on employment, income and wealth generation.  These are 

both allocated similar performance scores of 5, and show that the PCMN appears aware of 

the importance of interaction between the three areas but also that further purposeful actions 

leading to explicit evidence is still required. 

 

Of the other criteria, C6 – C9 score slightly lower, all having minimum threshold values of 3.  

Perhaps of particular noteworthiness amongst these is C6, which relates to the ‘quality of life’.  

This can be seen to relate to all of the ‘balance’ criteria in that the concept expresses a 

complex mixture of elements including the standard of living, access to goods or services, 

freedom and environmental health, but more than this perhaps, it is underpinned by the notion 

of eudaimonia (happiness).  This criterion should probably be seen as an important barometer 

of ICZM ‘success’, and though there is no formal expression of intent or assessment of the 

‘quality of life’, both the ‘vision’ and the mission statement in the Strategic Framework can be 

seen to imply an awareness of this as being important to the ICZM process. 

 

Lastly, of similar noteworthiness, the criterion C5, which relates to equity and its consideration 

in the coastal management initiative, does slightly better, with a score of 4.  This criterion 

should be considered particularly important in terms of sustainability, and given that the 

overall intent of ICZM is to achieve coastal sustainability, it should also therefore be 

considered an imperative component of ICZM.  This appears to be accepted by the PCMN, 

despite the fact that there is no specific commitment to social equity, as evidenced by the 

reference to the coastal community being ‘vibrant’ in the ‘vision’ of the Strategic Framework.    
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6.2.3.4 Assessment outcome 

 

In conclusion, Figure 6.27 details the mean scores for the six principles.  As can be seen, 

none of the principles meet the attainment standard denoted by a score of 7, with all falling 

short by varying degrees.  The average for the six principles is 4.37 and overall the PCMN is 

therefore classified as having failed the Coastal Sustainability Standard.  

 

 

Figure 6.27 PCMN: Principle performance scores 
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6.3 Comparative Assessment of the Case Studies 

 

6.3.1 Introduction 

 

In reviewing the three case study assessments, it is possible to identify a degree of 

commonality between the CPs, as well as highlight some notable differences.  Prior to 

reviewing these however, it should be reiterated that the three case studies were chosen on 

the basis of both significant preparatory work and defined criteria, relating principally to 
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suitability and pragmatism, as noted in Section 3.4.3.1.  Suitability represents the combination 

of a complex set of considerations including the environmental characteristics of the area; 

anthropogenic impacts; antecedence and status of the management process; and the 

management structure and resources.  On this basis, the EEMP was classified as a ‘test-site 

for theory’; TECF as a ‘typical’ example; and, the PCMN as ‘least likely’ to achieve success 

when tested against the Standard.  This comparative assessment will consider such a 

classification whilst reviewing the three case studies.  

 

In terms of commonality, all three case studies describe their aim and raison d’être as being 

to enable and foster a state of sustainable development for their particular jurisdictional and 

contested areas.  In attempting to do so however, all three fail to meet the requirements of the 

Coastal Sustainability Standard.  The operation of the Standard requires that each of the six 

defining principles should be passed with a minimum mean score of 7 when assessed against 

the criteria.  Table 6.6 shows the suitability selection criteria and the total mean scores for 

each of the CPs, whilst Figure 6.28 compares the respective case study scores for each of 

the principles.  

 

 

Table 6.6 Suitability criteria and mean scores of the case study Coastal 

Partnerships  

 

Coastal Partnership 

 

Suitability criteria Total mean score of the 

case study 

Exe Estuary Management 

Partnership 

 

‘Test-site for theory’ 5.53 

Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum 

 

‘Typical example’ 4.73 

Pembrokeshire Coastal and Maritime 

Network 

 

‘Least likely’  4.37 

 

 

In reviewing these assessments, the scores will be viewed and interpreted from the 

perspective of both the principles, and the variation that is evident in the performance levels 

between them; and the case studies, and the corresponding variation in performance 

demonstrated between the CPs.  This latter comparison will also draw on the suitability 

selection criteria and compare the assessed performance against the initial expected 

outcomes.  These perspectives will be considered in turn.  
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Figure 6.28 Principle scores for the case study Coastal Partnerships 
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6.3.2 Comparative assessment 

 

6.3.2.1 Comparative assessment of the principles 

 

In reviewing the principles, it can be generalized that the CPs are stronger and more 

successful at implementing participation and communication, whereas they are weaker in the 

areas of planning, responsibility and balance.  It should also be noted that although the case 

studies fail in terms of meeting the Standard overall, all but one of the principles actually 

registered scores of more than 3.  As such they showed ‘evidence of constructive 

management practices’, as defined in Table 5.3.  The exception to this is the PCMN score of 

2.8, for the principle of responsibility.  This low score for responsibility was not specific to the 

PCMN however, as the other case studies also registered their lowest scores under this 

principle.  To offer an explanation as to why this is the case, consideration should be given to 

the definition and nature of the principle.  Essentially, responsibility reflects the application of 

‘due care’, along with the accepted tools and techniques employed more widely in 

environmental and resource management.  These tools include risk assessment, life cycle 

analysis and the ecosystem approach, as well as other accepted principles such as the 

‘polluter pays’ and the precautionary principle.  Traditionally, these tools have not been 

employed to any extent in coastal management initiatives and as a result their role in ICZM is 

still very marginal.  The slow or non-existent uptake of these tools, techniques and 

approaches within the CPs might be explained by the fact that they are not deemed either 

useful or relevant to coastal management.  This being the case, it would question the efficacy 

of the Standard as it is defined at present, and obviously require modification in order to refine 

its scope.  This is discussed further in Section 7.3.    

 

Alternatively, given that the tools, techniques and approaches, identified under the principle of 

responsibility, are relevant to coastal management then there must be other reasons that 

explain why there has been such a poor uptake.  These might come from one, or a 

combination, of, the following: 

 

• A lack of resources, most notably in terms of funding;    

• A lack of awareness, knowledge or skills amongst coastal managers; 

• A lack of appropriate powers and control, and an associated cultural opposition 

stemming from the voluntary approach. 

   

These possibilities are also relevant in explaining why other principles, such as planning and 

balance, appear to exhibit relatively poor performance.  In terms of the former, specific 

weaknesses relate to the identification and operation of long-term objectives, performance 

monitoring, and auditing.  The identification and operation of objectives, is clearly hampered 

by the nature of the voluntary process and more specifically, the short term funding 
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associated with this, which in turn, would obviously have a negative impact on long term 

planning.  Indeed it is this issue, in part, which led to a stalling in the EEMP process during 

2005, and almost to its complete cessation.  From this perspective then, the very nature of the 

voluntary process and associated funding, has led, and can lead, to questions being asked as 

to the value of continuing with ICZM initiatives.  If you follow this argument along, one might 

draw the conclusion that, by its very nature, the voluntary approach is subject to pressures 

that mean it ultimately represents a non-sustainable management option.  This is a strong 

statement to make, but from the CPs studied is one for which there is a certain amount of 

evidence, and perhaps one that requires further research.  

 

The principle of balance, it can be argued, does not specifically suffer from a lack of financial 

resources but is, to some extent at least, more affected by issues relating to awareness and 

knowledge.  Though there has been no specific research carried out in this direction, it may 

be considered likely that those people employed in CPs, and in the UK coastal management 

more generally, have come largely from environmental backgrounds rather than say, social or 

economic ones.  This in itself is not necessarily considered a bad thing; merely that it is likely 

to have an inevitable consequence when consideration is given to the relative merits of 

contentious value judgements involving social issues.  This research has shown this to be 

particularly noteworthy in relation to the concept of equity.  Equity, both inter- and intra-

generational, is by definition an important and fundamental aspect of sustainability but 

generally appears to be seen as being a low priority in ICZM.  Another reason suggested for 

this in Section 4.2.2 is that whereas equity represents an important concept for many parts of 

the world that may be operating on a subsistence level, it may be considered less important in 

developed countries such as the UK.  In turn, this has implications for the efficacy and 

development of the Standard in terms of whether or not equity should be considered.  

However, as with the tools and techniques included under the principle of responsibility, this is 

considered more fully in Section 7.3.  What can be stated here is that on the basis of the 

Standard, as it is defined at present; the low priority of equity has a knock-on effect both in 

attempting to achieve a ‘balance’ for the contested coastal area and in the integration of the 

process.   

 

In terms of the principles that scored well, the highest scoring for two of the case studies were 

participation and communication.  The exception to this was TECF, who performed better 

under the principle of integration than communication.  This apparent anomaly reflects what 

might be considered as TECF’s rather elitist approach.  This approach, in sharp contrast to 

both the EEMP and PCMN, does not appear to either value or operate communication as a 

two-way process, in which there is information dissemination and the proactive collection of 

stakeholder feedback and comment.  TECF is obviously concerned less with what the wider 

public think than either EEMP or PCMN.  One might also assume that TECF would therefore 

score relatively poorly in terms of participation, and indeed, it does operate strict membership 
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criteria.  However, due to its actions in enabling positive stakeholder inclusion for those who 

are involved, the performance scoring does not reflect this.  Indeed, TECF scores very 

similarly to the PCMN.  The EEMP, it should be noted, scores particularly well under this 

principle, and actually meets the requirements of the Standard.  This is the only occasion that 

any of the case study CPs actually achieve this threshold level of ‘success’. 

 

 

6.3.2.2 Comparative assessment of the coastal partnerships  

 

From the perspective of the CPs, Table 6.6 identifies a degree of variation in the performance 

of the CPs against the Coastal Sustainability Standard, with the EEMP performing best and 

the PCMN performing worst.  In terms of comparing the actual results with the expected 

outcomes, as indicated by the suitability selection criteria, it can be seen that the two are in 

complete agreement, with the relative CP performance levels being what might be expected 

given their initial assumed suitability.  For example, the EEMP was classified as a ‘test case 

for theory’, on the basis of longevity, a relatively low level mix of environmental impacts, an 

openness to engage public participation, and its jurisdictional spatial coverage.  Despite 

failing the Standard however, and with several inherently negative issues surrounding its 

future continuation, the EEMP still performed better than the other case studies under all 

principles, bar that of balance, in which TECF faired slightly better.  The PCMN, on the other 

hand, was considered to be the ‘least likely’ case scenario, due to its more recent 

development, its potentially damaging high-level environmental impacts, its lack of spatial 

definition and, more importantly, its lack of an established management plan.   

 

Of the factors considered in determining the suitability status of the case studies, longevity is 

worthy of further consideration.  Essentially, the longevity of the process is viewed as being 

likely to aid the performance of the CP.  One of the reasons for this is that as an on-going 

process (not just the Management Plan), it will have had more time over which to develop.  

This greater facilitation time, should inevitably lead to more formal, and informal, 

communication lines being opened up between participants and therefore foster greater 

degrees of understanding and empathy between the participants.  Given that these 

participants may well be involved in various conflict situations within the contested 

environment, the development of communication and empathy is more likely to enable real 

achievements and identifiable management successes to take place.   

 

Operating over a long time should, in theory at least, also lead to constant improvements in 

the management process itself.  Indeed, the EU Working Group on Indicators and Data (WG-

ID, 2004) clearly identified a period of development necessary in order to enable the 

implementation of a successful process, as described by the four phases through which a 

process would pass, shown in Table 2.5 (ibid.).  These range from Phase 1, where planning 
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and management is taking place in the coastal zone; through Phase 2, where a framework 

exists for taking ICZM forward; Phase 3, where most aspects of an ICZM approach are in 

place and functioning reasonably well; to Phase 4, where there is an efficient, adaptive and 

integrative process embedded at all levels of governance and delivering sustainable use of 

the coast.  As has been demonstrated by the EEMP however, with regard to the belated 

Management Plan review and the resource, funding and support issues, which led to a 

stalling of the process, a smooth progression through these phases is not necessarily 

assured.   

 

With respect to the PCMN, it can be concluded that the main reason for their relatively poor 

performance is that the CP is still very much in an early developmental phase, with a 

consequent lack of evidence regarding its operations or actions.  The extent to which this is 

the case is reflected in the fact that there is no clear indication as to whether or not there will 

be a management plan, and if there were, to what timescale this plan would be developed.  

More time over which the PCMN can evolve may enable clarification of this situation.    

 

TECF was seen to lie somewhere between the other two case studies when set against all of 

the suitability criteria and was selected on the basis of being a ‘typical’ example of a CP in the 

UK.  In many ways this can be seen as the case and overall it does perform at a level 

somewhere between the EEMP and the PCMN.  However, the exception to this is TECF’s 

relatively poor performance in communication.  This might be attributable to the nature of 

TECF’s membership and the history of its development, which has focussed on the 

importance of Naval interests and that of industry.  In this sense TECF can be described, as 

being rather elitist in nature and as such does not really fit well into the category of being a 

‘typical’ example of a CP in the UK.      

 

Leaving this specific TECF issue aside however, it is possible to conclude that overall the 

case studies generally reflect the nature of voluntary ICZM in the UK in being strong on 

participation and communication, and weak in delivering other principles relating to ICZM.   

 

Finally, in terms of identifying the developmental phase of each CP, as described in Table 2.5 

(WG-ID, 2004), it can be concluded from this research that both the EEMP and TECF exhibit 

characteristics that can best be described by Phase 2, in that they have developed 

frameworks for taking ICZM forward.  To some degree, they even have aspects that could be 

described as in Phase 3, since some elements are functioning well.   However, the PCMN, on 

the other hand, is best described as being in Phase 1, since planning and management is 

taking place in the coastal zone but as yet there has been no real development of an ICZM 

framework.   
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6.4 Conclusion 

 

This chapter has assessed the three CP case studies against the Coastal Sustainability 

Standard and found that none of them meet the requirements of the Standard.  However, all 

three have shown ‘evidence of constructive management practices’.   

 

The assessments have been analyzed on a case by case basis in order to put forward 

explanations as to why the CPs have performed as they have.  They have also been 

assessed comparatively in order to identify areas of commonality and distinction between the 

CPs, and to enable trends to be drawn out.  It is considered that this has offered an insight 

into the nature of ICZM initiatives in the UK.  It is also considered that this analysis will help 

inform an evaluation of the efficacy of the Coastal Sustainability Standard, which is the 

subject of Chapter 7.    
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7.0 AN EVALUATION OF THE COASTAL SUSTAINABILITY STANDARD 

 

 
7.1 Introduction 

 

As stated in Section 1.2.3, the assumption underpinning this research is that ICZM is 

appropriately defined as a process that attempts to achieve sustainable development.  Having 

thus developed the Coastal Sustainability Standard as a means of appraising such initiatives, 

the Standard was operated in three different case study CPs (Chapter 6).  On the basis of 

these assessments, this chapter evaluates the efficacy of the Standard and considers the 

best way forward to take such a process, given the context of ICZM in the UK.   

 

In order to do this, the chapter integrates the key findings of the research, and supplements it 

with the views of the respective CPOs. These were sought, as noted in Section 3.4.4.3 of the 

research methodology, through personal interviews that were carried out at the same time as 

the final operating meeting.  These interview questions are detailed in Appendix B.  By 

questioning the CPOs on these matters, it was intended that both the iterative nature of the 

methodology and the validation of the process be strengthened.  The interviews also offered 

an opportunity for potential improvements or modifications to be highlighted.  

 

In order to structure this evaluation, a number of crosscutting themes were considered, as 

follows: 

 

• The potential value of a systems-based sustainability approach to ICZM appraisal; 

• An evaluation of the Coastal Sustainability Standard in operation; and, 

• The way forward for assessing coastal sustainability and ICZM.   

 

Each of these themes will be considered in turn, but should be seen as developing an overall 

argument and, taken as a whole, are put forward as representing a critique on the validity, 

value and potential of the Coastal Sustainability Standard. 

 

 

7.2 The potential value of a systems-based sustainability approach to ICZM 

appraisal 

 
The first crosscutting theme considers the overall approach taken in developing the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard, and it’s subsequent nature and characteristics.  In doing so, it 

enables an identification of whether or not the approach offers anything new or constructive to 

the appraisal of ICZM and on this basis, an assessment can be made of the value that such 

an appraisal methodology holds.        
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7.2.1 The nature of the development process 

 

There are two fundamental and salient aspects to the methodological development of the 

appraisal process.  Firstly, the approach taken has been a normative one, based, as it is, on 

an analysis of what coastal practitioners in the UK consider to be the theoretical constructs 

inherent in the concept of sustainable development; and secondly, the information gathered 

has been used in such a way as to reflect systems thinking in the development of the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard. 

 

Firstly, taking a normative approach as the basis for the work, textual analysis was carried out 

on information gathered from a survey of coastal managers in the UK as to the theoretical 

constructs inherent in the concept of sustainable development.  From this a number of key 

constructs were drawn out and taken to represent principles around which the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard would be structured.  The use of such a normative approach to 

develop the appraisal system means that it is both very problem-orientated and 

geographically specific, i.e. it is specifically relevant to coastal management in the UK.  This 

‘geographical’ relevance is something O’Riordan (2000) identified as characteristic of 

sustainable development, and is therefore considered a beneficial aspect of this 

methodological approach.  O’Riordan further developed this argument, as detailed in Section 

2.3, by stating that practical attempts to deliver sustainable development were currently 

flawed since there is “no (as yet) coherent scientific underpinning, nor independent appraisal 

of evaluation, with no clean line of accountability” and, for the most part, “no formal codes of 

practice” (2003, p.5).  He goes on to propose that smaller groupings addressing specific 

targets with accountable mechanisms would offer a better chance of success.  This research 

clearly fits in with the need to develop such accountable appraisal mechanisms and formal 

codes of practice. 

 

Over recent years, the approach that has received the most attention, with regard to the 

assessment of coastal management initiatives, has been that of sustainability indicators.  As 

previously stated, a number of examples of such indicator suites have been proposed, 

including those by the Atlantic Living Coastlines project (2000), the Schéma d’Aménagement 

Intégré du Littoral (SAIL, 2005), and the EU Working Group on Indicators and Data (WG – ID, 

2004).  As argued in Section 2.5.2 however, these indicators sets are subject to critique from 

a number of perspectives, most notably on the basis that they are reductionist in nature.  It 

was concluded therefore that this research area should be considered from a different 

perspective.   

 

Section 2.5.3 argued that the most appropriate alternative to reductionism was to utilise a 

systems based approach, which Checkland (1981, p. 10) described as “an attempt, within the 

broad sweep of science, to retain much of that tradition but to supplement it by tackling the 
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problem of irreducible complexity via a form of thinking based on wholes, and their 

properties”. This approach, it was argued, lends itself strongly to both ICZM and the 

consideration of sustainability, with Van der Weide (1993, p. 132) stating that the coast is “a 

unique example of an area where problems should be addressed by means of systems 

analysis”.  Thus, in the case of this research it was decided that the sustainability appraisal 

technique for ICZM should be designed in such a way as to reflect systems thinking.  Hence, 

it is this systems thinking that represents the second salient aspect of the methodological 

development process. 

 

The application of systems thinking to the development of the appraisal methodology was 

described in Section 5.2.1, and can be seen as a fundamental characteristic underpinning the 

perceived, and potential, value of the process. 

 

 

7.2.2 The perceived value of a normative systems-based standard for ICZM appraisal 

 

In reviewing the application of systems thinking generally to management appraisal it was 

clear that numerous examples of systems are currently in operation and indeed that 

standards of systematic appraisal were in fact commonplace throughout the fields of resource 

and environmental management.  For example, these standards include those of the 

International Standards Organisation, concerning Quality Management Systems (ISO 9000 

series) and Environmental Management Systems (ISO 14000 series); the EU Eco-

Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS); and the subject specific ones developed by the 

Forestry Stewardship Council (FSC), Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) and WWF.  It was 

also evident however, that there is no such system available with which to specifically 

address coastal management and that consequently, there is no national or strategic 

overview with which to judge the performance of CPs.  For these reasons therefore, it is clear 

that there is a need for such a standardised system to be developed. 

 

As a result of this, and informed by the protagonists involved in UK coastal management, the 

Coastal Sustainability Standard was developed, offering a uniquely specific and practical 

means of assessing and comparing coastal management initiatives in the UK.  

 

 

7.3 An evaluation of the Coastal Sustainability Standard in operation 

 

In the light of the performance of the three CPs that were examined, the most pertinent 

question that might be asked in evaluating the efficacy of the Coastal Sustainability Standard 

is, ‘why is it that each of the case studies has scored so poorly’?  By way of an answer to this, 

it is apparent that a number of possible propositions could be put forward to explain the 
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relatively poor performance of the case studies.  These concern, in part, the mechanics of the 

Coastal Sustainability Standard and, in part, the nature of ICZM in the UK, and can be listed 

as follows: 

 

• The Standard fails to accurately reflect ICZM and its stated aim of achieving 

sustainable development;  

• The scoring mechanism and analysis of the appraisal process is either incorrect or 

inaccurate; and, 

• There are inherent shortcomings in ICZM that impact on the ability of CPs to achieve 

their aims.  

 

Each of these possibilities can be developed into a coherent argument and will be considered 

in turn.  A conclusion based on the outcomes of this argument will then be given. 

 

 

7.3.1 The Standard fails to accurately reflect ICZM and its stated aim of achieving 

sustainable development?  

 

Most critically for the appraisal system, an argument could be made for stating that the nature 

of the Standard does not accurately reflect the relationship between ICZM and sustainable 

development, or that in other words, it fails to reflect the CPs’ stated intent to attain the 

conditions of sustainability for the coastal zone.  This being the case, the outcomes of the 

appraisal exercise would clearly be biased and hold little value.  To consider this proposition 

fully, and evaluate its truth, a number of points must be considered. 

