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GUIDANCE FOR GOOD PRACTICE FOR COMMUNICATING WITH STAKEHOLDERS ON THE ESTABLISHMENT & MANAGEMENT OF MARINE PROTECTED AREAS
(Reference number: 2008-2)
Preface
1.
Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) are receiving increasing attention from government leaders, policymakers and scientists. This growing support for the establishment of MPAs as a key tool for resource management and biodiversity conservation, is highlighted in the Bremen Statement adopted by the second Ministerial meeting of OSPAR (2003). The Bremen Statement, included the commitment to, through working with HELCOM and the European Community, identify the first set of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) by 2006, establish what gaps then remain and complete by 2010 a joint network of well-managed marine protected areas that, together with the NATURA 2000 network, is ecologically coherent (OSPAR Recommendation 2003/3). The Joint Ministerial Meeting of the Helsinki and OSPAR Commissions in 2003 (JMM 2003) agreed a HELCOM/OSPAR Work Programme on Marine Protected Areas including a product on developing and implementing a strategy for achieving dialogue with relevant stakeholders on the management and conservation of marine protected areas.
3.
Public participation is an important and often mandatory part of environmental decision making (federal agencies are now required to encourage public participation and to provide access to all information in keeping the Aarhus Convention). In this sense, specific stakeholder involvement in MPA development and management is a topic of growing interest, taking into account that social factors are the primary determinants of the success of MPAs (Mascia 2003). In spite of this, most agencies dealing with MPAs are just beginning to learn how to design and conduct an effective participatory process for MPAs, to gain understanding of the implications of increased stakeholder involvement and how to improve the process.

4.
The 2008 meeting of OSPAR’s Biodiversity Committee agreed to adopt on a trial basis this guidance document on good practice for communication with stakeholder on MPAs, which has been developed under the leadership of Spain, taking into account inter alia the results of an OSPAR workshop on MPA Stakeholder Involvement held in Murcia, Spain on 24 September 2007. BDC agreed that the guidance should be reviewed by Contracting Parties and that a review of what further experience Contracting Parties had gained on stakeholder participation will be initiated at BDC 2010.
GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED
The term MPA stakeholder refers to anyone who has an interest in or who is affected by the establishment of a protected area (National Research Council, 2001). The original definition of a stakeholder was a person who held a stake or resource for someone else, during a legal dispute or pending resolution of an argument (Hawkins, 2007). That definition has now been superseded by much broader use of the term, where a stakeholder is any person with an interest in an activity or resource or with a ‘stake’ in any activity. The definition has shifted from an independent third party to someone with an actual interest.
 For instance, MPA stakeholders may include (but are not limited to) fishermen, oil companies, divers, general public, resource managers, scientists, volunteers, teachers, and tour guides.

The term community includes not only those living next to or relying on resources in need of protection, but also extends to all of those interested in or affected by an MPA designation (National Research Council 2001).

The term public includes a broader collection of individuals and groups (Ashford and Rest 1999).

In this document, the term stakeholder is used synonymously with the term community, but is considered a subset of the general public.

In addition, participation, involvement, and engagement are used interchangeably with the broader term of communication. Communication denotes a process by which individuals and groups come together in some way to interact, exchange information, provide input around a particular set of issues, problems, or decisions, and share in decision-making to one degree or another.
Stakeholder analysis can be defined as “an approach and procedure for gaining understanding of a system by means of identifying the key actors and stakeholders in the system, and assessing their respective interests in that system.”

Relevant authorities: They are defined as statutory bodies having particular o special role in the establishment and management of a marine site.

Competent authorities include any public or statutory body, including ministers, government departments, public or statutory undertakers or any person holding public office but without a specific legal role assigned for the establishment or management of a marine site. All relevant authorities are also competent authorities.
INTRODUCTION
1.
The marine environment is subject to a wide range of human activities and potential threats that cause alterations to the status of its structure and functioning. Key issues for environmental authorities are the management of environmental pressures associated with a large and expanding tourist industry, commercial and recreational fishing, urban growth, increased energy development, mineral extraction, coastal development, shipping and the downstream effects of land use.

2.
The cumulative impacts of these environmental threats emphasise the critical importance of integrated management approaches when compared with the limited effectiveness of traditional sectoral approaches. 

3.
As significant harm to the world’s ocean ecosystems becomes more evident, Marine Protected Areas (MPAs hereinafter) are receiving increasing attention from government leaders, policymakers and scientists. This growing support for the establishment of MPAs as a key tool for resource management and biodiversity conservation was highlighted by the Bremen Statement adopted by the second Ministerial meeting of OSPAR (2003). The Bremen Statement, included the commitment to, through working with HELCOM and the European Community, identify the first set of OSPAR Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) by 2006, establish what gaps then remain and complete by 2010 a joint network of well-managed marine protected areas that, together with the NATURA 2000 network, is ecologically coherent (Recommendation 2003/3). 

