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ABSTRACT

The European Union’s most significant response to ongoing biodiversity loss is the
establishment of the Natura 2000 network of sites, which are often owned and managed by
private actors. The full involvement of these and other affected stakeholders is considered a
sine qua non for the success of the network (and environmental governance in general).
However, to date there has been no systematic evaluation of whether their involvement in
management plans does in fact contribute to the principal objective of Natura 2000, namely
the enhancement of biodiversity conservation. This thesis aims to explore the development
of Natura 2000 management plans in Scotland, testing the relationship of spatial scale
(micro, meso and macro) on the processes, social and biodiversity outcomes of stakeholder
involvement. The common perception in public participation research is that ‘smaller is
better’, although why and how it is ‘better’ for the processes and/or outcomes of
participation remains unclear. This thesis finds that for stakeholder involvement processes
and social outcomes (e.g. conflict resolution) smaller was not necessarily better: key
stakeholders were absent from even the smaller, local scale process. Nonetheless, spatial
scale was found to have a bearing on biodiversity outcomes through the spatial framing of
the underlying ecological problem and the efforts made to make the social response ‘fit” that
scale. Aside from the importance of achieving a good fit between the methods and scale of
stakeholder involvement, this thesis shows that the presence of a clear driver at the meso-
scale, specifically a ban on shooting, together with an industry-led champion, and the
integration of local and scientific data were crucial factors in a successful process and social
outcomes. Although it is very difficult to establish clear causal links between increased
stakeholder involvement and biodiversity outcomes it appears that if the underlying policy
goal is biodiversity conservation, it is not enough simply to achieve a ‘good’ process. These
findings are of significant policy and academic relevance. If increased involvement of local
actors does not necessarily lead to improved biodiversity outcomes, there is a need to re-
evaluate critically the underlying rationale for involvement in management plans and, by
implication, current EU biodiversity policy. So instead of focusing on increasing
involvement, analysts should gather (with the help of practitioners), test, create and evaluate
the processes and outcomes of wider-ranging approaches to local biodiversity policy
implementation. If public participation is carried out in the context of natural resource
management, future evaluations should try to encompass processes together with social and

environmental outcomes as well as explore the myriad links between them.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1. Introduction

Biodiversity is an essential provider of ecosystem goods such as food, raw materials,
medicines, fuel, fibre and shelter. In addition, the interactions between species, genes and
ecosystems provide humans with essential and irreplaceable ecosystem services estimated to
be worth in the region of US$33 trillion every year (Costanza et al., 1997: 259). Biodiversity
also contributes directly to national economies and provides employment through
agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting. Finally, in addition to direct economic values,
intrinsic values are also attributed to biodiversity (Wilson, 1984: 139). Consequently,
biodiversity has been referred to as ‘the insurance policy for life itself — something especially
needed in this time of fast-paced global change’ (WEHAB Working Group, 2002: 7).
Indeed, the rate and extent of human development has resulted in a global decline of
biodiversity in recent decades (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005: 4), mostly due to
anthropogenic causes such as land use change (Young et al., 2005: 1642), pollution, and
climate change (Brooker et al., 2007: 15). The rapid change in structure and functioning of
biodiversity has resulted in an increasing rate of species extinction (Singh, 2002: 638)
throughout the world, including Europe (European Commission, 2006: 3), where an
estimated 42% of native mammals, 45% of reptiles and 52% of freshwater fish are under
threat (EEA, 2005: 210).

With the United Nations predicting a world population of nine billion people by 2050
(United Nations, 2009: 4), future pressures on biodiversity and its associated services are
likely to be significantly more than they are at present. In light of these trends, a number of
political commitments to biodiversity conservation have been made at both international and
European level. During the Sixth Ordinary Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on Biological Diversity in 2002, the Strategic Plan for the Convention on
Biological Diversity (decision V1/26) was adopted, in which Parties committed themselves
to achieve (by 2010) a significant reduction in the current rate of biodiversity loss. At the
European level, European Union heads of state had already launched the European Union
Sustainable Development Strategy in 2001, which set the more ambitious target to “halt the
loss of biodiversity in the European Union by 2010” (European Commission, 2001a: 12). In
order to achieve this ambitious goal, the EU relied on two main mechanisms: the integration
of biodiversity concerns into sectoral policies; and strengthening existing biodiversity policy
through the European Natura 2000 ecological network of protected sites that comprise high

value areas for natural habitats and species. In view of the recent failure of the EU to meet its
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2001 target (European Commission, 2010: 8), the Natura 2000 network is under scrutiny. In
the EU’s new ‘vision’ for 2050 and the headline target for 2020, Natura 2000 is a vital
element of success with the EU Council stressing “the need to fully implement the Birds and
Habitats Directives, to speed up the completion of the Natura 2000 Network [...] and
effective management and restoration measures” (European Council, 2010: 6). We therefore
have a situation in which the achievement of biodiversity targets in the EU relies in large

part on effective protected areas.

Setting land aside for conservation dates back thousands of years (Mulongoy and Chape,
2004: 7) and is now recognised as an effective way of conserving biodiversity. As a result,
protected areas, defined as “a geographically defined area which is designated or regulated
and managed to achieve specific conservation objectives” (UNEP, 1992: 147), have grown
in range and extent since the creation of Yellowstone National Park in 1872. They now cover
over 18 million km? (Mulongoy and Chape, 2004: 25). However, as little “untouched” land
remains and most ecosystems are, to a certain extent, shaped by if not directly dependent on
humans, the president of the International Union for Conservation of Nature at the time
concluded that “if local people do not support protected areas then protected areas cannot
last” (Ramphal 1993; cited in Warren, 2002: 196). This has resulted in mechanisms to
encourage public participation in the decision-making and management of protected areas
(Barber, 2004: 97). In addition to helping preserve areas where human intervention is
beneficial to biodiversity, these participatory approaches to biodiversity conservation
arguably allow the integration of local knowledge in conservation management, provide
incentives for local people whose livelihoods depend directly on biodiversity, and help
relieve the financial and time pressures on national agencies responsible for conservation
(Barber, 2004: 98).

Public participation in the context of Natura 2000 protected areas is somewhat ambiguous.
While the European Commission acknowledges that Natura 2000°s success relies on the
active involvement of those that live or depend on those areas (European Commission, 2000:
3), there is no explicit formal requirement for Member States to involve local actors in the
management of these sites, in line with the subsidiarity principle. The policy problem,
therefore, is that while public participation is implicitly considered a sine qua non for the
success of a network which is the main tool to achieving EU biodiversity targets, there is no
requirement for local actors to be involved. In addition to this policy problem, there is little
evidence in the academic (or indeed policy) literature to indicate a link between increased
participation and environmental benefits. These policy and academic issues pose important
considerations in the specific context of Natura 2000: are local actors involved in Natura

2000, and if so, does their involvement help deliver the stated biodiversity objectives of the
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network, and if so, in what contexts? The answers to these questions are essential if a more
informed debate is to be had on whether the expansion of participation is necessarily the best

option in the context of environmental policy (Rydin and Pennington, 2000: 167).

In view of these considerations, this chapter continues in Section 1.2 with an overview of
Natura 2000, including the potential role of local stakeholders in its management. Section
1.3 addresses public participation and its evaluation more generally. Section 1.4 brings these
two sections together to set out the aims of this thesis. Finally, Section 1.5 signposts the

thesis.

1.2. The Natura 2000 Network

The Natura 2000 network aims to “enable the natural habitat types and species’ habitats
concerned to be maintained or, where appropriate, restored at a Favourable Conservation
Status in their natural range” (Habitats Directive, Article 3(1)). In order to achieve this aim,
it consists of Special Protection Areas (SPAS) set up under the auspices of the Directive on
the Conservation of Wild Birds (79/419/EEC, colloquially known as the ‘Birds Directive’),
and Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) to comply with requirements under the Directive
on the conservation of natural and semi-natural habitats and of wild flora and fauna
(92/43/EEC, the “Habitats Directive’). As of December 2009, 17% of the EU's territory was
part of the Natura 2000 network, making it the largest network of protected areas in the

world (European Commission, 2010: 4).

Natura 2000 is, in theory at least, not merely a network of strictly protected areas but rather
a network of areas in which active steps are being taken to reconcile biodiversity
conservation with the need to “take account of economic, social and cultural requirements
and regional and local characteristics” (Article 2(3) of the Habitats Directive). While the
Habitats Directive itself does not contain provisions for public participation in the selection
or implementation of Natura 2000 sites (Unnerstall, 2008: 41), the relationship between
Natura 2000 and public participation was emphasised by Margot Waalstrém, Commissioner
for the Environment, in 2000. In her preface to ‘Managing Natura 2000 Sites’ she stressed
that “to be successful [Natura 2000] requires, in the first instance, the active involvement of
the people who live in and depend upon these areas” (European Commission, 2000: 3). The
time lag between 1992 when the Directive was adopted, and this quote, may be indications
that the importance of public participation in this context was not fully realised at first.
Indeed, Member States later reinforced again the need for greater public involvement in the
conservation and management of Natura 2000 by issuing the 2002 El Teide declaration,

committing Member States to “promote the development of partnerships involving the broad
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range of stakeholders in the conservation and management of Natura 2000 sites”. In other
words, the areas protected under Natura 2000 should primarily be managed for the purposes
of conservation but certain human activities can be allowed, and even promoted, provided
they are beneficial to biodiversity. The importance of human activities for biodiversity
conservation is particularly noticeable in areas such as semi-natural habitats or forests
(European Commission, 2003a: 10). A total of 14% of the 198 listed habitat types of the
Habitats Directive could be threatened by the abandonment of low-intensity agricultural
practices (Ostermann, 1998: 968), for example through afforestation and the increased risk
of forest fires (Moreira et al., 2001: 566). In North Savo in Finland for example,
abandonment has resulted in a decline in open space species such as the grey partridge
(Perdrix perdrix) and the corncrake (Crex crex) (MacDonald et al., 2000: 57).

The integration of local actors is not only important in securing their help in managing sites,
but also in increasing local actor acceptance and ownership of protected areas. The top-
down, scientifically-driven selection of Natura 2000 sites led to widespread resistance to the
network. One extreme example was the “Groupe des 9” in France, who questioned the
legitimacy of the implementation in France and ultimately caused the directive to be
temporarily suspended in 1996 (Alphandery and Fortier, 2001: 317). In Finland, the network
caused major conflicts between landowners and environmental authorities, leading to hunger
strikes by forest owners of Karvia (Bergseng and Vatn, 2009: 148) and ultimately affecting
countrywide attitudes towards biodiversity conservation (Nieminen, 2004: 2). The backlash
against Natura 2000 led the participants of the “Natura 2000 and people: a partnership”
Conference held in Bath (28-30™ June 1998), organised by the European Commission and
UK Presidency, to identify the “resistance of local people concerned that their economical
and social interests might be threatened by the designation of a site” as one of the reasons for
the delay in implementing the Natura 2000 network (Anon, 1998: 2). Such delays have
meant that while designating sites should have been completed by the EU-15 by 1997, in
2009, only Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Italy and the Netherlands had a largely complete
list of SCls and SPAs (European Commission, 2009a). In view of the amount of land in
private hands, it is essential to resolve such conflicts if conservation policy is to be effective
(Doremus, 2003: 217). These conflicts and delays may have contributed to the late

realisation from the EU of the potential importance of participation in this context.