 

Firstly, as stated in Section 2.3.2, problems exist with the definition of sustainable 

development, with Williams and Millington (2004, p. 99) stating it to be “a notoriously difficult, 

slippery and elusive concept to pin down”, and O’Riordan (2000) arguing that, though it 

contains common themes, the concept may, in fact, be impossible to define since it is too 

intensely ‘geographical’ in its manifestation to enable a generic global definition to be 

developed.  It might be considered that these arguments question the core assumption on 

which this research is based; namely that ICZM is appropriate in stating its intent to achieve 

sustainable development.  However, in acknowledging the vagueness of the overall concept, 

one might equally ask whether or not the agreement of such a definition is important anyway 

in order to assess ICZM?  In other words, would the fact that sustainable development is 

actually better described through a series of defined themes, rather than any precise 

definition, preclude an assessment of ICZM?  There appears no reason why this should be 

the case.  Indeed, it is quite possible that each of these discrete themes could be assessed 

individually, and by their organisation into an appropriate system, offer a means by which the 

overall concept could be appraised.  Given that such a systemic perspective is possible 
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despite its fuzzy nature, sustainable development could be considered the perfect yardstick 

against which to judge ICZM.  This statement can be seen as having particular validity as a 

result of the political and theoretical weight that surrounds the concept.  

 

The second point follows on from the first, and relates to the intensely ‘geographical’ nature of 

the concept (O’Riordan, 2000), as discussed in Section 7.2.  With respect to this 

characteristic, attention must be drawn to the principles and criteria of the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard, against which the CPs have been judged.  One argument in support 

of the principles and criteria are that, because they are specifically derived from a national 

survey of UK coastal managers, they are therefore based on the sound normative principles 

of a geographically specific location, i.e. the UK coastal zone.  In other words, the principles 

and criteria can be seen as the common themes representing sustainable development for 

coastal managers and thus, can legitimately be used as the basis for an appraisal system.  

They could also be considered as representing the ‘formal codes of practice’, which 

O’Riordan (2003) identified as being lacking in practical attempts to deliver sustainable 

development.   

 

In addition to these arguments, the six principles and related criteria identified through the 

process, are also supported by the CPOs, who were asked, as part of the case study review 

process, whether they considered the scope of the standard to be sufficient in achieving its 

aims and whether each principle was fully covered by the assigned criteria.  All answered in 

the affirmative.  For example, the Exe Estuary CPO stated that “each area is fully covered” 

(personal communication, 2005), though she did note that “perhaps an area on funding and 

staffing issues and the sustainability from a business perspective” would be a beneficial 

addition since “asking specifically whether the Partnership has a business plan/model ....... 

would be a useful indicator of the strength and independence of the Partnership” (ibid.).  The 

TECF CPO further added, “it manages to disassemble all the interactive components involved 

in coastal management quite effectively” (personal communication, 2006a) 

 

The nature of the development and the support of the CPOs of the case studies can therefore 

be seen to offer a degree of confidence in the Standard and its ability to reflect ICZM and 

sustainable development.  However, a point of qualification should be made at this juncture, 

which relates to the inherent understanding and objectivity of the coastal managers surveyed.  

Essentially, the research has shown a bias in the responses away from the social aspects of 

ICZM and sustainability, towards environmental ones. For example, socially constructed ideas 

such as the ‘quality of life’ and ‘equity’ attained low scores in the initial survey from which the 

Standard has been developed, as noted in Section 4.2.2.  From the perspective of the 

Standard, this is not seen necessarily as a problem since these ideas have been included 

anyway, under the principle of balance.  However, it obviously raises questions regarding the 

focus of coastal managers in trying to achieve sustainable development, as well as the need 
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for them to gain a greater understanding and awareness of the social aspects of 

sustainability. 

 

In addition to the social aspects of sustainability, when reviewing the scoring of the case 

studies in Section 6.3.2, it was found that the principle of responsibility fared particularly 

badly.  It might be considered that the slow or non-existent uptake of tools and techniques 

such as risk assessment, life cycle analysis and the ecosystem approach, as well as 

principles such as the ‘polluter pays’ and the precautionary principle within the CPs might be 

explained by the fact that they are not deemed either useful or relevant to coastal 

management in the UK.  This being the case, it might question the efficacy of the Standard as 

it is defined at present and hence require that there be modification in order to refine its 

scope.  This is certainly possible, with the ability for change to take place considered an 

important aspect of the Standard.  However, given the research to date, it is not considered 

that there is sufficient evidence to require such changes at present and indeed the EEMP, 

through the Exe Estuary Cycleau Project (2004), is working on developing certain aspects of 

these tools and techniques.  Hence, it is considered that is too early to make such a 

judgement and that this should only come through further iterative review.  

 

In conclusion, given that the Coastal Sustainability Standard incorporates the aspects of 

sustainable development, considered relevant, and on the basis of the arguments and 

evidence put forward, the assertion that ‘the standard fails to accurately reflect ICZM and its 

stated aim of achieving sustainable development’ can therefore be refuted with a degree of 

confidence.   

 

 

7.3.2 The scoring mechanism and analysis of the appraisal process is either 

incorrect or inaccurate? 

 

Given that the Standard can be taken to accurately reflect the relationship between 

sustainable development and ICZM, another alternative explanation for the relatively low 

scores of the case study CPs is that the mechanism used to score the criteria was either 

incorrectly designed or inaccurate in its deployment. 

 

As part of this evaluation, several points should be considered.  Firstly, the design of the 

scoring system and its application to the criteria is based on a review of the relevant literature 

and supplemented by the results of the research.  One question that may be asked in relation 

to this scoring system is whether or not all criteria should be seen as having an equal 

importance, and hence whether they all have the same value?  This question can also be 

looked at from a different perspective, in terms of whether or not there should be a weighting 

measure incorporated into the system in order to differentiate between the varying degrees of 
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importance of the criteria.  To date such a differentiation has not been operated, and thus the 

CPs have been judged on the basis that all criteria are considered equal in value. 

 

A further question relates to the nature of the evidence used in making the assessments.  

This information can take the form of either ‘hard data’, such as quantified observations, or 

qualified textual information, given through personal interviews.  Do these different types of 

information, gathered as supporting evidence, have the same validity or value?  In answer to 

this point, the CPs have, to date, been assessed on the basis that each type of information 

carries the same potential value.  From the perspective of flexibility, it is considered that this 

aspect of the assessment actually represents a strength of the system in that it enables the 

assessment to be applicable to a wide range of ICZM initiatives, in different stages of 

development, and with different salient issues.  It is also considered that this equality of 

information use be viewed positively from the perspective of integration and holism, 

representing as this does one of the key principles in the Standard. 

 

Given that the scoring system is operated in such a way as to view both the criteria and the 

different information types, equally, the next element to consider is whether or not the system 

is operated accurately?  As part of this evaluation, it should be acknowledged that in this 

process there is clearly scope for a degree of subjectivity.  Indeed, this is inherently the case 

with any such Standard used in management appraisal since the judgements made are 

based on interpretations of both information and the range of activities.  However, it is 

obviously clear that it would be beneficial for the degree of subjectivity to be minimised as far 

as possible.  In order for this to be the case, interpretation can be enhanced through the use 

of a set of guidelines, as has been developed for other management standards currently in 

operation.  Hence, guidelines have also therefore been produced for the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard.  These include not only definitions of specific terminology but also 

examples of the nature and type of information that could be used with which to make scoring 

judgements.  This set of guidelines should result in the scoring assessments being optimised 

both in terms of objectivity and transparency, thus offering a true and accurate assessment 

for each of the case studies, and UK CPs in general.   

 

The objectivity and transparency provided by the guidelines can also be seen to offer a further 

benefit in enabling the assessment to be operated comparatively.  As stated in the research 

aims and objectives (Section 1.3), the intent of this research has been to produce a 

“standardised approach to appraisal that is both spatially and temporally repeatable, i.e. one 

that would enable a comparative audit to be taken and analysed on a periodic basis and for 

different coastal areas”.  Given that the assessment against the Standard is indeed objective 

and transparent, it means that the assessment is repeatable, both temporally and spatially.  

Temporal comparability allows for the CP assessments to be repeatable, thereby enabling 

these current ones to act as baselines, from which trends can be identified.  In the case of 
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spatial comparability, as stated previously, there is currently no national or strategic overview 

with which to judge the performance of CPs in the UK.  Such spatial comparability would 

therefore make this possible, and represent a highly beneficial outcome of the work. 

 

The last point to make in relation to an evaluation of the scoring system is that the acid test 

for any appraisal is whether or not it is deemed fair.  In this case, and even though none of 

the CPs have successfully passed the Standard, all of the CPOs have agreed that, as the Exe 

estuary CPO states, “the system is appropriate and gives a fair appraisal” (personal 

communication, 2005). 

 

 

7.3.3 There are inherent shortcomings in ICZM that impact on the ability of CPs to 

achieve their aims?  

 

Thus far, it has been argued that the Coastal Sustainability Standard, in the shape of the 

principles and criteria, is seen to reflect the relationship between sustainable development 

and ICZM, and that the mechanism used to score the criteria was both appropriately designed 

and accurate in its practical operation.  A third possibility that could be proffered to explain the 

low scores of the case study CPs, is that there are shortcomings in the current nature of ICZM 

in the UK that affects the ability of CPs to achieve sustainable development.  In other words, 

despite contributing towards, and generally supporting, the core elements of the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard, the ICZM initiatives themselves do not actually focus very effectively 

on pursuing the principles identified.  That this is the case is clearly evidenced through the CP 

assessments.  This begs the question as to why this is so? 

 

In order to answer this, and evaluate the proposition fully, two key areas can be identified as 

offering possible explanations; firstly, consideration should be given as to the structural nature 

of the management process inherent within the ICZM initiatives; and secondly, to the 

resources available for CPs to achieve their goals.  In relation to the former, the nature of the 

management process can best be explained with the help, once more, of systems thinking.  

Essentially, as described in Section 2.5.3, the systems approach involves invoking general 

principles concerning systems to make inferences about likely and actual observed 

interactions between those systems under consideration, with one of these principles being 

that systems are hierarchical (Clayton and Radcliffe 1996).  That is, that sub-systems fit into 

larger systems, with each level of system in the hierarchy having one or more emergent 

properties, i.e. properties unique to that level.  Applying this thinking to ICZM initiatives 

identifies the entire CP as representing one system, with its emergent property being in the 

form of its specific and defined aims and objectives.  Within this system there are a number of 

operating sub-systems in the form of stakeholder participants and groups actively involved in 

the process (such as the Environment Agency, Natural England etc.), each of which has their 
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own specific responsibilities and agenda, or emergent properties.  In addition, there will also 

be the facilitation ‘team’ of course who are responsible for enabling and co-ordinating the 

overall process, and typically includes the CPO plus one or two assistants.  It is the 

responsibility of this facilitation ‘team’ therefore to invoke a second systems principle, i.e. that 

of communication.  

 

In order for the CP system, and the ICZM process, to work successfully as a whole, there is 

clearly a requirement that the sub-systems are compatible, and capable of working together 

constructively, in a focussed way and towards agreed end goals.  However, this may not of 

course always be the case and indeed structural problems may exist in the process whereby 

specific stakeholders have difficulty engaging with the organisational changes required to 

foster success.  Given that the ICZM initiatives are still relatively young in their development, 

at least in comparison to other resource management initiatives, this is perhaps not 

surprising.  Indeed, cultural changes in organizations often take time to evolve with the result 

that there is plenty of scope for participating stakeholders, even if not being directly 

confrontational; to drag their metaphorical heals. 

 

The fact that this problem has inherent potential for all CPs in the UK, not just the three case 

studies, can be explained in terms of the modus operandi of ICZM, which is fundamentally 

based on a voluntary approach.  As outlined in Section 2.2.2, the voluntary approach 

represents one of four options considered, with regards the potential “powers” & “duties” 

available for implementation, for improving the practical delivery of ICZM in England and 

Wales  (Halcrow Group Ltd., 2005).   These options are considered further in Section 7.4.1, 

but in terms of reviewing the operation of the Standard, and from the perspective of the CP 

system, even though there are a large number of statutory duties included within the ICZM 

process, there is no such statutory empowerment or requirement to achieve the emergent 

properties of ICZM.  In other words there is no real joint responsibility placed upon the 

participants within the ICZM process to actively work towards achieving success in the goals 

of the CP, or perhaps more importantly, to have collective liability for not doing so.  

 

Indeed, as a result of its voluntary nature, it may also be the case that not all of the relevant 

sub-systems, in the shape of stakeholders and organizations, are actually represented in the 

ICZM process anyway.  If this were so, it might be considered impossible for the CP to 

effectively achieve sustainable development since the process would not represent all of the 

relevant constituencies and jurisdictions, and as such would be unable to affect the required 

changes.  

 

It need not only be the organizations that can have such an impact on the success of the 

ICZM initiative of course, because these sub-systems are represented by individuals who, 

despite being driven by both their own organizations and the Management Steering or Groups 
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of the Partnership, each have their own perceptions, values, opinions, and ways of working.  

It is quite possible therefore that as a result of these individuals’ characteristics, specific 

issues might prove problematic to solve.  Indeed, it is quite possible therefore that the whole 

process might be difficult to operate, thus offering a further explanation as to why the CPs 

might display relatively poor performance overall.   

 

One further point that should be made in relation to this is that, given the oft-stated 

requirement for ICZM to be iterative, there may be a general assumption that any such ICZM 

process would inevitably be adaptive, thereby improving its management, and subsequently 

therefore its performance.  On the basis, however, that over time, the individuals involved in 

the process are likely to change, it may also be that the overall level of support for the 

process will also change.  Given that change may not necessarily be positive, this scenario 

could quite feasibly lead to a reduction in the quality of performance.  

 

In summary to this first set of reasons then, there are a series of potential problems 

associated with the fundamental structural nature of the management process inherent in 

ICZM in the UK.  These problems might explain why the three case study CPs, or for that 

matter any other CP, would score relatively poorly against the Coastal Sustainability 

Standard.  They variously relate to a lack of desire for cultural change within organizations; 

the variable nature of a particular individuals contribution to the ICZM process; and the 

underpinning characteristic that the process is a voluntary one.  Given that it is voluntary, the 

process does not enforce joint responsibility or collective liability on to a, necessarily, 

appropriate range of participants. 

 

A second set of reasons, which are perhaps more straightforward, relate to resource issues, 

and more particularly how resources might act as barriers to what the CP system can 

achieve.  Evidently these resource barriers include financial support and time availability, both 

of which were cited as issues for the case study CPs.  In essence, resource issues also link in 

closely with the voluntary nature of the ICZM initiatives in the UK, since because there is no 

funding or supporting mechanism, one of the key roles of the CPOs, and the facilitation 

‘teams’, is to generate funds.  The funds are not only for the purpose of pursuing the specific 

aims and objectives of the CP, through supporting particular projects but also, more 

fundamentally, to pay for the facilitation team and indeed enable the actual continued 

existence of the CPs themselves.  This was evident with stalling of the EEMP process in 

2005, and its subsequent re-start in 2006.  Clearly, the rather ‘hand to mouth’ nature of 

funding the CPs is obviously going to have difficulty in engendering the sort of consistent and 

improving performance necessary to manage the coastal zone sustainably. 

 

Indeed, the problem of funding can be seen as one of the key barriers facing CPs generally.   

In terms of the case studies, the TECF CPO stated that it is “always a challenge to find 
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finance” and added that that it was very “tiring” to do so (personal communication, 2006a).  

The CPO for the PCMN stated that the PCF was in fact “so taken up with (finding) funding 

that there was not (enough) time for working on theory or strategy aims” (personal 

communication, 2006b).  Funding and time availability therefore represents obvious resource 

issues that can act as a barrier to success for the CPs.   

 

Other barriers to the CPs achieving success include the level of skills and knowledge 

available within the CP system, either in addressing specific issues, or carrying out specific 

activities.  More particularly, as opposed to the CP system as a whole, this might relate to the 

skills and knowledge actually available within the facilitation ‘team’, since it is this ‘team’ that 

is responsible for piloting the overall process forward.   

 

Given that the key responsibility incumbent on any such individual, or ‘team’, is to act as a 

facilitator, a relevant piece of research would be to examine the academic and vocational 

backgrounds and skills of those involved in these positions.  Though this was not carried out 

in this study, it would add value in the future.  This is not to imply, in any way, that those 

currently involved as CPOs, or in the facilitation teams generally, have any specific limitations 

but merely that whereas other related fields, such as planning and environmental 

management, have defined tools, techniques, professional qualifications and careers, coastal 

management does not.  As such there may be scope for attempting to ‘professionalise’ further 

the coastal manager’s role through, perhaps, the development of an accepted best practice 

toolkit of skills and knowledge.   An assessment of what skills are currently present in ICZM in 

the UK, and what might be considered appropriate would therefore be useful. 

 

From the point of view of this research, one specific activity that might benefit from a greater 

degree of professional accreditation, and could be described as being particularly relevant, 

would be the development, implementation and auditing of a management standard.  Such 

standards, as stated previously, have been widely adopted throughout other areas of 

environmental resource management, business and government, but have not to any extent 

been employed in coastal management.  This could be the result of both a lack of funding or a 

lack of skills or, as is most likely the case, both.   

 

In relation to the particular proposition then, that ‘the current shortcomings of ICZM in the UK 

impact on the ability of CPs to achieve their aims’, it is difficult not to come to a conclusion 

that this is in fact the case.  There is no implication here that there is any way an intent to 

mislead or indeed that there is necessarily any lack of willingness on the part of coastal 

managers to achieve success with CPs; merely that the barriers to achieving success are 

considered both numerous and, as things stand at this current time, very difficult to overcome. 

 

 



 291 

7.3.4  A conclusion on the efficacy of the Coastal Sustainability Standard in 

operation 

 

In conclusion to this particular evaluation, an argument has been developed which suggests 

that the Standard clearly reflects the relationship between sustainable development and 

ICZM.  This argument is supported by the fact that the Standard reflects a national survey of 

what coastal managers consider to be the most important aspects of the relationship between 

ICZM and sustainable development, and thus the research is derived from the basis of sound 

normative principles.  This view is further supported and agreed by the three CPs, who were 

subsequently assessed against the Standard. 

 

Secondly, it can be concluded that the mechanism used to ‘score’ the Standard was both 

appropriately designed and accurate in its deployment.  This conclusion is supported again by 

the feedback of the CPs, but also by a variety of other arguments, including its flexibility.  This 

flexibility stems from its use of information, and in particular, the consideration that both 

quantified and qualified information can be considered to have equal validity.  This equality of 

information type goes some way to allowing for greater integration and holism but also 

enables the Standard to be applicable to a wide range of ICZM initiatives, at different stages 

of development, and with different salient issues.  

 

The appropriateness and accuracy of the Standard’s scoring system can of course be 

critiqued, as with all such management appraisal systems, in terms of the degree of inherent 

subjectivity.  However, an attempt has been made to minimise this subjectivity through the 

use of a set of guidelines, including definitions of terminology, explanations of intent and 

examples of relevant evidence.  The fact that objectivity, repeatability and transparency has 

been maximised in this way, means that there is the potential for comparative audits to be 

taken and analysed on a periodic basis, and between different CPs undergoing assessments.  

Since there is currently no national or strategic overview with which to judge the performance 

of CPs, this is seen as a key beneficial outcome of this research.  

 

Thirdly, since each of the CPs failed to pass the Standard, it can be concluded that the 

appraisal process has reflected a series of shortcomings inherent within the ICZM initiatives.  

These shortcomings are related to both the structural barriers facing ICZM, and an apparent 

lack of the appropriate resources needed for the CP to operate successfully.  In the case of 

the former, the issues can be specifically seen as characteristic of a voluntary process, 

whereby there is no joint responsibility or collective liability incumbent upon the participant 

stakeholders to achieve the CPs’ aspirations.  This lack of joint responsibility could lead to 

any one of several outcomes, which would then consequently act as barriers to success.   
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These structural barriers to success include the following: 

 

• That not all relevant stakeholder constituencies and jurisdictions are included within 

the ICZM process;  

• That the necessary cultural changes within the stakeholder organizations are not 

adequately developed; and, 

• That appropriate individual contributions to the ICZM process are not encouraged 

sufficiently.   

 

 

In the case of resource issues, the ‘hand to mouth’ funding existence of CPs might be also 

considered as a directly result of the voluntary approach, and this, along with a potential lack 

of ‘professional’ skills within the CP, could also be considered to represent further serious 

barriers to success. 

 

Finally therefore, it can be summarised that the Coastal Sustainability Standard is both fair 

and accurate, and that its use can identify areas of inherent weakness in ICZM initiatives.  

With reference to the phases of ICZM development identified by the EU Working Group on 

Indicators and Data in Table 2.5 (2004), such information is clearly useful in gauging the 

current ‘phase’ of each ICZM initiative, as described in Section 6.3.   For any such CP, or 

ICZM initiative, there obviously has to be a period of development necessary in order to 

enable the implementation of a successful process.  The adoption of an appraisal system 

such as the Coastal Sustainability Standard would be beneficial in gauging and evaluating the 

relative development of CPs over time, and, in doing so, could identify areas for appropriate 

change, and help the ICZM initiative to progress.  It also provides the possibility of allowing for 

a national strategic overview of CPs to take place. 

 

 

7.4 The way forward for assessing coastal sustainability and ICZM   

 

Given that the Coastal Sustainability Standard, as designed and tested, has been shown to 

offer some efficacy in appraising ICZM in the UK, a final evaluation should consider the way 

forward for such an appraisal.  The key elements of this evaluation are as follows: 

 

• The implications of the research; 

• The scope to modify the Coastal Sustainability Standard;  

• The potential and pragmatism of adopting the Coastal Sustainability Standard. 

 

Each of these three areas will now be considered in turn. 
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7.4.1 The implications of the research 

 

In considering the implications of the research, it should be noted that its timing is particularly 

appropriate since it comes at, what might prove to be, an important stage in the development 

of UK coastal management.  The reason being that there are a number of key policy 

initiatives currently underway, which could have a significant impact on the nature and 

approach taken to ICZM in the UK.  These policy initiatives are outlined in Section 2.2.2, and 

listed in Table 7.1. To help evaluate the relevance and implications of this research, these 

initiatives will be further explored. 