4.
It is also important to recall that the establishment of the OSPAR Network will also contribute to, and take account of, Contracting Parties’ obligations under other international Conventions and Directives, including EC Directives (and in particular the Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and wild flora and fauna, the Council Directive 79/409/EEC on the conservation of birds, and the European Marine Strategy), and measures taken under the Bern, Bonn (including its regional agreements) and Ramsar Conventions, the Convention on Biological Diversity, the Helsinki Convention, the Barcelona Convention, the Trilateral Wadden Sea Co-operation and the commitments made, inter alia, at the World Summit on Sustainable Development and the North Sea Conferences.

5.
Public participation is an important and often mandatory part of environmental decision making (federal agencies are now required to encourage public participation and to provide access to all information in keeping the Aarhus Convention
). In this sense, specific stakeholder involvement in MPAs development and management is a topic of growing interest taking into account that social factors are the primary determinants of the success of MPAs (Mascia 2003). In spite of this, most agencies dealing with MPAs are just beginning to learn how to design and conduct effective MPA participatory process and to gain understanding of the implications of increased stakeholder involvements, as well as how to improve the process. The work done for developing this document has shown that OSPAR, together with many of its Contracting Parties and observers, are also at that initial stage.

6.
The final goal of this document and its two annexed practical tools is to work towards a solid and secure stakeholder involvement process, based on the experience already available and the incorporation of professional approaches to communication tools. However, as has been said, OSPAR is at a point of departure on what appears to be a potentially lengthy process. Furthermore the wide range of circumstances in the individual Contracting Parties, with their different administrative particularities and ecological natures, added to the need for a case by case approach for developing a stakeholder’s communication strategy, makes the delivery of very specific guidance a challenging one. Within this context, the authors of this document found that a good way to move this important task forward was by the development of the guidance in the form of this document and its two practical tools. These will provide OSPAR Contracting Parties and observers with a common basis on which to build their work towards a solid and secure stakeholder involvement process, to develop a better understanding of the implications of increased stakeholder involvement in decision making, and to identify ways to improve their respective participatory processes. The goal therefore is that the Contracting Parties start to use these tools to gain experience on stakeholder participation.

7.
The guidance and the two practical tools presented presented in this document  have been aligned with the two other important OSPAR tools developed for the establishment and management of the OSPAR network of MPAs, i.e, the Guidance for the design of the OSPAR Network of Marine Protected Areas: a self-assessment checklist (OSPAR agreement 2007-6) and the Guidance to assess the effectiveness of management of OSPAR MPAs: a self-assessment scorecard (OSPAR agreement 2007-5). Finally this paper, should allow OSPAR to encourage solid stakeholder involvement during the development of the network of MPAs network. This is seen not only as an added value to the development of the network, but also as an essential component to the success of future MPAs management.
8.
This document has been developed on the basis of a literature review which has extracted lessons from participatory processes across various marine sectors and among different national and international communities as a first step for increasing our systematic knowledge about what works in public participation and deliberation. From this the following guidance for good practice for communicating with stakeholders on the management of MPAs has been developed. The document begins with a review of theoretical key aspects such as the main benefits of communicating with stakeholders, challenges to accomplish the communication towards MPAs designation and management and main factors to consider for developing a communication strategy with MPA stakeholders.
9.
Two practical tools to assist the design and operation of participatory processes are annexed to the document: an analysis of MPAs Stakeholders through a MPAs stakeholders mapping matrix methodology (Practical Tool I), and; (ii) an analysis of our effectiveness in communicating with stakeholders on the establishment and management of MPAs through a checklist exercise methodology (Practical Tool II). The second exercise includes the formulation of different questions to guide and evaluate the process for stakeholder involvement. 

KEY FINDINGS
.
A.
Why is it important to communicate with stakeholders?

“With involvement comes understanding, with understanding comes public support and commitment.” (Kaza, 1988)

“The law derives its validity from the consent of the governed” (Jürgen Habermas, 1984)
10.
The literature reveals that done well, participation enhances cooperation and concerted action.  This is because all stakeholders (including the sponsoring body) are more knowledgeable about, committed to, and supportive of agreed outcomes, (and the means of achieving them) if they have had a genuine say within the process. In other words, it has been demonstrated that the perception of legitimacy is linked to the participants’ views of the fairness of the process. Participants who view the process as legitimate generally feel a stronger commitment to accept or actively support the results, even if what has been agreed is not their preferred way of securing their own interests.  

11.
However, it is important to note, that an essential aspect of the participation process is that stakeholders view their involvement as meaningful and as making a difference (Pirk 2002). Meaningful participation occurs when people see that their contributions to the process have helped shape a decision. Such participation can be fostered by enhancing stakeholders’ participation in the generation and application of information, providing opportunities to increase their sense of worth, and strengthening their ability to meet concerns and deal with changes throughout the process.

12.
Besides the benefits of increased cooperation and reduced conflict, stakeholders should be involved because they have rights (formal or informal) in the coastal marine ecosystem, as well as useful knowledge about the natural and cultural marine environment.