While the selection of sites is scientifically-driven, involvement of the public is most likely
during the management phase of Natura implementation. As soon as Member States
designate certain sites as SACs, they are required to “establish the necessary conservation
measures”, for example management plans, statutory, administrative or contractual measures

in accordance to their ecological requirements (Article 6 (1)). A number of “important
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considerations” have been set out by the Commission (European Commission, 2000: Annex
I1) together with the best practice of documents d’objectifs (or DOCOB) implemented in
France. However, no guidelines or recommendations have been provided to help Member
States integrate local actors into the management plan process. So, while the integration of
local actors is generally regarded a ‘good thing’ in the context of Natura 2000 management,
there is no requirement for Member States to do this and, as such, limited guidance as to how
best do it.

While there is much information collected by the European Commission on the transposition
of the directives into national laws and the status of sites selection, there has, as yet, been a
distinct lack of information on the form public participation is actually taking in the
development of management plans in Member States (Aulong, 2002: 70). This is in part due
to delays in transposition and site selection delaying the site management phase, making it
difficult to evaluate the type and level of participation taking place. By 2004, the UK and
France were the most advanced Member States in establishing management plans (European
Commission, 2004a: 20), making them ideal settings in which to examine and evaluate
participation. While the DOCOB in France are being monitored to evaluate their success in
local actor inclusion (Bruhier-Vanpeene, 2005: 77), this kind of work has not yet been
undertaken for management plans in the UK. In addition to the current lack of information
regarding whether or not local actors are being involved in the development of management
plans, there is currently no information on whether increased involvement in management
plans contributes to desired biodiversity outcomes. The latter issue is of particular interest in
view of the limited funding of Natura 2000. Actual funding allocated to managing Natura
2000 sites is in the region of 1 billion Euros a year, falling very short of the estimated 2.5 to
3 billion Euros needed (Stones et al., 1999). The limited funds available for site management

could mean participation being re-evaluated.

To summarise, Natura 2000 is an area where biodiversity policy and public participation
should join together. However, due to lack of formal requirements for their involvement,
delays in implementing the network and conflicts following the scientifically driven site
selection process, there is currently limited information regarding whether local actors are
involved in Natura 2000. The UK is an ideal location to explore this issue, being well
advanced in terms of management plan production. To determine how to evaluate whether
local actors are involved in Natura 2000, and how this involvement might benefit the policy
aims of Natura 2000, the next section focuses on public participation and its evaluation from

an academic perspective.
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1.3. Public participation

1.3.1. Participation in decision-making

The move towards increasing participation of local actors in decision-making and
management is not a new phenomenon or one restricted to biodiversity management. Indeed,
since the 1960s, there has been a growing recognition amongst governments, businesses and
individuals of the importance of greater participation across all aspects of policy including
service delivery and planning (Birch, 2002: 23). Public participation has also been stressed in
a number of international statements and agreements such as Principle 10 of the 1992 UN
Conference on Environment and Development and the 1998 Aarhus Convention. Public
participation is increasingly thought to be a vital part of European governance, with
Directive 2003/35/EC on Public Participation (European Commission, 2003b) and the recent
White Paper on European Governance (European Commission, 2001b) both citing public
participation as one of the five principles underpinning ‘good governance’ at EU and

national level.

According to Fiorino’s widely cited paper (1990: 227-228), there are three main arguments
for encouraging public participation. The first is a normative one, i.e. participation as an
integral part of democracy (Webler and Renn, 1995: 17) that ensures stronger democratic
processes. The second is more substantive, maintaining that participation should include
additional knowledge and values into what has in the past been purely technocratic decision-
making (Renn, 2006: 36). The last is instrumental, i.e. participation provides greater
legitimacy (Svarstad et al., 2006: 48), can help increase trust (Munton, 2003: 114), and
reduce the intensity of conflicts (Manring, 1998: 275).

Van den Hove (2000: 458-461) identifies four main characteristics of the environment that
she believes justify the need for participatory approaches in this specific context. These
include:

- complexity: natural systems are complex not only in themselves, due to the
relationships between components of these systems, but also due to the multitude of
inter-linkages among environmental phenomena;

- uncertainty: this can be due to extrinsic uncertainties (i.e. insufficient scientific
knowledge) and intrinsic uncertainties inherent to the complexity and indeterminacy
of environmental issues;

- large temporal and spatial scales: the large-scale (both temporal and spatial) causes

and effects of environmental processes; and



Chapter 1. Introduction

- irreversibility: the nature of ecosystem and species means that once damaged, these

can be impossible to retrieve.

However, despite the potential justifications for participation in environmental and other
contexts, it seems that “genuine engagement of, and with, the public remains a profound
challenge” (Owens, 2000: 1145). Firstly, there is no clear definition of “participation”. This
lack of clarity is directly related to confusion over objectives (Guijt and Cornwall, 1995: 4).
These range from participation as “forums for exchange” between government and citizens
(Renn et al, 1995a: 2) to decision-making (IIED, 2003: 23). Participation can also be used to
involve the public in the implementation of decisions (for example Natural Resource
Management, or Community-Based Management), and even the post-implementation phase,
for example monitoring (Danielsen et al., 2005: 2510). Thus, the contexts and definitions of
participation are numerous, with participation applied to fields as diverse as development
projects, risk assessment, resource management and conflict resolution. As such, Kavanaugh
(1972: 2) remarks on “how promiscuous is the term participation; it is the mistress to many

masters”.

Secondly, whilst “participation’ and hence its motives are unclear, who the ‘public’ is or
should be is equally ambiguous. While some authors advocate the inclusion of the wider
public (including stakeholders, experts and citizens) in the decision-making process (Renn et
al., 1993: 190) in order to integrate all knowledges into the participatory process and thus
democratise environmental decision-making (Eden, 1996: 198), this can prove complex in
practice. Indeed, much of the current environmental decision-making is dominated by a
scientific methodology which often excludes non-scientific contributions (Blaikie et al.,
1997: 227), thus promoting discussions dominated by ‘experts’ (Eden, 1996: 183). For
example, the very nature of environmental problems has led some scientists and policy-
makers to argue that citizens might not have the knowledge required or the understanding of
complexities to make appropriate decisions, which might in turn put sites of conservation
interest at risk (Goodwin, 1998a). In addition, to include all stakeholders can lead to costly
participatory processes in terms of time and extra spending associated with participation
(Involve, 2005: 24), often at the personal cost of individuals participating in these exercises
(Manring, 1998: 279). In practice therefore, it is often common to see specific publics taking

part in participation, the selection of which is often determined by wider societal barriers.

Thirdly, and in addition to above challenges, a number of more practical problems such as
‘consultation fatigue” (Richards et al., 2004: 16) and disenchantment (Mosse, 2001: 31) can
develop because of participation and can lead to increased mistrust and suspicion amongst

stakeholders (Mutamba, 2004: 110). These arguments have led certain authors to imply that
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rather than acting as an empowerment tool, participation may only be a means to
implementing a better project (Mahanty and Russell, 2002: 180). Worse still, some authors
contend that participation can be a highly formulaic and empty process dominated by
pragmatic policy interests (Mosse, 2001: 17). It is also clear that participation has sometimes
been misused with individuals or groups using the labelling of “participation” to access
community information quickly, or gain funding from donor agencies (Mutamba, 2004:
106). This has resulted in a reflexivity over what some authors perceive to be the ‘tyranny of
participation’ (Cooke and Kothari, 2001: 15). While many of these issues have emerged
from experience in less developed countries, many of the above arguments have validity in
Western Europe. Indeed, many of these challenges may be related to the issue of public
participation in the Natura 2000 network, a context in which while advocated as a ‘good
thing’, there is a lack of a clear rationale for participation, and unclear guidelines as to how

to carry it out.

To summarise, a number of arguments have been put forward to justify participation. There
are also a number of challenges to public participation including the lack of definition of
participation and of who the public is or should be, as well as practical problems. Putting
some of these challenges together, Richards et al. (2004: 15-17) identifies six major

constraints of participation (see Table 1.1).

Table 1.1. Constraints on participation

Types of Symptoms Possible ways forward
constraints
Managing - Raised expectations and wish-listing | - Setting clear objectives

expectations - Distrust between government and | and boundaries

citizens.
- Frustration for instigators

- Not attempting too much
too soon.

Identifying non- | - Decisions can be constrained by | - Limits to decision-making
negotiable positions | “non-negotiables”  of  top-down | should be stated early in the
legislation and policy process
- Possible  conflict  between | - Bottom-up  processes

governance of the environment and
public participation on how the
environment is regulated.

could help implement top-
down policy

Full “citizen control” | - Organisational structures can hinder | - Deciding whether
decision-making participation is the right
- Participants may feel participation | approach
was used to validate existing decision
or provide legitimacy.

Adequate resources | - Participation can be costly in terms | - Weigh costs of

of money and time
- Difficult to determine a budget due
to the iterative nature of participation

participation against likely
costs of resistance without
participation.

Reaching consensus

- Emphasis on consensus can prevent
important, if contentious, views or
criticisms to be aired

- Determine  whether
consensus is possible




Chapter 1. Introduction

Types of Symptoms Possible ways forward
constraints

- Consensus may be difficult to reach
due to differing agendas

Selecting an | - Participation is often better at the | - Determine the scale and
appropriate scale local scale methods to integrate local
- Local participatory processes will be | level processes into larger
influenced by regional, national and | scale processes

global levels - Ensure the inclusion of all
interested  parties  and
represent diversity

Source: Adapted from Richards et al. (2004:; 15-17).

1.3.2. The issue of scale in environmental participation

The issue of spatial scale, identified in the above table, is complex, as it raises a number of
well known difficulties including determining the scale at which participation should
operate; deciding how local level processes can be integrated into processes operating at
larger spatial scales; and ensuring the inclusion and representativeness of all stakeholders
when implementing processes at larger spatial scales (Richards et al., 2004: 17). Despite
these difficulties, determining the scale at which a participatory approach should be carried
out may be an important factor both in academic and policy realms, as reflected in this

section.

The complexity of scale in environmental participation is perhaps best conceptualised by
Meadowcroft (2002: 172-173), who perceives the scale of environmental problems as two-
fold: the scale of the physical impacts of an activity on a natural process and the social
phenomena, i.e. the social, political and economic context in which in the problem is
perceived and addressed. Participatory initiatives, i.e. the social phenomena, have mostly
been undertaken at local scales, mainly for practical reasons (Munton, 2003: 116) and
because “the diversity of positions, interests and values is often most visible at the local
scale” (Richards et al., 2004: 17). As such, some authors have linked scale with ‘ways of
knowing’, arguing that “richer personal experiences in and knowledge of a place are more
likely to develop within smaller scale places than larger scale places” (Cheng and Daniels,
2003: 851). However, many social drivers of participation operate at global scales and can be
in conflict with the local scales at which participatory initiatives are most commonly carried
out. As such, Mohan (2001: 162) argues that “this reductionism is at odds with the
increasingly globalising tendencies of many economic and social processes”. However,
despite the increasing popularity of participation at a large scale (Chambers, 1995: 57), some
advocates of public participation have warned against the dangers of ‘scaling up’ (IDS,

1996) identifying possible shortcomings, including the neglect of behaviour and attitudes
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and a top-down approach carried out by untrained individuals more concerned by outputs
than local priorities (Chambers, 1995: 58).