 

 

Table 7.1 ICZM relevant policy initiatives currently underway 

 

Policy initiative 

 

Status 

 

European Parliament and Council Recommendation 

concerning the implementation of Integrated Coastal Zone 

Management in Europe (EC, 2002). 

 

 

National strategies due 2006 

English consultation strategy 

published – period ends 8 

September 2006  

 

 

UK Marine Bill 

 

 

Consultation period ends 23 

June 2006 

 

 

EC Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and 

of the Council, establishing a Framework for Community 

Action in the field of Marine Environmental Policy (COM, 

2005a) - European Marine Strategy Directive 

 

 

Pending enforcement during 

2006 

 

EC Green Paper - Towards a future Maritime Policy for the 

Union: A European vision for the oceans and seas (COM, 

2006) 

 

 

Consultation period ends 30 

June 2007 

 

 

In reviewing the policies, there are several points to make.  Firstly, it can be seen that the key 

thrust of the draft Marine Bill is concerned with the introduction of marine spatial planning 
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(MSP).  As defined in Section 2.2.2, this new system of marine management is, in part, 

expressly concerned with the ‘land-sea interface’, the importance of which is also stated 

explicitly in both the EU Marine Strategy Directive (COM, 2005a) and the EC Green Paper on 

maritime policy (COM, 2006).  On this basis, an obvious conclusion to draw from this is that 

MSP would inevitably incorporate ICZM, and the UK national strategies, into its approach.  

However, though reference is made to the fact that ICZM is appropriate where “required in 

heavily used or congested [coastal] areas, or in areas of high conflict, where a more detailed 

plan might be beneficial” (DEFRA, 2006b, p. 50), this is not clearly stipulated in the draft 

Marine Bill.    

 

Any incorporation of ICZM into a forthcoming system of MSP is also likely to be complicated 

by the need to define the boundaries of the MSP system, of which no decision has yet been 

taken.  The draft Bill states that “creating a single line of demarcation between terrestrial and 

marine controls would be difficult, given the dynamic nature of the coastline, and it would be 

more difficult for planning and licensing bodies to consider the impacts of marine activities on 

land and vice versa” (DEFRA, 2006c, p. 45).  However, it also suggests that such a boundary 

could be drawn at Mean High Water Springs, thus resulting in a small overlap between the 

terrestrial and marine planning systems.  From the perspective of ICZM, the demarcation 

between terrestrial and marine planning controls is an important one since the purpose of 

ICZM is to integrate these systems.  Drawing a line, such as has been suggested, would 

create a boundary issue, and is likely to be problematic, since it would appear to represent a 

continuation of the sectoral approach to management rather than improving the level of 

integration.   

 

Integration is of course fundamental to ICZM, as it is to MSP.  This important defining 

characteristic can be viewed as relevant to this research in two ways.  Firstly, it represents a 

reflection of the need to move away from individual area or sectoral management to a more 

holistic, wide ranging management, and secondly, it reflects the need to incorporate inter alia 

an integrated management systems approach.  With respect to the latter, the WWF have 

supported this view, stating that MSP should include “the components of environmental 

management systems (e.g. setting objectives, initial assessment, implementation, monitoring, 

audit and review)” (WWF, 2004, p.1).  In terms of this particular research, just such an 

integrated management systems approach of course has been applied to the appraisal of 

ICZM initiatives.  This appraisal has subsequently identified inherent weaknesses in the 

current voluntary approach employed in the UK.  Consequently, it is suggested that the 

outcomes of the research have implications for identifying the best way forward for ICZM.  

Notably, it can be concluded that the current voluntary approach, though undoubtedly a 

relevant means of progressing conflict resolution in contested coastal areas, and an important 

first step in ICZM, is seen as relatively ineffective in achieving longer term and meaningful 

progress towards sustainable development.  Indeed, the ICZM consultation strategy for 
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England notes that many of the CPs and Forums are ”indicating that they are struggling, due 

to the ad hoc way in which they are established or supported, difficulties in securing adequate 

resources and in some case engagement from certain bodies” (DEFRA, 2006b, p.33).  All of 

these problems are ones that have been identified, as part of this research, in assessing the 

case study CPs. 

 

Given the four practical options for progressing ICZM implementation identified in Section 

2.2.2; namely voluntary management; empowered partnership; ICZM framework with 

supporting duties and powers; and, a comprehensive ICZM system (Halcrow Group Ltd., 

2005), it is clear that this research therefore identifies the need for an approach other than the 

voluntary one.  In the case of the consultants report (ibid.), strengths and weaknesses of each 

of these options were evaluated in order to contribute to the discussions regarding the 

production of the ICZM Strategies and the Marine Bill, with the ‘ICZM framework with 

supporting duties and powers’ option being recommended as the most likely option.  Halcrow 

argued this on the basis that “whilst there is some support and justification for introduction of 

an entirely new and comprehensive ICZM system it is difficult to see how this could operate 

effectively alongside the current terrestrial planning system in combination with the proposed 

statutory marine spatial planning system” (ibid, p. 3).  From the point of view of this research, 

whilst it might be considered the more comprehensive and integrated the better, it can only be 

concluded that the step recommended by the consultants would also be a positive one, 

offering ICZM initiatives a greater chance of achieving success.  

 

The ICZM consultation strategy (DEFRA, 2006b, p. 33) does not expressly identify any of 

these options noted for CPs.  Instead, it proposes that there should be the following: 

 

• The provision of support for an annual meeting of CPs to foster greater 

communication and feedback; 

• An exploration of the ways CPs can improve co-ordination and share best practice 

and experience; 

• A review of existing CPs and fora to identify current effectiveness, good practice, 

current funding sources, challenges, and ways in which CPs can operate with more 

stability; 

• The provision of guidance on ICZM. 

 

 

In reviewing these actions, the consultation strategy clearly does not go so far as to support 

Option 3, the development of an ICZM framework with supporting duties and powers.  

Instead, it only really identifies Option 1, with the voluntary approach given some additional 

support and guidance.  In essence this could be seen as representing a continuation of the 

status quo.  That said however, in terms of this research, the ideas of having a strategic 
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review of CP effectiveness, and the exchange of best practice certainly fit in well with what 

the Coastal Sustainability Standard is designed to offer, and as a mechanism it might also be 

seen as having a role to play in the provision of guidance.  The ideas of comparative analysis 

and exchange of best practice are also ones supported by the EC Green Paper on maritime 

policy (COM, 2006). 

 

Finally, it can be concluded that in evaluating the implications of the Coastal Sustainability 

Standard, and given the timing in relation to the significant policy initiatives currently 

underway, this research has resonant links into the concept of integrated MSP and the 

development of a national ICZM strategy.   It can be concluded that the research supports 

statutory moves away from the current voluntary approach to a more integrated and 

comprehensive system.  The extent to which this will be achieved however, will ultimately be 

determined by the final outcomes of the principle policy initiatives, most notably the EU ICZM 

initiative and the UK Marine Bill.  

 
 

7.4.2 The scope to modify the Coastal Sustainability Standard  

 

Having identified both the efficacy and the implications of the research to date, consideration 

should also be given to the necessity and scope for modifying the Coastal Sustainability 

Standard.  Such a consideration can be viewed from various perspectives with perhaps the 

most obvious one relating to the scope of the principles and criteria.  This however, was 

reviewed in Section 7.3.1, with as noted, the Exe Estuary CPO stating the need for “an area 

on funding and staffing issues” (personal communication, 2005).  Consideration was also 

given to the importance and role of socially constructed ideas within the Standard, as well as 

the elements within the principle of responsibility.  Instead, one of the key features to draw 

from this is not the need to specifically broaden the Standard, although this is of course 

important, but that the whole process should be considered iterative, learning-based and 

adaptive.  Given that this is the case, the Standard can never really be considered final since 

it is dynamic and open to development, modification and refinement on an ongoing basis.  

This is seen as an essential attribute given the new knowledge, tools and best practice that 

inevitably become available over time.  This view of the Standard in evolution is indeed a 

characteristic of many such management systems, discussed elsewhere, including the ISO 

Standards, the MSC Standard and the WWF Standards.  

 

On a more theoretical note, consideration should also be given to the philosophical nature of 

the work.  In this regard, whether or not the appraisal methodology should in fact be defined, 

as at present, the Coastal Sustainability Standard, or described in milder terminology, as 

simply a coastal sustainability appraisal system.  Obviously, in effect the two may be 

considered practically the same in almost all respects (definitions, scoring system etc.).  

However, there is a distinction, which can be drawn that has potential consequences for both 
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the adoption of the approach on a wider scale and on it’s perceived value.  For example, one 

potential problem of using the term ‘Standard’ is that it refers to a very specific level of 

achievement which if not attained implies failure.  This can be looked at in two ways since, on 

the one hand, it might be viewed as an incentive to do better whilst, on the other hand, 

represent a reason why ICZM initiatives refuse to take up the scheme in the first place.  If it 

were merely an appraisal system, there would obviously be no specific ‘fear of failure’, which 

might mean that the system be viewed in a more kindly light and therefore be more readily 

adopted, albeit perhaps in a less effective manner.  The two approaches might also have 

funding implications as well since a failure to achieve the Standard might be seen as a reason 

not to continue or increase funding.  In this way, the use of the term ‘Standard’ represents a 

double-edged sword. 

 

These considerations were put to the CPOs in the final case study review meetings with the 

outcome being that all supported the use of the term, ‘Standard’.  The idea of the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard is further supported by the fact that the terminology and ethos is 

accepted widely elsewhere in all forms of management, and it fits in well with the idea of 

‘professionalising’ the role of the coastal manager as described in Section 7.3.3. 

 

One aspect of change that has been identified through the process, and that follows on from 

the above consideration, being used widely, as it is, in conjunction with other Standards, is 

that of ‘certification’.  This was again raised at the final case study review meetings, as well as 

the initial pilot study, and was greeted with varying degrees of enthusiasm.  Although none of 

the three CPs had anything particularly against the idea of certificating the process, there was 

a suggestion by the EEMP CPO that it was unnecessary.  However, interestingly, it was also 

noted that it might potentially help raise funds in that it would reflect on the CP ‘doing a good 

job’ and also representing ‘best value’, with the latter comment clearly relating to the raising of 

funds from Local Authorities.  One point about this of course, is that the funding issue, and 

particularly the ‘hand to mouth’ nature of it, has been identified as resulting from the voluntary 

approach to ICZM currently employed in the UK at present.  Obviously if this were to change 

as a result of either the national ICZM strategy or, more particularly perhaps, the Marine Bill, 

this issue might of course become less of a problem, thus lessening the argument for 

certification.   

 

A further point regarding the adoption of certification is that it would inevitably add a degree of 

formalisation to the comparative nature of the assessment outcomes.  In other words, it would 

require that in order assess the fair and just award of certificates, each assessment would 

have to be validated or accredited.  The TECF CPO inferred this in stating, “it could be useful 

if quality standards receive overall acceptance” (personal communication, 2006a).  However, 

this extra layer of validation would also mean that the system overall would become far more 

unwieldy, and thus more difficult to establish.  As a consequence, this particular development 
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is not one that is envisaged as being immediately relevant for the uptake of the Standard, 

instead being considered a ‘step too far’ at present.  Clearly a more pressing requirement is 

simply to get the Standard acknowledged and operational.  If it were adopted successfully on 

a wide scale, then at some point in the future, certification might be considered as 

representing a suitable way forward. 

 

 

7.4.3 The potential and pragmatism of adopting the Coastal Sustainability Standard  

 

Following on from the previous section, changes are an inherent aspect of a dynamic 

management system and would undoubtedly lead to a refining of the Coastal Sustainability 

Standard over time.  However, following an evaluation of various arguments it is considered 

that the scheme should be operated and defined as a Standard, without the need to include a 

certification element into the process.  The argument against certification is a pragmatic one, 

in that at this stage of process, certification would require an additional and overly 

burdensome accreditation procedure to be included into the scheme.  Taking such a 

pragmatic view is considered important in enabling the widespread adoption of the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard.  This section therefore, will outline other factors deemed important in 

defining a pragmatic approach, both from the perspective of ‘ease of uptake’, as well as ‘ease 

of use’.  The section will then finish with a review of the perceived benefits and value of 

operating the Standard, as seen by the case study CPOs.  

 

In terms of ‘ease of uptake’, the adoption of the approach might only be possible if it was 

considered that the barriers to adoption were minimal.  Such barriers, alluded too already in 

this Chapter, relate to the resources needed to implement and operate the Standard.  These 

include skills, time and funding.  From the point of view of the skills needed, it has already 

been stated, in Section 7.3.3, that this might represent a barrier to the CP achieving success 

overall and that by implication some training therefore might be necessary in order for the 

Standard to be implemented.  This has been described positively as helping to enhance the 

professional nature of the coastal manager’s role, through developing an accepted best 

practice toolkit of skills and knowledge.  During the final case study review meetings, there 

was an acceptance by the CPOs that this would in fact be of benefit in developing and 

carrying out their professional roles.   

 

In considering other resource barriers, it is acknowledged that implementing and operating 

the Standard involves a considerable amount of time, and is therefore rather unwieldy.  

However, the EEMP CPO described this as requiring a “large commitment to complete, but as 

an annual review it is acceptable”  (personal communication, 2005).  The TECF CPO also 

implied that time was not necessarily a constraint in stating, “any simplification would be 

welcome, but coastal management is a complex and dynamic field” (personal communication, 
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2006a); the implication being that a simplification of the Standard might not fully reflecting the 

complexity of ICZM, and that there is a limit therefore to how far such simplification could go.  

Other than simplifying the Standard however, an alternative approach for mitigating time 

constraints would be to operate the Standard less frequently.  In this scenario, the pragmatic 

approach would be to operate the Standard as part of a strategic management plan review, 

rather than as an annual review.  In the case of both the EEMP and TECF, for example, this 

would then only take place every five years, and hence reduce its resource requirement.        

 

The resource issues of time and skills are clearly related to the third resource barrier, that of 

funding.  This point, in relation to the voluntary nature of ICZM in the UK, has been 

considered at some length elsewhere in this Chapter.  However, it can be reiterated that the 

forthcoming Marine Bill and ICZM Strategy will be important in determining whether further, 

more consistent funding is forthcoming with which to enable progress in ICZM in the future.  

Such an outcome would, one assumes, reduce the resource barriers for the uptake of the 

Standard.  Given a scenario where this does not occur, and the current ‘hand to mouth’ 

funding arrangements of the voluntary CPs continue, it must be considered that the resources 

needed to operate the Standard might in fact act as a barrier to uptake.  However, despite this 

both the EEMP and TECF CPOs stated that funding would not necessarily be a problem for 

carrying out an assessment against the Standard, with TECF actually stating that it would be 

willing to pay for this service, even though “finance is always a challenge” (ibid).  From the 

point of view of adopting the Standard, it is considered most likely that, though there may be 

some willingness to pay for the assessment, the best option to enable widespread uptake at 

present, would be for the Standard to operate as a self-administered mechanism, with some 

help and input from an objective third party. 

 

In addition to the factors affecting the ‘ease of uptake’, further pragmatic considerations relate 

to the ‘ease of use’ of the Standard.  The Standard has been developed and operated thus far 

as a paper-based tool.  However, other management appraisal systems such as the Port 

Environmental Review System (PERS) operate using a computerised format, a characteristic 

that is seen as being advantageous in terms of its of ‘ease of use’.  Thus, from a pragmatic 

perspective, this represents a way forward that would be useful to adopt.  Indeed, the TECF 

CPO stated, “appropriate packaging, in the form of an online version, with check boxes and 

help boxes, would make the task less onerous” (personal communication, 2006a).  This 

development however, would also involve further work and as such is seen as representing a 

recommendation for further research.     

 

Given that the barriers to adoption of the Standard can be minimised, and its ease of use 

maximised, a final set of considerations that will determine uptake, relates to the perceived 

benefits of the Coastal Sustainability Standard.  In terms of the answers given by the 

respective CPOs to the case study review questionnaire, it would appear that, even though 
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the CP assessments have been critical and that all three case studies failed the Standard, the 

methodology that has been developed is seen as having value.  For example, the EEMP CPO 

states, “wider use of the Standard would be helpful, and if adopted, would support ICZM 

partnerships to promote their role and achievements.  It may encourage coastal officers to 

consider other aspects of coastal management” (personal communication, 2005).  The TECF 

CPO states “I would certainly use it ...... it is a useful exercise to analyze our work ... and (it).. 

highlights the constraints in which we (TECF) are operating” (personal communication, 

2006a).  This final point regarding the constraints on ICZM in the UK is further supported by 

the PCMN CPO in stating, that the Standard is “useful in helping to develop an argument for 

statutory ICZM” (personal communication, 2006b).     

 

 

7.5 Conclusion 

 

In conclusion to this chapter, the research has developed and validated the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard as a tool for assessing the success, or otherwise, of ICZM initiatives.  

The Standard is based on sound research principles; in line with the understandings of UK 

coastal managers with regards the key theoretical constructs underpinning sustainable 

development.  In this sense it has developed a geographically specific tool to assess an 

‘intensely geographical’ concept.  This adds legitimacy and efficacy to its overall approach.    

 

From operating the Standard, it can be concluded that the research has identified a series of 

shortcomings inherent in ICZM in the UK that make it very difficult for any such initiatives to 

achieve their stated aspirations relating to sustainable development.  These shortcomings are 

inherently to the voluntary approach to ICZM that is currently is employed in the UK, and 

include structural problems, such as a lack of joint responsibility incumbent on the 

participating individuals and organizations to achieve the overall goals of the initiative.  

Further barriers to success include the lack of availability of appropriate resources such as 

skills, knowledge and time and are fundamentally linked to funding.  This funding issue, and in 

particular its ‘hand to mouth’ nature, can also be seen as being resultant of the voluntary 

approach to the process. 

 

Given its apparent efficacy as a means of assessment, it is considered that the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard represents a suitable way forward for assessing ICZM in the UK.  

Indeed, a number of benefits for ICZM can be identified in adopting the Standard.  Firstly, it 

would enable individual CPs to carry out a periodic review of their activities and management.  

This in itself could be enacted as a single solitary exercise carried out by the CP, or more 

beneficially, as a means of assessing its progress over time.  Such an exercise could 

therefore identify areas of weakness and thereby improve the overall management of the CP. 
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On the basis that other CPs also adopt the Standard, then the Standard could also act as a 

mechanism for a comparative review between the different CPs.  In essence this could 

represent a strategic review of the ICZM initiatives in the UK, something which is missing at 

present, but which would be of great value in enhancing a CP network in the UK and might 

also help in the distribution of ‘best practice’ nationally.  This comparative aspect to the 

research could be formalised through an additional system of accreditation, and potentially 

certification, although at this stage in the proceedings it is considered that such a move might 

prove counter productive for the uptake of the Standard by the respective ICZM initiatives.      

 

A third perceived benefit of the Coastal Sustainability Standard is that it also might contribute 

to enhancing the professional nature of the ICZM role, in that it could help contribute to the 

development of an accepted skills toolkit.  It is recommended that the need for such a 

professionalisation of coastal management, as well as the subsequent content of any toolkit, 

should be the subject of further research.   

 

Given the apparent benefits of adopting the Coastal Sustainability Standard, and in order to 

maximise the uptake of the Standard over time, it should be noted that changes to the 

Standard might be necessary.  The ability of the Standard to be modified is seen as an 

integral dynamic characteristic of the approach, and one that overall supports its validity.  

Over time, it is considered possible that “just as with the diffusion of any other concept or 

product, more coastal areas (would) join in as the process becomes understood more widely” 

(WG-ID, 2004, p.2).   However, it is also considered that fundamentally, the uptake of the 

Standard is likely to be considerably affected by the outcomes of the principle policy initiatives 

currently underway; namely the UK Marine Bill; the European Parliament and Council 

Recommendation concerning the implementation of Integrated Coastal Zone Management in 

Europe; the European Marine Strategy; and potentially the EC Green Paper ‘Towards a future 

Maritime Policy for the Union’.    
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8.0 CONCLUSION 

 

 

8.1 Introduction 

 

ICZM is a process defined in terms of achieving sustainable development.  Despite several 

suites of indicators having been proposed to assess its effectiveness, there is currently no 

established or validated way of assessing coastal management in the UK and consequently 

no national or strategic overview with which to judge the performance of ICZM initiatives.  

Consequently, the aim of this study, outlined in Section 1.3, has been to address this failing 

by developing and critically evaluating a standardised operating mechanism for appraising the 

ability of Coastal Partnerships (CPs) to deliver sustainable development.  This aim 

hypothesised that such a system would allow for comparative assessment to be made of 

ICZM initiatives, both spatially and temporally, which in turn would allow for improvements in 

the management process.   

 

Rather than give a detailed summary of the research, this chapter reviews the aim and 

hypothesis in terms of its findings.  It will make conclusions on the basis of the development 

of the Coastal Sustainability Standard and its application to three case study CPs, and in 

doing so will consider both the efficacy of the Standard and the approach taken during this 

research.  The chapter will then highlight the key recommendations that stem from the study, 

with regard the potential implementation and operation of the Standard.  The chapter will 

finish by noting potential areas for future research.  

 

 

8.2 Conclusions  

 

8.2.1 The development of the Coastal Sustainability Standard 

 

In terms of developing the Coastal Sustainability Standard, six principal conclusions can be 

drawn from the research.  These are as follows: 

 

• Firstly, as a result of the complexity involved in achieving sustainable development, it 

was concluded that indicators are an inadequate means of reflecting the 

effectiveness of ICZM.  Instead the application of systems thinking, which has been 

widely used elsewhere in resource management, offers a more apposite approach, 

as detailed in Section 2.5.  

 

• Secondly, since the concept of sustainable development is ‘intensely geographical’, it 

was concluded that a normative analysis of sustainability in the coastal zone was an 
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appropriate base from which to develop the Coastal Sustainability Standard.  As 

such, in order to inform this development, Stage 1 of the research methodology, 

defined in Figure 3.1, involved an electronic survey of UK coastal practitioners, asking 

what they considered were the key theoretical constructs inherent in the concept of 

sustainability.  This normative survey, carried out using the database of the company 

‘Coastal Management for Sustainability’ (CMS), added both legitimacy and efficacy to 

the process.    