BOX 1: Benefits of communicating with different target groups

Stakeholders 

Develops an understanding of each others’ interests

Encourages the sharing of experiences in managing the natural values under threat

Builds trust and confidence

Encourages a consensus approach to management

Creates a sense of pride and ‘ownership’ for the site

Creates new socio-economic opportunities and partnerships

Ensures continuity

Policy developers and government bodies 

Leads to better integration of MPAs into other policies

Encourages more coordinated approach to sea-use policies within the region

Highlights areas of mutual interest and helps to plan strategically 

General public

Addresses concerns over the loss of wildlife and nature

Raises the level of awareness of a region’s diverse natural heritage and the need to conserve it

Provides additional opportunities for learning, discovery, relaxation, recreation, health….

Encourages responsible behaviour

Gives individuals a chance to get involved and make a contribution

NGOs and other civil society groups

Helps raise the profile of MPAs (hold much of the scientific and management expertise on nature)

Raises funds for nature conservation

Supports the implement conservation actions on the ground

Acts as the ‘eyes and ears’ of society

Mobilises people through their membership

SOURCE: Extracted from LIFE Focus / LIFE-Nature: communicating with stakeholders and the general public – Best practice examples for Natura 2000.
2.
Challenges in communicating about MPAs with stakeholders.

13.
It is important to acknowledge that while stakeholder involvement can help establish marine protection that accommodates the interests of those with a stake in the resources, it will not always lead to strict levels of protection or successful resource management (Brody 1998). Potential issues with stakeholder involvement may include delays in decision making, increased expense, tension among stakeholder groups, and lack of consensus, though most of these issues depends on good practice. Within this context, it is important to make efforts to establish a common ground for building relationships and trust. This common ground should provide a basis for a common understanding of shared objectives and eventually the aspects that particular stakeholders are unwilling to concede in, although these latter aspects should never be allowed to dominate discussions. 

Role of key personalities

14.
In this sense, the role of certain personalities - whether they are opponents or supporters - can have a substantial bearing on the successful partnerships within a management scheme process. Examples encountered across the demonstration sites included:

· local councillors carrying influence within key authorities;

· trusted and respected individuals - especially those having the ear of key user groups - who can explain the technical terms in the advice packages without seeming biased;

· other exemplary MPA representative stakeholders – for certain stakeholders, unconvinced of the benefits of MPAs, having the opportunity of hearing of the experiences of other MPAs from their stakeholders can be a solution to break initial mistrust situations. Fishermen for instance will often pay more attention and be more readily convinced by other fishermen from another MPA than by scientists, policy makers or other stakeholders of the MPA.

· chairpersons of lead authorities;

· project officers. A management plan is very unlikely to be developed without one, or more, individuals who can co-ordinate the overall process and particularly the inputs of the relevant authorities. Depending on the size and complexity of the issues, there may not need to be a full time officer and, where there are several neighbouring sites, it may be possible for single project officer to support more than one. The officer may often be involved in sensitive and confrontational discussions with stakeholders and relevant authorities. This calls for a mature individual, confident in working in such situations. Other core skills that the project officer may need to have access to, though not necessarily possess, include publicity and public relations; 
It is important to identify and involve such individuals from an early stage; they may encourage involvement from particular individuals and organisations, but can also act as intermediaries if communication between relevant authorities and stakeholders breaks down.

TABLE 1: Skills and competencies of the project officer

	Skills & Competence
	Comments

	Good interpersonal skills
	Must be able to communicate with wide range of people from specialists to users and be able to promote the site through the media.

	Consensus building  and mediation skills
	Often have to act as go-between relevant authorities, conservation agencies & stakeholders.

	An understanding of principled negotiation 
	Help people to look for, and work towards, mutually beneficial win/win rather than win/lose outcomes

	Advocacy skills 
	Promote the idea of the site designation and management scheme process.

	High degree of self motivation, self management & organisation
	Able to manage a wide range of duties & to co-ordinate others.

	Knowledge of relevant legislation
	Legislation relating to the process is complex, good knowledge early on is required to guide others through the process.

	Knowledge of marine ecosystems
	Help with credibility on site and for supporting the other relevant authorities.

	Enthusiasm & (ideally) knowledge of the site
	Knowledge of the site & its activities help to gain credibility, especially at the local level.


SOURCE: Adapted from LIFE Focus / LIFE-Nature: communicating with stakeholders and the general public – Best practice examples for Natura 2000.
Maintaining momentum

15.
It is also important to remember that once the momentum is underway, it should be maintained until the process has been completed. Although, at the practical level, keeping stakeholders interested in a management planning process after the first flurry of meetings may sometimes be very hard, particular efforts should be put into keeping the process going and stimulating interest and active collaboration on the part of the stakeholders. There is nothing more counter productive than stimulating a lot of support and interest in developing a management plan and a shared vision of how the site should be managed, only to find that there are no resources to implement it afterwards. To overcome these kinds of difficulties a specific budget should be clearly arranged for these kinds of issues. For example, see how in the Life Nature Set of projects the specific budget for stakeholder participation processes tasks accounted for approximately 7% of the overall budget (LIFE Focus / LIFE-Nature: communicating with stakeholders and the general public – Best practice examples for Natura 2000).