For biodiversity, i.e. the physical or ecological scale, ‘local” may not be the most appropriate
level at which to address problems. Although wildlife management in the past has operated
on small spatial scales (Graf et al., 2005: 703), many conservation efforts do lend themselves
to large-scale management interventions depending on the species (or habitats) to be
conserved (Younge and Fowkes, 2003: 16). For example, capercaillie (Tetrao urogallus), the
largest of the grouse family in Europe, has specialized habitat preferences and extensive
spatial requirements, with home ranges averaging 550 hectares (Storch, 1995: 397). So,
maintaining healthy populations of capercaillie requires relatively large areas of suitable
habitat. In the case of the Iberian lynx (Lynx pardinus), the most endangered of the Felidae,
conservation efforts depend on linking isolated populations (Ferreras, 2001: 135). In other
words, conservation efforts may not be confined to a case of ‘local is best’ (Millennium

Ecosystem Assessment, 2005: 72).

Large-scale biodiversity conservation initiatives may, however, be somewhat remote from
the very local actors that are supposed to be involved in the development of policy measures
such as management plans. In other words, the ecological scale may not necessarily fit the
social scale of environmental problems. Whereas conservation efforts can in many cases be
more effective when carried out according to species or habitat requirements, stakeholder
participation at larger spatial scales is far more complex than local level participatory
initiatives (Younge and Fowkes, 2003: 17). Not only are there concerns over the costs and
feasibility of working intensely over a large area (Snapp and Heong, 2003: 74) but ensuring
representativeness of local actors in larger scale initiatives can represent practical difficulties
(Richards et al., 2004: 17) and minimise opportunities for social learning (Borowski et al.,
2008: 13). This has led some authors to view the possibility of unifying large ‘eco-regions’

and social interactions as “implausible” (Meadowcroft, 2002: 177).

To summarise, spatial scale is an important consideration in environmental decision-making
and is starting to manifest itself in policy-making, for example in the case of the
implementation of the Water Framework Directive (Borowski et al., 2008: 2). In view of
these policy developments, determining the impact of scale on participation and its outcomes
is becoming a policy and academic challenge. However, in order to understand the impact of
scale requires an understanding of current public participation evaluation approaches, a topic

explored in the next section.

10
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1.3.3. The evaluation of public participation

The evaluation of public participation is important to ensure that public money is being used
effectively; fair representation and involvement; and to increase our knowledge of human
behaviour (Rowe and Frewer, 2004: 516). As such, evaluation is important for donors and
policy-makers, such as the European Union, who are often remote from the processes on the
ground, for those carrying out the process, and for all involved in the process. Evaluation
should therefore constitute an essential component of participation. Taking the policy
example of Natura 2000, little, if no, effort seems to have been paid so far to evaluate the
effectiveness of increased participation of local actors. This is a potentially important
knowledge gap in view of the limited funding towards Natura 2000. In addition, from an
academic perspective, despite the important role evaluation should theoretically play, “there
are relatively few cases in which the effectiveness of participation exercises has been studied
in a structured (as opposed to highly subjective) manner” (Rowe and Frewer, 2004: 512).
Evaluation of public participation in the context of Natura 2000 would therefore appear to be

a challenge both in policy and academic realms.

Two main approaches emerge in the literature relating to evaluation, based on the definition
of what constitutes ‘effectiveness’ of participation (Rowe and Frewer, 2004: 517), in turn
linked to the different views on the purposes of participation itself (Beierle and Cayford,
2002: 16). The first relates to the evaluation of the process of participation. This common
approach is favoured by those who view participation as a means to achieving greater
democratic power and thus focuses on issues such as fairness, competence, dialogue and
group dynamics. At present, much of the academic effort has focussed on evaluating the
processes of or mechanisms for public participation (Davies, 2002: 80; Nicholson, 2005: 45),
leading to the development of many generic evaluation methods (examples include Fiorino,
1990; Renn et al., 1995a, b; Rowe and Frewer, 2000). The second relates to the evaluation of
outcomes of participation. This approach views participation as an end in itself, i.e. the

means to achieving particular goals. These can be specific policy outcomes, i.e. the outcome

in terms of changes in the target (in the case of Natura 2000 this would relate to biodiversity
outcomes), as well as social outcomes, or the resulting institutional and societal responses to
the process (Rowe and Frewer, 2004: 520). However, even if a good participatory process is
carried out, this does not necessarily mean that it will lead to the fulfilment of desired
outcomes. While the process of participation may influence social outcomes of participation
such as decision quality, conflict resolution and capacity-building (Beierle and Konisky,
2001: 526), there is still little evidence to confirm a link between increased participation,

social outcomes and policy outcomes.

11
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Although the evaluation of outcomes may be essential to inform a particular policy and
thereby improve future policies, outcome evaluation is not common, due to the ambiguous
nature of defining a “good” outcome, the difficulty in defining an end point to participatory
exercises and the influence of external factors on potential outcomes (Rowe and Frewer,
2004: 520). Taking these problems in turn, the first relates to the definition of the outcome of
participation. While in some cases the outcome may be set out from the start, most
evaluations are done retrospectively and evaluators in these cases need to define outcomes
themselves. This is the case in Natura 2000 implementation, where no explicit mention is
made of the potential outcomes of participation. So, while an implicit direct outcome of
participation is the effective delivery of biodiversity objectives, participation may also
produce other outcomes, such as social outcomes, that may indirectly impact on these
biodiversity objectives. A second problem in evaluating the outcomes of participation relates
to the difficulty in defining a suitable end-point. Indeed, while it may be relatively easy to
look back on a process and evaluate its immediate outcomes, in many cases they may take
many years to manifest themselves. This is particularly true in the case of biodiversity
outcomes, such as those from the Habitats Directive, where species often take generations to
establish themselves. A final problem is that external factors may impact on participatory
outcomes and bias the results of an evaluation. One such factor (that can also impact on the
process of participation) is scale, explored earlier in this section. Scale is interesting from
both a policy and academic (both natural and social science) perspective as there is a
potential misfit between the social scale often perceived as ‘local is best’ and the physical

scale, often adapted to larger scales fitting the needs of species and habitats.

To conclude, most evaluations have focussed on the evaluation of process, in part due to the
complexities associated with outcome evaluation. Of the few studies that have evaluated the
outcomes of participation, there are mixed results in terms of concrete policy change
(Koontz, 2005: 476) and, ultimately policy outcomes - i.e. the (non) achievement of
conservation goals (Goodwin, 1998a: 16). Evaluating the outcomes of environmental policy-
making and management therefore remains a challenge, and constitutes an obvious research
gap (Munton, 2003: 126), as well as an important policy gap. With these considerations in

mind, the next section builds on the above to set out the aims and objectives of this thesis.

1.4. Aims and objectives of this thesis

To summarise the argument thus far, biodiversity conservation has become a focus of policy-
making at the global, EU and national level. One approach to conservation at the EU-level is
the Natura 2000 network of protected areas, often owned and managed by local actors.

Because of the importance of local actors in protected area management, identifying ways to

12
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achieve a satisfactory coexistence between biodiversity and human activities, through, for
example, increased participation is very much a holy grail of biodiversity conservation
efforts in the EU and elsewhere. Public participation is, however, problematic. The processes
involved can be time-consuming and expensive, and the outcomes may not be those
anticipated, potentially leading to participant disenchantment and social conflict. Public
participation, therefore, increasingly needs to justify its worth in the eyes of sponsors,
governments and participants themselves. Very few studies have, however, evaluated the
outcomes of participation in the context of environmental policy, making it difficult to have

a more informed debate about the expansion of public participation in this context.

Natura 2000, being the EU’s main biodiversity policy, is an ideal context in which to
evaluate public participation in biodiversity management. Indeed, while the prime objective
of the Natura 2000 network is one of conservation, the involvement of local actors is
generally regarded as essential in achieving this objective, thereby making the network an
arena where biodiversity conservation objectives and other human interests should,
theoretically, meet. There is, however, no formal requirement for local actors to be involved,
in line with the subsidiarity principle. .Focussing on the development and implementation of
Natura 2000 sites’ management plans, the main aim of this thesis is to determine the ways in
which affected stakeholders are currently involved, to determine the extent to which
increased involvement in management plans contributes to greater biodiversity protection in
designated sites, and the impact of spatial scale on the increased stakeholder involvement
processes and outcomes. This aim therefore addresses directly important policy and

academic challenges.

Since the relevant EU policy documents make no mention of potential outcomes of increased
stakeholder involvement, this academic, rather than policy, evaluation adopts the position
that “participation envisages a broader spectrum of views, visions and values in decision-
making, which are not only heard, but also exert some authority and influence over decision”
(Davies, 2002: 80). As such, the position in this thesis is that evaluation should use public
participation theory to provide a benchmark against which to evaluate stakeholder
involvement, and should encompass the process of participation as well as its social and
biodiversity outcomes and the links between these different aspects. In addition, the
evaluation of participation also needs to integrate a potentially important consideration in
environmental management - scale - to determine the reasons why public participation works

(or not) in the different environmental contexts in which it is applied.

As described earlier, the UK is an ideal setting for the evaluation of participation in Natura

2000 management plans, being one of the most advanced Member States (together with
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France) in establishing management plans (European Commission, 2004a: 20). The choice of
Scotland in particular is taken in view of its high levels of biodiversity and the fact that
devolution and decentralisation of the political administration have led to a revision of
conservation policy and management and have encouraged a closer attention to biodiversity

concerns (Scottish Executive, 2004).

In this context, the specific objectives of the thesis are to:

i) review the EU legislation underpinning a) public participation and b) the Natura 2000
network, particularly as it relates to the UK

ii) develop an adapted evaluation framework building on current public participation
evaluation theories and practices;

iii) determine the ways in which affected stakeholders are currently involved in the
management of Natura 2000;

iv) assess, and explore the links between, process, social outcomes and long-term
biodiversity outcomes of stakeholder involvement in three Natura 2000 sites in Scotland:;

iv) assess the impact of spatial scale on the process and outcomes of stakeholder
involvement in Management Plans drawn up as part of the Natura 2000 process;

v) formulate policy recommendations for involving affected stakeholders in the development
of Management Plans;

vi) identify future research needs based on the results of this study.

1.5. Outline of the thesis

In order to address the objectives outlined in the above section, the remainder of this thesis is

divided in eight chapters.