 

• Thirdly, it was concluded that the dominant principles involved in delivering 

sustainable development through ICZM were planning; participation; communication; 

integration; responsibility; and balance, as described in Figure 5.1.  These principles 

were identified through textual analysis of the data using the qualitative software 

package, Nud*ist 6, and represent the building blocks of the Coastal Sustainability 

Standard.  From each of these principles, criteria were subsequently developed and 

performance indicators established.   In this way, each principle can be seen as 

representing a ‘code of practice’ against which coastal management can be 

assessed. 

 

• Fourthly, an interesting outcome of this survey was that there was evident bias away 

from social constructs such as ‘equity’ and ‘quality of life’.  Since such social concepts 

are seen as being fundamental to the wider definitions of sustainable development, it 

might lead one to the conclusion that the evidence supports the claim that sustainable 

development is geographically specific.  For example, as discussed in Section 4.2.2, 

whilst coastal managers in the UK might appear to consider social issues as being of 

low priority, a survey of coastal managers elsewhere in the world might come up with 

entirely different outcomes, where social concepts are given a high priority.  This is 

considered highly likely in less developed countries such as the Philippines.   

 

The geographical specificity of sustainable development, along with the results of the 

survey, might lead one to the conclusion that social issues are not an important 

aspect of sustainable development in the UK coastal zone and, as such, therefore 

should not be assessed in terms of ICZM effectiveness.  However, this conclusion 

does not take into account the possibility of any other explanations for the results.   

For example, another explanation is that the respondents to the survey did not have 

suitable backgrounds or experience that reflected the social issues relating to coastal 

management or sustainability.  This being the case, it would have implications for the 

research in that coastal managers might lack the knowledge, skills and awareness 

necessary to fully tackle the relevant aspects of sustainable development.   
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Consequently on the basis of these considerations, social constructs and issues were 

considered to be still fundamental to sustainable development despite the survey 

results and hence included within the development of the Coastal Sustainability 

Standard.  These considerations however, did reflect upon a need for further 

research in this area, as well as highlighting the possibility that the Standard might 

need to be modified at some point in the future.   

 

• Fifthly, following a review of the current environmental management standards in 

operation, it was concluded that the Marine Stewardship Council’s Fisheries Standard 

currently represents the most appropriate model on which to base the operation of 

the Coastal Sustainability Standard.  This was supported with reference to a panel of 

‘experts’, as outlined in Section 5.3. 

 

• Finally, it was concluded that, since subjectivity would represent one of the main 

problems facing the operation of the Standard, a set of guidelines should be 

produced, as shown in Appendix C.  These guidelines should help minimise the level 

of subjectivity, by defining specific terminology and giving examples of suitable 

information that could be provided as evidence.     

 

 

8.2.2 The operation of the Coastal Sustainability Standard   

 

Stage 2 of the research methodology was concerned with the operation of the Coastal 

Sustainability Standard in the ‘real world’.  In order to validate the Standard, it was used to 

assess three different case study CPs.  In reviewing these case studies, a number of 

conclusions were drawn from the various aspects of the Standard’s operation.  These are as 

follows: 

 

• As described in Section 6.3, it can be concluded that the Standard offers a means by 

which comparative assessment can be made of different coastal management 

initiatives.  Indeed, despite all three CPs having failed the Standard, the relative 

performance of the CPs was what was expected at the onset of the research, when 

the case studies in question were selected.  Moreover, a review of the CPs showed a 

number of differences in terms of the management approach of each, and in doing so 

highlighted areas of best practice, as well as identifying areas in need of 

improvement.  It is concluded therefore that the deployment of the Standard more 

widely could provide the mechanism for a national or strategic overview with which to 

judge the performance of ICZM initiatives, and one that could be taken and analyzed 

on a periodic basis.  Thus, in so far as it can go, the research supports the hypothesis 

given in Section 1.3.  What it cannot do is prove that there will be improvements in 



 305 

the management process as a result of operating the Standard.  For this to be the 

case obviously requires further operation of the Standard, and analysis in the future    

 

• As described in Section 6.3.2, it can be concluded that a review of the case studies 

accurately reflects the nature of ICZM in the UK, where initiatives are stronger in 

participation and communication and weak in areas such as planning, responsibility 

and balance.  

 

• As described in Section 7.3, the poor performance that was highlighted can be 

viewed in two ways.  On the one hand, it can be seen to represent management 

practices that are in need of attention, whilst on the other hand; a failing of the 

Standard to adequately reflect and assess ICZM and its attempts to deliver 

sustainable development.  The key conclusion to take from this is that the Standard 

should be seen as being iterative with the potential to change over time.  In this way, 

if it is shown, through further research, that it is in fact the latter then the Standard 

can be modified accordingly.  Such iterative development would also help reduce 

subjectivity from the appraisal process in that it could lead to greater clarity and 

definition through modification and system development.   Indeed, the ability of the 

Standard to be modified over time is seen as an integral and dynamic characteristic 

of the approach, and one that is fundamental in supporting its validity and efficacy.   

 

• To enhance this iterative development, it can be concluded that it would be beneficial 

if there were some means by which operators and ICZM initiatives could meet to 

discuss the workings of the Standard, such as could take place through a periodic 

workshop.  In order to foster greater communication and feedback, such a meeting 

represents one of the key recommendations of the ICZM draft strategy for England 

(DEFRA, 2006b).  

 

• As discussed in Section 7.3, it can be concluded that the relatively poor performance 

of the CPs also identifies a series of shortcomings inherent in ICZM in the UK.  These 

shortcomings are largely associated with the voluntary approach, and make it difficult 

for CPs to achieve their stated aims of delivering sustainable development.  Some of 

these shortcomings relate to structural problems within ICZM in the UK.  These 

include a lack of joint responsibility, or collective liability, incumbent on the 

participating individuals and organizations; a consequent lack of desire for cultural 

change within relevant organizations; and the variable nature of individual 

contributions within the ICZM process.   

 

• As concluded in Section 7.3, barriers to success also include a lack of appropriate 

resources.  One of these resources is the management ‘team’, and in particular the 
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skills, knowledge and awareness that the management ‘team’ has in order to 

implement and deliver relevant actions.   

 

• Section 7.3 also concludes that other resource barriers relate to the availability of 

both funding and time.  Funding can be seen as the most important of these, and is 

fundamentally linked to all of the others.  This funding issue, and in particular its ‘hand 

to mouth’ nature, is characteristic of the voluntary approach to ICZM, with the 

management ‘team’ of CPs having to allocate a considerable proportion of their time 

towards accessing funds even to exist, let alone achieve their aims and objectives.   

 

• As stated in Section 7.4.1, it can be concluded that there is a need for a more 

empowered, formalised and integrated system of management that places a level of 

joint responsibility on participating and relevant organizations.  It is envisaged that 

this would remove many of the barriers identified as obstacles to CPs achieving 

success. 

 

• It can be concluded that the Coastal Sustainability Standard supports some aspects 

of the ICZM draft strategy for England (DEFRA, 2006b), in that it enables an 

evaluation of the current effectiveness of CPs, as well as of sharing best practice.  

Both of these elements of the draft Strategy fit in well with the nature of this research 

and the adoption of the Coastal Sustainability Standard.   

 

• In terms of the uptake of the Standard, it is considered likely that “just as with the 

diffusion of any other concept or product, more coastal areas (would) join in as the 

process becomes understood more widely” (WG-ID, 2004, p.2).  However, as 

described in Section 7.4.3, it is concluded that, since the Coastal Sustainability 

Standard is time consuming and rather unwieldy, it is most likely to be seen as a 

mechanism for offering the strategic review of coastal management plans.  This being 

the case, it is likely it would be operated on a five-yearly basis.   

 

• Given the nature of ICZM in the UK at present however, it is concluded in Section 

7.4.3 that the most likely adoption of the Standard would be as a self-administered 

mechanism, operated by the management team of the CPs.  Potentially however, it is 

envisaged that there might be support from an objective third party. 

 

• Finally, it is concluded in Section 7.4.2 that the comparative aspect to the research 

could be formalised through an additional system of accreditation, and potentially 

certification.  However, though it is considered that this would add value to the 

Coastal Sustainability Standard, it is considered that such a move at this stage in the 
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proceedings would prove counter productive for the uptake of the Standard by the 

respective ICZM initiatives.   

 

 

8.2.3 Summary  

 

Overall, it can be concluded that the research has developed a practical appraisal mechanism 

against which to assess the effectiveness of coastal management.  Given its apparent 

efficacy, it was operated against three case study CPs and identified a number of inherent 

weaknesses in ICZM initiatives in the UK.  The principal reason for poor performance was 

explained, at least in large part, by the voluntary approach employed.   

 

In terms of the hypothesis, the research showed that the Standard would enable both 

temporal and spatial comparative assessments, and that these assessments could encourage 

the dissemination of best practice between different CPs, and therefore should allow for 

improvements in the management process over time.  This finding was endorsed by the case 

study CPs.  For these improvements to be proven however requires the further operation of 

this Standard, and research in this area, in the future. 

 

 

8.2.4 Recommendations 

 

On the basis of the research, a number of recommendations can be made regarding the 

development and critical evaluation of a standardised operating mechanism for appraising the 

ability of ICZM to deliver sustainable development in the UK.  There are three 

recommendations relating to the implementation and operation of the Coastal Sustainability 

Standard.  These are as follows: 

 

• Firstly, it is recommended that the Standard be continually and iteratively developed 

in order improve its clarity, transparency and objectivity.   

 

• Secondly, it is recommended that iterative development of the Standard should also 

address and enable greater ‘usability’.  It is considered that the first step in this would 

be to develop the system in a computerised format so as to allow it to be operated 

more easily.   

 

• Thirdly, it is recommended that the Standard be disseminated as widely as possible 

to coastal practitioners in the UK in order to put forward a case for its consideration 

and potential adoption.   
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8.3 Contribution of this research 

 

Research into assessing the effectiveness of ICZM initiatives in achieving sustainable 

development has taken place previously with the development of sustainability indicators 

sets.  However, these indicator sets have not been designed or operated from the point of 

view of a systems-based approach.  This research is original in its scope since it has applied 

the idea of management systems to ICZM in the UK and used this approach to develop the 

Coastal Sustainability Standard.  This has then been used to assess ICZM initiatives as to 

their ability to deliver sustainable development and been endorsed by the CPs that took part. 

 

Utilising a standardised approach in this way has meant that a comparative assessment of 

ICZM initiatives is possible, both temporally and spatially.  The Coastal Sustainability 

Standard therefore represents a unique and practical tool that allows for a review of 

management success over time, as well as a national and strategic evaluation of the 

effectiveness of CPs in the UK.  This last point is something that the draft ICZM strategy for 

England (DEFRA, 2006b) refers to as being required.  By operating the Standard in such a 

way, the process also offers a means by which CPs can review and disseminate examples of 

‘best practice’; again something referred to in the draft ICZM strategy.  

 

In helping the dissemination of best practice, the Coastal Sustainability Standard acts as a 

learning tool.  This characteristic is further enhanced when considering that the systems 

approach taken in operating the Standard, though common elsewhere in environmental and 

resource management, is a new one with respect to coastal management.  As such, its 

operation represents a learning experience for those involved in its implementation.  In this 

way, not only could it help improve a review of management plans but it could also help 

develop new skills for coastal managers, and therefore contribute to enhancing the 

professional role and responsibilities of those associated with ICZM.  Indeed, it is envisaged 

that this research might help initialise a debate regarding the professional skills and 

competencies required of ICZM. 

 

Lastly, this research comes at a time when the current nature and future development of 

ICZM in the UK is under the spotlight, with a number of relevant policy initiatives currently 

underway at both national and EU level.  The timeliness of this research therefore means that 

it may also offer some contribution to this current debate relating to the way forward for ICZM.   

 

 

8.4 Further research 

 

This study has identified a number of lines of research that stem from this work that could be 

productive.   
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These are as follows:    

 

• Firstly, as this research has identified a process that is dynamic and iterative, it is 

evidently the case that the process should improve over time.  However, it is also true 

that the methodology employed in this research has been limited by evidence 

generated through the case study CPOs.  A more detailed analysis of each case 

study would require that evidence be generated more widely in relation to all actors 

within the ICZM process.   

 

In relation to this point, it should be noted that, at the time of writing, a meeting is 

planned with the Chairmen of the PCMN to discuss the outcomes and analysis of the 

Coastal Sustainability Standard further. 

 

• Secondly, this research has focussed on the development and operation of the 

Coastal Sustainability Standard in the UK.  In order to test its wider applicability, the 

Standard might be operated in other countries to assess its value.  This might then 

enable a comparison to be made of the nature of ICZM in different parts of the world. 

 

• Thirdly, on the basis of the low priorities attributed to socially constructed ideas such 

as ‘equity’ and ‘quality of life’ during this research, and in order to assess the 

objectivity of coastal managers in delivering sustainable development, further 

research could examine the academic and professional backgrounds of those 

involved in coastal management roles.   

 

• Fourthly, in relation to the previous point, research could review both the roles and 

responsibilities of positions within ICZM; the skills and knowledge base required to 

carry out these roles; and a skills survey of those currently employed.  Subsequent 

analysis could therefore identify if any skills gap exists within ICZM.   

 

• Fifthly, research could develop an accepted best practice toolkit of skills and 

knowledge deemed appropriate for ICZM positions; and, on the basis that a skills gap 

does exist, research could take place into the development of specific and tailored 

training courses, deemed necessary to close the gap.   

 

• Finally, research could take place into the potential for allying ICZM ‘professionals’ 

with a suitable professional body such as, for example, the Royal Town Planning 

Institute (RTPI) or the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment 

(IEMA). 

 
 



 310 

REFERENCES 

 

 

Atkins Consulting Group (2004). ICZM in the UK: A Stocktake. London: HMSO. 

 

Atlantic Living Coastlines (2000). Indicators for Sustainable Development of the Coast: Their 

role in the Integrated Coastal Zone Management of Devon and Cornwall – Focus Group 

report.  Exeter: Devon County Council. 

 

Ballinger, R.C. (1999).  The evolving organisational framework for Integrated Coastal 

Management in England and Wales.  Marine Policy, Vol. 23, No. 4-5, pp. 501-523  

 

Ballinger, R., Taussik, J., and Potts, J. (2002).  Managing coastal risk: making the shared 

coastal responsibility work.  Coastal Planning and Shoreline Management: a review of 

legislation and guidance. A Report to the Local Government Association’s Special Interest 

Group on Coastal Issues.  London: Local Government Association. 

  

Balmford, A., Bruner, A., Cooper, P., Costanza, R., Farber, S., Green, R., Jenkins, M., 

Jefferiss, P., Jessamy, V., Madden, J., Munro, K., Myers, N., Naeem, S., Paavola, J., 

Rayment, M., Rosendo, S., Roughgarden, J., Trumper K., and Turner. R.K. (2002). Economic 

reasons for conserving wild nature. Science, 298, pp. 950 – 953. 

 

Bantz, V.P., Castellucci, M., and Albacete, F.F. (1999). The European Parliament and the 

Environmental Policy of the European Union: Working Paper. Environment Series ENV1 – 

101 EN. Luxembourg: European Parliament. 

  

Barrow, C.J (1999). Environmental Management: Principles and Practice. London: Routledge. 

 

Bawden, R. (1997). Learning to Persist: A Systematic View of Development. In Stowell, F.A. 

Ison, R.L., Armson, R., Holloway, J., Jackson, S., and McRobb, S. (eds.) Systems for 

Sustainability: People, Organizations and Environments. London: Plenum. pp. 1 - 6. 

 

Beck, U. (1992). Risk Society: Towards a New Modernity. London: Sage.  

 

Bell, S. and Morse, S. (1999). Sustainability Indicators: Measuring the immeasurable.  

London: Earthscan. 

 

Borja, A. (2006).  The new European Marine Strategy Directive: Difficulties, opportunities, and 

challenges.  Marine Pollution Bulletin, 52, pp 239-242. 

 



 311 

Boulding, K.E. (1956). General Systems Theory: The Skeleton of Science. Management 

Science 2, 3, pp.197 – 208. 

 

Bradbury, R. (1998). Sustainable development as a subversive issue. Nature and Resources, 

34, 4, pp. 7 - 11. 

 

Brugmann, J. (1997a).  Is there a Method in Our Measurement? The use of indicators in local 

sustainable development planning.  Local Environment, 2, 1, pp. 59 - 72  

 

Brugmann, J. (1997b).  Sustainability Indicators Revisited:  getting from political objectives to 

performance outcomes – a response to Graham Pinfield. Local Environment, 2, 3, pp. 299 - 

302   

 

Burbridge, P. R. (1997). A generic framework for measuring success in integrated coastal 

management. Ocean and Coastal Management, 37, 2, pp 175-189.   

 

Burbridge, P.R. (2001). Lessons learned from local coastal management partnerships: A 

report to the Scottish Coastal Forum, The Scottish Executive and Scottish Natural Heritage. 

Scottish Coastal Forum Research Report No. 3.  Edinburgh: Scottish Coastal Forum 

 

Buzan, T. (2002). How to Mind Map. London: Thorsons. 

  

Capra, F.  (1996).  Web of Life.  London: Harper Collins.  

 

Carley, M. and Christie, I. (2000). Managing sustainable development. 2nd Ed. London: 

Earthscan. 

 

Checkland, P.  (1981). Systems Thinking, Systems Practice.  Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.  

 

Checkland, P. and Scholes, J. (1990).  Soft Systems Methodology in Action.  Chichester: 

John Wiley and Sons.  

 

Cicin-Sain, B. (1993).  Sustainable development and integrated coastal zone management. 

Ocean and Coastal Management, 21, 1 – 3, pp. 11- 43.  

 

Cicin-Sain, B. and Knecht, R.W. (1998).  Integrated Coastal Zone Management: Concepts 

and Practices. Washington D.C: Island Press. 

 



 312 

Clark, J.R. (ed.) (1991). The Status of Integrated Coastal Zone Management: A Global 

Assessment. Report on a special workshop held in July 1989 in Charleston, USA. Area 

Management and Planning Network (CAMPNET). Miami: University of Miami  

 

Clark, J.R. (1998). Coastal Zone Management for the new century. Ocean and Coastal 

Management, 37, 2, pp. 191 - 216.  

 

Clayton, A. and Radcliffe, N. (1996). Sustainability: A Systems Approach. London: Earthscan. 

 

Coastal Management for Sustainability (2004). CMS Homepage. [online]  Available: 

http://www.coastms.co.uk/index.html [accessed 30 July 2004]. 

 

CoastNET (2003). Partnership Approaches to ICZM: A Vision and Action Plan [online].  

Available: http://www.coastnet.org.uk/files/reports/coastnet_workshop_report.pdf [accessed 

23 October 2006].  

  

Costanza, R. and Patten, B.C. (1995). Defining and Predicting Sustainability.  Ecological 

Economics, 15, pp. 193 - 196. 

 

Costanza, R., Andarde, F., Antunes, P., van der Belt, M., Boersma, D., Boesch, D.F., 

Catarino, F., Hanna, S., Limburg, K., Low, B., Molitor, M., Gil Pereira, J., Rayner, S., Santos, 

R., Wilson, J., and Young, M. (1998).  Principles for Sustainable Governance of the Oceans. 

Science, 281, pp 198 - 199. 

 

Creswell, J.W. (2003). Research Design; Qualitative, Quantitative and Mixed Method 

Approaches. 2nd Edition. London: Sage. 

 

Cycleau Project (2004). Cycleau project homepage. [online]  Available:   

http://www.cycleau.com/index.asp [accessed 08 August 2004]. 

 

Cycleau Project (2004). The Exe Catchment Profile. Exeter: Devon County Council 

 

Denscombe, M. (1998). The Good Research Guide: For small-scale social research projects. 

Buckingham: Open University Press.  

 

Denzin, N.K. (1970). The Research Act in Sociology. A Theoretical Introduction to 

Sociological Methods. London: Butterworths. 

 

Denzin, N. and Lincoln, Y. (eds.) (2000).  The Handbook of Qualitative Research. 2nd Ed. 

London: Sage Publications. 

http://www.coastms.co.uk/index.html
http://www.coastnet.org.uk/files/reports/coastnet_workshop_report.pdf
http://www.cycleau.com/index.asp


 313 

 

Department of the Environment (1992a). The Government’s response to the second report of 

the HOCESC, Coastal Zone Protection and Planning. London: HMSO. 

 

Department of the Environment (1992b). Planning Policy Guidance Note 20: Coastal 

Planning. London: HMSO. 

 

Department for Environment, Transport and the Regions (1999). A Better Quality of Life: A 

strategy for sustainable development for the United Kingdom. London: HMSO.    

 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (2002).  Safeguarding our Sea: A 

Strategy for the Conservation and Sustainable Development of Our Marine Environment. 

London: HMSO.   

 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, (2004a). Delivering the essentials of life 

– DEFRA publishes five year strategy [online]. London: DEFRA.  Available: 

http://www.defra.gov.uk/news/latest/2004/defra-1208.htm [accessed 21 January 2005]. 

 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, (2004b). Achieving a better quality of 

life: Review of progress towards a sustainable development – Government annual report 

2003. London: HMSO.  

 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, (2004c). Taking it on: developing UK 

sustainable development strategy together. London: HMSO.  

 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, (2005). Securing the Future: delivering 

UK sustainable development strategy. London: HMSO.  

 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, (2006a). Report from the UK: 

Implementation of (2002/413/EC) Recommendation of the European Parliament and of the 

Council, of 3 May 2002, concerning the implementation of Integrated Coastal Zone 

Management in Europe. London: DEFRA.  

 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, (2006b). Promoting an integrated 

approach to management of the coastal zone (ICZM) in England: A consultation document of 

the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. London: DEFRA.  

 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, (2006c). A Marine Bill: A consultation 

document of the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. London: DEFRA.  