TABLE 2: Common communication problems & possible solutions.

	Problem
	Solution

	Too much jargon
	Use language that everyone can understand & keep the information simple.

Don’t try to explain everything. 

	Describing nature in a way that people cannot relate to
	Make the information interesting & try to associate it with things that people identify with in their daily lives by using analogies & comparisons.

Bring out the sense of wonder of nature.

	Strong focus on rare species
	Link the fact that habitats harbouring rare species also harbour many other natural features that are more familiar to people. 

	Too much doom & gloom
	Try to bring out the positive elements. Present the potential solutions to the problems.

	Not seeing the other person’s perspective
	Put yourself in the other person’s shoes & find out beforehand what their main concerns are as well as their level of interest & knowledge in conservation issues. Ask lots of questions and listen carefully to their concerns.

	Wrong choice of communication tool
	Plan your communication work carefully bearing in mind with whom you want to communicate. 


SOURCE: Adapted from LIFE Focus / LIFE-Nature: communicating with stakeholders and the general public – Best practice examples for Natura 2000.

3.
Developing a communication strategy.

Factors to consider during the process design.

16.
An agency’s participation goals may range from gathering information about stakeholder values to getting advice from stakeholders, or to engaging them in the decision making itself (LIFE Focus / LIFE-Nature: communicating with stakeholders and the general public – Best practice examples for Natura 2000).

17.
There are a number of factors that need to be considered before launching into any process that influence the potential for effective participation and successful implementation.

· Context. Contextual factors need to be taken into account. When initiating a stakeholder participation process, it is important to be mindful of the history within that community by recognizing local conditions (e.g., the dynamics between stakeholder groups). Since every community is unique, it is necessary to be sensitive to individual situations and dynamics. This includes being culturally sensitive, because many communities will have multiple cultures. Besides cultural considerations, it is necessary to consider social, political, economic, and gender dimensions affecting various stakeholder groups. It is also important to learn from past successes and failures.

Attitudes, perceptions, and beliefs among the various stakeholder groups may need to be discerned because ultimately these will influence trust.

· Capacity. When initiating a stakeholder participation process, it is important to be aware of the capacity of both the agency leading the process and the stakeholders being asked to participate in it. Factors that affect capacity include training, time, money, and experience.

Typically, the more stakeholder participation that is incorporated into a decision-making process, the more time and money it will require, from both the lead agency and stakeholders, although in the longer-term this may prove to be a very valuable investment.

Besides the issues of time and money mentioned above, staff members should have skill sets to conduct these types of processes such as experience in negotiation and diplomacy (Hough 1988), and they may need facilitation skills if the process is being conducted without the assistance of an outside facilitator. Conflict management might also be necessary to overcome tension among stakeholders groups.

· Management Approaches. Top-down designation processes may produce “paper parks” in which natural and cultural resources continue to degrade because enforcement measures are ineffective and there is little compliance with rules and regulations (Brody 1998; Gilman 1997).

A “bottom-up” approach to resource protection emphasizes the need for local stakeholders to be brought into the discussion and for their values and perspectives to influence the outcome along with the views of ‘expert’ or specialist views.  This could include adapting designations to prior use patterns.

For that reason, the ideal may be a management approach that is government-driven (“top-down”) but that heavily involves stakeholders (“bottom-up”) (Jones, Burgess, and Bhattachary 2001; Kelleher and Kenchington 1992; Kelleher and Recchia 1998).


· Decision Making. For participatory processes in general, decision making occurs along a continuum
 marked by four levels of participation. The four levels of participatory decision making have been characterized as follows by the NOAA (NOAA Coastal Services Center 2000):

· Level I – This level of participatory decision making is made solely by the management authority/agency, and stakeholders are only informed about the decision after it has been made. This level includes information-giving activities such as newsletters, presentations at meetings, briefing media through press releases, advertising through posters, and radio announcements.

· Level II – This level of participatory decision making is made by the management authority/agency after input is obtained from stakeholders. This level includes consultative activities such as public meetings, workshops, or task groups. Often these consultative activities will be used in conjunction with information-giving activities described above.

· Level III – This level of participatory decision making involves stakeholder discussions and decisions on a course of action. However, at this level, the stakeholders are unable to act until they receive approval from the management agency. At this level, information-giving activities are used to start the process, followed by collaborative activities such as advisory committees or joint planning teams.

· Level IV – This level of participatory decision making applies to situations in which the stakeholders have been given the authority to make decisions and implement action plans without having to seek final approval from a management agency.

Road Map for developing a communicating strategy: the five indispensable steps.

18.
There are essentially five basic parts of any participation strategy:

a.
Carry out a detailed analysis of the MPA to know who your potential stakeholders are, and their likely concerns and activities but beware of making assumptions about how and where they carry out these activities or what effect they have on the MPA – this can only be determined through open dialogue with those involved. An MPA Mapping analysis is proposed at ANNEX I to fulfil this task.

Key questions are:

· What sea use activities are practiced in and around the MPA?

· How are they likely to be affected by the MPA designation?