Chapter 2 examines biodiversity and public participation policy at the international, EU and
UK levels. The implementation of Natura 2000 is reviewed, tracing the three main steps,
namely: transposition into national law; site selection; and site management. Then, Chapter 3
places these political commitments to public participation in natural resource management,
and the empirical approaches to its evaluation, in a theoretical context. The chapter starts by
defining public participation before putting it into the context of different models of
democracy, namely representative, deliberative and direct. The remainder of the chapter
focuses on the evaluation of participation in the context of natural resource management,
outlining the possible goals of participation and how these goals have been evaluated using
criteria drawn from empirical and theoretical sources. It ends with a theoretical framework

for the evaluation of participation in the specific context of Natura 2000 implementation.
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Chapter 4 sets out the methodology adopted in this study. It starts with an overview of the
main epistemological and ontological positions in social science research, before justifying
the grounding of this study in critical realism. A multiple case study research design is then
discussed, before exploring how the criteria identified in the theoretical framework will be
measured in the case study sites. Finally, a mix of qualitative and quantitative methods best
suited to the research aims and objectives is presented, including the use of documentary
evidence, semi-structured interviews, the Delphi method, a counterfactual analysis and
triangulation. The process and outcomes of participation are critically analysed at three
different scales and presented as results in Chapters 5, 6 and 7. Each chapter starts with a
brief introduction to the case study setting out the local socio-economic background and
biodiversity context, before presenting the analysis of the evaluation of participation

processes and outcomes.

Chapter 8 critically reflects on the results of the evaluation in the three case studies, the
mechanisms used for evaluating the participation process and the direct and indirect impacts
of participation and spatial scale on biodiversity outcomes in the context of Natura 2000
management plans. Finally, Chapter 9 outlines the main findings, discusses how they
contribute to current theories of public participation, suggests policy recommendations and

outlines future research directions.
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Chapter 2. A literature review

Chapter 2. Nature conservation and public participation in EU

environmental governance: A literature review

2.1. Introduction

Due to the complex and often irreversible nature of environmental problems (see Chapter 1),
governments and conservation agencies have increasingly started implementing participatory
approaches to environmental issues such as biodiversity loss. These approaches are now so
widespread that “it is today quite difficult to find examples of environmental decision-
making where there has been no public consultation or other form of public engagement”
(Munton, 2003: 109). Such approaches have a long history, enabling “local people to share,
enhance and analyse their knowledge of life and conditions, to plan and to act” (Chambers,
1994: 1437). As such, these participatory approaches were often a response to the failings of
the “externally imposed and expert-oriented forms of research and planning” (Cooke and
Kothari, 2001: 5) and aimed to achieve more sustainable and inclusive decision-making
processes. This is reflected in policy, with participation now firmly rooted in public policy
and a requirement under legislation such as the Aarhus Conventions and associated EU

Directive on public participation.

However, participation is not without its share of problems. Indeed public participation as a
term, in the context of policy and in its evaluation, is highly complex and value-laden. The
motives for participation are equally complex, ranging from legitimisation and manipulation
to “deliberative and inclusionary procedures... that remain largely aspirational” (Owens,
2000: 1141). In practice, public participation is also highly sensitive to the social, economic
and political context in which it is applied (De Marchi and Ravetz, 2001: 5). As such, there
has been increased criticism of participatory approaches and underlying rationales as applied

to rural development and environmental management (Cooke and Kothari, 2001: 5).

The implementation of Natura 2000, described in Chapter 1, is an arena where biodiversity
policy and participation policy should, theoretically, coalesce. How these two policy goals
meet (or not) in the case of Natura 2000 however is unclear and forms the basis for this
chapter. By analysing the political context of Natura 2000, the aim of this chapter is to
understand better why the implementation of Natura 2000 is proving so problematic, despite
widespread public and political support for environmental conservation (European
Commission, 2005a: 31). To achieve this aim, Section 2.2 describes biodiversity policy at
the international, EU and UK level, charting the major landmarks in biodiversity policy since
the 1950s. A brief presentation of participation policy, again at the international, EU and

national level, follows in Section 2.3. Building on these two policy strains, a full overview of
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Natura 2000 is presented in Section 2.4, charting: the three stages of its implementation; the
current status of the network; and some of the reasons behind its slow implementation.
Finally, the chapter focuses on implementation of Natura 2000 in the UK in Section 2.5

before concluding in Section 2.6.

2.2. Biodiversity policy

2.2.1. International biodiversity policy

A number of conventions have been adopted at the international level since the 1970s, which

seek to curb the loss of biodiversity (see Table 2.1).

Table 2.1. Major landmarks in international biodiversity policy

Date Instrument Aims Status

1971 Convention on Wetlands of | Wetland conservation and | Came into force
International Importance | wise use. 1975, 152 Parties (as
especially as Waterfowl Habitat of 1 July 2006)
(“Ramsar Convention”)

1973 Convention on International | Control of international trade | Came into force
Trade in Endangered Species of | in specimens of wild animals | 1975, 169 Parties (as
Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) and plants of 1 July 2006)

1979 Convention on the Conservation | Conservation of terrestrial, | Came into force

of Migratory Species of Wild | marine and avian migratory | 1983, 97 Parties (as
Animals (“Bonn Convention”) species  throughout  their | of 1May 2006)

range.

1979 Convention on the Conservation | Conservation of wild floraand | Came into force
of European Wildlife and | fauna and their natural | 1982, 45 Parties (as
Natural Habitats (“Bern | habitats of 1 March 2005)
Convention”)

1992 Convention on  Biological | Biodiversity conservation; | Came into force
Diversity (CBD) sustainable use of biodiversity | 1993, 188 Parties (as

and equitable benefit sharing | of 1 July 2006)

While many conventions focus on the conservation of particular habitats and species (see
Table 2.1), the development of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) in 1972
was an attempt at a more comprehensively global approach to biodiversity conservation. The
appointment of the World Commission on Environment and Development in 1983, and the
subsequent Brundtland report (World Commission on Environment and Development, 1987)
were the main triggers for the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development
in 1992. During this conference, two binding agreements were ratified - one on climate
change and the other on biological diversity. Over 150 governments signed the latter,
referred to as the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), which came into force in
December 1993, the main aims of which are to promote biodiversity conservation, the
sustainable use of all its components and the equitable sharing of genetic resources. In 2002,
signatories to the CBD agreed to achieve a significant reduction of biodiversity loss by 2010

(Decision VI1/26). This marked an important turning point in international environmental
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agreements, being the first time a large group of governments agreed to a quantitative target
for reducing biodiversity loss (Balmford and Bond, 2005: 1218). However, despite this bold
decision, the CBD has, since its creation in 1992, been criticised for its weak provisions, lack
of strategic focus and slow progress (Baker, 2003: 29) as well as conflicting with other
agreements such as the Trade-Related aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS)
agreement (Rosendal, 2001: 105).

In addition to the above critiques of the CBD in particular, all these international conventions
“in one way or another, rely on protecting biodiversity by designating areas of special
protection” (Ledoux et al., 2000: 260), which, although essential to conserve biodiversity at
the global and regional scales, are deemed insufficient to conserve the full range of
biodiversity (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005: 69). Despite these shortcomings,
protected areas have, however, been favoured at the EU and national levels, as described in

the following sections.

2.2.2. EU biodiversity policy

Two major approaches have emerged in the EU regarding biodiversity policy: protected
areas (Fairbrass, 2000: 6) and the integration of biodiversity concerns into sectoral policies.
After a short introduction to the general environmental policy context in which EU

biodiversity is embedded, both these approaches are described in this section.

Although a few minor environmental measures followed the Treaty of Rome of 1957, it was
not until 1972 that Heads of State agreed on the need for a common European environmental
policy, resulting in the adoption of the first Environmental Action Programme (EAP) in 1973
that aimed to “improve the setting and quality of life, and the surroundings and living
conditions of the peoples of the Community”. No direct reference to environmental
protection or biodiversity was made at this stage. According to Dixon, this was due to the
fact that “Member States with an interest originally maintained that nature conservation was
not a subject for Community competence” (Dixon, 1998: 223). This was, however, to change
in the late 1970s and early 1980s when an upsurge in European environmental policy-
making fuelled mainly by growing citizen concern led to the empowerment of Green Parties
in many Member States (Lowe and Ward, 1998).

The Single European Act (SEA) in 1987 was the next major landmark in environmental
protection, providing EU environmental policy with a more solid legal foundation (Articles
174-176). The Treaty on European Union (signed in Maastricht in 1992) and the Treaty of
Amsterdam (signed in 1997) further strengthened EU environmental policy. These treaties

not only set out the foundations of the EU’s internal policy development but also included a
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number of basic principles including precaution, preventive action, source proximity and the
“polluter pays” principle (Warren, 2002: 22). This was acknowledged again in the EU’s
Biodiversity Strategy in 1998 (European Commission, 1998: 4-9), which addressed the
drivers of environmental change, aiming to “anticipate, prevent and attack the causes of

significant reduction or loss of biodiversity at the source” (European Commission, 1998: 3).

Public concern and NGO lobbying by voluntary organisations such as the Royal Society for
the Protection of Birds (RSPB) (Dixon, 1998: 223) played a major role in developing the
first step in biodiversity conservation for the European Union, namely the adoption of the
Directive on the Conservation of Wild Birds (79/409/EEC) in 1979. The main aims of this
Directive, referred to as the Birds Directive, are to maintain populations of naturally
occurring wild birds, to regulate the trade in birds, to limit hunting to species able to sustain
exploitation, and to prohibit certain methods of capture and killing by establishing Special
Protection Areas (SPAs). Since its adoption, implementation of the Directive has been
extremely poor, resulting in infringement proceedings being carried out against all Member
States in 1983. The root causes of the problems related to the preference of Member States to
adapt rather than radically change their conservation policy (Fairbrass, 2000: 14) and the
relative freedom given to Member States in the identification of SPAs (Ledoux et al., 2000:
259).

Created in part to “remedy some of the deficiencies of the Birds Directive” (Ledoux et al.,
2000: 259), the more contentious Directive on the Conservation of Natural and Semi-natural
Habitats and of Wild Flora and Fauna (92/43/EEC), referred to as the Habitats Directive
(Dixon, 1998: 223) came into force in 1992. The Habitats Directive aimed not only to cover
a wider scope in terms of species and habitats, but also built on the concept of a network of
protected biotopes first suggested in the Third Environmental Action Programme (European
Commission, 1983) through its Natura 2000 network of SPAs and Special Areas of
Conservation (SACs). The negotiations around the Habitats Directive took a number of years
following the initial draft Directive submitted to the Council of Ministers in 1988. This was
due to concerns regarding co-financing and the potential influence of Brussels on Member
States over development in protected sites raised by the Leybucht case (C-57/89), which
established that damage to a site designated under the Birds Directive could only be justified
on grounds of human health and safety, i.e. not on social or economic grounds (Sharp, 1998:
38). Although a large extent of the EU is now covered by Natura 2000, the network is well

behind schedule and far from achieving the aims of the Directive.