 

http://www.defra.gov.uk/news/latest/2004/defra-1208.htm


 314 

Department for Environment, Planning and Countryside (2006). Draft Strategy for Wales on 

Integrated Coastal Zone Management: Making the Most Of Wales’ Coast. [online].  Cardiff: 

Welsh Assembly Government. Available: 

http://www.countryside.wales.gov.uk/fe/master.asp?n1=797&n2=123&n3=952. [accessed 23 

October 2006]. 

 

Department for Environment, Transport and the Regions (1999). A better quality of life.  

London: HMSO.   

 

Department of the Environment in Northern Ireland (2005). Towards an Integrated Coastal 

Zone Management Strategy for Northern Ireland: 2006 2026 Draft Strategy. [online]. 

Belfast: DOENI.  Avaliable: 

http://www.doeni.gov.uk/epd/consultation_docs/details.asp?docid=3134. [accessed 23 

October 2006].  

 

Dronkers, J. and de Vries, I. (1999). Integrated coastal management: the challenge of 

transdisciplinarity.  Journal of Coastal Conservation, 5, 2, pp. 97-102. 

 

Earll, B. (2005). Putting Sustainability into Practice. In: Smith, H.D. and Potts, J.S. (eds.) 

Managing Britain’s Marine and Coastal Environment: Towards a sustainable future. Oxford: 

Routledge. pp. 288 - 297. 

   

Easterby-Smith, M., Thorpe, R., and Lowe, A. (2002). Management Research: An 

introduction. 2nd ed. London: Sage. 

 

EcoPorts Foundation (2003). Port Environmental Review System [online]. Available: 

http://www.ecoports.com/ports/about/index_news.asp?id=28 [Accessed 06 July 2005]. 

 

Ehler, C.N. (2003). Indicators to measure governance performance in integrated coastal 

management. Ocean and Coastal Management, 46, 3-4, pp.335-345. 

 

Elliott, M. et al., (2006).  Integrated marine management and administration for an island state 

– a case for a new Marine Agency for the UK. Marine Pollution Bulletin, 52, pp 469 – 474. 

 

Europa (2005).  Activities of the European Union: Environment: A Comprehensive Guide To 

European Law: Summaries – Sustainable Development. [WWW].  Luxembourg: Europa.  

Available: http://europa.eu.int/pol/env/index_en.htm [accessed 16 February 2005] 

 

http://www.countryside.wales.gov.uk/fe/master.asp?n1=797&n2=123&n3=952
http://www.doeni.gov.uk/epd/consultation_docs/details.asp?docid=3134
http://europa.eu.int/pol/env/index_en.htm


 315 

European Commission (1997). Better Management of Coastal Resources: A European 

programme for integrated coastal zone management. Luxembourg: Office for Official 

Publications of the European Communities. 

 

European Commission (1999a). Towards a European Integrated Coastal Zone Management 

(ICZM) Strategy: General Principles and Policy Options – A reflection paper.  Luxembourg: 

Office for Official Publications of the European Communities. 

 

European Commission (1999b). Lessons from the European Commission’s Demonstration 

Programme on Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM).  Luxembourg: Office for Official 

Publications of the European Communities. 

 

European Commission (2000). Communication from the Commission to the Council and the 

European Parliament on Integrated Coastal Zone Management: A strategy for Europe.  COM 

(2000) 547 final. Official journal of the European Communities, Brussels: European 

Commission. 

 

European Commission (2002).  Recommendation of the European Parliament and Council 

concerning the implementation of Integrated Coastal Zone Management in Europe. Official 

journal of the European Communities, Brussels: European Commission. 

 

European Commission (2005a).  Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of 

the Council, establishing a Framework for Community Action in the field of Marine 

Environmental Policy.  COM, 505 final, SEC (2005) 1290. Official journal of the European 

Communities, Brussels: European Commission. 

  

European Commission (2005b).  Communication from the Commission to the Council and the 

European Parliament.  Thematic Strategy on the Protection and Conservation of the Marine 

Environment. COM, 504 final, SEC (2005) 1290. Official journal of the European 

Communities, Brussels: European Commission. 

 

European Commission (2006).  Towards a future Maritime Policy for the Union: A European 

vision for the oceans and seas. COM (2006) 275 final. Official journal of the European 

Communities, Brussels: European Commission. 

   

European Environment Agency, (1998). Europe’s Environment: The Second Assessment – 

an overview.  Luxembourg: Office of Official Publications of the European Communities. 

  

EU Working Group on Indicators and Data (2003). Measuring Sustainable Development on 

the Coast.  Barcelona: European Topic Centre for the Terrestrial Environment. 



 316 

EU Working Group on Indicators and Data (2004). Report of the Working Group on Indicators 

and Data to the EU ICZM Expert Group.  Barcelona: European Topic Centre for the 

Terrestrial Environment.  

 

Exe Estuary Management Partnership (1998). Exe Estuary Management Plan. Exeter: Devon 

County Council 

 

Exe Estuary Management Partnership (2003). Annual Report and Action Plan 2003 - 2004. 

Exeter: Devon County Council 

 

Exe Estuary Management Partnership (2004). Annual Report and Action Plan 2004 - 2005. 

Exeter: Devon County Council 

 

Exe Estuary Management Partnership (2005). Annual Report and Action Plan 2005 - 2006. 

Exeter: Devon County Council 

 

Exe Estuary Management Partnership (2005). The State of the Exe Environment Report 

2006. Exeter: Devon County Council 

 

Exe Estuary Management Partnership (2004). Welcome to the Exe Estuary. [online]. 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/index2.htm [accessed 06 June 2004]. 

 

Exe Estuary Management Partnership (2005). Exe Estuary Code. [online]. http://www.exe-

estuary.org/watershore/exeestuarycode.pdf [accessed 03 March 2005]. 

 

Firn Crichton Roberts Ltd and Graduate School of Environmental Studies, University of 

Strathclyde (2000). An Assessment of the Socio-Economic Costs and Benefits of Integrated 

Coastal Zone Management. Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European 

Communities.  

 

Fletcher, S. (2003a). Stakeholder Representation in Coastal Partnerships: Towards Secure 

Representation. Southampton Solent University. Unpublished PhD. Thesis. 

 

Fletcher, S. (2003b). Stakeholder representation and the democratic basis of coastal 

partnerships in the UK.  Marine Policy, 27, 3, pp 229 – 240. 

 

Fletcher, S. (2006) Influences on stakeholder representation in participatory ICM 

programmes. Ocean & Coastal Management (in press) 

 

http://www.exe-estuary.org/index2.htm
http://www.exe-estuary.org/watershore/exeestuarycode.pdf
http://www.exe-estuary.org/watershore/exeestuarycode.pdf


 317 

Fowke, R. and Prasad, D. (1996). Sustainable development: cities and local government. 

Australian Planner, 33, pp 61 – 66. 

 

Frankfort-Nachmias, C. and Nachmias, D. (1996).  Research Methods in the Social Sciences. 

5th Edition. London: Arnold. 

 

French, P.W. (2004). The changing nature of, and approaches to, UK coastal management at 

the start of the twenty-first century. The Geographical Journal, 170, 2, pp. 116-25.  

 

Gallagher, A., Johnson, D.J., Upton, A and Fletcher, S. (1998). Apo Reef Marine Natural 

Park, Occidental Mindoro, Philippines:  Planning for Effective Management.  Proceedings of 

Coastal Zone Canada ’98 Coastal Challenges: Sharing our Experiences-Building Our 

Knowledge.  Dartmouth: Coastal Zone Canada Association. 

 

Gallagher, A. (1999). Sustainability Indicators and their role in the Integrated Coastal 

Zone Management of Devon and Cornwall. Exeter: Devon County Council. 

 

Gallagher, A. (2001). Putting Sustainability into Practice in the Coastal Environment.  

Maidstone: Coastlink. 

 

Gallagher, A. (2003) Developing a Standard for Sustainability Appraisal in Coastal 

Management. In: Ozhan, E. (ed.) Medcoast 03. Ankara: Medcoast. pp 133 - 144. 

 

Gallagher, A. Johnson, D.J., Glegg, G., and Trier, C.  (2004). Constructs of Sustainability in 

Coastal Management, Marine Policy, 28, 3, pp. 249-255  

 

Gilbert, C. and Pickaver, A. (2005). Measuring sustainable use of the coast. In: Earll, B. (ed.) 

(2005). Coastal Futures 2005: Review and Future Trends. Ross-on-Wye: Coastal 

Management for Sustainability. 

 

Gill, J. and Johnson, P. (2002).  Research Methods for Managers. 3rd. Edition. London: Paul 

Chapman Publishing. 

 

Goldsmith, E., Allen, R., Allaby, M., Davoll, J., and Lawrence, S. (1972).  A Blueprint for 

Survival. The Ecologist, 2, 1, whole issue.  

 

Halcrow Group Limited (2005). Developing Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) 

Options for England and Wales. London: Halcrow Group Limited 

 



 318 

Hanson, A.J. (2003) Measuring progress towards sustainable development. Ocean and 

Coastal Management. 46, 3 – 4, pp. 381-390. 

 

Hardin, G. (1968).  The Tragedy of the Commons. Science, 162, pp. 1243 – 1248. 

 

Henocque, Y. (2003). Development of process indicators for coastal zone management 

assessment in France. Ocean & Coastal Management, 46, pp. 363 – 379. 

 

HMSO (2005). Regional Development Agencies Act, 1998. [online]. Available: 

http://www.hmso.gov.uk/acts/acts1998/19980045.htm [accessed 20 January 2005]. 

 

Hough, A. and Holt, T.J. (2001) Burry Inlet Cockle Fishery Certification Report. Moody Marine 

Ltd. In: Marine Stewardship Council [online] Available: 

http://www.msc.org/assets/docs/Burry_Inlet_cockles/BurryInlet_FullCertReport.pdf [accessed 

17 July 2005]. 

 

House of Commons Environment Select Committee (1992).  Coastal Zone Protection and 

Planning. HMSO: London 

 

Institute of Welsh Affairs (1999). Building on Pembrokeshire’s Cultural Heritage. Seminar. 

Pembroke: Pembrokeshire College. 

 

Kay, R. and Alder, J. (1999). Coastal Planning and Management. London: E & FN Spon.  

 

Kent County Council (2000). Kent Sustainability Action Plan. Canterbury: KCC. 

 

Kent County Council (2001). Indicators of Sustainable Development for the Coasts and Seas 

of Kent. Canterbury: KCC.   

 

Kitchin, R. and Tate, N.J. (2000).  Conducting Research into Human Geography: Theory, 

Methodology and Practice. London: Prentice Hall. 

 

Kohn, J. and Gowdy, J. (1999). Coping with complex and dynamic systems: An approach to a 

transdisciplinary understanding of coastal zone developments. Journal of Coastal 

Conservation, 5, 2, pp. 163 – 170. 

 

Krut, R. and Gleckman, H (1998). ISO 14001: A missed opportunity for sustainable global 

industrial development. London: Earthscan. 

 

http://www.hmso.gov.uk/acts/acts1998/19980045.htm
http://www.msc.org/assets/docs/Burry_Inlet_cockles/BurryInlet_FullCertReport.pdf


 319 

Lamprecht, J.L. (1996). ISO 14000 issues and implementation guidelines for responsible 

environmental management. New York: Amacom.  

 

Lawrence, G. (1997). Indicators for Sustainable Development. In Dodds, F. (ed) The Way 

Forward: Beyond Agenda 21. London: Earthscan.  pp. 179 –189 

 

Local Government Association (2000). On the edge: the real issues on the coast: a strategy 

from the LGA's Special Interest Group on Coastal Issues. London: LGconnect. 

 

Marine Biological Association (2003). Characterisation of European Marine Sites: Plymouth 

Sound and Estuaries.  Plymouth: MBA. 

 

Marine Spatial Planning Pilot Consortium (2006).  Marine Spatial Planning Pilot: Final Report.  

London: DEFRA. 

 

Marine Stewardship Council (2002) MSC Principles and Criteria for Sustainable Fishing. 

London: MSC. 

 

Marine Stewardship Council (2002). Certification Process. [online]. Available: 

http://www.msc.org/assets/docs/fishery_certification/MSCPrinciples&Criteria.doc [accessed 

14 January 2005]. 

 

McGlashan, D.J. (2000). Coastal Management in the Future. In Sheppard, C (ed.) Seas at the 

Millenium: an environmental evaluation, Vol. 3. Oxford: Pergamon. 

 

McGlashan, D.J. (2003). Funding in integrated coastal zone management partnerships. 

Marine Pollution Bulletin, 46, pp. 393 – 396.  

  

McGlashan, D.J and Barker, N.J. (2004).  The Voluntary Approach to Integrated Coastal Zone 

Management: Perspectives from Great Britain. Conference Proceedings of Littoral 2004. 

Cardiff: EUCC and Eurocoast. 

 

Meadows, D.H. et al., (1972).  The Limits to Growth: A Report to the Club of Rome’s Project 

on the Predicament of Mankind. New York: Universe.  

 

Meill, D and Wetherell, M. (Eds.) (1998).  Doing Social Psychology.  Milton Keynes: Open 

University. 

 

Miles, M.B. and Huberman, A.M. (1994). Qualitative Data Analysis. 2nd Edition. London: Sage. 

 

http://libopac.solent.ac.uk/is/WWMON/query-sh.asp?ccl=aa%3DLamprecht%2C%20James%20L
http://www.msc.org/assets/docs/fishery_certification/MSCPrinciples&Criteria.doc


 320 

Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (1995) Shoreline Management Plans: A Guide for 

Coast Defence Authorities. London: HMSO.    

 

Morse, S., McNamara, N., Acholo, M., and Okwoli, B. (2001). Sustainability Indicators: The 

Problem of Integration. Sustainable Development, 9, pp. 1 – 15. 

 

National Assembly of Wales (2005). Government of Wales Act 1998 [online]. Available: 

http://www.legislation.hmso.gov.uk/acts/acts1998/19980038.htm [accessed 20 January 2001]. 

 

OECD, (2003). OECD Environmental Indicators: Development, Measurement and Use – 

Reference Paper. Paris: Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development. 

 

Olsen, S.B. (1993). Will integrated coastal management programs be sustainable; the 

constituency problem.  Ocean & Coastal Management, 21, 1 – 3, pp. 201 – 225.  

 

Olsen, S.B. (2003). Frameworks and indicators for assessing progress in integrated coastal 

management initiatives. Ocean & Coastal Management, 46, pp. 347 – 361. 

 

Oppenheim, A.N. (1992). Questionnaire Design, Interviewing and Attitude Measurement. 2nd 

Edition. London: Pinter. 

 

O’Riordan, T. ed. (2000). Environmental Science for Environmental Management. 2nd. Ed. 

Harlow: Pearson. 

  

O’Riordan, T. (2003). Connecting people to nature: Johannesburg and beyond. Ecos 24 (1), 

pp. 5 – 9. 

 

Park, C.  (1997). The Environment: Principles and Applications. London: Routledge. 

 

Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum (2002). Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum homepage. [online]. 

http://www.pembrokeshirecoastalforum.org.uk/indexenglish.shtm [accessed 20 July 2005]. 

 

Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum (2004). Working paper identifying possible issues for 

consideration in the ICZM Strategy for Pembrokeshire. Pembroke: PCF. 

  

Pembrokeshire Coastal Forum (2005). Strategic Framework for ICZM in Pembrokeshire. 

Pembroke: PCF.  

 

Pezzoli, K. (1997).  Sustainable Development: A Transdisciplinary Overview of the Literature. 

Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 40 (5), pp. 549 – 574. 

http://www.legislation.hmso.gov.uk/acts/acts1998/19980038.htm
http://www.pembrokeshirecoastalforum.org.uk/indexenglish.shtm


 321 

 

Pezzoli, K. (1997).  Sustainable development literature: A transdisciplinary bibliography. 

Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 40 (5), pp. 575 – 601. 

 

Pickaver, A.H., Gilbert, C., and Breton, F. (2004). An indicator set to measure the progress in 

the implementation of integrated coastal zone management in Europe. Ocean & Coastal 

Management, 47, pp. 449 – 462. 

 

Pinfield, G. (1997). The Use of Indicators in Local Sustainable Development Planning: A 

response to Jeb Brugmann.  Local Environment, 2, 2, pp. 185 – 187. 

 

Plymouth Marine Applications (2004). A desk study to assess the impact of dredging activity 

on the Tamar Estuary.  Plymouth: Plymouth Marine Applications Ltd. 

 

Plymouth Marine Sciences Partnership (2005).  Plymouth Marine Sciences Partnership 

homepage. [online]. http://web.pml.ac.uk/pmsp/ [accessed 20 January 2005]. 

 

Popper, K.R. (1967) Conjectures and Refutations. London: Routledge.  

 

Porritt, J.  (1984) Seeing Green.  London: Blackwell. 

 

QSR (2002). N6 Reference Guide. Victoria: QSR International. 

 

Reis, H. and Judd, C. (eds.) (2000). Handbook of Research Methods in Social and 

Personality Psychology.  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

 

Richards, L. (2002). Using N6 in Qualitative Research. Victoria: QSR International 

 

Royal Town Planning Institute (2001) A New Vision for Planning: Delivering Sustainable 

Communities, Settlements and Places.  In Royal Town Planning Institute [online]. Available: 

http://www.rtpi.org.uk/about-the-rtpi/vision.pdf [accessed 15 July 2005]. 

 

Sadler, B. (1999) A Framework for Environmental Sustainability Assessment and Assurance. 

In:  Petts, J. (Ed.) Handbook of Environmental Impact Assessment.  Volume 1.  Oxford: 

Blackwell Science.  pp 12 - 31.    

 

Schema d’Amenagement Integre du Littoral (2005).  Integrated Coastal Zone Management in 

the Southern North Sea. [online]. Bruge: SAIL. Available: http://www.sailcoast.org/index.shtml 

[accessed 21 February 2005]. 

 

http://web.pml.ac.uk/pmsp/
http://www.rtpi.org.uk/about-the-rtpi/vision.pdf
http://www.sailcoast.org/index.shtml


 322 

Scottish Executive (2005). Seas the Opportunity: A Strategy for the Long term Sustainability 

of Scotland’s Coasts and Seas. [online]. Edinburgh: Scottish Executive. Available: 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2005/08/26102543/25444 [accessed 23 October 

2006]. 

 

Sorenson, J. (1993) The International Proliferation of Integrated Coastal Zone Management 

Efforts. Ocean and Coastal Management, 21, 1 - 3, pp. 45 - 81. 

 

Sorenson, J. (1997) National and International Efforts at Integrated Coastal Zone 

Management: Definitions, Achievements and Lessons. Coastal Management, 25, pp. 3 - 41. 

 

South West Biodiversity Partnership (1999) South West Biodiversity Audit. [online]. 

http://www.oursouthwest.com/natural.htm [accessed 07 January 2005]. 

 

Stojanovic, T., Ballinger, R.C., Lalwani, C.S. (2004). Successful integrated coastal 

management: measuring it with research and contributing to wise practice. Ocean and 

Coastal Management, 47, pp. 273 – 298. 

 

Stowell, F.A. Ison, R.L., Armson, R., Holloway, J., Jackson, S., and McRobb, S. (eds.) (1997) 

Systems for Sustainability: People, Organisations and Environments. New York: Plenum 

Press. 

 

Swedish Environmental Advisory Council (2002). Resilience and Sustainable Development: 

building adaptive capacity in a world of transformation. Stockholm. 

 

Tashakkori, A. and Teddlie, C. (1998). Mixed Methodology: Combining Qualitative and 

Quantitative Approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.  

 

Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum (2001). Tamar Estuaries Management Plan 2001 – 

2006. Plymouth: Plymouth City Council.  

 

Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum (2001). The Plymouth Sound and Estuaries European 

Marine Site. [online]. http://www.plymouth.gov.uk/tecf_ems_a1.pdf [accessed 20 August 

2004]. 

 

Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum (2004). Welcome to the Tamar Estuaries. [online]. 

http://www.plymouth.gov.uk/homepage/environmentandplanning/conservation/tecf.htm 

[accessed 20 June 2005]. 

 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2005/08/26102543/25444
http://www.oursouthwest.com/natural.htm
http://www.plymouth.gov.uk/tecf_ems_a1.pdf
http://www.plymouth.gov.uk/homepage/environmentandplanning/conservation/tecf.htm


 323 

Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum (2004). Plymouth Sound and Estuaries Water 

Transportation Study. Plymouth: Plymouth City Council. 

 

Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum (2004). TECF Annual Report 2004 – 2005. [online]. 

http://www.plymouth.gov.uk/annual_report_2004_-2005_final.pdf [accessed 20 June 2005]. 

 

United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (1992a). Earth Summit: 

Agenda 21. [online]. Available: 

http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/documents/agenda21/english/agenda21toc.htm [accessed 07 

January 2004]. 

 

United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (1992b) Rio Declaration on 

Environment and Development. [online]. Available: 

http://www.un.org/documents/ga/conf151/aconf15126-1annex1.htm [accessed 07 January 

2004]. 

 

United Nations Division for Sustainable Development. (2002) World Summit on Sustainable 

Development: Johannesburg Plan of Implementation. [online]. Available:  

http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/documents/WSSD_POI_PD/English/POIToc.htm [accessed 

08 June 2004]. 

 

Van der Weide, J. (1993). A Systems View of Integrated Coastal Management. Ocean and 

Coastal Management, 21, pp 129 – 148. 

 

Williams, C. and Millington, A.C. (2004). The diverse and contested meanings of sustainable 

development. The Geographical Journal, 170 (2), pp. 99 - 104  

 

Wilson, M. (1996) Asking questions. In: Sapsford, R.J. and Jupp, V. (eds.) Data Collection 

and Analysis. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.  

 

World Commission on Environment and Development. (1987) Our Common Future. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

 

WWF (2004) Marine Spatial Planning: A down to earth view of managing activities in the 

marine environment for the benefit of humans and wildlife. Joint Marine Programme. 

Godalming: WWF  

 

WWF (2005a). Read Me First Document: Resources for Implementing the WWF Standards. 

Gland: WWF. 