· What other socio-economic issues might need to be taken into account?

· What other sea-use policies frameworks & laws, should be considered in the analysis either to reinforce or to detract from the conservation initiative?

· Who are the primary stakeholders?

· Who else should be involved?

· What is their level of knowledge about nature and MPAs?

· What are their attitudes to nature conservation, OSPAR and MPAs?

· What actions have already been taken, were they successful, If not why not?

b.
Set  broad objectives of what you want to achieve and explain the context for these to stakeholders  (But be ready to explore the boundaries of the discussion ( what is up for ‘grabs’) and through creative and open minded dialogue be ready to discover that there is more room for manoeuvre than you may have first thought). 
Essential objectives:

· Make your policy framework (OSPAR, Natura 2000, etc.) known to all interest groups and the general public.

· Explain what the OSPAR MPA process means in practice.

· Reassure the different audiences of interests.

· Follow good practice in using plain language and ensuring easy readability when explaining complex background information. Use pictures and diagrams to help.

c.
 Design a participatory process – who should be involved, what level of involvement do they want, how will they be involved, when, where, and using which methods.

Key questions to design a participatory process:

· What is the best participatory approach?

· What level of involvement are stakeholders likely to want?

· Who will want or need face to face workshops or 1:1 meetings? Who will want to be consulted? Who just kept informed?

· What techniques are considered best for each of audiences?

· How should they be done, when and where?

· Who will do them?

· What resources are required?

· Who will coordinate the work?

· How will the momentum be maintained?

d.
Allocate sufficient resources – calculate what resources are needed when and ensure that these are made available 

Key funding questions:

· What are the estimated costs of implementing the participation process?

· Has enough money and resources been earmarked in the annual budget

· What are the available potential sources?

· What other resources of staff time, expert input, venues and logistics/administrative support will be required?

e.
Identify indicators of success to enable you to review the achievements of the strategy at regular intervals and fine tune as necessary.

Key review questions:

What are the success indicators for determining if the strategy has worked?

How will these be assessed, by whom and when: opinion polls, interviews, surveys, observations.

How will the information be used to refine and adjust the strategy?

What techniques to use?

19.
While the existing literature
 provides substantial information on the relative value and limitations of various mechanisms of participation used in different situations, some of the more promising tools are summarized in the table below.
20.
It is, however, important to keep in mind that the specific design of any participation mechanism will ultimately be determined by process goals, situational variables, and possible legal constraints. Finally, it is also important to keep in mind that people remember: 10% of what they hear, 30% of what they read, 50% of what they see and 90% of what they do (Scottish Natural Heritage 1997).

TABLE 3: Tools for communication.
	Method
	Advantage
	Disadvantage

	One way communication

	Printed

1. Letters

2. Brochures, leaflets

3. Reports, books.

4. Magazines, newsletters

5. Educational material

6. Cartoons

7. Postcards, calendars

8. T-shirts
	· Familiar techniques that are simple to manage.

· Requires less time & money

· Reaches a wide audience both locally & further afield

· Draws attention to a problem people may not know exists

· Keeps people informed


	· Needs to be effectively distributed

· Is often not enough to motivate people to take action

· Effects are short lived.

	Information technology

1. Website

2. CD ROMs, DVD
	· Avoids printing costs

· Responds to an increasing IT-orientated society. 
	· Not everyone has computer skills yet. 

	Visual

1. Information panels

2. Displays & exhibitions

3. Multimedia programs

4. Videos & Photos

5. Games
	· If made enjoyable can be memorable.

· Stimulates all the senses

	· More expensive to produce & requires specialised skills.



	Two way communication

	1. One to one discussions.

2. Meeting, round tables, public hearing, workshops.

3. Management forum

4. Steering committee

5. Field visits

6. Open days, festivals.

7. Training programs
	· Establish a personal rapport

· Encourages mutual understandings

· Develops a knowledge base

· Ensures the messages are understood in the way they are intended.

· Builds up trust & confidence.

· Leads to longer lasting solutions

· Motivates people better to get actively involved

· Provides opportunities for socialising
	· Is more time consuming & costly.

· Needs to be maintained.

· Can lead to a negative backlash if not handled properly

· Reaches only a small audience at a time.

· Needs a lot of organisation and planning.

· Requires inter-personal skills

· Does not reach an audience further afield.

	Indirect communication

	Media oriented

1. Newspaper articles

2. Radio/TV interviews

3. Press releases

4. Advertising
	· Reaches a large audience both local & further afield

· Stimulates curiosity amongst groups not normally interested in nature

	· Issues have to remain simple, not possible to go into details.

· No control over contents of article can be negative and create negative controversies.

· Could generate polarised views

	Other

1. launch events

2. Involvement of third parties

3. Intermediaries or mediators
	· Attracts high profile & influential people

· Can have a significant multiplier effect.

· Win trust more rapidly- people talking the same language & about the same problems

· Offers a neutral party for conflict resolution
	· Usually only possible where there are benefits for both parties.

· Requires specialised skills


SOURCE: Extracted from LIFE Focus / LIFE-Nature: communicating with stakeholders and the general public – Best practice examples for Natura 2000.
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PRACTICAL TOOL I.