The Fifth and Sixth Environmental Action Programmes (1993 and 2002), the “Cardiff”
process (1998), the EU Sustainable Development Strategy in Gothenburg (2001), and the
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Biodiversity Strategy Action Plans (2001) all focussed on the need for biodiversity concerns
to be integrated more effectively into sectoral policies. However “environmental integration
commitments are still largely to be translated into further concrete results for the
environment” (European Commission, 2004b: 31) due to a general lack of consistency, weak
political commitment towards integration, poor review mechanisms, vague objectives and

the absence of a strategic forward-looking approach.

It is perhaps unsurprising then that the focus in more recent years has been on effective
implementation of existing biodiversity policy instruments. Stakeholders from 22 Member
States endorsed the “Malahide Message” in 2004, in response to the strategic plan of the
CBD, outlining 18 objectives and 97 detailed targets to meet the EU 2010 target. More
recently, a Communication on “Halting the loss of biodiversity by 2010 - and beyond”
acknowledged that in order to achieve the 2010 target “accelerated implementation at both
Community and Member State levels” was required (European Commission, 2006: 3).
Despite these efforts, the mid-term review of the Biodiversity Action Plan revealed that the
EU was “highly unlikely to meet its 2010 target of halting biodiversity” (European
Commission, 2008a). This was confirmed in a Communication in 2010 (European
Commission, 2010: 5). Following on from this failure, the Council of the European Union
agreed on a 2050 vision that biodiversity and its ecosystem services are “protected, valued
and appropriately restored” and a headline target of “halting the loss of biodiversity and the
degradation of ecosystem services in the EU by 2020, and restoring them in so far as
feasible” (Council of the European Union, 2010: 7). The European Commission is currently
consulting on the development of the new EU biodiversity strategy to enable the 2020 target

to be met. This Communication, together with other landmarks, is synthesised in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2. Major landmarks in EU biodiversity policy

Date Instrument Remarks
1978 Directive on freshwaters and fish | The Directive aims to protect and/or improve the
life (78/659/EEC) quality of fresh waters that support, or could support,
certain species of fish.
1979 Directive on the Conservation of | The Directive requires Member States to identify and
Wild Birds (79/409/EEC) manage areas of conservation for birds
1981 Council Regulation (EEC) on The regulation required a licence for imports of whale
imports of whales, etc (348/81) parts and products and prohibited the issue of such a
licence for products used for commercial purposes after
January 1982
1981 Convention on the conservation | The convention approved the Canberra Convention to
of Antarctic marine living limit the harvesting of fish and other marine animals,
resources south of 60° latitude South
1982 Convention on the conservation | Implementation of the Bonn Convention at Community
of migratory species of wild level
animals
1983 Council Directive on imports of | The Directive requires Member States to prohibit the
seal pup skins and products commercial import of the seal products listed in the
(83/129/EEC) Annex to the Directive
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Date Instrument Remarks

1992 Directive on the conservation of | The Directive requires Member States to identify and
natural and semi-natural habitats | manage areas of conservation for selected species and
and of wild flora and fauna habitats
(92/43/EEC)

1992 Agri-environment Regulation Requires Member States to apply agri-environment
2078/92 measures where appropriate

1992 Council Regulation (EEC) on The regulation establishes a Community financing
protecting forests against fire scheme to identify the causes of forest fires and the
(2158/92) means to combat them, as well as measures to set up or

improve systems of prevention

1996 Council Regulation (EC) on Implementation of the objectives, principles and
trade in wild flora and fauna provisions of CITES at Community level
(338/97)

1998 “Cardiff” process of Strategy setting out guidelines to integrate the
environmental integration environmental dimension into other policies. Nine

sectoral strategies are presented (agriculture, transport,
energy, industry, internal market, development,
fisheries, economics and finance and foreign affairs)

1998 Sustainable Development The strategy sets objectives, targets and concrete
Strategy actions for seven key priority challenges for the

coming period until 2010, including the better
management of natural resources

1998 European Community The strategy defines the framework for defining
Biodiversity Strategy Community policies and instruments to comply with

the CBD

2001 Biodiversity Action Plans in the | Four Action Plans define concrete actions and
areas of Conservation of Natural | measures to meet the objectives defined in the
Resources, Agriculture, European Community Biodiversity Strategy, and
Fisheries, and Development and | specify measurable targets
Economic Cooperation

2004 Malahide Message The message contains 18 concrete objectives and

associated targets to help the EU reach the 2010 target

2006 EC Communication on “Halting | The Communication sets out 10 policy objectives in 4
the loss of biodiversity by 2010 | policy areas: Biodiversity in the EU; The EU and
and beyond” global biodiversity; Biodiversity and climate change;

and The knowledge base.

2008 A mid-term assessment of The assessment provides a status update of biodiversity
implementing the EC in the EU, as well as key supporting measures needed
Biodiversity Action Plan to reach the 2010 target.

2010 Options for an EU vision and The Communication reflects on the failure to reach the
target for biodiversity beyond 2010 target and presents options for development of a
2010 post-2010 EU vision and target.

2010 European Council conclusions The Environment Council outline a new long-term

on biodiversity post-2010

vision (2050) and mid-term headline target (2020) for
biodiversity in the EU post-2010.

Despite mixed results on an EU level for biodiversity conservation, biodiversity in the EU is

greatly enhanced by national level policy-making, much of which pre-dates the EU’s

involvement (Ledoux et al., 2000: 259), as demonstrated in the UK, explored in the next

section.
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2.2.3. UK biodiversity policy

The UK has one of the oldest and strongest nature conservation movements in the world
(Dixon, 1998: 215), comprising mainly three sectors: science; the statutory agencies; and the
voluntary sector (Warren, 2002: 183). As early as 1949, the UK had established the Nature
Conservancy, a science-based organisation that aimed to provide scientific advice, develop
research institutions and establish protected areas (Dixon, 1998. 216), and had passed the
National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act (1949), providing the “key area” concept
of conservation (Warren, 2002: 185) by establishing national parks in England and Wales as
well as other protected areas. These included Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONBsS), Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) in England, Wales and Scotland and
Areas of Special Scientific Interest (ASSIs) in Northern Ireland, National Nature reserves
(NNRs) and Local Nature Reserves (LNRs).

The increasing threats to biodiversity from agricultural and forestry intensification and
economic growth, as well as the politicisation of conservation issues led to the ratification of
the Wildlife and Countryside Act in 1981. The Act not only marked a shift from the science-
driven, monitoring focus of the Nature Conservancy to an approach more focussed on
management, but also enabled the UK to establish two key concepts in UK conservation.
First, scientific expertise drove the selection and development of the protected areas system.
Secondly, Voluntary Management Agreements between landowners and statutory agencies
were created (Fairbrass and Jordan, 2001: 510), which allowed for compensation to be paid

to landowners and farmers to maintain or actively manage areas for conservation.

The next major step in British biodiversity policy was the adoption of the Birds Directive.
The British Government adopted it on the basis that the Directive would “not pose a serious
threat to existing British policy and practices” (Fairbrass, 2000: 9); that disagreements
between conservationists and other interest groups were minor; and that the Directive would
be a “flexible” instrument (Fairbrass, 2000: 10). Based on these misconceptions, the British
government approved the Directive and chose to transpose it under the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981. The Directive was challenged by the agricultural and land-owning
communities and led to what some thought of as “a ‘logistical triumph’ for economic
interests over environmental ones” (Fairbrass and Jordan, 2001: 510). As such, its
implementation was widely criticised and suffered from serious setbacks due to delays in
implementing SSSI agreements with landowners (given the opposition of the agricultural
policy community), a lack of urgency from the Secretary of State for the Environment and

hostility from other government departments (Fairbrass, 2000: 12).
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Following on from this state-run approach, voluntary conservation organisations dominated
the 1990s and set the environmental agenda to a large extent (Warren, 2002: 183). This
influence was noticeable in the fact that the draft Habitats Directive was driven in part by
UK conservation groups (Sharp, 1998: 36). The UK government was initially wary of the
draft Habitats Directive in 1988. Concerns about the Directive included a potential loss of
sovereignty and risks attached to co-financing, i.e. financial provisions for countries rich in
biodiversity but economically poor (Fairbrass, 2000: 16). However, according to Sharp (ibid.
38-42), the UK attitude towards the Directive shifted over the next 4 years, until the UK
gradually took on a leading position amongst Member States in pushing the Directive
forward. The Habitats Directive was finally adopted in 1994, and integrated into UK
legislation under the 1994 Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c) Regulations. This, together

with other landmarks, are synthesised in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3. Major landmarks in UK biodiversity policy

Date Policy instrument

1949 National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act
1981 Wildlife and Countryside Act

1994 Habitats Regulations

1996 UK Biodiversity Action Plan

2000 Countryside and Rights of Way Act

With the UK’s long history of nature conservation, Warren comments that “on joining the
EU, the British perception was that ‘they had plenty to learn from us’” (Warren, 2002: 29).
However, a few decades later, the British clashed with EU ideals and institutions and
perceived the EU to be awkward and sceptical (Fairbrass, 2000: 6) and had itself been
branded ‘the Dirty Man of Europe’ (Warren, 2002: 29). Despite these tensions, EU
membership has none the less Europeanised British environmental policy (Fairbrass, 2000),
with over 80% of its environmental policy driven by the EU (Warren, 2002: 29). In terms of
biodiversity policy specifically, implementation of the two main biodiversity directives has
been slow and difficult, despite the UK’s extensive experience of designing agreements with
landowners to encourage biodiversity. In order to determine why such approaches may not
be working, it is essential to understand the wider context of participation of the public in
decision-making at the international, EU and national policy level, which is the focus of the

next section.
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2.3. Public participation and environmental policy-making

2.3.1. Public participation in international policy-making

The involvement of the public in decision-making through the now traditional method of
representative democracy, mainly voting, has existed (at least in rhetoric) for hundreds of
years in various European and North American settings (Webler and Renn, 1995: 17).
However, these traditional forms of political participation led citizens to feel increasingly
frustrated and disconnected from political processes and institutions (Scharpf, 1999: 1),
resulting in the conventional approach to representative democracy being challenged and the

‘participation explosion’ in the 1960s (Steelman and Ascher, 1997: 73).

A major international landmark for public participation occurred at the Rio Summit of 1992.
Agenda 21 (UNCED, 1992a) was developed there, a central feature of which is public
participation, viewed as “one of the fundamental prerequisites for the achievement of
sustainable development” (Paragraph 23.2). Although the Rio Summit led to the
formalisation of public participation as a hon-binding policy goal, specifying in Principle 10
of the Rio declaration (UNCED, 1992b) that “environmental issues are best handled with the
participation of all concerned citizens, at the relevant level”, it was not until 1998 that this
was translated into a set of implementing measures with the adoption of the ‘UNECE
Convention on access to information, public participation in decision-making and access to
justice in environmental matters’ (the so-called Aarhus Convention). Public participation is
laid out in Articles 6 to 8 of that convention. The Aarhus Convention is unique in that it goes
further than simply stressing the need for participation. It sets out public participation
requirements, including the timely notification of the public; reasonable timeframes for
participation; free access to all information relevant to the decision-making; an obligation on
the decision-making body to take due account of the outcome of the public participation; and
prompt public notification of the decision (Article 6). The Convention entered into force in
2001. As with most of these conventions, it is at the regional and national levels that its

implementation is looked at best.