 

http://www.plymouth.gov.uk/annual_report_2004_-2005_final.pdf
http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/documents/agenda21/english/agenda21toc.htm
http://www.un.org/documents/ga/conf151/aconf15126-1annex1.htm
http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/documents/WSSD_POI_PD/English/POIToc.htm


 324 

WWF (2005b). WWF Standards of Conservation Project and Programme Management. 

Gland: WWF.  

 

 

 

Personnel communications  

 

Barker, N. (2005). EEMP CPO case study review interview. 04 April 2005. 

 

Dilly, J. (2006b). PCMN CPO case study review interview. 20 May 2006. 

 

Heaps, L. (2004). WWF expert on the Marine Stewardship Council’s Fisheries Standard 

interview. 23 July 2004. 

 

Hough, A. (2004). Marine Moody Ltd expert on the Marine Stewardship Council’s Fisheries 

Standard interview. 25 June 2004.   

 

Nightingale, M. (2006a). TECF CPO case study review interview. 14 May 2006. 

 

Oloruntuyi, Y. (2004). MSC expert on the Marine Stewardship Council’s Fisheries Standard 

interview . 24 June 2004.   

 

 



 368 

 

APPENDICES 

 

 

A Interview questions to the expert panel on the efficacy of the Marine Stewardship Council’s 

Fisheries Standard as an operating mechanism 

 

B Case study review interview questions   

 

C Coastal Sustainability Standard: Performance Guidance Notes 

 

 

 



 368 

 

APPENDIX A 

 

 

Interview questions to the expert panel on the efficacy of the Marine Stewardship Council’s 

Fisheries Standard as an operating mechanism 

 

 

 

1. How effective do you consider the MSC Fisheries Standard?   

 

2. What evidence is there of the Standard’s effectiveness? 

 

3. Is there a requirement for ‘continual improvement’ within the Standard and what is the periodic 

assessment timeframe? 

 

4. How and why was the present scoring system developed? 

 

- Why 60,80,100 etc 

- Why not 1, 2 , 3 etc 

 

5. How easy and effective is the scoring system to operate?  

 

6. Have alternatives to the scoring system been considered? 

 

7. Is there a mechanism to enable the Standard to be adaptive / flexible? 

 

8. How long does it take to carry out both the initial scoping and the final assessment? 

 

9. Are any changes to the scoring system, or methodology in general, considered or envisaged?  If 

so, what are they? 

 

10. What has been the extent of uptake / interest in the MSC Fisheries Standard?  What is the 

predicted future interest? 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Case Study Review interview questions 

 

 

In addition to the identification and provision of evidence with regard each criterion; the views of 

Coastal Managers are sought on all aspects of the Standard and its operation in order to enable an 

evaluation of its efficacy.  This questionnaire is in two sections: 

 

A. Operation of the Standard 

B. Benefits and value of the Standard 

 

A Operation of the system  

 

1. Is the System clearly understandable?  Is it logical?  

2. Is there a suitable amount of consultation and feedback built into the operation of the 

Standard? To what extent should the Standard be operated in consultation with the coastal 

manager / team?  

3. To what extent is there data to assess the criteria / performance indicators? Is the Standard 

realistic?  Do you think that given the amount of data available at present that there is 

scope for an appropriate assessment of individual criteria to be made? 

4. Does the Standard, and the approach that it employs, fit in with your understandings and 

aspirations of coastal management? 

5. Does the Standard fit in with the management structure that you currently are operating? 

6. Can you suggest any changes to the operation of the system? 

 

Principles and Criteria 

1. Could the principles and criteria be streamlined in any way? 

2. In your view is each principle fully covered by the assigned criteria?  Can you suggest any 

further criteria that you consider may have been overlooked? 

3. Do you consider some of the criteria to be superfluous? 

4. Do you consider the scope of the Standard to be appropriate in achieving its aims? 

5. There is scope for cross-referencing the criteria - would this add benefit?  

6. Is the wording clear?  Does it need to be more literal? Are fuller explanations needed? 

7. One of the requirements of a successful ‘Standard’ is that of repeatability.  Would it be 

better to have a suggested list of suitable indicators prior to assessment? A guidance pack? 

8. Are all criteria of equal value?  Should a weighting system be used? 
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Scoring System 

The scoring system is modelled on the Marine Stewardship Council Fisheries Standard.  It represents 

a semi-quantitative approach and uses a nominal scoring system.  It enables evaluation and allows 

for a gradient / range of achievement to be identified. 

 

1. Do you consider the scoring system to be appropriate?   

2. Can you think of any more suitable alternatives? 

3. Should the system operate so as to only be passed if an average mark of 80 is reached for 

each of the principles? 

 

Resources and barriers 

1. Does the level of commitment and resources that operating the Standard require seem 

reasonable? 

2. Does it take too long a time period / too much man power to operate? 

3. Once up and running would it be easy to keep up to date? 

4. Do you envisage a financial barrier to operating the Standard? 

5. Do you envisage a cultural or organisational barrier to operating the Standard? 

 

Format 

1. Would it be beneficial to operate an electronic format and feedback system?  

2. If a financial cost were involved in operating the Standard, how much would you be willing 

to pay?  

 

 

B Benefits and value of the Standard 

 

1. Would you use this appraisal system? 

2. Do you feel that wider use of the Standard would enhance coastal management generally?  

3. Does the Standard allow you to judge how effectively you are managing your coastal 

initiative? 

4. Would it be beneficial for the system to operate in an openly comparative way – i.e. between 

different coastal initiatives?    

5. Should there be some form of certification to prove that management units have gone 

through the process? 
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APPENDIX C 

 

 

Coastal Sustainability Standard: Performance Guidance Notes 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 1: The management system is consistent with the nature and scale of the coastal area 
Is the management system clearly and spatially 
defined in relation to relevant natural processes? 

Clearly marked, or clearly defined, requires there to be a map of the management area.  For this to be clearly defined with respect to 
all natural processes, it would require the map to include direct and explicit reference to the processes. 
 
Processes include: ecosystems and habitats, fish feeding and nursery grounds, bird nesting and roosting areas, catchment areas, 
sediment dynamics and coastal processes.  There should also ideally be evidence of a linking between land and sea.  
 
 
  

0  - No specific or clearly marked spatial boundary exists or 
has been considered to any great extent. 

3  - The spatial area has been considered in relation to 
natural processes though is not formally or clearly defined. 

7  - The spatial area has been defined clearly, though is 
not fully relevant to all natural processes. 

10 – The spatial area is clearly defined and fully relevant to 
all natural processes. 

Criterion 2: The management system is consistent with the cultural context of the coastal area 
Is the management system clearly and spatially 
defined in relation to the relevant cultural context? 

Clearly marked, or clearly defined, requires there to be a map of the management area.  For this to be clearly defined and fully relevant 
to the cultural context, it would require the map to include direct and explicit reference to specific cultural aspects. 
 
Cultural aspects include political areas, coastal settlements and specific communities such as fisher folk.  Cultural heritage includes 
industries such ports and shipbuilding, and archaeological sites.     

0  - No specific or clearly marked spatial boundary exists or 
has been considered to any great extent. 
3  - The spatial area has been considered in relation to the 
cultural context though is not formally or clearly defined. 
7  - The spatial area has been defined.  However it is not 
fully relevant to the cultural context. 

10 – The spatial area is clearly defined and fully relevant to 
the cultural context. 

Criterion 3: The management system is clearly defined with individuals and organizations having clear lines of responsibility and interaction 
Is there a clear management structure identifying 
organisations, individuals and responsibilities? 

For a management structure to be clearly stated, there should be a definition of the approach, the role and responsibility of the different 
structural bodies and their terms of reference.  Ideally this would be expressed using a diagrammatic representation of the structure. 
 
There should also be a list of the representative organisations and individuals that contribute to each structural body.  
 
This information should be available through all forms of exogenous partnership communications such as annual reports, websites etc. 

0  - There is no clear or coherent management structure in 
place. 
3  - Individuals and organizations with management 
responsibility are known.  Responsibilities and interactions 
are to be determined. 
7  - Individuals and organizations with management 
responsibility have been defined including key areas of 
responsibility and interaction. 
10 - The management structure is clearly, 
comprehensively and explicitly stated.  Individuals and 
organizations with management responsibility are clearly 
defined including all areas of responsibility and interaction. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 4: The management system takes a farsighted view 
Does the management system take a clear farsighted 
view? 

The Partnership should explicitly state in the Management Plan specific long-term goals or aims, along with the relevant objectives in 
order to meet these.  It would be appropriate if these were restated in the Annual Reports. 
 
Ideally these aims and objectives should stem from an aspirational ‘vision’ or mission statement.  ‘Visions’ represent a currently topical 
approach to highlighting a far-sighted view and can also be seen as representing evidence of ‘best practice’. 
 
An implicit understanding of the Partnership’s methods and way forward may arise from an intuitive consideration of it’s overall 
purpose.    
 
 

0  - There is no evidence to suggest the management 
system is taking a farsighted view. 

3  - Short and long-term aims are implicit within the 
management system. 

7  - The management system contains explicitly stated 
short and long-term aims 

10 - The management system contains clearly stated short 
and long-term aims, and an explicit management ‘vision’. 

Criterion 5: Management operates on the basis of a clear and detailed understanding of the area and with reference to appropriate baselines 
Does management base decisions and planning on a 
clear and comprehensive understanding of the area 
and with reference to appropriate baselines?   

This should be scored primarily on the basis of the use of baseline data up to the current point in time.  However, since it is 
acknowledged that moves may be in place to alter this situation through either new surveys or data collection exercises, certain 
latitude may be given with respect to scoring this criteria.  This refers to the use, extent and sensitivity of information.  In particular, how 
the appropriate nature of timescales is relevant to policy and decision-making. 
 
The first test of the criteria is that the Management Plan is concerned with and explicitly states, all of the issues considered significant 
to management of the area efficaciously.  Given that there are no glaring gaps, the second consideration should be given to the 
availability of appropriate baseline data that would enable a depth of consideration to be given to each of the issues.  This baseline 
data should be set for suitable timeframes.  Thirdly, is this baseline data being actively and evidently, used in decision-making on the 
part of the Partnership?     
 
Ideally evidence should be available to answer each of these considerations with respect to each significant issue.  

0  - Management does not have a clear or comprehensive 
understanding of the area.  Baselines are not considered. 
3  - Management bases decisions and planning on an 
understanding of the area.  Baselines are occasionally 
considered. 
7  - Management bases decisions and planning on a 
comprehensive understanding of the area.  Baselines are 
always considered though not always appropriately. 

10 - Management bases decisions and planning on a clear 
and comprehensive understanding of the area.  All 
decisions and planning are referenced to appropriate 
baselines. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 6: Objectives are focussed on the most significant issues facing coastal sustainability 
Are the objectives systematically identified in relation 
to their significance? 

There should be a clear identification and statement of the objectives of the management plan.  These objectives should be identified 
using a transparent and understandable methodology that is based on a determination of the significance of each of these in relation to 
the specific issue.  This would therefore enable a prioritisation of the objectives on this basis.  The prioritisation and significance might 
include reference to the difficulties envisaged in achieving the objectives, such as the time and resources involved.  This might also 
lead to the statement of significant objectives that are considered too difficult or unrealistic to be tackled given current resources or 
complications. 
 
 
 

0  - Management has no stated objectives. 
3  - Management has stated objectives but these are not 
identified through any clear methodology and do not relate 
to their identifiable significance. 
7  - Management has stated objectives, identified using an 
appropriate methodology, but which do not relate fully to 
their identifiable significance. 
10 - Management has stated objectives which are clearly 
identified using an appropriate methodology and which 
relate in a detailed and transparent way to their identifiable 
significance. 

Criterion 7: The management system contains short-term and long-term objectives 
Does the management system clearly contain both 
short (operational) and long-term (quality) objectives? 

Objectives representing both short-term operational goals and long term quality goals are considered to offer the best practice with 
regard achieving management aims.  This also links in with the operation of the objective over suitable timeframes and potentially 
therefore the achievement of success with respect to the most significant objectives.  For example, if time frames are restricted and 
prescriptive it may not be possible to achieve what might be considered to be desired outcomes.  
 
The time frames should be clearly and explicitly stated. 

0  - No system objectives are stated. 

3  - Objectives are implicit to the system but are not 
specifically related to appropriate timeframes. 

7  - The system contains operational and quality objectives, 
many of which are related to appropriate timeframes. 

10 - The system contains clear and appropriate short-term 
operational objectives and long-term quality objectives. 

Criterion 8: Operational procedures exist for meeting objectives 
Are procedures and methodology clearly stated and 
appropriate to meeting the objectives?   

Procedures and methodology, including the identification of responsibility for action, should be clearly and explicitly stated with regard 
to each objective.  It is considered that a discussion about methodologies during meetings would not be sufficient to be able to 
describe a statement as explicit.  Instead, explicit statements of methodologies would include publication in the annual reports. 
 
The nature and efficacy of the procedures and methodologies is also of course relevant and may be impacted upon by a variety of 
issues such as knowledge or resources etc. 
 
 

0  - There is no evidence of operational procedures or 
methodology being in place for meeting objectives. 
3  - Procedures and methodology required to meet the 
objectives are implicit. 
7  - Procedures and methodology required to meet the 
objectives are explicitly stated but limited in scope and 
efficacy. 

10 - Procedures and methodology required to meet the 
objectives are both appropriate and clearly stated. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 9: Procedures are in place for measuring performance relative to objectives 
Are procedures in place for measuring performance 
relative to the objectives? 

Procedures should be clearly stated for the methodologies by which performance in each objective can be assessed.  These 
procedures and methodologies might be stated either in the management plans or in the annual reports. 
 
It is likely that progress with respect to each objective will be outlined in the annual reports. 
 
Assessment for the purposes of scoring this criterion can be made on the efficacy of the procedures, the clarity of their statement and 
also the detail and value of the information gathered in the assessment of performance. 
 
 

0  - There are no procedures in place for measuring 
performance relative to objectives. 
3  - Procedures for measuring performance in some 
objectives are stated though ill defined.  The information 
gathered lacks detail. 
7  - Procedures for measuring performance in all objectives 
are stated, though information gathered lacks detail. 
10 - Tested procedures for measuring performance in all 
objectives are clear and appropriate.  Information gathered 
is sufficiently detailed. 

Criterion 10: The management plan is clearly linked to a system of feedback and iterative reflection on past actions and consequences 
Does the management structure include a system of 
feedback and reflection relating to performance? 

This criterion differs from C9 in the sense that it is concerned with the overall operation of the management system rather than the 
existence of specific procedures and methodologies established in order to test the individual performance of objectives.  
 
This criterion essentially identifies the ability of the planning system to consider past performance and be reflective.  This reflective 
nature of the system would, ideally, be clearly and transparently linked into the management plan and occur on a regular, periodic 
basis.  For example, an annual report should detail an element of reflection.  Specific meetings may also consider the nature and 
effectiveness of the management plan.   Any fundamental and comprehensive review process should also consider the operation of 
the management plan over a longer period of time. 

0  - No system of feedback and reflection exists. 

3  - Feedback and reflection is implicit in the system. 

7  - A system of feedback and reflection is explicitly stated 
and there is some evidence of its operation. 

10 - A clear, transparent and well-defined system of 
feedback and reflection is stated and there is evidence of it 
operating effectively. 

Criterion 11: The management process is adaptive 
Can the management system adapt quickly and 
effectively in the light of either changing events or poor 
performance? 

This criterion considers the adaptive nature of the management system and builds on the previous two criteria (C9 and C10).  Ideally, 
the principle of adaptivity should be stated clearly in the management plan and evidenced in the annual reports.  It may be however, 
that, though not clearly stated, the management system has the ability to adapt and learn.  This may be a result of the way that the 
structured meetings are operated.  For example, the annual report, along with regular meetings may offer a formalised route for 
adaptive management.  Alternatively, there may be the potential for ad-hoc meetings to occur in response to particular issues.   
 
For adaptive management to be successful, there is the need for evidence on both the performance of the system and the nature of 
issues arising.  There is also the need to be able to respond to this in what might be considered to be a reasonable period of time.  The 
response time might also be reduced by organisational issues such as staff time, available resources and a willingness on the part of 
the stakeholders. 
 

0  - There is no evidence of adaptive management. 
3  - There is some evidence of management behaving 
adaptively on an ad-hoc basis. 
7  - The management system is based on the clearly stated 
principle of adaptivity and there is evidence of adaptive 
behaviour in some aspects of the system. 

10 - Management has a clear set of adaptive or learning 
based procedures.  There is evidence of the system being 
highly adaptive and responsive to making necessary and 
timely changes. 
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PRINCIPLE 1 - PLANNING: Coastal management is enacted in accordance with an iterative and detailed proposal aimed at 
enabling change through actions developed from reflection and evaluation. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 12: The management system is effectively audited on a regular and periodic basis 
Do competent individuals audit the management 
system on a regular and periodic basis? 

Auditing is an accepted management tool established in order to improve the control and operation of the management system.  A 
consistent and repeatable audit, carried out periodically would allow for continuing improvements in the system to be incorporated 
given that the audit is comprehensive and covers all of the key aspects of the system.  Ideally, the auditor should be either trained or 
experienced in carrying out the audit and familiar with the system. 
 
It may be that consultation that occurs through the structured meetings could be construed as a means of auditing the system.  
However, this would represent a ‘soft’ approach and difficulties and weaknesses would undoubtedly arise from such an approach.   
 
 

0  - The management system is neither audited nor 
assessed  
3  - The system is not specifically audited but is consulted 
upon sporadically. 
7  - The system is audited over specified timeframes.  
10 - Responsible and skilled persons are nominated to audit 
the system on a regular and periodic basis. 

Criterion 13: The management system has a commitment to continually improve performance in the light of sustainability 
Does the system have a commitment to continually 
improve performance? 

‘Continual improvements’ is a phrase used to describe successful annual developments arising from the management.  Many 
management systems have this as a stated commitment and the overall achievement of this represents the litmus test of whether the 
plan is operating well.   
 
Ideally, there should be traceable evidence of continual improvements over a number of years that the current management plan or 
regime has been in operation.  

0  - There is no evidence of a commitment to continually 
improve. 
3  - The system has an implicit desire to continually improve 
in terms of its performance. 
7  - The system has an explicit commitment to continually 
improve in terms of its performance. 
10 - The system has an explicit and clearly defined 
commitment to improve in terms of its performance.  
Traceable annual evidence shows that this has been 
successfully achieved over a period of years. 
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 1: An appropriate range and diversity of stakeholders participate actively in the management process 
Do all stakeholders participate fully within the 
management system?   

Key stakeholders might be considered to be representatives of those organisations that have either a statutory responsibility that 
affects the management area, or represent a principal user of the area.  A comprehensive range of stakeholders would also include the 
ability of members of the general public to attend and participate in the process. 
 
Given their stated involvement, this criterion also tries to assess the level at which these individuals, representatives and organisations 
participate in the process.  For example, is there any evidence that they actively contribute through either entering into dialogue or 
negotiations; making suggestions; provide monitoring information or data; lead on particular actions; or, contribute particular logistical 
resources?  If they do all of these things then it could be concluded that they participate fully. 

0  - The system does not include stakeholder groups. 

3  - Some of the key stakeholder groups are represented in 
the management process. 

7  - All key stakeholder groups are represented and 
actively contribute in the management process. 

10 - There is a comprehensive coverage of all stakeholder 
interests participating fully and constructively in the 
management process, including all key stakeholders. 

Criterion 2: Stakeholders understand their role and responsibility within the management process 
Do stakeholders understand the management system 
and the importance of their role and responsibilities 
within the process? 

This criterion can be viewed from the different levels of stakeholder involvement identified in the guidance for C1; namely, key 
stakeholders are those with either a statutory responsibility that affects the management area, or are principal users of the area.  A 
comprehensive range of stakeholders also includes reference to the general public and could be described as ‘all stakeholders’. 
 
The criterion should be considered on the basis of the whole management system in that there may be institutional problems 
associated with certain groups or specific aspects of the management system. 
 
A further consideration that can be applied to this criterion is the requirement for management to consider the importance of this 
particular issue.  Awareness and consideration of it as an issue should be seen as positive. 

0  - All stakeholders are confused as to the operation of the 
management system and none understand the importance 
of their role within the management system. 
3  - Some stakeholders are confused as to the operation of 
the management system and many are not fully aware of 
their role and responsibility within the management 
structure. 
7  - Most stakeholders, including all key ones, understand 
the management system and are aware of their role and 
responsibilities within the management structure. 
10 - All stakeholders understand the management system 
and are fully aware of their role and responsibilities within 
the management structure.  
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 3: The system of planning and decision-making is transparent 
Do stakeholders fully understand the planning and 
decision-making process? 

The same definitions relating to the range of stakeholders apply as was stated in C1 and C2. 
 
Transparent represents a term describing both a clear statement as well being easily understandable.  The clear statement may take 
the form of specific comment being made in either meetings, through specific communication tools such as the website or newsletters, 
or stated in the annual reviews.  Informal, ad-hoc explanations may also take place but these are difficult to monitor and have a lesser 
value than the other options.   
 
A further consideration that can be applied to this criterion is the requirement for management to consider the importance of this 
particular issue.  Awareness and consideration of it as an issue should be seen as positive. 
 
 

0  - No attempt has been made to make the planning and 
decision-making process transparent to any of the 
stakeholders. 

3  - Attempts are sometimes made to make the planning 
and decision-making process transparent to the key 
stakeholders. 

7  - The planning and decision-making process is 
transparent to the key stakeholders.   

10 - The planning and decision-making process is fully 
transparent and easily understandable to all stakeholders. 

Criterion 4: There is a participatory process of conflict resolution 
Is there an appropriate mechanism for the resolution 
of disputes within the system? 

In theory, the very existence of the coastal partnership should have engendered improvements in conflict resolution.  However, it is 
likely that there is still a need for pro-active attempts and mechanisms to be established that would enable conflicts to be addressed. 
 
The supply of evidence should be seen positively.  