MAPPING STAKEHOLDERS AND THEIR POINT OF INTERESTS IN THE IDENTIFICATION, DESIGNATION AND MANAGEMENT OF OSPAR MPAS.

This first tool, a mapping of stakeholders”, aims, through a matrix methodology, at an analysis of specific MPA stakeholders (their interests and possible approaches to involvement). This matrix (see embedded excel worksheet below) is intended as guidance only and should not be considered exhaustive.

Each Contracting Party should complete this exercise for OSPAR MPAs so it can get a full overview of the stakeholders that should be taken into account in the process for the identification, designation and management of OSPAR MPAs.

Each box should be filled in a way that the interest of the specific stakeholder on each detailed stage of the process (namely identification, designation or managent) is shown. The authors, although aware that certain results will be achieved only through open dialogue with those stakeholders involved, propose the following four categories to develop an overview of the stakeholders that should be taken into account in the process for the identification, designation and management of OSPAR MPAs:

· NR (No Relevant). 

· L (Low).

· M (Moderate) 

· H (High).


[image: image2.emf]O:\06-07\BDC07\ Follow-up\stakeholder MPA\stakeholders matrix.xls


PRACTICAL TOOL II.

CHECKLIST TO ANALYSE OUR EFFECTIVESS IN COMMUNICATING WITH STAKEHOLDERS ON THE ESTABLISHMENT & MANAGEMENT OF OSPAR MPAs
Although there is no single definition of a successful process, either in the abstract or in specific cases, some common steps and principles can be identified in all the successful participation process. With this baseline, an analysis of our effectiveness in communicating with stakeholders on the establishment and management of MPAs has been designed through a checklist exercise methodology.

This second exercise includes different questions that should be answered in order to evaluate Contracting Parties initiatives in communicating with stakeholders on the establishment and management of MPAs. 

A. PLANNING AND TECHNICAL PROCESS FOR STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVEMENT
A.1 
A. 1.1 Have all key stakeholders been contacted?

Yes.

No

Partially

A.1.2 Are the key stakeholders willing and able to participate?
Yes.

No

Partially

· Government is likely to implement the agreement reached. 
· There is little or no incentive to solve a problem, meet a deadline, or engage with other interests because participants have other means to work out their issues, such as lawsuits or political pressure.

· Certain stakeholders have been through this before and are no longer willing to waste more time?

· Certain stakeholders are unaware of the role they can play in the process?

A.2. Coordination of the Process.

A. 2.1 Have you established a clear coordination framework for stakeholder communication?

Yes.

No

Partially

· A leader for the coordination framework has been selected. 

· An advisory committee, with clear roles and responsibilities, has been established.

· Agreements on coordination between agencies / organisation or with individuals involved with the management of the site are in place where needed

· Relationship between the existing protection measures and the OSPAR MPAs has been identified.

· A number of community meetings have been planned to ensure that all relevant communities and representatives are invited to voice their opinions.

· The different working groups have not been overloaded with work, information, meetings and information having been provided in advance.

· Meetings have been timed to facilitate attendance

A.3. Inclusive and Effective Representation
A. 3.1 Have you assessed whether those stakeholders that are involved are representative of all interest groups?

Yes 

No 

Partially

· The inclusive and effective representation is a key focus of the participation process

· A mapping of stakeholders has been developed.

· The stakeholder representatives demonstrate effective representation and maintain communication with their constituencies.

· The stakeholder representatives have negotiation skills to build bridges between sectors

· Stakeholders’ representatives are trusted and empowered by their constituency

· Stakeholders have the authority to make decisions on behalf of their constituency.

· Key personalities who shape local attitudes and concerns have been identified
A.4. Process Design
A. 4.1 Did you provide clear terms of reference and roadmaps for the overall process?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

· Clear objectives have been set, focusing on a level of common interest.

· Sufficient time to address the key issues has been planned.

· Consensus during the steps that made the process (e.g., problem statement, goals/objectives, and management intentions) has sought for and not just in the outcome.

· The scope and purpose of the process has been made clear to all stakeholders in the process before proceeding with substantive discussions. 

· A clear set of consensus-based decision rules and a fall-back dispute mechanism has been created in case consensus cannot be reached 

· Stakeholders’ have helped to define how they would participate

· Effective means of communication were used to reach constituents, including coordinating special gatherings, attending other meetings, chatting with people at local establishments, connecting one-on-one, and going “down to the docks”

A. 4.2 Have you studied the attitudes and concerns of stakeholders, particularly to previous conservation initiatives and developments? 