2.3.2. Public participation in EU policy-making

Since the White Paper on European Governance in 2001 (European Commission, 2001b),
and particularly following the failed ratification of the European Constitution in 2005, the
European Commission has developed a number of initiatives to

“reinvigorate European democracy and help the emergence of a European public

sphere, where citizens are given the information and the tools to actively participate
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in the decision-making process and gain ownership of the European project”

(European Commission, 2005b: 2-3).

These include the “Action Plan to improve Communicating Europe by the Commission”
(SEC(2005)985), the White Paper on a European Communication Strategy (COM(2006)35
final), “Plan D for Democracy, Dialogue and Debate” to stimulate debate on the future of the
European Union and the “Citizens for Europe” programme proposal to promote active
European citizenship. These attempts at strengthening democracy in the EU rely on the

achievement of both managerial and normative outcomes of participation.

Participation also appears strongly in the specific context of EU environmental governance.
Indeed, while the emphasis in the First Environmental Programme is one of education and
awareness, by the Second Environmental Action Programme, Chapter 5 mentions the need
for “projects to promote the participation by the general public in the protection and
improvement of the environment” (Council of Ministers, 1983: 42). The lack of information
and knowledge is a predominant aspect of the Environmental Programmes, which highlight
that “the public is considerably lacking in essential information” (Council of Ministers,
1993: 72). The underlying message was that, provided citizens of the EU had enough
knowledge available, then they would take the right actions for the environment. This is very
much in line with the ‘information deficit” model of participation, perceived by some to be
inadequate (Owens, 2000: 1144). Maybe because of this, first signs of public participation
became more apparent in the Fifth Environmental Programme (Council of Ministers, 1993:
72) and greater still in the Sixth Environmental Action Programme, where one of the
strategic approaches to meeting environmental objectives included “the collaboration and
partnership with consumer groups and NGOs and a better understanding of and participation

in environmental issues amongst European citizens” (Council of Ministers, 2001).

A major further step in public participation occurred when the European Commission
ratified the Aarhus Convention in February 2005 (Decision 2005/370/EC). Whereas
Directives 2003/4/EC and 2003/35/EC provide for access to information and public
participation respectively, the latter only deals with participation in the drawing up of certain
plans and programmes relating to the environment, not biodiversity conservation. There is as
yet no directive on access to justice in environmental matters. Public participation is also a
feature of the Framework for Community Action in the Field of Water Policy (2000/60/EC),
or “Water Framework Directive”. The Directive requires an approach to planning which
involves stakeholders in the production of integrated River Basin Management Plans. While
this approach may improve the quality of the decisions and increase information exchange

between stakeholders (van Ast and Boot, 2003), it will be some time before the impacts of
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the Water Framework Directive can be properly examined, as the “Programme of Measures”

to be determined in each of these plans will not enter into force until 2012.

In addition to international and EU agreements on participation, individual Member States
have also in many cases made provisions for public participation at the national level. The

case of the UK is explored specifically in the next section.

2.3.3 Public participation in UK policy-making

“Ever since Edmund Burke’s famous speech to the electorate of Bristol in 1774, the
British way of politics has been to leave decision-making to the politicians and the
policy experts. The role of the public was to periodically pass judgement on their
leaders at election time. This passivity has become an entrenched part of the British
political culture” (Gaventa, 1998: 11)
Despite this rather pessimistic take on the involvement of the public in decision-making
processes, some efforts at the national, regional and local levels in the UK have been made

to improve public input into decision-making.

Following the Skeffington report on Public Participation in Planning in 1969 (Ministry of
Housing and Local Government, 1969: 5), a combination of political change in the 1980s
and 1990s, and the subsequent transformation of local government, combined with the
implementation of local Agenda 21, led local authorities to experiment “with a variety of
methods for creating new partnerships and involving the public” (Burgess et al., 1998:
1449). New Labour’s Third Way made the integration of deliberation and participation a
central element of the party aims (Gaventa 1998: 9). Public participation has been
emphasised in both the White Paper on the Environment (1990) and subsequent sustainable
development strategies, including the most recent (DEFRA, 2005). The recent move towards
the “big society” under the current government is yet another example of the political
rhetoric to foster participation. And it is not only in planning and politics that participation

has become a mantra.

The House of Lords Select Committee on Science and Technology recommended in their
third report “that direct dialogue with the public should move from being an optional add-on
to science-based policy-making [...] and should become a normal and integral part of the
process” (Select Committee on Science and Technology, 2000). The Royal Commission on
Environmental Pollution set deliberation and synthesis as the second step in the policy
process, advocating that “better ways need to be developed for articulating people’s values
and taking them into account from the earliest stage in what have been hitherto relatively

technocratic procedures” (Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution, 1998: 119). It
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would appear that at the national level, as with the EU and international levels, public
participation is high on the political agenda. How it is put in practice, however, is often less

straightforward, as the next section aims to demonstrate.

2.4. Natura 2000

2.4.1. Creation and implementation of Natura 2000

The overall goal of the Natura 2000 network is to enable natural habitat types and the
species’ habitats concerned to be maintained or, where appropriate, restored at a Favourable
Conservation Status in their natural range in EU Member States. The contribution of each
Member State is in direct proportion to the representation within its territory of the natural
habitat types and the habitats of species as listed in the annexes of the directive (Article 3
(2)). In addition to selecting sites of special biodiversity interest, Member States are also
required to establish a system of strict protection for animals and plants of Community
interest listed in Annex IV (Articles 12 and 13). Although the specific approaches adopted to
achieve those aims are left to individual Member States in accordance with the subsidiarity
principle, Article 4 of Habitats Directive does set out a number of necessary and detailed
steps (Sharp, 1998: 41) in the creation of the Natura 2000 network (see Table 2.4).

Table 2.4. Formal timetable for implementing the Habitats Directive

Requirement Article | Legal deadline | Legal deadline (new
(EU-15) Member States)
Formal transposition of Directive’s | 23(1) 10 June 1994 By accession (1%
provisions May 2004)
Transmission by Member States to | 4(1) 10 June 1995 By accession

Commission of proposed sites of
Community importance (pSCIs)

Adoption of list of sites of | 4(3) 10 June 1998 Within three years of
Community importance accession
Designation of adopted SCls as | 4(4) 6 years at most | Within nine years of
special areas of conservation (SACs) after adoption of | accession

SCI

Source: European Commission 2004e: 8-9.

Delays in the implementation of Natura 2000 started with the initial stages of legal
transposition and site designation, resulting in a number of conflicts (see Chapter 1) and
Member States having legal proceedings brought against them by the Commission. Nature
conservation accounts for between a fifth and a quarter of all environmental infringements
(European Commission, 2009c: 141). A few examples include Greece (European Court
Judgements, 1997b), Germany (European Court Judgements, 1997a), and France (European
Court Judgements, 2000). In fact, the process of transposing the Directive into national law

and selecting sites has been so problematic that the Netherlands are the only Member State
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not to have experienced problems with the Commission regarding the Birds or Habitats
Directives (Reid and Woods, 2006: 148). Over 10 years after the approval of the Habitats
Directive, certain Member States had still not adequately transposed the Directive into their
national legislation. As recently as 2005 for example, the European Court of Justice ruled
that the UK (C-6/04) had failed to fully transpose the Habitats Directive, particularly

regarding the requirement of assessing development plans for their effects on protected sites.

While transposition in many cases is insufficient, the main problems relate to the ‘bad
implementation’ of the directives: not only does designation of sites remain problematic, but
new sites are not given sufficient protection against ongoing activities or new projects
(European Commission, 2004c: 15-16). The main infringement proceedings (European
Commission, 2004c: 16) refer to:

- the insufficient protection of SCls, leading Germany to have infringement
proceedings made against it having failed to comply with a prior court judgement;

- the insufficient number or area of sites (SPASs), leading to Court rulings against
Finland (Case C-240/00) and Italy (Case C-378/01). For the latter, the EC has started
infringement procedures. Spain and Ireland have been referred to the Court for
failing to designate enough SPAs;

- unsatisfactory selections of sites causing Austria and Greece to be referred to Court;

- non-compliance with the protection scheme for species set out in Article 12 has
caused Spain to be referred to Court following the use of non-selective trapping
methods potentially dangerous to Iberian lynx.

This, in turn, has caused the implementation of the directive in the EU to be delayed
(European Commission, 2004a: 16). By 2009, only Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Italy and
the Netherlands had a largely complete list of SCIs and SPAs (European Commission,
2009a).

2.4.2. Current status of the Natura 2000 network

By December 2009, the Natura 2000 network included 5,242 SPAs (covering over 570,000
km? and 22,419 SCls, or pre-approved SACs (covering over 716,000 km?) (European
Commission, 2009a). This is equivalent to 17% of the EU's territory and is the largest
network of protected areas in the world (European Commission, 2010: 4). At first glance, the
extent of the coverage across the biogeographic regions (Figure 2.1) and Sufficiency Index

(Figure 2.2) paint a very positive picture of the Natura 2000 network.
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Figure 2.2. Sufficiency Index (or degree to which proposed sites are considered sufficient to

protect the habitats and species in Habitats Directive Annex | and I1)
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Source: Designated areas (CSI 008) - March 2007 Assessment (EEA, 2007).
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These indicators cannot, however, convey how effective the existing sites are at protecting
biodiversity as they do not take into account the condition or management of the sites or of
surrounding areas. Because of the delays described above, and the fact that sites are in most
Member States only just starting their management phase, evidence is lacking on the
effectiveness of the directive despite the requirement for Member States to monitor species
and habitat trends under Article 11 of the Habitats Directive. The composite report of 2009
on the conservation status of habitat types and species as required under Article 17 of the
Habitats Directive (for the period 2001-2006 across 25 Member States) showed that only
17% had a Favourable Conservation Status, with grasslands, wetlands, estuary and coastal
habitats being at greatest risk (European Commission, 2009b:7). A few other studies have
been carried out, mainly on the impact of the Birds Directive on bird populations, due to the
Birds Directive predating the Habitats Directive, and the fact that birds probably represent
the best-known vertebrate taxa (Maiorano et al., 2007: 1440). Bearing in mind that the data
quality provided by Members States in the SPA and SAC database is often insufficient to
allow for a thorough evaluation, most studies indicate that while some bird species have
benefited from protection under the Birds Directive (Romao, 2004: 34; Donald et al., 2007:
812), a high proportion (48%) still have an Unfavourable Conservation Status in the EU-25
(BirdLife International, 2004: 8). The situation is very similar when looking at habitats and
species other than birds (Walder et al., 2006: 66-67), in areas such as Crete (Dimitrakopoulos
et al., 2004: 205) and Italy (Maiorano et al., 2007: 1440).