0  - No attempts have been made to resolve conflicts or 
develop empathy and understanding to reduce conflict. 
3  - A programme is being developed to foster empathy 
and understanding and to allow for conflict resolution within 
the system. 
7  - There is an established mechanism to foster empathy 
and understanding and to allow for conflict resolution within 
the system.  This has not always acted successfully. 
10 - There is an appropriate and tested mechanism for the 
resolution of disputes between stakeholders.  All 
stakeholders fully understand and have empathy for the 
points of views of others. 
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 5: There is minimal tension between ‘top-down’ decision-making and ‘bottom-up’ aspirations 
Are there good working relationships between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups? 

Good working relations need not necessarily mean that there are never any issues or differences of opinion between statutory 
empowered regulators and other stakeholder groups.  However, it does mean that there is an understanding and respect for each 
other’s positions and that problems are resolved  constructively.  There should also be no ‘blame culture’ existing in the relationships 
and ideally there should be never any need for the regulators to resort to legal action in order to achieve their aims.  
 
The supply of evidence should be seen positively. 

0  - Non-constructive relationships exist between statutory 
empowered regulators and other stakeholder groups.  
3  - ‘Difficult’ working relationships exist between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with regard a number of key management issues.  
However, evident attempts are being made in order to 
foster improvements in these. 
7  - ‘Good’ working relationships exist between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with regard most of the key management issues. 
10 - ‘Good’ working relationships exist between the 
statutory empowered regulators and other stakeholder 
groups with of the regard all management issues. 

Criterion 6: There is an active system of stakeholder review and feedback 
Is there a formal and explicit process available by 
which stakeholders can raise issues or problems? 

A formal system of stakeholder review is one that is clearly defined, built into the management process and, of which, stakeholders are 
fully aware.  This might be formally applied through the various meetings or involve some other specific consultation procedure. 
 
The extent of the system would relate to the range of stakeholders to whom it is available.  Inclusion of the wider public would 
represent a comprehensive system. 
  
 

0  - There is no system of stakeholder review. 

3  - There is no explicit or formal system of stakeholder 
review but stakeholders are empowered to raise issues 
when the need arises. 

7  - There is a formal and periodic system of key 
stakeholder review. 

10 - There is a formal and comprehensive system of 
stakeholder review on a periodic basis.  All stakeholders 
are empowered to raise issues as and when the need 
arises. 
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PRINCIPLE 2 - PARTICIPATION: The process of coastal management is transparent and involves individuals, groups and 
organizations in the decision-making processes in such a way as to foster trust and acceptance of the system.   

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 7: Decision-makers are accountable for their actions 
Are decision-makers accountable for their actions? Decision-makers in this sense refers to the joint decision-making forum of the partnership.  This is likely to include all of the statutory 

empowered regulators.   
 
Accountability relates not only to that which exists between the statutory bodies but also between them and stakeholders in the widest 
sense, i.e. the general public.  Such accountability can be made explicit by a clear statement to this effect, either in the management 
plan or some other such mechanism. 
 
The appropriate operation of accountability would be to include transparent attempts by decision-makers to detail, explain and justify 
management outcomes. 
  

0  - Decision-makers are not accountable for their actions. 
3  - Decision-makers are implicitly accountable for their 
actions to all stakeholders.  
7  - Decision-makers are explicitly accountable for their 
actions to all stakeholders. Attempts are made to explain 
management outcomes. 
10 - Decision-makers are formally and explicitly 
accountable for their actions to all stakeholders and make 
regular and appropriate attempts to justify management 
outcomes to the wider public. 
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PRINCIPLE 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 1: Stakeholders and the community at large have easy access and opportunity to relevant coastal information and education 
Is there easy access to relevant coastal information for 
all stakeholders and the community at large? 

Low-tech dissemination includes the CPO giving talks to schools and colleges; newsletters; best practice handbooks and Information 
packs; leaflets; the use of notice boards and posters; and ‘open days’.  Use may also be made of newspapers to convey messages. 
 
Hi tech dissemination includes websites; information registers and metadata sets; CDs; DVDs; local radio and TV. 
 
Both dissemination types should be assessed as to their depth and quality.  Assessment of the effectiveness of the information 
dissemination would represent value added.   

0  - No system of information dissemination is in operation. 

3  - Dissemination using either low tech or hi tech methods 
operates on an ad-hoc basis. 

7  - A formal system of dissemination using low tech and hi 
tech methods addresses all stakeholders and the 
community at large.  

10 - A formal system of dissemination using low tech and 
hi tech methods addresses all stakeholders and the 
community at large and is operating effectively. 

Criterion 2: Information presented through the dissemination system is easily understood and interpreted correctly by different ‘cultural’ 
(occupations, advocacy etc.) groups 
Do stakeholders understand the information that is 
being passed to them?   

There is an organisational understanding of the need to communicate appropriately and all types of dissemination use clear 
terminology, simple language and are easily understandable.  In order to assess this there should be a formal or explicit system check 
or feedback from users of the information. 
 
The system should operate so as to enable misunderstandings to be easily resolved.   This might take place through formal meetings 
or through direct access to the CPO. 
 

0  - No system of information dissemination is in operation. 
3  - Stakeholders have misunderstandings with regard to 
the messages and information communicated to them. 
7  - Stakeholders may have some misunderstandings with 
regard to the messages and information communicated to 
them.  However, there are accessible means by which 
issues can be clarified. 

10 - All stakeholders clearly understand the messages and 
information that is passed to them. 
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PRINCIPLE 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 3: The general public are fully aware of the management process and understand its relevance 
Is the management process known and understood by 
the community at large? 

All of the key stakeholders should be cognoscenti.   
 
There is also a requirement, however, for information to be gathered with regards the wider public.  This might be achieved through a 
public awareness survey.  The carrying out of such a survey would represent value added.  Assessment of the criteria based on the 
extent of public awareness represents a difficult line to draw.  Essentially, the percentage of a public sample that are aware of the CP 
should be noted as part of the assessment but a rough ‘rule of thumb’ might be that a figure of greater than 50% would indicate a wide 
spread awareness of the management system.  Likewise understanding may be tested in the same way. 
  

0  - The general public are not aware of the management 
system. 

3  - The general public are aware there is a management 
process at work but not specifically what it does, how it 
operates or what it tries to achieve. 

7  - The general public are aware there is a management 
process at work and what it is trying to achieve. 

10 - The general public fully understand the management 
process and what it is trying to achieve, and are fully 
supportive of its work.   

Criterion 4: A comprehensive range of stakeholders are fully aware of issues pertaining to coastal sustainability 
Do stakeholders understand the coastal sustainability 
issues relating to the area? 

Key stakeholders might be considered to be representatives of those organisations that have either a statutory responsibility that 
affects the management area, or represent a principal user of the area.  A comprehensive range of stakeholders would also include the 
ability of members of the general public to attend and participate in the process. 
 
Issues relating to coastal sustainability are many and varied but should cover all aspects of environmental, social and economic uses 
of the coast.  

0  - All stakeholders are unaware of the general issues 
relating to coastal sustainability. 

3  - Stakeholders are aware of the general issues relating 
to coastal sustainability but do not understand them fully. 

7  - Stakeholders are aware of all the issues relating to 
coastal sustainability and understand many of these. 

10 – All stakeholders understand all of the issues relating 
to coastal sustainability and how this applies to their local 
coastal area. 
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PRINCIPLE 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 5: Indicators or integrated surrogate variables are used for presenting and interpreting information on environmental quality to a 
comprehensive range of stakeholders 
Are sustainability indicators used as a means by which 
information can get presented to both stakeholders 
and the community at large?   

A formal and detailed suite of indicators has been identified.  These should cover all of the sustainability issues relating to the coast. 
 
Information relating to these indicators should be collected and presented on a regular and periodic basis. This presentation may take 
various forms but a comprehensive presentation would be to all stakeholders and use a variety of low tech and hi tech routes.  
 
Any analysis should be fully explained. 

0  - No such information is either collected or presented. 
3  - Some information relating to indicators is collected and 
presented on an ad-hoc basis. 
7  - A formal suite of indicators has been identified.  
Information relating to indicators is collected and presented 
on a regular and periodic basis.   

10 – A formal and detailed suite of indicators has been 
identified.  Information relating to these indicators is 
collected and presented on a regular, periodic and 
comprehensive basis.  An analysis and implications of 
which are fully explained. 

Criterion 6: An outreach system of coastal sustainability education operates effectively 
Does management operate a formal outreach system 
of coastal sustainability education? 

Operating a formal education system would require specific statement of this as part of the management goals or objectives.  
Following on from this would be the requirement to access funding for this purpose.  Methods might include the use of newsletters, 
education wardens, visitor centres, and different forms of interpretation such as in-situ notice boards. 
 
Ad-hoc approaches may also be employed with talks given to schools and colleges when time and resources allow.  Websites may 
also be ad-hoc. 
 
If there were evidence of a proactive input and clear intention to progress, this would represent value added. 

0  - There is no attempt to educate on matters of coastal 
sustainability. 

3  - Management offers an informal educational input into 
relevant groups and organisations. 

7  - Management operates a formal educational input into a 
range of relevant groups and organisations. 

10 - Management actively seeks to develop educational 
material, operates its own educational mechanisms and 
feeds formally into a range of relevant groups and 
organisations, and the community at large. 
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PRINCIPLE 3 - COMMUNICATION:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to enable the effective flow of 
information, thus allowing for capacity building and appropriate changes in endogenous behaviour. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 7: Communication is seen and operated as a two-way process 
Is the flow of information seen and operated as a two-
way process? 

This criterion relates to the ethos of the CP in terms of how it views the value of holding a two-way communication with both key 
stakeholders and the public at large. 
 
 

0  - No active communication process exists. 

3  - The management operates an effective information 
dissemination process. 

7  - The management views communication as a two-way 
process and disseminates effectively but has no effective 
formal means of receiving responses. 

10 - The management views communication as a two-way 
process and disseminates and receives information and 
responses formally and effectively. 
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 1: Interactive, problem-solving techniques are employed in the analysis of relevant issues 
Are interactive, problem solving techniques employed 
when analysing coastal sustainability issues? 

Analytical problem solving techniques include any events that put people together with regard identifiable problems.  Examples would 
be focus groups, workshops, visualisation and mind mapping / brain storming events.  Communication in the overall system on an 
informal basis also represents the way that problems can be solved. 
  
Assessment can be made on the basis of the extent to which there is interaction and involvement between those that are seen as 
relevant to the problem in question, i.e. superficial versus comprehensive.   

0  - No analytical problem solving techniques have been 
considered or employed. 

3  - Formative analytical techniques have been considered 
as a means of enabling problem solving. 

7  - Formative analytical techniques have been employed 
with regards some problem solving. 

10 - Comprehensive analytical techniques are employed in 
all problem solving. 

Criterion 2: The management of the coast takes into account the impact of decision-making on its exogenous boundaries 
Does the management process take into account the 
impact of policies and decision-making on its 
boundaries? 

This criterion is concerned with the relationship between the defined management area and the surrounding environs.  The idea of 
management boundaries refers to the impact that policies and decisions have outside of the management system, i.e. the effect on the 
area outside the system control.  This also of course operates in two ways; in terms of the impact of that other area policies have 
inside the system boundaries as well.   
 
Given the nature of environmental processes, it is likely that there will be clear links between external decision-making and policies and 
the quality of the management area, and vice versa.     
 
Evidence of account being taken of the boundaries in both directions might include, for example, the consideration of pollution; 
fisheries; and sediment processes.  Recent policies such as the EU Water Framework Directive will also potentially automatically open 
the boundary up to include catchment management into ICZM. 
 
 

0  - No consideration has been given to the relevance of 
boundaries or to the impact of policies and decision-
making across them. 

3  - Management understands the need to take into 
account and review the impact of policies and decisions 
across its spatial boundaries but with little evidence of 
action. 

7  - Management actively takes into account and reviews 
the impact of its policies and decisions across its 
exogenous boundaries and has evidence of acting to 
minimise negative aspects. 

10  - Management takes into account the impact of all 
decisions – intra and extra - on its boundaries and acts 
purposefully to optimise all aspects. 

Criterion 3: Vertical policy components fully accord with one another 
Is there a consistent accord between vertical policies? This criterion is concerned with the establishment of clearly stated links between international policies and governance to management 

policies on the local level.  
 

0  - There is no accord between vertical policies. 

3  - Implied vertical links can be drawn between policies. 

7  - Either implicit or explicit vertical links can be drawn 
between all policies 

10 – Explicit vertical links can be drawn between all 
policies. 
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 4: Horizontal policy components fully accord with one another 
Is there a consistent accord between horizontal 
policies? 

This criterion is concerned with the establishment of clearly stated links between the policies and governance of different sectors. 

0  - There is no accord between horizontal policies. 

3  - Implied horizontal links can be drawn between policies.  

7  - Either implicit or explicit horizontal links can be drawn 
between all policies. 

10 - All horizontal links relevant to coastal management are 
explicit within policies. 

Criterion 5: The coastal management process shows evident moves to develop a perceived and inherent equality between relevant disciplines 
Is there a transparent and strategic attempt to operate 
equality between different management units and 
disciplines? 

This criterion relates to the synchronization of different sectors into achieving management objectives.  There may be a scenario 
whereby there is a general understanding of sectoral views, thus enabling constructive and co-operative working through consultation.  
This might take place via workshops, meetings or focus groups. 
 
However, for inherent equality to be achieved there would also need to be evidence of proactive or synergistic policy development 
 
 
 
 

0  - There has been no attempt to operate or develop 
equality between the relevant disciplines in the 
management process. 

3  - Different units (actors) and disciplines are considered 
independently within the management process but 
communication exists between them. 

7  - Different units (actors) and disciplines are considered 
independently within the management process but take 
some transparent action to synchronize their work towards 
meeting combined objectives. 

10 - There are formal transparent mechanisms operating in 
which different disciplines are considered and through 
which work is synchronized towards meeting all objectives. 
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 6: There is evidently a creative relationship between science and management: between those who collect and prepare evidence and 
those who act and are responsible for decision-making  
Is science directed and playing an effective role in 
achieving coastal sustainability? 

This criterion relates to the way in which scientific information, knowledge and resources are employed by the management process in 
order to meet objectives. 
 
Scientific resources might take the form of universities, research groups, private scientific consultancies, national scientific bodies etc.  
The relationships that exist between these organisations and the management system might range from informal, ad-hoc meetings 
concerning specific issues to detailed, comprehensive and formalised inputs to problem solving and data provision. 
 
It is likely that issues relating to funding will determine these relationships.      
 
 

0  - The management system makes no attempt to enhance 
the role and contribution of science in achieving coastal 
sustainability and there is no input from the scientific 
community into the management decision-making process. 

3  - The management system gives consideration to the role 
and contribution of science in achieving coastal 
sustainability but has limited evidence of success since 
research is not generated directly by the coastal 
management needs 

7  - The management system gives consideration to the role 
and contribution of science in achieving coastal 
sustainability and has clear evidence of success with a 
mechanism in operation by which the scientific community 
are advised as to the coastal research needs. 

10 - The management system has a synergistic and 
symbiotic relationship with the scientific community in 
operating a clear mechanism by which the scientific 
community are advised as to coastal management needs.  
They therefore have a formal, constructive and synergistic 
influence on decision-making. 

Criterion 7: Resources are focussed on facilitating greater integration 
Does resource allocation and organisation enhance the 
potential for integration? 

Given the nature of ICZM, it is likely that any partnership or organization aimed at achieving this will at least be geared to facilitating 
greater integration.  However, resource allocation amongst other bodies may make this more difficult.  As such, testing this criterion 
could involve assessing how resources and funding enable the core objectives to be met.  Alternatively, it could be viewed from the 
perspective of how decisions are made and problems are solved.  Success in achieving greater integration would also of course be 
relevant. 

0  - There is no evidence of resources being allocated to 
enable greater integration. 

3  - Resource allocation has not operated explicitly to 
enable further integration but some enhancement has 
occurred. 

7  - Resource allocation has taken some explicit and 
transparent steps to enhance integration. 

10 - Resource allocation is explicitly focussed on the 
enhancement of integration in all areas. 
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PRINCIPLE 4 - INTEGRATION: Coastal management is conducted in such a way as to progress holistic understanding and 
action across boundaries, disciplines and sectors. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 8: There are continued improvements in integration 
Is there evidence of continuing improvements in 
integration? 

This criterion carries on from the previous one and is concerned with evidence of continued improvements in integration.  Such a 
criterion represents a key judge of the success of the management system. 
  0  - There is no evidence of integration occurring. 

3  - There is some evidence of integration occurring but not 
that there is on-going or continual improvement. 

7  - There is some evidence of integration occurring and of 
continual improvement with regard all key issues.  

10  - - Integration is a core focus of the management system 
and there is strong evidence of comprehensive on-going 
improvements taking place with regard all issues. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 1: The management system has a clear legal basis 
Does the management system have a clear legal 
basis? 

This criterion is subject to questioning about the importance of operating as a statutory body.  This represents a difficult idea for ICZM 
in the UK since it is currently non-statutory in nature.  Instead it is aimed at bringing those organizations that have such powers into a 
process of dialogue.  Nevertheless, there are legal implications for many of the policies and decisions that ICZM initiatives are involved 
with and this refers to these aspects.   
 
The assessment is based on the premise that the greater the degree of legal powers afforded to the management system the better in 
terms of dealing with the complex issues facing the coast.   
 
There is also an implication that legally defined entities would represent a beneficial step forward for ICZM.    

0  - The management system has no statutory or legally 
defined basis. 

3  - The management system has no statutory or legally 
defined basis but brings together some of those 
organizations who have statutory responsibility. 

7  - The management system operates as a process that 
brings together all of those organizations with statutory 
responsibility.  For some particular issues, it acts as a 
legally defined entity. 

10 - The management system operates wholly and 
comprehensively as a legally defined entity. 

Criterion 2: The coastal environment is regulated effectively 
Does evidence prove that the coastal environment is 
being effectively regulated? 

This criterion relates to the availability and use of information.  The adage, “the more the better” would fit here but the extent to which 
information is available to cover the key issues facing the environment in the area represents one means of assessment.  The other 
aspect is of course what that information shows. 
 
It may be that data exists in different locations but there is no formal organisation of this.  Clearly a formal organization would represent 
added value.  Further added value would result from a specific and centralised monitoring programme, i.e. one that is directed by the 
management system. 
 
Other evidence that may be permissible would be the availability of best practice or codes of conduct. 

0  - Information is not available. 
3  - Information is available but inconclusive 
7  - Information is centrally available and shows some 
environmental improvements over the last 5 years. 

10 - Long period information is centrally directed and 
available showing consistent and comprehensive 
environmental improvements resulting from regulation. 

Criterion 3: Organisations and institutions involved in coastal management promote the stewardship and efficiency of use of natural resources 
Does the management system encourage the efficient 
use of natural resources in carrying out its actions? 

Evidence for resource efficiency could come in a number of forms; namely, the availability of best practice or codes of conduct, and the 
development of monitoring, indicators and targets with defined timescale(s) in order to be able to make assessments. 
 
Comprehensive evidence would cover every issue identified by as being relevant. 

0  - Resource efficiency is not agreed as a driving principle 
behind the management process and there is no evidence 
to show its promotion. 
3  - Resource efficiency is an implied principle of the 
management process. There is some limited evidence of 
its operation. 
7  - Resource efficiency is agreed to as a driving principle 
of the management process and there is some evidence of 
its operation. 
10 - Resource efficiency is agreed to as a driving principle 
of the management process and there is comprehensive 
and transparent evidence of its operation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 4: The coastal management system uses the best practicable means with which to achieve its objectives 
Can the management system show evidence of 
operating the best practicable means in carrying out 
its actions? 

‘Best practicable means’ represents a difficult concept to apply but may be defined as the mechanisms and tools that are considered 
efficacious to deliver action and desired outcomes.  These mechanisms and tools will be specific to the issue in question. 
 
In the widest sense, and according to both PPG20 and the EU ICZM Recommendation, Coastal Partnerships inherently represent the 
best practicable means of achieving better coastal management.   However, the requirement of this criterion is to assess the process 
from a more detailed and issue specific perspective than this. 
 
Further evidence might be the use of a ‘vision’ or problem solving techniques as suggested previously.    

0  - The best practicable means is not agreed as a driving 
principle behind the management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its operation. 

3  - The best practicable means is an implied principle of 
the management process.  There is some limited evidence 
of its operation. 

7  - The best practicable means is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process and there is some 
evidence of its operation. 

10 - The best practicable means is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process and there is 
comprehensive and transparent evidence of its operation. 

Criterion 5: The management system evidently employs a ‘precautionary approach’ 
Can the management system show evidence of 
operating the precautionary principle in the absence of 
sufficient information? 

The precautionary principle refers to the taking of thoughtful action in advance of scientific proof; leaving ecological space as room for 
ignorance; not extracting resources even though they are there for taking; care in management; and the duty of care on all actions.  It 
also enables active participation in situations where there are unknown consequences of actions and shifts the burden of proof to the 
developer. 
 
Evidence that the precautionary principle is being applied may come in a variety of forms such as the presence of specific codes of 
conduct with regard to resource use; the action of the management system with regard to proposed developments; the consideration 
of precaution in policy and decision making; and the establishment of procedures for achieving the principle with regard to all relevant 
issues.   

0  - The precautionary principle is not agreed as a driving 
principle behind the management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its operation. 
3  - The precautionary principle is an implied principle of 
the management process.  There is some limited evidence 
of its operation. 
7  - The precautionary principle is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process. Operational 
procedures exist which can be used to implement a 
precautionary approach in the absence of sufficient 
information. 

10 - The precautionary principle is agreed to as a driving 
principle of the management process.   Operational 
procedures and measures exist which can be used to 
implement a precautionary approach in the absence of 
sufficient information.  There is comprehensive and 
transparent evidence of this operation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 6: The management system evidently applies the ‘Polluter Pays Principle’ 
Can the management system show evidence of 
operating the PPP in carrying out and enforcing its 
actions? 