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

· An analysis of previous stakeholder involvement experiences has been conducted
· The learning of previous experiences has been applied to the new structures and approaches
· Problems of  frustration and lack of confidence resulting from previous processes have been overcome

A. 4.3 Have you established the phases for stakeholders’ participation?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

· An analysis of stakeholders has been developed (mapping of stakeholders), identifying interests and responsibilities in each of the phases established.
· A strategy and planning of stakeholder involvement has been set up
A. 4.4 Have you established mechanisms to ensure stakeholder participation?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

A. 4.5 Have you addressed the need for a system for decision making and conflict resolution?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

· A set of weighted selection criteria based on stakeholders’ values have been developed to help create better alternatives. 
A.5. Education, Awareness & Information

A. 5.1 Are stakeholders aware and concerned about marine resource conditions and threats?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

· Education and awareness raising programs have been developed to promote cooperation and compliance by improving the understanding of marine conservation issues. 
· Scientific evidence has been translated to normal  language for all stakeholders
A. 5.2 Did you involve stakeholders and relevant authorities in determining the information gaps?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

· Consideration has been given to building support and ownership locally in the site and its features while information collection exercises are developed (E.g. through the fishing boats rental for biological samples, etc.).
· Outputs from information collations has been disseminated (i.e. through common databases, visual products etc.)

· Local knowledge has been valued and utilised.
A. 5.3 Did the process promote knowledge equality amongst all interested parties and participants to the process, adding significantly to the general body of knowledge about MPAs?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

· University research interests in the site (PhD programs, etc.), have been enhanced and collaborative research projects have been promoted.

· Complex or technical information has been transformed into digestible material.

· There is fair access to independent expertise on technical issues.

· Information about MPAs, marine reserves, and issues of concern to increase understanding and awareness has been disseminated.

· A third-party researcher group, trusted by locals, and who will follow protocols of confidentiality to obtain reliable socio-economic information has been hired.

· Fishermen and other local users have understood the economic benefits available to them from site protection. 
· Non-expert and non-technical understanding of, and interests in, the site (e.g. user  experience, knowledge and anecdote) has been factored into the process
A.6. BUDGET

A. 6.1 Did you ensure enough funds, time and skills for the involvement of stakeholders?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

· A financial sustainability plan has been developed. 
A. 6.2 Have diverse funding sources been explored for stakeholder involvement?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

· The protected area's constituents contribute to the costs of managing the area.

· Services provided in the MPA are an alternative source of funding.

· Has the government considered special taxes or levies? 

· Has the government considered options to facilitate special donations?
A.7. EVALUATION.

A. 7.1 Have you established a mechanism for the evaluation of stakeholders implication?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

· A plan has been established for the periodic review and evaluation of the MPA effectiveness. Stakeholders understand this process and have input into the evaluation, as in the original planning process.
A. 7.2 Are stakeholders satisfied with the process and outputs of the MPA?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

· Stakeholders feel that they are adequately represented in the MPA decision-making processes.
A. 7.3 Did you identify the causes of disinterest and disillusionment?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

A.8. MONITORING

A. 8.1 Are stakeholders actively involved in monitoring? 

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

B. STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT IN MANAGEMENT PLANS.

B.1 Were Stakeholders involved in the Management Plan Structuring Process?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

· All relevant stakeholders had a voice.
· An analysis of stakeholders has been produced (for example through mapping and weighing of stakeholders).

· Existing networks and partnerships already in place where valued. 

· An assessment was made of the possibility for incorporating existing management structures developed through previous partnership initiatives (e.g. existing estuarine management partnerships, voluntary marine conservation areas and other cross sectoral partnership initiatives) in the envisaged management structure for MPAs where appropriate.

· Consensus rules are enforced by the facilitator.

· A third neutral third party / Advisory Body is involved in order to facilitate discussions involving potentially high-conflict topics such as public lands, public waters, and natural resources.

· Support from relevant decision-making agencies is guaranteed.

· Active communications are ensured up and down the decision-making hierarchy.

· Advisory bodies as well as senior government and political decision-makers are kept up to date with a community-based negotiation process.

· The Management Plan reflects the site’s characteristics, taking into account the need for sharing decision making between relevant authorities and stakeholders

· A good integration of the Management Plan with related management plans and strategies on the site is sought for.

· Stakeholders and RAs have outlined their key objectives (conservation, economic development, recreational, etc priorities) relating to the MPA and a ‘use assessment’ to identify who does what, where and when.

Ensure process managers are committed, neutral, and skilled in process management and communication. Government sponsors should focus on facilitating, coordinating, and supporting processes. Staff should have the skills to teach and enable fishermen, local interested persons, and other constituent representatives to lead or chair meetings, and design processes as well as give presentations (Lane 2001). Sponsors should also supply the necessary resources, including financial and human resources and logistical support. Use tripartite (or cooperative) arrangements to ensure successful planning and designation of MPAs.  Employ impartial, expert facilitation to help structure and guide a process. Ensure that the facilitator is neutral but knowledgeable of the substantive issues.

B.2 Are Stakeholders involved in the Management Plan Functioning Process?

YES

NO 

PARTIALLY

· There are clear ways in which stakeholders can express their views and ideas.

· There are regular open meetings for all stakeholders to input views into management.

· Stakeholder participation includes effective representation from various community groups.

· The management plan is linked to local community strategies.

· Relevant authorities review and prepare management measures for their own sector with advice as needed from the project officer or nature conservation body.