Regarding the management of Natura 2000, the legal framework is covered by Article 6 of
the Habitats Directive. In terms of the establishment of necessary conservation measures,
Article 6 (1) in particular reads as follows:
“For special areas of conservation, Member Sates shall establish the necessary
conservation measures, involving, if need be, appropriate management plans
specifically designed for the sites or integrated into other development plans, and

appropriate statutory, administrative or contractual measures [...]".

So, according to the Directive, Member States must choose one or more of the three
obligatory measures (namely statutory, administrative or contractual), and in addition can
establish and implement management plans. Following questions raised inter alia by
Member States, the Commission issued an “interpretation guide” in 2000, which provided
guidelines on the interpretation of certain key concepts in Article 6 (European Commission,
2000). The introduction stresses that responsibility for specific measures adopted by Member
States lies with each Member State, provided the measures adopted abide by the general
principles of the Directive. In other words, the “interpretation of Article 6” is non-binding,

and gives no site-specific guidelines to Member States regarding management of sites. The
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management plans are, however, considered good practice, and are being adopted by

Member States.

In summary, while the area covered by Natura 2000 is impressive, very little data on the sites
are available and it would appear from existing studies that the quality of the sites proposed
is variable. As such, it is perhaps unsurprising that the biodiversity conservation debate is
now increasingly focussing on the effective management and evaluation of existing sites
rather than the number and coverage of sites. Effective management is particularly needed in
view of the sites being mainly owned or managed by local actors. The next section explores

the role of these local actors in the implementation of Natura 2000.

2.5. Public participation in Natura 2000

As mentioned in Chapter 1 and earlier in this chapter, the Habitats Directive itself does not
contain provisions for public participation in the establishment or management of Natura
2000 sites. The only mention of public participation in the Habitats Directive is in Article
6(3), which relates to the assessment of plans or projects likely to have a significant impact
on given protected sites. Other than in those specific cases, the decision of whether or not to
adopt public participation therefore falls to Member States (Unnerstall, 2008: 41). This
section explores how Member States have chosen to apply public participation in the

implementation of Natura 2000.

The national lists of proposed Sites of Community Interest (pSCI) were based on an
exclusively scientific assessment of the relative national importance of priority natural
habitats and species listed under Annex | and Il of the Habitats Directive and Annex | of the
Birds Directive. Although the draft national lists of proposed SCls were open for
consultation in Denmark, Finland, France, the Netherlands, Germany, Portugal, the UK and
certain parts of Spain, input into these consultations was often minimal (S. Bruhier-
Vanpeene, personal observation). Some countries, such as Belgium, Greece and Sweden held
more localised stakeholder events to discuss proposed sites (European Commission, 2004a).
The impact of NGOs in this process was, in contrast, very important. As an example, lists of
pSCls were often verified by NGOs through inventories of species and habitats
(Christophersen and Weber, 2002), thus facilitating the integration of NGO goals into the EU
environmental policy system. NGOs acted very much as intermediaries between policy-

makers and the public.

Member States are required to “establish the necessary conservation measures” for

designated sites. A “number of important considerations” have been set out by the
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Commission to provide guidance on how best to establish these measures (European
Commission, 2000: Annex Il). These considerations, listed in Annex Il of the Article 6
guideline document, include: methodologies for developing management plans; the
objectives of management plans; how to consult landowners and other relevant stakeholders
during implementation processes; and the importance of undertaking adequate monitoring

and evaluation studies.

Regarding consultation and implementation in the development of management plans,
Annex Il simply states that “it is an essential part of the process to establish a management
plan needing a multidisciplinary and professional approach” (European Commission, 2000:
Annex I1). Three main questions follow this statement:

‘- Have you identified all local actors?

- Have you involved them according to a bottom-up approach?

- When do you involve them?’ (European Commission, 2000: Annex I1)

These considerations are based on the recommendations of participants at the Galway
seminar and the Bath Conference (European Commission, 2000: 54). As such, these are
recommendations, leading to “best practice”, and not legally binding. In addition to the
above ‘considerations’, a best practice example of how to undertake consultation is given in
the Annex: the documents d’objectifs (or DOCOB) implemented in France. These DOCOB
operate on the premise that consultation with local actors at an early stage can lead to the
development of guidance documents and long-term management contracts with local actors.
In addition, contracts such as the DOCOB are thought to contribute to the legitimacy of the
network, and improve effectiveness by taking local specificities into account (Palos and
Bertrand, 2004: 14).

It is important to note again that the emphasis is wholly on Member States, who have
flexibility in terms of whether or not they chose to adopt public participation at any stage of
Natura 2000 implementation (Unnerstall, 2008: 41). This has resulted in very different
implementations in Member States. Most countries (Belgium, Finland, Spain, Portugal,
Sweden, Denmark and the Netherlands) have opted for a top-down approach (Aulong, 2002).
France and the UK, together with Austria, Belgium, Greece and Ireland have all chosen to
delegate the development of management plans to the local level, on a site-by-site basis.
Regarding the development of Natura 2000 sites management plans, only France and the UK
have opted for contractual agreements between local landowners and country agencies (in
the UK) or the state (DOCOB, in France). The next section focuses on the implementation of
Natura 2000 in the UK specifically.
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2.6. Natura 2000 in the UK

2.6.1. Implementation of the Habitats Directive in the UK

In its first step towards the implementation of the Natura 2000 network, the UK started
preparing the list of cSACs very closely mapped on the existing network of Sites of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI) (JNCC, 2007: 4). As in other Member States, the selection of
cSACs was carried out solely on the basis of scientific criteria, following the procedure

outlined in Annex |11 of the Habitats Directive.

Once potential sites had been identified, a consultation process was initiated. Land owners
and occupiers as well as NGOs, government departments and local authorities were notified
of the location of sites, the reasons for their inclusion in the network and information on the
Directive and its implications. The consultation period varied from 6 weeks for terrestrial
sites to 12 weeks for marine sites (Salmon, 2001: 21). Results were compiled and assessed
by conservation agencies. Changes to potential sites were made according to conservation
agency recommendations and resulted in the initial SAC list of 136 sites being submitted to
the EC in June 1995. Another consultation took place in 1997. The latest set of sites -
Tranche 34 - was submitted in 2006, and the process continues. These stages are summarised
in Table 2.5. The current classified SAC and SPA site summary in the UK is presented in
Table 2.6.

Table 2.5. Key dates in the implementation of the Habitats Directive in the UK

30" October 1994 The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994
comes into force

24™ March 1995 Initial list of possible SACs formally advised to the UK
government

31% March 1995 Start of first public consultation

15™ June 1995 First set of candidate SACs submitted to EC

1% October 1997 Start of second public consultation

October 1997- 2006 Tranches submitted to the EC

31 March 2006 Tranche 34 submitted to the EC

Source: Adapted from Salmon (2001: 18)
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Table 2.6. Classified SACs and SPAs in the UK (as at 14™ December 2009)

Number of SPAs | SPA area (ha) | Number of SACs | SAC area (ha)

England 78 671,436 230 845,856
England/Scotland | 1 43,637 3 112,478
England/Wales 2 37,748 7 95,072
Northern Ireland | 16 113,998 52 65,913
Scotland 146 850,364 236 921,225
Wales 17 123,015 85 590,871
United Kingdom | 260 1,840,198 613 2,631,415

Source: (JNCC, 2010)

2.6.2. Site management in the UK

In the UK, a total of 507 SACs have a “comprehensive management plan” (JNCC, 2007: 2).
These management plans, agreed with landowners, can take a number of different forms
including:

- management schemes such as “Wildlife Enhancement” schemes in England and the
“Natural Care” schemes in Scotland that promote positive site management through
agreements with landowners;

- agri-environment and forestry schemes that support farmers and foresters to carry
out biodiversity-friendly measures;

- LIFE-Nature funded management schemes.

These management plans can be prepared and implemented by a number of organisations,
including the country agencies (Natural England, Scottish Natural Heritage, Countryside
Council for Wales, and DoENI), governmental departments such as the Ministry of Defence
and the Forestry Commission, NGOs (in conjunction with country agencies) owning or
managing land designated under the Natura 2000 network such as the Royal Society for the
Protection of Birds (RSPB), Wildlife Trusts and the National Trust (NT), and local
authorities (Salmon, 2001: 25).

Management plans on terrestrial sites have, for the most part, built on existing management
plans from previous site designations. This has meant that work on management plans in the
UK is at a relatively advanced stage compared to other Member States (European
Commission, 2004a). Determining the extent and effectiveness of local actor participation in
the development and implementation of management plans is, however, currently unknown.
Indeed, no studies have yet been undertaken on this aspect of Natura 2000 implementation, a

knowledge gap this thesis aims to address.
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2.7. Conclusion

The European Union’s policies on biodiversity and participation make two points clear:
a) Member States are committed to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2010 and beyond; and
b) as a signatory to the Aarhus Convention, the European Union is required to involve the

public in environmental decision-making.

Natura 2000 should be the foremost instrument uniting these two policy strains. Indeed,
Natura 2000 represents a biodiversity policy that attempts to incorporate the scientific
objective of biodiversity conservation with economic, social and cultural and regional
requirements. More than this, the network needs the participation of local people in
managing it for the purposes of biodiversity conservation. Despite the predisposition of the
network to incorporate biodiversity and participation, a closer look at Natura 2000 in this
chapter makes it quite obvious that the merging of the two strands is a difficult process
(Aulong, 2002).

Considering the ambiguous nature of public participation in Natura 2000, it is difficult at
present to understand the reasons behind the considerations on participation in the
interpretation document to Article 6 and establish whether they are in place to satisfy
international agreements and gain acceptance for the directives; and whether there is in fact
any scientific basis for participation in the management of natural resources, i.e. a possible
link between levels of participation and increased levels of biodiversity. These matters are
particularly important to consider at this stage, as most Member States are starting the
process of site management and choosing the level and type of involvement to adopt. So,
while one could expect the management phase to be more participatory than the site
designation phase, the Commission guidelines for the participation of local actors remain
vague and non-committal, stating that the practical implementation lies with Member States.
In addition, the justification of local actor participation in the management of sites is likely
to become increasingly necessary because of the current difficulties in funding the network
(see Chapter 1). The limited funds available for site management could mean participation,

a costly practice in time and effort, being re-evaluated.

In this light it is essential to examine the current thinking on participation, particularly in
terms of evaluating the process and outcomes of participation. The following chapter will
therefore aim to build on the present chapter, mainly focussed on the policy dimension of
public participation, and explore the academic theories of public participation in natural
resource decision-making and management, as well as the means of evaluating participation

in environmental decision-making.
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Chapter 3: Public participation and its evaluation in
natural resource management: theories and practices

3.1. Introduction

Public participation is now firmly established in both the theory and the practice of
environmental governance. It is widely advocated in a range of policy activities including
decision-making (Renn, 2006: 34), policy implementation (Eden, 1996: 184), policy
evaluation (Fischer, 1995: 222), adaptive co-management (Davos et al., 2002: 210), conflict
resolution (Manring, 1998: 275), and human development (Chambers, 1994: 1437). It
particularly gained ground in the environmental sector since the Brundtland report and
Agenda 21. As a result, public participation is now seen to represent “one of the fundamental
prerequisites for the achievement of sustainable development” (UNCED, 1992a: paragraph
23.2).