The ‘polluter pays principle’ requires that polluters pay for the cost of meeting the level of environmental protection decided upon by 
the management system.  The intention being to enforce the greater environmental and energy efficiency which is required for 
sustainable development and internalise currently external costs. I.e., it would to stop the environment being seen as a ‘free’ good. 
 
Other than a clearly stated promotion of the principle, evidence that could be provided to support this criterion include the management 
system acting as a regulator in some shape or form and enabling the establishment of either guidance or bylaws that include the 
principle; or inclusion and support for other organizations that have such objectives and carry out such actions.   
 
Value added comes form the extent to which the principle is applied both in terms of effectiveness and scope regarding relevant 
issues. 

0  - The PPP is not agreed as a driving principle behind the 
management process and there is no evidence to show its 
operation. 
3  - The PPP is an implied principle of the management 
process.  There is some limited evidence of its operation. 
7  - The PPP is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process. Operational procedures exist which 
can be used to implement the PPP and there is some 
evidence of its operation. 
10 - The PPP is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process.   Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement the PPP 
and there is comprehensive and transparent evidence of 
its operation. 
Criterion 7: The risks to sustainability associated with coastal management policies and decision-making is as low as reasonably practicable 
Can the management system show evidence of 
carrying out risk assessments in relation to its policies 
and decisions? 

Risk is broadly defined as the likelihood that a harmful consequence will occur as the result of an action or condition. It involves the 
combined evaluation of hazards and exposure. Environmental risk assessment deals with the interactions hazards, humans and 
ecological resources. It describes human populations, ecological resources and agents, analyzes agents and exposure potential, 
characterizes the potential for adverse effects, defines uncertainties, generates options to deal with the risks, and communicates 
information about the risks to humans and ecosystems. 
 
This criterion therefore is concerned with the acceptance of risk assessment as an important tool for management, and the extent to 
which it is operated with respect to all the issues facing the management system.    

0  - Risk assessment is not agreed to as an important 
concept underpinning the management process and there 
is no clear evidence to show its operation. 
3  - Risk assessment is an implied principle of the 
management process. There is some limited evidence of 
its operation. 
7  - Risk assessment is agreed to as a driving principle of 
the management process. Operational procedures exist 
which can be used to implement risk assessment and 
there is some evidence of its operation. 
10 - Risk assessment is agreed to as a driving principle of 
the management process. Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement risk 
assessment and there is comprehensive and transparent 
evidence of its operation. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 8: The management system gives due consideration to the life cycle and impact of coastal activities 
Can the management system show evidence of 
carrying out life cycle analysis in relation to its policies 
and decision-making? 

Life cycle analysis is an integrated "cradle to grave" approach to assess environmental performance and can be applied to policies and 
decisions. 
 
This criterion therefore is concerned with the acceptance of LCA as an important tool for management, and the extent to which it is 
operated with respect to policies and decisions relating to all the issues facing the management system.    
 
 

0  - LCA is not agreed to as an important concept 
underpinning the management process and there is no 
clear evidence to show its operation 
3  - LCA is an implied principle of the management 
process.  There is some limited evidence of its operation. 
7  - LCA is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process. Operational procedures exist which 
can be used to implement LCA and there is some evidence 
of its operation. 
10 - LCA is agreed to as a driving principle of the 
management process. Operational procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement LCA and 
there is comprehensive and transparent evidence of its 
operation. 
Criterion 9: There is a sufficient budget for the management system to operate successfully 
Is there an appropriate resource budget available for 
the successful operation of the management system in 
absolute terms? 

This criterion refers to the availability of financial resources in order to achieve the stated aims and goals of the management system.   
 
Success can be viewed as being either relative or absolute.  In the case of the former, relative refers to some identifiable 
improvements being made with regard specific issues but not necessarily to the extent that aims and goals are necessarily achieved. It 
would be the achievement of a positive change relative to an original position.    
 
Absolute on the other hand, does refer to aims and goals being achieved and meeting stated objectives over specific timeframes.  It 
also may go even further than this in that ICZM principles might be more fully attained.   
 

0  - There is an insufficient budget available for the 
operation of the management system to achieve any 
relative success. 
3  - A core budget is available for the operation of the 
management system but this is insufficient to achieve 
relative success with respect to all of its short-term goals. 
7  - A core budget is available for the operation of the 
management system that is sufficient to support and 
achieve all its short-term goals. 
10 - A core budget is available for the operation of the 
management system that is sufficient to support and 
achieve both its short term and long-term goals 
successfully in absolute terms. 
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PRINCIPLE 5 - RESPONSIBILITY:  The management of the coast is enacted with all ‘due care’. 
 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 10: Management adopts an ecosystem approach to operating 
Is there an attempt to adopt an ecosystem approach to 
management? 

The phrase 'Ecosystem Approach'  was first established as an underpinning concept of the Convention on Biological Diversity at the 
UNCED ‘Earth Summit’ in 1992.  Essentially, this can be defined as management that, despite variability, uncertainty and likely natural 
changes in the ecosystem, enables the capacity of ecosystems to produce food, revenue, employment and, more generally, services 
and livelihood.  Such management is therefore not strictly about manipulating ecosystem processes but is concerned more with 
ensuring that management decisions do not adversely affect those processes thereby enabling ecosystem functioning and productivity 
to be sustainable.  
 
Evidence for this criterion might include a management process with regard to a specific resource such as fishing or for specific areas 
or habitat.  
 

0  - The ecosystem approach has not been considered in 
relation to the management of the coastal area. 
3  - The ecosystem approach is being viewed in a 
constructive manner but with no evidence of its practicable 
employment. 
7  - The ecosystem approach is being viewed in a 
constructive manner.  There is some evidence of its 
practicable employment. 
10 - The ecosystem approach is being operated in a 
comprehensive manner. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 1: Coastal management conserves, protects and restores the health and integrity of coastal biodiversity 
Does coastal management conserve, protect and 
restore the health and integrity of coastal biodiversity? 

This criterion is concerned specifically with habitat and species conservation.  Commitment to conserving biodiversity could be shown 
on the basis of identifying this as one of the key issues facing the management system.  Evidence of its operation would include 
specific management aims, objectives and targets relating to such conservation.  This could be further enhanced through the 
implementation of proactive management, along with data showing success in achieving these aims.   
 
A comprehensive range of evidence would cover all habitats and species considered important to the coast and this would obviously 
represent value added in the consideration of this criterion. 
 
  

0  - Coastal management has no commitment to the 
conservation of biodiversity. 
3  - Coastal management has an implicit commitment to 
the conservation of biodiversity.  There is some limited 
evidence of its operation. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
the conservation of biodiversity.  Procedures exist which 
can be used to implement this and some evidence of 
success in its operation. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
the conservation of biodiversity.  Procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement this, with 
comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment and 
success in its outcomes. 
Criterion 2: Environmental and economic policies and decision-making take into account social ‘fairness’ 
Does coastal management have a commitment for 
environmental and economic decisions to take into 
account ‘social fairness’? 

This criterion is concerned with the idea that social ‘fairness’ is at least considered when making economic or environmental decisions 
and policies relating to the management area.  An explicitly stated commitment would require a formal declaration of intent issued as 
part of the management plan.  To be operated this would require formal minuting through the process. 
 
Evidence that could be used includes information relating to access issues, livelihoods and land use.   
 
Assessment of the criterion also considers the way in which social ‘fairness’ is considered and this might include some structured 
analysis such as the valuation techniques used in environmental economics.  
 

0  - There is no commitment to accept social ‘fairness’. 
3  - Coastal management has an implied commitment to 
social ‘fairness’.  There is some limited evidence of its 
operation. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
social ‘fairness’.  Operational procedures exist which can 
be used to implement and consider social ‘fairness’ and 
some evidence of its operation. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
social ‘fairness’.  Operational procedures and measures 
exist which can be used to implement and consider social 
‘fairness’ with comprehensive and transparent evidence of 
enacting this commitment and success in its outcomes. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 3: Coastal management protects and enhances optimum environmental quality with regard to its impact upon employment, income and 
wealth generation 
Does coastal management protect and enhance 
optimum environmental quality with regard to its 
impact upon employment, income and wealth 
generation? 

Whereas the previous criterion refers to the relationship between both economic and environmental decision-making and social 
‘fairness’, this criterion, though touching on similar ground, refers specifically to the relationship between environmental quality and the 
discrete economic indicators of employment, income and wealth generation.  These relationships represent trade-offs that are most 
likely to be contentious and in some case may be portrayed as the  “people versus biological esoterica” (Lovejoy, 2000). 
 
Complications arise in the assessment of this criterion in that environmental quality can be seen as both a relative term and an 
absolute one.  In the case of the former, the quality is relative to what society in general and the management system in particular 
actually wants.  
 
Evidence that could be cited with respect to this criterion include the management of obvious synergistic areas of integration between 
environmental quality and the economic indicators such as land use change, fisheries, mariculture, agriculture and tourism.  Success 
in respect to these areas could be shown through the use of either indicators or other tangible evidence. 
 
Clearly, the availability of information and data is highly useful in supporting the assessment of this criterion. 
 
Further evidence might come from how the management system responds to the proposals for particular coastal developments.       
 
 

0  - Coastal management does not consider environment 
quality with regard to its impact on employment, income 
and wealth generation. 
3  - Coastal management has an underlying acceptance of 
the need to consider environmental quality with regard to 
its impact on employment, income and wealth generation 
and some limited evidence to support its operation. 
7  - Coastal management has a commitment to consider 
environmental quality with regard to its impact on 
employment, income and wealth generation.  Procedures 
exist which can be used to implement this and some 
evidence of its operation. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
consider environmental quality with regard to its impact on 
employment, income and wealth generation.  Procedures 
and measures exist which can be used to implement this, 
with comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
effectively. 
Criterion 4: Coastal management conserves and maintains cultural heritage 
Does coastal management seek to maintain the 
cultural heritage of the area? 

This criterion considers the commitment and action relating to the management of cultural heritage.  Commitment to conserving 
cultural heritage should be shown on the basis of identifying this as one of the key issues facing the management system.  

0  - Coastal management has no commitment to conserve 
or maintain cultural heritage. 
3  - Coastal management has an implicit commitment to 
conserve cultural heritage. There is some limited evidence 
of its operation and success. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
conserve cultural heritage. Procedures exist which can be 
used to implement this and there is some evidence of its 
operation and success. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
conserve cultural heritage.  Procedures and measures 
exist which can be used to implement this, with 
comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
effectively. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 5: Coastal management improves the equity of coastal communities and maintains development options and opportunities for 
generations to follow 
Does coastal management have a commitment or 
intention to maintain and improve both intra and inter-
generational equity? 

This criterion draws some parallels with previous criteria but is concerned with management actions regarding equity both now and in 
consideration for the future. 
 
Evidence that could be cited with respect to this criterion includes the nature of the management system in terms of its role in 
protecting a common asset.  Value could be added to this basic intent through an explicit declaration of this as a system objective; 
specific mechanisms allowing for such considerations to be discussed; and the evidence of actions aiming to improve equity.    
 
 

0  - Coastal management does not consider or accept a 
commitment to improve social equity. 
3  - Coastal management has an implicit commitment to 
both intra and inter-generational social equity. 
7  - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
both intra and inter-generational social equity.  Procedures 
exist which can be used to implement this and there is 
some evidence of its operation and success. 
10 - Coastal management has an explicit commitment to 
intra and inter-generational social equity.  Procedures and 
measures exist which can be used to implement this, with 
comprehensive evidence of enacting this commitment 
effectively. 
Criterion 6: Coastal management optimises the ‘quality of life’ 
Does coastal management attempt to improve the 
‘quality of life’? 

The ‘quality of life’ is a phrase that has been used to express the sum total of a number of components relating to the well being of a 
population.  A large part is standard of living, or the amount of money and access to goods and services that a person has. Others 
include freedom, happiness, art, environmental health, and innovation.  Debate over what best maximizes quality of life is millennia old, 
but it is considered that the notion of eudaimonia (happiness) may be seen as the underpinning factor. 
 
There are numerous indicator suites that have been developed for the purposes of measuring the quality of life including the UN 
Human Development Index.  For the purposes of this criterion, any evidence of consideration and assessment would represent 
positive action.  This would be particularly valuable if outcomes of such assessments were acted upon and still further positive if there 
were consistent improvements over time.   
 

0  - Coastal management neither assesses nor considers 
the ‘quality of life’. 
3  - The ‘quality of life’ is implicitly seen as an important 
aspect of coastal management but there is no specific 
system of assessment 
7  - The ‘quality of life’ is an active consideration for the 
management system and despite not being regularly 
assessed, surrogate indications are considered generally 
favourable 
10 - The ‘quality of life’ is regularly assessed and showing 
relative improvements over time 
 

 

 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Freedom
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Happiness
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Art
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Natural_environment
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Innovation
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 7: Temporal variations in the coastal system are effectively managed 
Are temporal variations in the coastal system 
managed effectively? 

This criterion refers to all seasonal variations relating both the environment and the socio-economic conditions of the management 
area.  Clearly environmental variations are fundamentally inherent and important in terms of life cycles and ecosystem functioning 
whilst socio-economic ones are not.  Examples of socio-economic ones include seasonality of jobs such as tourism.  Socio-economic 
variations indeed might be seen as having a detrimental impact on some of the environmental ones or simply negative in their own 
right.   In either case, such a situation would require control and regulation to mitigate any of these negative impacts. 
 
This criterion therefore looks at the identification and consideration of seasonal variations and how such negative impacts are 
managed. 
 
 

0  - There are marked temporal variations in the coastal 
system but these are not considered by the management 
system.  
3  - The management system considers temporal 
variations in the coastal system. 
7  - The management system considers all temporal 
variations in the coastal system and is actively concerned 
with redressing any negative impacts.  Some 
improvements are evident. 
10 - The management system considers all temporal 
variations in the coastal system and actively seeks to 
redress negative impacts.  This is evidentially and 
comprehensively successful. 
Criterion 8: Policies and decisions are made through negotiation with due consideration being given to the relative importance of environmental, 
social and economic interests 
Coastal management considers and negotiates the 
consequent costs and benefits for environmental 
quality, social welfare and economic growth? 

This criterion refers to the process of decision-making, and in particular the analysis of costs and benefits, with respect to 
environmental quality, social welfare and economic growth, prior to decisions being taken and policies implemented.   
 
The point of using a systematic analytical approach in this way should foster a greater degree of consultation and negotiation and 
thereby enable better decisions and policies to be forthcoming.   

0  - Coastal management makes no attempt to consider or 
negotiate relative costs and benefits of environmental 
quality, social welfare and economic growth. 
3  - Coastal management considers the relative costs and 
benefits of environmental quality, social welfare and 
economic growth in decision-making.  
7  - Coastal management actively considers the relative 
costs and benefits of environmental quality, social welfare 
and economic growth.  There is some evidence of success 
in achieving constructively negotiated decisions. 
10 - Coastal management actively considers all the relative 
costs and benefits of environmental quality, social welfare 
and economic growth, and elicits a constructively 
negotiated and aggregated decision in a clear and 
transparent way. 
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PRINCIPLE 6 - BALANCE:  Coastal management is conducted in such a way that it does not lead to a reduction in either 
environmental quality, economic prosperity or social welfare but instead attempts to improve on each of these. 

Scoring Criteria Guidance notes 
 

Criterion 9: Stakeholders representing environmental, social and economic interests consider trade-offs to be appropriate 
Do stakeholders perceive and understand the trade-
offs made with regard environment quality, social 
welfare and economic growth? 

Following on from the previous criterion, this one is concerned with the perception of decision-making in terms of awareness, 
understanding and support.   

0  - Stakeholders are unaware of trade-offs between issues 
of environment quality, social welfare and economic 
growth. 
3  - Stakeholders are aware of trade-offs between 
environment quality, social welfare and economic growth 
but do not fully understand them. 
7  - Stakeholders are aware and understand trade-offs 
between environment quality, social welfare and economic 
growth, but do not fully support them. 
10 - Stakeholders are aware, understand and fully endorse 
trade-offs between environment quality, social welfare and 
economic growth. 
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Gallagher, A. (2003) Developing a Standard for Sustainability Appraisal in Coastal 

Management. In: Ozhan, E. (ed.) Medcoast 03. Ankara: Medcoast. pp 133 - 144. 

 

 

 

Abstract 

 

The concept of sustainability is now widely acknowledged and used as a guiding principle by 

organisations involved in all scales of coastal management.  For example, it underpins a raft of 

policies and lies behind a wide range of management tools, such as environmental impact 

assessment and performance indicators.  However, operational difficulties remain as a result of the 

inherent ambiguity in the concept.     

 

This paper summarises research aimed at developing a performance-related ‘sustainability 

standard’ for coastal management.  This is intended to enable an audit of coastal sustainability to 

be taken, and analysed, on a periodic basis.  In order to achieve this it is necessary to understand 

more fully the normative structure of the concept by breaking down the key crosscutting constructs 

inherent in the definition.  The rationale for this is that although many see sustainability as a 

complex idea, most professionals involved in coastal management are able to identify a series of 

such ‘mobile constructs’ and, indeed, routinely use these in order to translate the concept into 

practice.   

 

The research thus garnered ‘expert’ opinion through a national survey of UK coastal managers.  The 

information gathered highlighted a number of concepts that were commonly held to be determinative 

of sustainability.  These include, amongst others, the idea of balance between environmental 

integrity, economic development and social welfare; integration, of thought and management 

structures; participation of stakeholders; and equity.  Along with taking a responsible long-term view 

and communicating to enable improved understanding and awareness these may be seen to 

represent the core crosscutting principles of sustainability.  These constructs form the basis for 

criteria to be developed that enable coastal management areas to be tested in terms of sustainability. 
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Gallagher, A.  (2001). Putting Sustainability into Practice in the Coastal Zone.  Maidstone: 

CoastLink. 60pp. 

 

 

Abstract 

 

‘Sustainability’ now figures routinely but prominently as a guiding principle for all those working in the 

coastal environment. The workshop, “Putting Sustainability into Practice in the Coastal Environment”, 

held on 10 October, 2000, followed a series of meetings run by COASTLINK, CoastNET and CMS 

covering issues such as indicators, environmental management systems, environmental impact 

assessment, integrated management, participation and information in the coastal zone.  Behind all of 

these lies the concept of sustainability. 

 

The workshop attempted to put structure into sustainability management by breaking down the key 

constructs inherent in the definition of sustainability and providing practical examples of how 

sustainability may be pursued, both on sectoral and holistic bases.  In order to achieve this, it brought 

together people actively addressing these questions including national and regional policy makers, 

coastal planners, managers and regulators, and local practitioners.  The overall aim being to help 

delegates understand how the goal of sustainable development is being pursued in the coastal zone. 

 

The workshop highlighted a number of concepts, which were commonly held, to be determinative of 

sustainability, these being: 

 

• Balance 

• Integration  

• Participation 

• Equity 

• Futurity 

• Responsibility 

• Responsive/reflective 

 

Evidence was also given, in part, both in speaker presentations and associated discussions, of where 

these are being applied in current coastal management practices.  Methods and techniques used to 

apply these were outlined and accordingly gaps identified.  Based on this it was possible to design a 

potential toolkit necessary to achieve effective sustainable management practice.  The overall key to 

this would appear to be the openness and transparency that would be possible with integration and a 

holistic approach.  To conclude, the outcome was that although steps have been made to take on 

board the inherent constructs of sustainability, there is in fact much still to be done.   
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County Council. 

 

 

Abstract 

 

The South West coastline of the UK is of critical importance to the community; it's economy, and the 

environment at large.  Much of the coast is protected for it's outstanding natural beauty and it's 

international significance for wildlife.  The natural environment together with the history and culture 

that has developed around the coast is one of the main reasons why so many people are attracted to 

the area.  The importance of the coast to the area's economy has long been recognised by those 

who live and work in the region and as such efforts have, and continue to be, made to ensure that the 

coastal zone remains a healthy, thriving environment. 

 

The Atlantic Living Coastlines (ALC) project was established as part of a European Union 

demonstration programme, funded through TERRA, in order to produce an Integrated Coastal Zone 

Management Strategy for Devon and Cornwall.  This strategy aims to manage the coastal zone in a 

coherent and sustainable manner, where sustainability may be defined as “a condition in which the 

imposition of social values on complex, objective biophysical systems does not so destabilise these 

systems that we can no longer achieve our basic values” (Brugmann, 1997).  

 

In order to manage sustainably, there is recognition that greater care is needed in decision-making 

and that this must be based on sound information.  There exists a vast quantity of environmental 

data, much of which is available, and which could be applied to enable improved policy decision-

making.  In addition there is a wealth of information about economic and social development.  It is 

essential to identify the key messages encrypted in this information and to utilise it effectively.  As 

such, focus is increasing on the use of  ‘sustainable development indicators’ (SDIs) for measuring the 

extent to which any action is sustainable, and consequently, the effect of any change in that action.  

Indicators are receiving a considerable amount of attention and essentially are an attempt to answer 

the question; "how might I know objectively whether things are getting better or getting worse?" 

(Lawrence, 1997). 

 

One element of the ALC strategy is to critically evaluate the role, which indicators of sustainable 

development could play in the coastal zone of Devon and Cornwall.  This report represents the first 

stage of this process and reviews the development of sustainability indicators both generally, and 

with regard the coastal zone, and highlights specific indicators, which may be considered appropriate 

for the project.   

 

Indicators are proposed on the basis of a number of key themes, which are seen as reflecting 

sustainability in the coastal zone of Devon and Cornwall.  These include:  
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1. Biodiversity 

2. Water quality/marine and coastal pollution 

3. Coastal processes and defence 

4. Historic and cultural environment  

5. Economic development/ resource use and efficiency  

6. Tourism/recreation 

7. Fisheries 

8. Awareness and participation in decision-making 

9. Communication and information transfer 

10. Quality of life in the coastal zone 

 

This report was intended to stimulate discussion and formed the basis of the ALC seminar entitled 

‘InfoCoast; The Local Challenge’, held in May 1999. 
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