· A process for consultation is provided on draft measures for seeking comments at least from relevant authorities and stakeholders with close interests.

· Management actions are designed with precise and specific responsibility allocation to particular stakeholders within specific timescales

Seeking ends-means convergences whereby stakeholder priorities can be integrated with conservation priorities, e.g. local users might see the MPA as a means of achieving a degree of local protectionism from incoming users whilst NGOs might see local protectionism as a means of achieving marine biodiversity conservation objectives; local users might see MPA as a means of promoting more sustainable exploitation methods, perhaps ‘incentivised’ by a value added element for more ‘green’ products’, whilst NGOs might see more sustainable exploitation methods as a means of achieving marine biodiversity conservation objectives.

BOX 2: Management plans – an important communication tool





Gaining trust and confidence is fundamental to the success of any initiative involving decisions over people’s livelihoods. In the case of Natura 2000 framework, winning people’s trust has been only possible if a genuine interest was shown in their views and if these views were also taken into account in decisions over the future conservation of the site. People must feel that they are making a real contribution and not just being ‘heard out’. 


One of the most effective ways of achieving this is through the active involvement of stakeholders in the preparation of Natura 2000 management plans. This has proven to be very popular in LIFE-Nature projects. Over 60% have produced such plans and begun to implement them before the end of the project, usually with the help of the different stakeholder groups. This has led to some useful good practice on how to organize public participation and initiate stakeholder dialogue (e.g. the Marine SACs project in UK: http://www.ukmarinesac.org.uk) 


The key advantages of these plans are that they: 





gather all the necessary conservation information on the site in one place for all to see;


clarify the existing sea uses and their interrelation with nature conservation;


provide an open forum for debate;


lead to a consensus view on how long term management should be done;


create a sense of shared ownership for the final product amongst all participating groups.


In many respects the management planning process is as important as the final end product. Issues can be discussed in greater detail than would be possible through more classic public consultation processes. In addition they provide a means for different participants to learn from each other and appreciate the other person’s views.


In certain cases where management planning has led to significant confrontation and mistrust, as has happened in the resolution of certain fishery crisis management measures, giving full responsibility to the key affected stakeholders to figure out the solution has proven positive. Left “in the room by themselves”, without having the possibility of putting the blame on scientists, policy makers or other stakeholders, has led in these cases to the acceptance of the collective and individual responsibility as the foundation for a sustainable management.  


A scientific foundation is a key factor to the robustness of a management plan. Creating the link between the science and public policy is essential for an optimal application of scientific efforts to conservation management. But the sceince must be usable and accessible to a wider audience than solely policy makers. “Translating” the science and public policy for other stakeholders is also a critical step towards building a healthy relation among MPA stakeholders based on trust and mutual respect.





SOURCE: Extracted from LIFE Focus / LIFE-Nature: communicating with stakeholders and the general public – Best practice examples for Natura 2000.








� See:


Århus Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters to Community institutions and bodies


Directive 2003/4/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 28 January 2003 on public access to environmental information and repealing Council Directive 90/313/EEC


Directive 2003/35/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 May 2003 providing for public participation in respect of the drawing up of certain plans and programmes relating to the environment and amending with regard to public participation and access to justice Council Directives 85/337/EEC and 96/61/EC


� Text extracted from the publication:


Extracts from Stakeholders dialogue. A good practice approach to participation. Training manual. Diana Pound. Dialogue Matters. 2006.


Stakeholder Participation: A Synthesis of Current Literature. Brianne Leigh Kessler. September 2004. Edited by The National Marine Protected Areas Center in cooperation with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Coastal Services Center. � HYPERLINK "http://www.mpa.gov" ��www.mpa.gov�


LIFE Focus / LIFE-Nature: communicating with stakeholders and the general public – Best practice examples for Natura 2000. European Commission. Edited by the Office for Official Publications of the European Communities. 2004. http://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/publications/lifepublications/lifefocus/nat.htm#marine


Recommendations for Effective Marine Planning Processes: Lessons Learned from Case Studies in Canada, the USA and Australia. Edited by Living Oceans Society and World Wildlife Fund. 2006.


Methods for managing Marine Protected Areas: Options for establishing and managing a marine protected area system in the UK. Stevens TF, Jones PJS, Howell K and Mee L (2006) Report for Natural England. 49 pages.


Indications of good practice for establishing management schemes on European marine sites. Learning from the UK Marine SACs Project 1996 - 2001. EN, SNH, CCW, EHS (DoE(NI)), JNCC & SAMS, 2001. Peterborough, English Nature.


� A continuum implies that there are no sharp boundaries between the different levels.


� See for example: Pound 2006; Ashford and Rest 1999; Beierle and Cayford 2002; Chenoweth, Ewing, and Bird 2002; Chess and Purcell 1999; Creighton 1999; Fiorino 1990; Graham and others 1992; Pirk 2002.
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						Identification								Designation		Management
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				Oil&Gas Exploitation Industry
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				Urban Development Sector
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				Diving Companies

				Nautical Sector

				Hotel Sector
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				ENGOs
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				Beach User Sector