However, although participation features strongly in the rhetoric of environmental policy,
rigorous attempts to test empirically the claim that participation reinforces ecological
sustainability are surprisingly rare (Lélé, 1991: 616). While the basic and relatively untested
assumption is that “greater participation will allow more inclusive inputs into decision-
making processes, which in turn will lead to better decisions [and]... lead to better, more
informed, forms of representation” (Gaventa, 2004: 9), the reality is that there is very little
evidence of whether public views are taken into account in environmental governance and if
so, the extent to which public views influence final outcomes (Sewell and Phillips, 1979:
357). “Outcomes” in the context of this study, and in line with the definition in policy
analysis, are defined as changes ‘on the ground’ that contribute to the achievement of a
particular goal. In the case of biodiversity conservation for example, the goal may be to
protect a particular species - in order to achieve this goal, changes ‘on the ground’ might
include a management plan containing a number of objectives including, for example, the
restoration of a type of meadow the species depends on. These outcomes should not be

confused with social outcomes of participation, which will be explored later in the chapter.
In order to justify the resources currently spent on participation and to learn valuable lessons

for the future it is necessary to evaluate public participation in the context of natural resource

management. However, evaluation of participation is fiendishly difficult, due to the fact that:
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“the participation concept is complex and value-laden; there are no widely held
criteria for judging success and failure; there are no agreed-upon evaluation methods

and there are few reliable measurement tools” (Rosener, 1981: 583).

In addition to the above impediments, any evaluation of participation must pay close
attention to the context in which it takes place (Burgess and Clark, 2006: 6). Context is
defined here as both the local and the broader (i.e. political) setting in which participation
takes place. Indeed, this context will determine, for example, what component of the ‘public’
participates, the means by which any participation is carried out, and the expected outcomes
of a given participatory process. The scale, both spatial and administrative, of participation is
one such contextual factor that has intrigued many researchers, but is rarely included in
evaluation frameworks and is only just starting to be empirically evaluated (Rockloff and
Moore, 2006: 650). In addition to these contextual factors, participation processes are also
influenced by the broader political context in which they are embedded. Indeed, different
models of democracy will assign different goals to participation, be they normative or more

pragmatic, and apply participation through different means.

The aim of this chapter is therefore to place a) the political commitments to public
participation in natural resource management, and b) the empirical approaches to its
evaluation, in a theoretical context. This will enable the development of a theoretical
framework that can be applied in the evaluation of participation in the specific context of
multi-scalar protected area management of biodiversity. To address these aims, the rest of
this chapter comprises four sections. Section 3.2 focuses on defining public participation as a
distinct form of public engagement. Section 3.3 puts core notions of public participation into
the broader political context by setting out the goals and means of participation in three
different models of democracy. Section 3.4 focuses on the evaluation of participation in the
context of natural resource management. Finally, Section 3.5 outlines the final set of criteria
for the evaluation of participation in the specific context of the implementation of Natura

2000, adding scale as a key contextual factor.

3.2. General theories of public participation

It may seem contradictory that despite the calls for increased participation in most
environmental policy spheres, there is still a lack of clarity over what participation actually
means (Chilvers, 2009: 401) and what it is supposed to accomplish (Beierle, 1998: 2).
Indeed, to this day, public participation is still “intuitively simple, yet remains poorly
defined” (Richards et al., 2004: 5). The aim of this section is to present public participation

as a distinct form of public engagement.
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3.2.1. The Arnstein model of public engagement

Perhaps the best-known typology aiming to frame the potentially very different definitions of
public engagement was developed by Sherry Arnstein in 1969. It focuses on the different
political power dimensions of engagement. She contrasts the ‘powerful’ (i.e. those with
political power) with the ‘have-nots’, highlights the differences between the two, and
explains the increasing calls for effective participation from the have-nots. Arnstein’s
typology is presented as a ladder of participation (Figure 3.2), where each step relates to “the

extent of citizens’ power in determining the end product” (Arnstein, 1969: 217).

Figure 3.1. A ladder of citizen engagement

8 Citizen Control
7 Delegated Power Citizen Power
6 Partrership
5 Placation
4 Consultation Tokenism
3 Informing
2 Therapy
MNonparticipation
1 Manipulation

Source: Arnstein, 1969: 217

The ladder has eight rungs, starting with manipulation and therapy. Arnstein describes these
as forms of non-participation where, in essence, people are told what to do. Arnstein brands
the next steps (informing, consulting and placation) as tokenism, where although peoples’
voices might be heard by the powerful, the translation of those messages into decision-
making is missing. Finally the last steps of the ladder, namely partnership, delegated power
and citizen control, all equate to degrees of citizen power, where citizen have not only a

voice, but the power to influence and make shared decisions.

Arnstein herself has pointed out a number of limitations to the ladder, including: the
misleading assumption that the powerful and powerless are homogenous blocks; the use of
eight simple rungs; and the absence of barriers to citizen involvement. Other criticisms

voiced against the Arnstein ladder include the fallacy that the distance between rungs is
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equal (Burns et al. 1994, in Smith and Beazley, 2000: 859) and the assumption that societal
progress from manipulation to citizen control needs to be linear (Martin, 1999: 3). The
typology has also been accused of not considering the outcomes of participation (Tritter and
McCallum, 2006: 158), treating mainly the procedural aspects of participation; and of failing
to incorporate the context in which participation is taking place (Burns et al. 1994 in Smith
and Beazley, 2000: 859).

Despite these shortcomings, Arnstein’s ladder remains a “key document that continues to
shape the theoretical framework for user involvement” (Tritter and McCallum, 2006: 156).
Indeed, the Arnstein ladder has been instrumental in paving the way for other social
scientists to study public involvement, and to determine some key notions that set

participation apart from other forms of public engagement.

3.2.2. Public participation as a distinct form of public engagement

In its broadest sense, participation is defined as:

“the practice of involving members of the public in the agenda-setting, decision-
making, and policy-forming activities of organisations/institutions responsible for

policy development” (Rowe and Frewer, 2005: 253).

The vagueness of ‘involvement’ in this definition immediately highlights some of the
difficulties inherent in such a broad description. As such, Rowe and Frewer (2005: 254)
refine their definition by basing public engagement mechanisms on the flow of information
between the public and what they refer to as the *sponsors’ of participatory initiatives (see
Figure 3.2).

Figure 3.2. Three types of public engagement

Flow of information

Publiccommunication: Sponsor —— > Publicrepresentative
Publicconsultation: Sponsor «<—— Publicrepresentative
Publicparticipation: Sponsor €<—> Publicrepresentative

Source: Rowe and Frewer, 2005: 255

Public engagement initiatives that only consult or inform, i.e. only promote one-way
information flow, such as focus groups or consultations (where public opinion is sought) or

public education exercises (where information is communicated to the public) are not
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considered to be genuinely “participatory”, and would correspond to the notion of ‘tokenism’
on the Arnstein ladder. Initiatives that are considered participatory under this definition of

information flow are restricted to those that encourage a two-way flow of information.

This approach to categorising public engagement in decision-making is echoed in Owens’
(2000: 1141) interpretation of public engagement, where she differentiates between the
information ‘deficit” model of public understanding and action (where the public is given
information with the hope they will act on it) identified by Burgess et al. (1998: 1447) and
the “civic’ model of “democratic engagement”, akin to two-way information flow, or public
participation. This latter concept requires the active participation of the public, which is a
central element in Wilcox’s definition of participation as *“a process during which
individuals, groups and organisations [...] have the opportunity to become actively involved
in a project or programme of activity” (Wilcox, 2003: 50). As such, the public is not only

heard, but has some influence over decision-making (Davies, 2002: 80).

In summary, there are many motives for public engagement, spanning from manipulation
and therapy to public participation. These different motives for public engagement are
closely linked to the role of public engagement in policy processes, which are themselves

embedded in different models of democracy. This is the subject of the next section.

3.3. Public engagement in three models of democracy

Public engagement in environmental policy-making is often viewed as an integral part of
democracy (Pimbert and Wakeford, 2001: 23). However, despite earlier claims that
“democracy was seen as a homogenous good, and any amount of any type of participation
gave you more of it” (Laird, 1993: 342), democracy is not homogenous and not all
participation is necessarily more democratic. In this section, three different models of
democracy (representative, deliberative and direct) are presented, including their motives

and means of public engagement.
3.3.1. The representative democracy model

The representative democratic model is one in which individual preferences are combined,
and seek to influence the choice of representative or the decision-making of an elected
representative or administration. As such, representative democracy is known as the
‘aggregative model’, whereby citizen preferences and interests are aggregated to reflect the
majority view (Farrelly, 2004: Chapter 7, pp 5) before being translated into public policy.

The small elite which represents the elected governments are in essence entrusted with
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pursuing the common good by ensuring “the equal protection of interests at the individual
level” (Teorell, 2006: 792). In this model of democracy, elected representatives are held

accountable for their decisions through the voting process.

Public participation in representative democracy, therefore, does not determine the policy
outcomes, but rather corresponds to the “conception of participation as influencing attempts”
(Teorell, 2006: 789) to affect the choice of representatives or the choices made by
representatives. Public opinion is seen as an essential component of representative
democracy, as the needs and preferences of the public will contribute to the choice of
government and the direction in which that elected government progresses. In terms of the
wider involvement of the public, however, this is often restricted to the use of surveys used
to collect citizen opinions and preferences on particular issues (Beierle, 1998: 2). Beyond
seeking public opinion, participation is therefore often limited to including organised interest
groups of professionals from industry, unions and non-governmental organisations (Primmer
and Kyllonen, 2006: 840). Experts are often deemed to be the principal protagonists in
complex and value-laden issues (Eden, 1996: 187), where citizens are perceived as not
having the knowledge required, the understanding of complexities or the necessary
judgement to make appropriate decisions (Goodwin, 1998a: 13). The direct participation of
the wider public is not seen as desirable in this particular model of democracy, as it can lead
to conflicts over “who speaks for whom, and with what authority, and about the appropriate
relationship between the ‘governors’ and the ‘governed’ (Gaventa, 2004: 9), thereby
leading “many institutions and decision-makers to perceive citizen participation as

inefficient, partisan and destabilising to the democratic process” (Ravetz, 1999: 331).

Public engagement in a representative democracy model is therefore used mainly in a
pragmatic instrumental capacity, used to achieve particular ends, such as legitimising certain
decisions, increasing trust in institutions, and resolving conflicts over decisions (Chilvers,
2009: 402). This particular perspective on public engagement corresponds more to one-way
information flow, or the information ‘deficit” model of public engagement described by
Owens (2000: 1141). As such “participation’ in this model represents a passive process of
awareness raising and education corresponding to tokenism on Arnstein’s ladder (Arnstein,
1969: 217), rather than citizen power characterised by active participation in decision-

making and implementation (Burgess et al., 1998: 1447).

3.3.2. The deliberative democracy model

Opponents of the 